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Preface 

As in any major evaluation effort, much more was done in 

this;project than can be written of in a final report. The plan­

ning phase alone lasted for six months and even then it was far 

too short. The Intensive Evaluation unit did not, could not, 

anticipate more than a quarter of the problems encountered. 'Lack 

of existing data and accu~ate or complete records in numerous 

state agencies prevented the development of an innovative, juris­

diction specific, functional utility index. The determination 

of our clients to behave in the context of a random walk made 

the prediction effort less than useless. The programs themselves 

proved to be quite dynamic, leading to major and often quite un­

scientific changes in the design 9f the evaluation. These and 

numerous other problems make this final product look somewhat 

different from·what was originally anticipated. The Evaluation 

Team made every effort, in spite of these many frustrations, to 

, ensure a report of quality, one which would be of practical use 

to justice system decision makers. All the same, the reader 

must bear in mind that these are some threats to the validity of 

the findings and, while every effort was made to control these 

threats, the findings ~ust be viewed with some caution. In one 

target site, for example, the diversion program staff provided 

the information on program activity that elsewhere was obtained 

directly by the evaluation. team. While the res~lts were com­

parable to the other counties, they must rema'in at least some-

what suspect.* 

-- , .. \ ~:'-.:"~-. -:-...: .. : _ .. 

~ , . 

i , 
I' .. , 
! 
l 
1 
! . 
J ' 
J ~ ! J 

I 
t 

".J , I \ , 
il \ If 
\, J 

II 
1 
I 
\ 
l' 

~ 
I! 

l 

1 

~ \ 
~ 

I 
I 

~ ! 
1 

1 I· I t 
t 11 

1 

I , 
1 
t l r i 

II t 
I ~ 
1 

j{ 

I ! 
1 

\1 
}' 
r ,I j' 

i I' 
! 1 I 

I ! 
l, \ , 
I I 

I ! 
1\ 

I 
1 ,. 
t: 

II 
j 

J. 
.~ . ! ~., I 

I fl· 
*' ~ 

I 
I 

f, 

I 
! 
I 

I 
~; 
l;~ 

I~ 

j 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I c ., 

~I 

I 
J I 

J 
J 
1 ;: . 

1 
I 
I ,: :.'1 

I ~ j 

I ! ' 
! 

I 

-

" 
ii 

The reader will notice a dearth of statistics in the finding:;; 

(Section v) of this report. This was intent3Lonal.The purpose 

of the evaluation is.to inform, not to overwhelm or impress. Tech­

nical information on the testing of hypotheses is included in out­

line form, in Appendix II and the authors are available, for 

discussion, criticism, or righteous indignation, but the simple 

truth is, we could not justify inclusion of non-significant or 

inconclusive statistical discussions. 

In following standard format, it must now be stated that 

there are too many people to be thanked to do so individually. 

This is .the truth. Literally hu.l1dreo.s of. individuals particiryated in the plan­

ning and conduct of the evaluation and the preparation of this 

report. Some individuals and groups do, of course merit special 

recognition. We thank the Division of Probation and the pivision 

of Criminal Justice Services for their sUpport of the project 

similarly, the Directors and staff of the Probation 0epartments 

in Chautauqua, Erie, Rensselaer, Suf;olk and westchester Counties, 

as well as the Suffolk'county and Yonkers Police Departments, all 

deserve special thanks'for ·their concern and cooperation. 

We also wish to thank those indi'l{iduals who provided support, 

advice, and permission to use their work: Dr. Stanley Coopersmith, 

Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, Dr. Timothy Flanagan, Michael Maltz, Richard 

McCleary, John Clark, and Euqene Wenninger. 

Finally, the Director of the Evaluation unit would like to 

express appreciation to members of the team: John P. Bonn, former 

Director; Roz Ansaldo, Program Analyst; Pam Derrick, Senior Pro-

Carol Hsiao, Program Analyst; l~oy Burdick, Sandra gram Analyst; . 



.,. . .. ..,-

I 

I: 

[ 

[ 

I 
( 

( 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• ·0 

I" 

iii 

Jacobowitz and Richard Sissman, Field Staff; and Christine Root, 

graduate student intern. Obvisously, without them there would 

have been no evaluation. 

*This situation was the result of the county director wishing 

,to:withdraw from 'the study. Negotiation led to this compromise 

which was supportea ·by the project director and DCJS (SPA) 

staff to avoid the loss of numerous vital data. (All further 

notes \-1111 l,Je found at the end of the text before the Appendices) • 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General Results of Hypotheses Testing in the Evaluation of 

Juvenile Diversion Programs in New York State. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Diversion programs do not significantly reduce recidi­
vism beyond the rate observed for traditionally pro­
cessed.intake clients. 

Success rates vary from program to program, but they 
do so as a function of client characteristics and type 
of ini,tial offense rather than program/treatment efforts. 

Diversion programs do not appear to impact at all on 
client's attitude, value orientation or self esteem. 

~ 4. Diversion programs have the effect of keeping clients 
in the probation system longer (pre-disposition) than 
intake clients, but have the ability to reduce the 
proportion of clients going to petition. \ 

\ 5. 

~ 6. 

\ 
\ 

~ 
1 8. 

9 • 

Diversion programs show a tendency to "widen '?the net" 
through their informal style, drawing individuals into 
the justice system whose cases would otherwise be 
adjusted outside of the system or earlier in the system. 

" 

There a):'e indications (no "solid" proof) that diversion 
programs are more successful to the extent that they 
are clearly separated, both functionally and physically 
from probation intake procedures. 

Diversion programs offer moreD "in' house" services than 
intake (though these services do not affect outcome) 
but, like intake, tend to make little use of community 
based services outside probation. . 

"~'iVersion programs do not appear to be able to meet 
e clients' treatment ,.needs with any more success 

1an traditiona,l intake procedures, although diversion 
ddresses the perceived needs in greater depth. 

fased on long range outcome variables (recontact, time to 

(

reQontact, and seriousness of outcome offenses), diversion 
is less cost effective than traditional intake procedures. 
The diversio,n client is in the "front-end" of the system 
longer and has more contacts with system personnel while 

'" there is no d.i.fference in outcome between diversion clients 
and their counterparts at intake. 

Cl 
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10. Diversion has the C\bility' to provide an effici,ent 
processing tool to the extent that, based on its 
locatiori and purpose, it can significantly reduce 
the time taken to process a complaint. 

Conclusion 

"" 

1 Diversion, 'as a program aimed at effectively treating 
clients and thereby reducing ?r eliminating future 

p 

deviant behavior," is no more effective, for the majority 
of clients, than other programs at p;el~minarv procedure~. 

2. Diversion is no more likely to positively affect clients' 
~ttitude or behavior than ~raditional, l~ss costly, less 
interruptive forms of predispositional treatment. 

3. The use of diversion has a good potential for decreasing 
the number of cases which go to petition without nega­
tively effecting outcome. 

4. There is a potential for ~buse of process in the use of 
diversion when that program draws in cases for treatment 
tha t would not or could not suppor,t a petition in the 
Family Court' 

5. In conjunction with the above, probation diversion pro­
grams are, at times, used in an attempt to treat cases 
that would be more properly addressed by another unit 
of government or by the private sector. 

6. Diversion, as it is operated in counties where the 
police are closely involved, can be used as an effective 
management tool, screening out cases where further pro­
cessing is unnecessary and reducing delays and lag time 
in processing those cases which go on in the system. 

7. In the probation - police diversion programs, under­
standing and cooperation between the agencies app~ars 
-1:.0 be increased. 

8. Diversion, as it exists in New York State today, has aG 
its main. purpose a goal identical to that of tne intake 
process upon its inceptioh in 1922. 'rhcrt goal 'was to 
reduce the number of cases going to petition through 
a process of "informal adjustment. 1t To some extent 
this must reflect on the success of the intake function. 
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9. No single one of the diversion programs stood up well 
enough under examination to provide a statewide model 
for the process.' Further, the programs were so diverse, 
from theory to ptactice, that an attempt to create a 
model using the best aspects of each program would make 
little sense and be of no use on a ~tatewide basis. 

Recommenda 1:;;lons 

It is recommended that: 

1. Research be continued in order to determine which clients 
are most likely to benefit from the informal but inten­
sive approach which marks most diversion programs; 

2. The concept of diversion be reconsidered and addressed 
on a statewide basis to provide C0nu110n purpose and 
practice and to finally distinguish the concepts of 
diversion and intake; 

3. Any program set up to provide diversion services take 
every precaution to ensure that only clients eligible 
for processing under Article 7 of the Family Court Act 
be included; 

4. Clear cut el.igibility criteria for client entry into 
diversion programs be established and closely adhered to; 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Efforts to improve the timeliness and efficiency of 
system actions be continued but that they not be con­
fused with "diversion"; 

The idea and practice of establishing closer and more 
effective working relationships with local police depart­
ments be continued and expanded, particularly in the 
area of juvenile offengersl 

Every effort be made by local probation departments to 
shorten the amount of time spent by the juvenile offender 
in preliminary procedures; 

Juvenile cases be closed unless there is an affirmative 
reason to keep them Ippen, particularly in those cases 
where there are only!: one or two contacts with the client; 

9. The use of the 60 day extension in preliminary procedure II 

be reduced or, prefcrrably, eliminated as it has a s~ightly 
negative correlation with outcome; 

10. 'rhc use of community resources receive greater emphasis 
at the state and local level;0 

.. 
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The concepts developed in these prog~ams, where shown to 
be positive, not bE:! dropped with program, termination, 
but ±ncorporated into ongoing programscwhere possible; 

Ii 
The six and twelve month follow up practice, used in 
Westchester County, be adopted Statewide} to provide 
ongoing feedback and allow for program modification; 

13. The departments provide for close and onqoing monitoring 
of diversion and intake units to determine not only: com-
pliance but effectiveness as well; , 

14. The findings of 'this report, where appropriate, be incor­
porated into the revisic;n of the rules regarding pre-., 
liminary procedure. 
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Introduction 

Legal authority has existed for the operation of juvenile 

diversion programs by probation departments in New York State for 

more than fifty-five years. The Children'!;; Court Act of 1922 

allo'Vled an informal process which was designed to refer persons 

to apprqpriate community ser.Jices. The Family Court {,Act further 

refined and developed the idea of informal adjustment of Juvenile 

Delinquency and Person-in-Need o£ Supervision complaints in its 

specification of Preliminary Procedures under Article 7 Part 3. 

(see Tab&c:e I) 

'The New York Stat~ Divi~ion of Probation, as the standard 
(/ 

" settfitg ",agency, for probation services in the state, has a legis-

lative\~andat~ to develop pOlicies and procedures regulating pro­

bation's fUnctioning within the juvenile justice system. 

The general purpose of this.evaluation is to study five 
'\ 

federal:y funded" probation operated juvenile diversion programs. 

However, important as the evaluation of these programs may be, 

this evaluation will have amo~e far teaching "impact. As will be 

explained under the description of ~he'target programs later in 

the text, each diversion program represents a variation on the 
" 

basic fdea of Preliminary Procedure. Any thorough evaluation of 

these programs must examine a number of questions including: how 

the diversio~ programs differ from traditional processing and the 

impact of those variations in proces~iJ1g for both the respondents 

serviq~d and the juvenile jU8cice system. 

~or the Division of Probation, an intensive evaluation of 
" \) 

these fiVe programs represents the opportunity to obtain rigo;rous 
\ 

feedback about the effectiveness of various modifications in"'Pre-
ii, 
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liminary Procedures for juveniles. This feedback in turn ITIay be 

used to revise and refine the Division policies toward juvenile 

diversion and in future revisions of the General Rules and Regul-

lations, Methods and Procedures in the administration of probation. 

In any, evaluation, the first issue of needs must be one of 

definitions and that will be addressed here. 

Hudson, writing in Federal Probation,l has noted that even 

the term "diversion" has no uniformly accepted definition.' From 

this rather discouraging beginning, things go rapidly downhill in 

terms of resea~ch efforts. It has been indicated " ... by 1977, 

almost 1.5 billion dollars could be saved in official dourt costs 

. d' . " 2 by the adopt~on of a strategy of ~vers~on .... Due to this and 

other issues o~ concern, diversiop is a concept which demands in-

depth ex~minati6n. Failure to address these " •. issues is likely 

to result in diversioq, efforts ... as fragmented and disjointed as 

those justice system practices which, in some measure, led to the 

diversion movement. ,,3 The author goes on to'ipoint out that" 
! I 

lack of ... systematic evaluation has long been ~ lmajor defect in 

justice operations ... ,,4 T,chnically, this is an exaggeration. 

There are, across the country, many hundreds of diversion programs 

at various stages (police, prosecution, probatio~,etc.) of the 

system and a number of these programs have been subjected to eval­

uation of a sort. The problem does not lie with the lack of eval-

uation research, but rather with the quality of those research 

efforts. As Gibbons pointed out: 

One of the major current fads in criminRl and 
juvenile justice programming is diversion of 
offenders. At the same time, little evidence 
exists in support of diversion policies. Nine 
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s~udie~ of the outcome of specific juvenile 
d~vers~,?n pX'og::ams are reviewed in this paper, 
a~ong ~~th an lnvestigation of the impact of 
dlvers~,?n programs upon the juvenile justice 
system ~n Los A~geles County. Most of these 
evaluat~on stud~es were flawed by small 
sample numbers and other methodological de­
f 7cts .. As a result, it cannot be said that 
d~vers~on arguments and proposals are but­
tressed by firm research suppo~t.5 

MQre specifically, the problem from the lack of standard 

definition of terms is noted as follows: 

There is, as mentioned above, the problem of definition of 

terms, Klapmuts states that: 

Repea ted attempts to pin dm.;rn the term 
'diversion' have not produced a widely 
a~cepted a~d.b::oadly applicable opera­
t~onal def~n~t~on. It is likel that 
such a def~n~t~on cannot be for~ulated 
and that different wo~king definitions 
s~ould be de!eloped for 'diversion' at 
d~fferent6Po~nts in the decision-making 
process. 

In reviewing the literature, three different 'levels of diver-

sion seem to emerge \vhich we have labeled: "pure", "true", and 
"operation.;tl" diversion. 

"Pure" diversion is synonymous with the concept of absorption ! If, 
I ] 

as described in Juvenile Justice Management. It is defined by: 
•.• the processes by which i~stitutions I] 

! 
I ] 

! ]1 , I 

f ],1 I ' 
,\1,' 11 I '...,i 
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" 
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tl ': _ ',:;",', .. ,, .... , 

in ~h7 community (family, educational, 
r 7 l1g 10US) or agencies (scouts, clinics, 
B~g Brothers, etc.) take on offenders or 
sus~ects rather than reporting them or 
the~r acts to the police. To the best of 
my know~edge, the concept of community 
absorpt~on w~s first explicated by Carter 
who def~ned,lt as ... the attempt of parents, 
~c~ools, ne1ghborhoods, indeed, the commun-
1tles, ~o address the problem of delinquent 
and dev1ant youth by minimizing referral 
to on7 of th7 official State or County 
agen~leS des1gnated to handle such youth; 
or, 1f there has been a referral to one 
of these agencies, the attempt to remove 
the offender from the official process 

~----------------------------------""""'---"'----------""""--"-----------~-~--"'""--~---~----------~------.-- - .... -
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by offering a solution, a technique, or a 
method of ~~aling with the offender outside 
of the usual agency channels.7 

o 

cressey and McDermott furnish the definition of true diversion 

when they explain that: 

A simplistic interpretatir.m of the 
ne'F.in:i."l:inn. W()1l.J.rl insist that in order for 
diversion to occur, individuals known as 
public officials concerned with delinquency-­
police, probation officers-~wust refrain from 
all direct action except that of referring 
the juvenile to individuals or agencies 
capable of handling the problem by "other 
means". They would have to do this, somehow, 
unofficially. Such diversion may be iden­
tified as "true" diversion, even if the 
official unofficially calls the juvenile's 
problem one of delinquency rather than of, 
say, "acting out", "resenting authority", 
or "interfering with the property rights 
of another". 

If "true ll diversion occurs, the 
juvenile is safely out of the official 
rea~m of the juvenile justice system 
and he is immune from incurring the 
delinquent label or any of its varia­
tions--predelinquent, delinquent tendon­
cies, bad guy, hard core, unreachable. 
Further, when he walks out the door from 
the person diverting him, he is techni­
cally free to tell the diverter to go 
to hell. We found very little IItrue" 
diversion in the communities studied. 8 

Cressey and McDermott go on to recon~end that researchers 

adapt the definition of IIminimization of penetration".9 Similarly, 

Juvenile Justice Man:\lgement states that: 

We shall mean by diversion any pro­
cess employed by components of the criminal 
justice system (police, prosecution, ~ourts, 
correction) to turn suspect and/or ,pffenders 

J. , away from the formal system or to a lower 
level in the system. 10 
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Finally, Klapmuts states: 

At this time diversion is most fre­
quently an alternative to continued pro~ 
cessing by the justice system that delays 
such processing while an effort is made 
to resolve the problem presented by the 
alleged offender and his behavior by other 
means. 11 

Thus, within this project, an operational definition of 

diversion as the minimization of penetration into the juvenile 

justice system will be used. 

The importance of this definitional problem cannot be 

over emphasized. Tpe nature of the programs being evaluated 

demands at least one constant since the progr~,ms are so diverse. 

The Divergent Trend in Juvenile Justice Today: 

Lock up the violent offender and divert the non-violent 

offender. Liberals and conservatives, lay people and criminal 

justice professionals alike are beginning to coalesce around 

the new position that embraces both a "get tough" with youth 

posture and a "hands-offn
, keep the non-violent offender out 

of the system view. 

According to Frank HelIum: 

On the one hand, the velvet glove is being 
extended to non-criminal, status offenders' 
in the form of legislative restrictions on 
jurisdiction and confinement with alterna­
tive reliance on diversion to voluntary 
community-based treatment. For delinquent 
offenders, however, especially those charged 
with felony violations, there is an emerginq 
iron-fisted, punitive approach that requires 
either remand to the regular criminal courts 
or juvenile court findings akin to adult ' 
convictions with the possibility of fines 
and set terms of imprisonment. 12 

_____ ""--'-____ ---"-_~ ___ ~_~ __ ~_~ __ ~~ ___ ,_, __ "C __ 
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HelIum considers the diversion of non-criminal status offenders 

from institutional confinement and the adoption of more punitive 

responses to serious criminal violations a virtual second revolu-

tion in juvenile justice. The oresent juvenile justice system ... 

is being dhallenged on legal, empirical, and political grounds. 

In reviewing the legal challenge, HelIum outlined the successful 

challenges: Kent v. United States, In re Gault, Ih re Winship 

and McKeiver v. Pennsylvania. The empirical challenges center 

on the twin issues of rehabilitation and deterrence. The effective­

ness of individualized treatment has been challenged for both 

juveniles and adults. Recent research cannot confirm or deny the i 
i 

effectiVeness of general deterrence. The Juvenile Justice and I 

I Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974 specifically provided II' 

(Section 223a) that 75 percent of the funds avai+able be used I 
I 

for programs and services to prevent delinquency, to divert juven- I 
iles from the juvenile system and to provide community based f! 

. 'f 'l't' 13 !! alternatives to juvenile detention and correctlonal aCl 1 les. 

Hellum presents a plan for future juvenile justice which relies If. 

on a police diversion model. Police would be requested to limit. 

formal referrals to yoJths for which they have probable cause, II" 

to arrest or reason to believe protective custody is needed. 

Paul Nejelski in his ar~icie "Diversion: Bromisi and Danger" ~ \ 

" ,.. , "H _ speaks to th eeenc eIn=tha-t--!~d'iVeys~=5il'-PYb=(Jtiffifs~;;-Hr-e'tt11.}'J"'Crst"="w:Cd"e1t=- -=".~- - - ---- II.: ---
,/~. '" 

'-..."-r 

the net".14 I 
I 
i This distinction between proqrams and diversion 

is emphasized by.a national survey which fo~nd that 
63.8 percent of "the directors of youth serV1ce 
bureaus thought that diversion It/as the primary 
obje\~tive of their organization. However, only 
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25 percent of the youths in their programs 
were in immediate jeopardy of the juvenile 
justice system. 

Nejelski emphasizes the need to make historical comparisons 

between the number of juvenile court adjudications prior to, 

during and post diversion. If there is no reduction in the 

number of adjudications, juveniles coercively treated will 

rise with the. level of additional system funding. "Youths 

may not just be diverted away from the juvenile court; they 

are often coercively diverted ihto a treatment program".15 

Nejelski views diversion as a balance sheet in which one is 

asked to weigh the loss of due process against the gain in 

social welfare. 

An additional benefit of diversion clted was that diversion 

programs are generally less costly and generally quicker to reach 

a decision. Questions raised ~~re: do children of all classes 
'.'.\, , 

and races have an equal chance to take advantage of diversion; 

does the child have a right to refuse treatment; what burden of 

pi~oof does a diversion project bear? Nejelski points out that 

it is ironic that the National Advisory Commission recommended 

the abolition of plea bargaining at the same time that it en-

courage~l diversion for juveniles. The need fo; judicial review 
\;. 

of the administrative decisions involvea 

~,c_"~=~;:=-~~~~~i~h~=~N~j';l~kT=rs"conc"erh~d"that 
in diversion was stressed. 

qiversion IRay relieve .. 

] the pressure on the system by 'dealing with status offenses but 

create an "equally coercive social control system with less 

111 t' , 1 stem 16 11 visibility and accountability" than the presen Juvenl. e sy . 

m: 'I I" .J 
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Bruce Bullington et. ale in thei~ "Critique of Diversionary 

Juvenile Justice" caution criminal justice system personnel to 

take a closer look at diversion program claims before they jump 

on the diversion bandwagon. They state that diversion programs 

are not practical, fraught with potential for inequity and abuse, 

and provide a renunciation of civil libertarian values articulated 

by the Supreme Court. 17 Rather than an exception, diversion is 

in fact the rule. Most delinquent acts do not corne to the a.tten-

tion of the police or the courts. True diversion occurs ''1hen 

parents, neighbors, shopkeepers, teachers, social workers and 

, polic~ choose not to invoke the formal process of the law. 

The arguments against diversion are: 

1) The concept of' diversion is dangerously ambiguous. 

2) The goals of these programs may be unattainable. 

3) Diversionary efforts may be incompatible with concepts 

of due process and fundamental fairness. 

p 

Diversion of youth from the juvenile j~stice system implies 

that the system will be limited in scope an? authority. Bullington 

et. al~ believe that "diversionary prg;rrams'~ is a contradiction 

in terms - to divert a youngster no new "pr.ograms" are necessary. 

Increasing the number of programs for juvenile offenders is in­

compatible with the idea of diversion. According to Bullington, 

.the inforIRctlp,ract;i.Ge,s. Qt :J?at'C?ns Patriae justice are being aban­

doned in juvenile courts only to be re-created in innovative 

diversion programs. 18 Informality and justice do not go hand in 

hand. Nor are benign intentions adequate safequards of individual 

liberties. 
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In January 1978, Ronald Roesch started a dialogue on diver-

sion with the publication of his article "Does Adult Diversion 

Work?,,19 After reviewing a number of diversion programs and re­

lated literature, Roesch concludes that little is known about the 

effec.:'tiveness of this form of pretrial intervention. Projects 

typically have not been evaluated or they have used weak experi-

mental designs. 'Roesch concentrated on a review of the Illinois 

Adult Diversion Project. In the Illinois Adult Diversion Project, 

the Adult Diversion Committee made a firm decision not to include 

an evaluation component. 

Roesch also reviewed 'Rovner - pieczenik's evaluation of fifty 

diversion projects undertaken throughout the united states. Weak-

nesses in the program evaluations included lack of control groups, 

lack of comparison groups equivalent to diversion groups, lack of 

ability to generalize beyond participant population. Roesch's 

section on the function of research evaluation is of special inter-

est. Since there are so many diversion programs, many people 

erroneously assume that diversion has been proven to be successful. 

Secondly, a large number of people view the present justice sys­

tem in such a negative light that they believe diversion must be 

good. Evaluation is seen as useless waste of time and funds. In 

the Illinois Adult Diversion Project, some committee members were 

opposed to evaluation because they felt that it would shm4f that 

the program does not work and would lead them to conclude that 

their efforts were in vain.' If the Committee thought the results 

of the evaluation would be negative, the question remains: why 

were they advocating the diversion program in the first place? 

Last but not least, cost is the bottom line. With the amount of 
(; 

money available on the decrease, dollars must be carefully allo-



'Wi(.,. j ." .. 

1 • $'0\ .............. 

I 
" 

I 
I 
I: 
[ 

[ 

[ 

r ~ 
r " 

r ~. 

[ 

[ 

.[ 
\\ 
I' 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[' 1 

[ 
~::: ,.". ....:;-:"'::~-:;...,.-,-

------------~~--~;o--__________________ ------__________ __ 
\ 

I; 
cate:d to programs are successful or have potential for success. 

year arm J..IIe lian mguency, ane • Go J. P J.S d 

"Pretrial Diversion: 1 Respon,e to-the Critics."20 Diane Gotheil 

was DJ.rector 0 1e lJ.noJ.s u~ DJ.versJ.on rogram J.Sc~sse y , f tl Il

J
11

" A"d 1/lt' . P d' d b 

Roes<~h. Gotheil lays (he ground work for .a discussion on whether 

d ' ., II ,1[, th til d d' , ht 0 f I' t J.versJ.on programs w1~en \e ne an ue process rJ.g soc J.en s 

are sacrificed. HowevLr, she marshalls little or no data to re-
! 

fute either claim. Go;t:heil s'tresses the voluntariness of the 

Illinois Diversion Pro~ram and the fact that no charge will be 
I 

filed or court appear~nces required on the basis of this charge. 

Rather than the threat. of prosecution, the offender is to be in­

fluenced by the lack ~f a second chance at diversion. 

Gotheil enphatica~y states that the Cressey .pnd McDmrott cri­

terion for true diversion is net (Le., the diverted client can 

walk out the door and be technically free to tell the diverter 

to go to hell) .21 The program provides an opportunity to receive 

counselling and other needed services in a non-coercive setting. 

If the client drops out of the voluntary program and is not re-

arrested that is to be taken as sticcess. "In as much as no 

services were provided and no recidivism occurred, simple diversion 

was effective. 1I22 Sta~istics on how many comply with voluntary 

programs were not given. It was also stressed that Illinois was 

unique, in that thei ":' clients knew the program was voluntary. The 

assumption presented was that in other voluntary programs/clients 

did not know participation was voluntar~ (Note - The Interisive 

Evaluation Program evaluation of juvenile diversion found that 

voluntariness was very difficult to measure. Probation officers/ 

staff regularly stated that th~ client had participated voluntarily 

but the clients did not al\'l8ys I~ee it that way.) It is not clear 
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from Gott.heil's article that the first-time youthful offender saw 

the choice as one between walking out the door vs the voluntary 

program. Since streetwise second offenders were not eligible, 

it is possible that many first-time offenders did not understand 

the real choices involved. 

In her response to evaluation purists (those who use experi­

mental design research evaluations), Goutheil argues that the' 

failure to evaluate criminal justice 'programs may just be the 

result of the limited funds available to each project. 23 Program 

administrators are likely to choose a counselor or social worker 

over an evalu~tor or researcher. Fear was expressed that a costly 

evaluation component might convince an already reluctant local 

official to refuse to approve or fund an innovative program. "It 

is unrealistic to expect that the provision of an experimental 

design to enable evaluation research on diversion will receive 

the highest priority, no matter what the inclinations and skills 

of the program administrator. Experienced program administrators 

might also point olit that, regrettably, local officials tend not 

to be impressed with statistically sophisticated - albeit sound _ 

evaluation reports. "24 

In "The Evaluation of Pre-Trial Diversion: A Response" 

Roesch discusses'the problems that arise when policy and programs 

are based upon ~ethodologica1ly unsound evaluations. 25 Baiically, 

Gotthei1 is committed to diversion as a solution while Roesch 

is committed to choosing a solution based on methodologically 
" 

sound evaluation. Further, Roesch addresses Gottheil's claim 

that the Illinois Diversion Project was voluntary. Problems 

cited were: 1) the offender is given a choice of diversion with all 
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charges dropped or be processed by the juvenile justice system. 

2) The prosecutor may regard the unsuccessful divertee in the 

same light as a probation failure. Harsher treatment may foll\!Jw. 

Although charges ara dropped, Roesch believes that the prosecutor 

may ~egard acceptance of diversion as akin to conviction. 

Roesch has provided a good summary of the "widening the net" 

theory: 

Diversion programs usually make' 
conservative choices in selecting 
participants, limiting their clients 
to those who do not have a preivous 
record and those who arc charged 
with relatively minor, non-violent­
offenses. Such defendants do not 
often become involved in the system 
to a significant degree in the 
absence of a diversion program, 
charges against some would have 
been dlsmissed; or, if convicted, 
these ~~rsons might be plnced 
on prob~tion. In some ~urisdic­
tions, even convicted offenders' 
can have their records cl~ared 
following successful cCinpfetion 
of probation. 26 " 

In regard to cost, Roesch points out that caseloads can be 

reduced by simply n~t prosecuting offenders. This would incur less 

cost than a diversion program. Whether funding iS1ocal, state 

or fedaral, Roesch believes that the value of the program should 

be based on sound evaluations. Good programs should not be 

abandoned nor should weak programs be continued based on metho­

dologically in~~equate evaluations.27 
" 

Gregory Fa1kin's thesis from Cornell University, now available 

as a monograph, Reducing Delinquency, includes a section on juvenile 

diversion as a cost effective alternative. Falkin compares the 

cost of juvenile diversion to the cost of juvenile detention. 

ff 
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" The average cost 'per juvenile detained using a standard detention 

program \'las oorrputed at $120 per juvenile for the course of trea,:trrent· 

($16.3 million, 140,000 juveniles). In a simulation model, the cost per 

juven~le in a diversion program was $150. The cost for the Los 

Angel~s Sheriff's Diversion Program \'las $128 per youth; the cost 

of the Santa Clara Diversion project was $107 per youth. 28 

Using Falkin's simulation model, diversion could reduce the 

probation department's workload by $1.5 million, total prob.ation 

and court Workload reduction by $15 million. 29 In the simuiation 

model, the average daily caseloadowas 65,000. Thus, the author 

estimates that probation officers could spend an average of three 

hours more per case than they did spend in 1970. 30 

,falkin also speculates that the reintegration of youth and 

the increase in the probability of puniShment under diversion 
.• IJ )/ • 

would cause a dec~~asef J.n the crime rate. After discussing a 

number cit simula tion ~'pdels, Falkin concludes that the most cost-
~' ,:. 

/' 

effecti've program wcfuld be a combination of polic~ and probation 

diversion prog~ams.3l 
'\, o 

For a review of diversion rrog:rarn~ and their evaluations, 

see Appendix I. 

II 

I . 
'l . 
I '. 

· , It',' 

I 't: 
[ l' 
I ! I I) ! 

i : 

!1 I 
i 

r 
! , 

II l' 
II 

f 
! 

~ 

II L ' 

I -17-

III. Target County Program Descriptions 

I A. E~ie County: The Juvenile Diversion Intake Services Project 
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The Juvenile Diversion Intake Services Project was initiated 

January 1, 1974 under the auspices of a federal grant award*. 

The 'project was federally funded for four years, at which time 

the Diversion Unit was institutionalized by Erie County and be­

came a permanent unit in the probation department. The general 

purpose of the program is to provide immediate service at the 

time of crisis and to reduce the number of juveniles petitioned 

to court. 

Problem Area 

In the year immediately preceding the inception of the 

Diversion project, the Erie County Intake Unit received 2,415 

juvenile delinquency and PINS complaints. Of theEie complaints, 77 

777 or 32% required ful;l :'court proc::essing. In this same year, 

only 161 or apprbximately 7% of the total complaints received 

were adjusted by referral to a community agenoy 

. ". ProJect ObJectJ.ves 

The Juvenile Diversion Intake Services Project proposed 

that it would**: 

1. Reduce the total number of, juvenile delinquents 

and PINS complaints requiring court porcessing. 

*See D.C.J.S. Grant Proposal #1502 
**Er~e County Probation Department. Final Report of the Juvenile 

Diversion Intake Services Project for ~eriod January 1, 1974 
August 26, 1977. By the County, 1977. mimeo. 

.. 
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2. Increase the number of clients using community service 

agencies. 

3. Decrease each diversion officer's caseload to fifteen 

clients so that more in-depth counseling services could 

be prov-ided. 

4. Increase the use of crisis intervention strategies so 

that immediate services to clients would be provided. 

Program Functions: 

The procedure for directing cases to the Juvenile Diversion 

Unit in Erie County is as follows: 

All referrals come to the Diversion Unit from the Family 

Court Intake Unit and the decision to refer a case to Diversion 

is initially made b~ the Intake Unit staff. The Intake Unib 

determines if the case should: (a) go directly to petition, 

(b) be referred to a 90mmu.nity agency; or (c) receive counseling 
~ . 

at the +n~ake level. T~ose counseling cases that can be resolved 

in one or two sessions are adjusted at the Intake Unit level. 

Those cases requiring more intensive services are referred to 

the Diversion Unit. 

Services provided by the Diversion 'Unit include: 
(::.:.:::-,:::---~, 

1. The establishment of linkages to 44 identified community 

agencies. 

2. Close work with schools so that transfers to another 

educational program within the school or to another 

school can be accomplished when appropriate. 

3. Providing social, cultural and recreational programs 

Of or clients at risk of court processing. 
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4 .. The use of temporary, voluntary placements (without 

'court intervention) if the immediate crisis situation 

at home can not be resolved. 

A diagram of the procedure followed in Erie County is as 

follows: 

t _________________ ~1~4 ________ ~----------------~ ________ ~~closed 

39 

676 7> adjustment (immed.) 

all 1339 initial intake 
complaints ~ lintervention 

(459 ) 

egal 
intake 

I 

151 :> diversion 

459 

referral to 
mmunity agency 

During the six months of sample selection for the intensive .. 

evaluation 1,339 juvenile delinquency and PINS complaints wer~ 

received at Intake. 676 (50%) were immediately adjusted an~ 151 

were referred for services in the Diversion Unit. 459 cases 

Fequired immediate petitioning and an additional seven cases were 
'" petitioned after receiving diversion services. 

\\ 
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Table II 

Preliminary Procedure to 
Family Court 

ERIE COUNTY 

Qeputy Director for Family Court 

... 

Supervisor Diversion 
Unit 

Supervisor Intake 
Unit 

Unit 

') " 

All complaints immediately 
petitioned handled bv 
Court Clerks 

7 P.O. 's 
Caseload = 15 25 

, I 

9 l?O.'s 
Caseload = 75 - 100 

1. Policy decisions for both units are made by the Deputy 

Director for Famtly Court. 

2. Unit supervisors address management ~ssues for their 

3. 

4. 

5. 

specific unit and'advise, assist Deputy Director for 

Family Court for policy decis'ions. 

Unit supervisors review cases and advise P.O.'s regarding 

client matters in each of their respective units. 

P.O. 's have primary responsibility for case management. 

Physi,cal location - both units are in the same~building. 

The Diversion Unit is located on the fifth ft'oor; 

Intake Unit is located on the fourth floor which is pub­

licized as Family Court Intake. 
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B. Rensselaer County: Probation Diversion Program 

The Rensselaer Probation Diver~ion Program, made possible by 

a grant award*, established three components of innovative proba­

tion serv±ces in Rensselaer County: These components are: Adult 

Misdemeanant Diversion, Release on Recognizance and Family Court 

Intake Diversion. The project was officially initiated in the 

beginning of the year 1976. The general purpose of the Family 

Court Intake Diversion component is to decrease the number of 

petitions referred to Family Court by providing intensive counsel­

ing to juveniles coming to Intake and thei,r families. 

Problem Area 

In the year prior to the establishment of the Juvenile Di-
::' 

version Project, a Rensselaer County Program Audit Report clearly 

indicated that complaints opened under Article 7 of the Family 

Courlt Act increased by 28 percent. In addition, the Program 

Audit determined that ~O% of these petitions were bypassing 

Probation Intake due to the lack of an effective intake/diversion 
'.) 

program. In an attempt to ma~imize efforts to deal with these 

problems, the Rensselaer County Probation Department initiated .. , 

an" aggressive Intake p;rocedure six months before the Federal 

money was available to supplement staff and services. 
, II 

Project Objectivel 

The stated progranil objectives as presented in tWa original 

grant proposal are: 

1. Divert appropriate cases meeting established criteria 

from formal Family Court process at Probation' Intake. 

*D.C.J.S. Grant #2150 •.. Funded through the Division of Criminal 

Justice Services. April 20, 1976. 

,. 
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2. D~~JlOP individualized community programs tailored to 
'\ 

the offender and his situation. 

3. Deve~op and/or coordinate community efforts in carrying 
\':', 

out these programs. 

4. Provide intensive, structured community-based supervision 

as a sUbstitute for institutionalization of the juveniles, 

both at Intake and during the court process. 

5. Demonstrate reduction of recidivism. 

6. Demonstrate cos,t savings. 

Program Functions 

Through the implementation of the Juvenile Intake Diversion 
, . 

component, a Juvenile Intake Specialist serves to screen cases 

for appropriate diversion and serve as a counselor and community 

resource manager to those diverted. Eligibility criteria will 

exclude: juveniles alleged to have committed offenses equivalent 

to or more serious than a Class D Felony; juveniles who deny 

the sUbstance of the allegation and/or prefer formal petition 

to the court, and juveniles against whom the complainant insists 

on filing a petition. 

1:1 In all instances where juveniles are diverted' at Intake the, 

period'of counseling and/or community programming is for a period 

of sixty days, with the possibility of sixty day extensions based 

on detailed extension request reports filed by the Probation De-

partment with the Family Court Judge. 

Upon satisfactory participation in the Diversion Program, the 

complaint will be adjusted and terminated. Unsatisfactory performance 
" will 'lead to theo filing of a formal petition.' 

'11'1\: 
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I ~ I 
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r ) 108 adjusted 
~\,-":., ., : I----tr ,',(l\ L. 

i all 470 in:i.!tiaI 87 r 
' ]complain~-s--'--""';?? intake intervention r ~,\'"I! 31 referred to c~~~~~~=: 
j ~~ 169 (immediate) 
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A diagram of the Rensselaer County Intake/Diversion procedure 

is as follows: 

75 (immediate) > closed 
(imm"diate~ 

diversion ~~7~3------~~adjusted 
services 

petitioned 

During th,e six months of sample selection for: the evaluation, 

,470 juvenile complaints were received at Intake; 75 were immediately 

. t ~mmed~ately adJ'usted and ?A were referred closed, 108 compla~n s were ~ • ,~/ 

for Diversion services. Of the diverted clients, five required 

referral to court. 

i 

" () 
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Table III I, 

Preliminary Procedure to 
Family Court ' 

Administrative Chart 

RENSSELAER COUNTY 

Director - Rensselaer Cty. Prob. Dept. 

Supervisor Family Unit 

2 P.O.'s 
Caseload 35 - 50 

1 P.O. 
(5 student interns) 

Caseload = 30 

1. The preliminary procedure process is very informal. 

2. Intake and diversion officers have' a great deal of dis­

cretion. 

3. Supervisor handles more administrative matters. 

4. Director makes policy decisions. 

5. Physical ,location: Both '''units'' are housed in same 

building on the same'floor with no real physical separ-
'i 

arion. The Supervisor of Family Unit has responsibility 

lor both procedures. 
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C. Chautauqua County: Probation Offender Rehabilitation Progra~ 

The Probation Offender Rehabilitation Program* joined the 

concepts of Diversion for juveniles and adults, Release on Recog-

nizance and Release under Supervision. These three components 

had the mutual goal of providing a continuity of offender treat-

'ment and alternatives to offender treatment. Three cycles of 

federal assistance were furnished for the time period September 

1, 1974 through December 15, 1977. The project was administered 

within the county probation department by probation personnel. 

Problem Area: 

This program was established to diminish several types of 

failings in the Chautauqua County correct,ional system. Nnong 

those identified problems was the costiy and potentially unnec-

essary processing of juveniles through the court system. In 
,'11 

1973, the Chautauqua County Family Court received 1330 cases. Of 

these cases only 180 cases (or 14%) were adjusted at intake, while 

849 (or 64%) received full court processing.** The stated program 

objective for the juvenile diversion component was to create a 

system of services that \'1ill the offender at the earliest 

possible time from the traditional criminal justice process. 

*Requests for funding form LEAA through the DCJS's Grant Proposal 31694 

**See Grant Proposal 31694, page 3. 

I L :"" , . l-______________ -'---'--'-______ ._----'--_-----"---~_~~~_~_~~ ____ _ 
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Program Functions 

The Chautauqua County Probation Department described the 

Juvenile Diversion Program as designed to give intensive, supportive, 

directive counseling to juveniles who would otherwise have been 

adjudicated either a juvenile delinquent or a Person in Need of 

Supervision. 

The intake officer would provide a combined social-legal 

review of the case to determine if court action was warranted. 

If the case was to be adjusted without court action, the intake 

officer had the option of handling the case himself or referring 

the case to the juvenile diversion unit. Generally, first offenders 

and misdemeanant cases were eligible for diversion with intensive 

counseling or referral to community agencies. 

At the completion of the grant-funded period* several elements 

of the diversion procedure were incorporated into the Preliminary 
:.1 

Procedure to Family Court. At present, the procedures used in the 

Chautauqua County Probation Department can be diagrammed as follows: 

All 
complaints 

initial 

----~ 
199 '1 intake

l 
intervention 

. ln closed 

diversiOn~adjUsted 
91 services ---

~ ~ 1 referred to 
~communi ty agenc' 

108 , J?eti tioned 

D~ring the six months of our sample selection, the intake 

units at Jamestown and Dunkirk received 199 complaints (JD's and 

PINS). Of these cases, 108 (54%) were petitioned and 91 (46%) were 

opened for diversion services. 

* The Intensive Evaluation of Juvenile Diversion Project, by con­
tract, cannot evaluate programs that are not administered with 
Federal money. The Chautauqua County program, therefore, has been 
identified as a comparison rather than an "experimental"project. 
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D. Suffolk County: Probation Juvenile Intake Screening and Diver­
sion Project 

The Probation Juvenile Intake, Screening and Diversion Grant, 

funded by LEAA* was initiated April 1, 1977. These funds made 

possible the establishment of the Juvenile Services unit located 

in the police p~ecinct in Yaphank, Long Island, and jointly ad­

ministered by probation staff and police staff. The general pur­

pose of the project is to provide immediate intake screening for 

juveniles apprehended by the police and to facilitate initial 

decisions regarding referral to court, informal adjustment and 

referral to other agencies. 

Problem Area: 

Prior to the establishment of the Juvenile Services Unit, 

Suffolk County Probation Intake processed 4,467 JD and PINS cases 

in the year 1975. In that year, 2,650 juvenile delinquency cases 

were referred from the police for intake screening, petition or 

counseling. Due to a lack of timely pr~batioI\ intervention and 

resource restraints over 10% of the delinquency cases were ter­

minated unsuccessfully after counseling and over 18% of the juvenile 

cases were petitioned even after intervention services were 

attempted. In addition, intake scre~ti'ing services were available 
'''' 

only on weekends and evenings. 

*O.C.J.S. Grant No. 2397, made possible by the Omnibus Crime Control 
Streets Act, 196R(P.T •• qO-~I:l', R?RFf'lVT'. JQ7) Fl.nn. Baf.e 



:,'!: r 

Ii 

( 

r 
( 

[" 

[' 

[ 

r 
t 
[ 

[ 

[ 

~j[: 
"" 

[ 

[ 
~ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

r 
[' 

:-

'0 

-,28-

Project Objectives: 

The Juvenile Services unit was established to meet the 

following objectives. 

1. To provide inwediate adjustment services resulting in 
precinct based problem resolution. 

2. To reduce the time between juvenile arrest and adjust­
ment services. 

3. To direct those cases that require petitioning into 
court as quickly as possible and to reduce the backlog 
in cases to be petitioned to Family Court. 

4. To direct those juveniles who would benefit from 
further cotinseling into intake as quickly as possible. 

5. To provide crisis intervention services to the various 
precincts regarding runaway juveniles. 

Program Functiqns 

The major strategy of the Suffolk County diversion program 

is to assign probation officers to work closely with the Suffolk 

County Police Youth S~ction serving juvenile delinquency cases 

and to provide immediate crisisOintervention services (evening r 

weekend and holiday coverage is provided) . 

The procedure followed in Suffolk County is for the juvenile 

service officer (a police officer) to telephone the diversion 

officer (a probation officer) and advise him that he h,as a youth 

in custody and provide the following information: nature of 

offense, prior record, parental and youth attitudes, attitudes of 

complainant, information on co-defendants and general social and 
, 0 

family background. The p:t;'obation officer makes a preliminary 

decision regarding whether the case is suitable for informal 

adjustment or whether a formal petition to court should be pre­

pared. If the decision is to open an~djUS~\ent case the diversion 

officer schedules an appointment 'to se~he youth. If immediate 
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adjustment is posqible the diversion probation officer provides 

service. If additional services are needed, the case is then 

referred to the intake unit. 

The program also provides a crisis intervention oriented 

service. If a runaway is picked up by the police, the probation 

officer at the Juvenile Services Unit will contact the parents 

and attempt to return the youth to his horne. If the juvenile cannot 

be returned to his home, the probation 0fficer makes use of 

temporary placement in Sanctuary houses (a countywide system of 

volun;!:ary placement homes staffed by social workers) . 

The program serves as a Police Liaison Unit for the rest of 

the Probation Department: if a Probation Officer dOing juvenile 

investigations wants to quickly find out if a juvenile has any 

prior arrests he or she calls the Diversion unit for that in-

formation due to the record keeping and filing system, as well 
f:» 

as the close ,proximity to police records. 

The preli~inary procedure to Family C~urt in Suffolk "County, 

which incorporates the diversion unit, can be diagnosed as a dual 

system: one for complain~ from police and one for complaints 

from other than police. 

229 closed 
, ) (immed.) 
~ntake ~~ police ~ ~ 

complaint-l75~_~iversion unit_..;;;.8..::;1-.7_~jntervention 

707 petition 
" ) 

(I 
\1 
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r--__ --=1.:..7_~ closed (immed.) 
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Table IV 

P~eliminary Procedure to Family Court 

Admiuistrative Chart 
intake ,! 

975 >- interventi~n 553 ~ adjusted ! I SUFFOLK COUNTY 

~,,380 petitioned c. •. \1 " 

I IJ )) IDeputy Director for Family court] 
. ·T"'Iur;na. -the. ~h'" In('v"I'thc;: ,,",,,,f. "'", '; ", ,,",' " ~ .. c:::t;ll._ ....... ~ .-,,, "~.""~.,J-.::.:-"--. __ ~:.<-:--".,._~.",~ •. ,., .. ___ . ,,, ~~~~~~~~"'~~~~~~~~~~~ __ 

[~~:7:~::::.·~~:":u; f~~: c:::~;Q:::=:"::O;::=::::":::ed I I i.: "']1 -"~"""p,' •. :.""=.'" ~='=4~PriJicT~'Prob;;'ti'OilOm~:-" -'--
ii lJ I 

. r. the following results: a total of 1753 police complaints was ~ I r:'>I Pivision 

l 'I ·.!I' Y( , received by the diversion unit; 817 police complaints were referred l _U J 4 PO's r---~·~Ir---------.------------r-----------~ 
I.. 1" for adjustment to the intake officer; 229 ·pol.ice complaints were II II ~n S : 
· l.~ ! lit! :, I 
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closed immediately and 707 were referred to petition. The intake 

unit received 975 PINS complaints; 553 were adjusted, 380 were 

petitioned and 17 were closed immediately. 
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iii llo:.. -on 24 p::>lice YAPIIl\NK 
I! I: ~U offic~rs INTAKE : 

SUPERVISOR 
HAUPPAUGE 

INl'AKE 
ISLIP 
INl'l\KE 

I), 3 sergeartts I 
1 1 detective 3 PO's at I 

l'I!

;i' .• 1 'II;i lieute~ent Intake I 

(30 Intake PO's countytlide 
includes PINS, JO's, 

I __ caseload = 42 

!1'11 li:ti f~f~"';:lS 
.1

11 made to all 
""") decentralize1 

I j': J intake units; 
I I Supervisor 
i . J i~\ Yaphank 
1 11 ~~ In1tpke 

u....... suI.krvisor 
R1 
hi 1'1 " I . !.' 

~f,;; I! 
,.~ ~ 

,.: 1 

I ...., 
i ' 'tl I wJ 

I"~ 
I 

I 
I 
I 

Huntington AID 

lPO 

Conmmity Agency 
Cases referred frau 
intake for diversionary 
effort - no administra­
ti ve control. 

referred 
frau 
Diversion 

'. 
RIVERHEAD 
INTAKE 

Support/Conciliation, etc.: 

/) 

I ~ 
·1 ~~ 1) The Deputy Director for Family Court oversees the entire managewent of the 

U 
~i cr 

n 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Family COurt 8ysten in Suffolk COunty. ~ . 
The Principal probation Officer for Fc:nnily Court has prinru:y;t:'csponsibility 
to oversee procedures and practices with amininun of involvarent in case 
1llc1I1ag~t; i.e., to resolve any major prob1<311S.

o 

St~pc:tV'isors in each unit assign intake canplain~~ and diversion referrals to 
intake officers in each unit. l..:::: " 
Physical location-Diversion is housed in the fOlice precinct; intake units are 
separate fn:>m diversion arrl each other - Admini~tration s.. policy division re" 
fleets differences in supervisory control o~ unitS. 

o 



f 

l'l 

I 
I 
I 

E. 

.. 

,;, -32 .... 11 

i{ I ! . I 
I' I , , 

I .~ 

Westchester County: Juvenile Services Project ii,' I 
The Westchester County Juvenile Services proj ect combines 11 ' 
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Project Objectives 

the underlying ~"remise of police-probation interaction while es- ,~ 11 J The proposed restructuring of the project described the 

following objectives: I tablishing a more elaborate serv:ices-oriented approach·· to juvenile . il)' "F 
' ,I ~,. 1. Increase police-probation interactiori. 

~a'LnidY~-r?:e~'p'~'r()J)e:so~e':''-'n::XJt-eJ;\'d@;;O!~a.l;:nt19'er.xtpi""a··gn-s:::d~', 'tlo'n
b
, 'E:fo'U"f6'£:t:"'~11":efh1-yo~n·R·,','.je'·~re~s'~.''''''J~u-·~vd.veSn""'S~"''';'lecJe[fe\eD~l~'',ri1Jv' """e~~r;', s ~ttr, o'n~-m~'~-"~'''':'!Io'' ~_~-".:.c_,O-"~~'-:~'~_' """"- ' , ',' , . III . " --" '2. Provide r~Bj'·\JfJ:i.'bi5·'.tit;;i:.orF'setv"i:deS'-t'o.:'·'~m~""';;"§MC''-' ~'~:'C::C::~'::fljo.""2',~',i~"":'·:;'_ 1 100 families. 
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Program, already in place witll the Yonkers Police Department 

Youth Division.* The general goal of the project is to,provide 

immediate and intensive counseling, referral, recreation and pre­

vention services to clients and their families. 

Problem Area: 

The 1976 Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan for Westchester 

County identified the need for "a structured community based 

mechamism for counseling and referral of problem youth ..• (and the 

need)/! to enhance the preventative programming capability of the 

YPD '~;outh Division.'" The annual report for 1977 of the Yonkers 

Police Department shows that there were 453 arrests in 1977. The 

police department referred 312 clients to Family Court, 94 clients 

tOil Probation and 96 clients to Juvenile Diversion. The numb «f:r.:. of 
,Ii 

'/ , , 
~~ives t~ga t~ons reported for the same year is 2,382. While stra t-

Il. . 
~~~es were ~n effect to serve problem youth in the YPD Youth 

II 
Division, the service was viewed as inadequate. In addition, if 

,~ 

referra.l to Probation Intake was made, the "youth officer frequently 

losit contact \.,rith the development ,,of the case. 
o 

i\r--____ _ 

*S~e DCJS PrbPo~al #2241C. 

o 

Q 

VII"i 

~ \. 

~. 

Ii 

3. Provide crisis intervention to 100 juveniles including 
certain categories of felonies. 

4. Reduce the amount of time between arrest and c9ntact 
with the probation office. 

5.' 'Increase reading scores two months for every month of 
tutorinq. 

6. Increase positive family interaction. 

7. Effect a recidivism. rate significantly lower than for 
those youths processed "'throu9"h regular probation channels. 

8. Provide prevention services to the siblings of youth 
previously or presently included in the program, through 
family counseling and follow-up contacts. 

Program Functions 

The procedure followed in Westchester County is as follows: 

Youths served by the diversion project are clients who have 

come in. contact with the police either in an arrest or a non-arrest 

situation. Referrals may also be made by parents or other agencies. 

The investigating officer will initially recommend diversion. If 

all parties agree to the youth's participation (parents, complainant), 
u 

the probation officer will interview the client and set up a treat-

ment plan. 

The Hudson River Youth Center homEs the Yonkers Police De-

partment as well as the Juvenile Services Unit. A probation 

diversion officer, a social worker and tutors work during and after 

business hours to provide counseling, tutoring and recreational 

progranuning. 
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The Westchester County procedure can be diagrammed as follows: I 
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Table V 

Pr.lZlimina~:y Procedure to J:t"amily Court 

Administrative Chart 

Westchester County 

police diversion ] 
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- ,. ~ closed :11 

r 7 f'~ Police 
,I ~ ~ Administrators 

I Supe'rvisors of Intake 
for Family Court 

I , r---------4~8~.3~--~petitioned 
all other 
complaints 
Oves tches ter) 

:1023 fnitial intake 
intervention 

~--------____ 4~4~8~ __ ~adjusted 

~ ________ ~6~7 ____ ~community 
agency 

25 closed 

{; 

The six months of sample selection for ,the evaluation was 

concurrent with the final six months of the diversion (police/pro-

bation) project. Eighty clients were received for diversion ser-

vices:· 60 (75%) of these complaints were adjusted, 18 (23%) were 

immediately closed and two clients were petitioned. 

o 
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'1 
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Police 
Sergeant 

~n I 
J~t------l"'--__ --:-___ ..v __ _ 

YPD Youth /1, Diversion 
Services I Uni t 

~t\'--_----"------':'----J 
1 PO 

Yonkers 
Intake 

2 PO's 

Mt. Vernon 
Intake 

3 PO's 

K.~. ", I' '.J ... 

j]~ 

] ~ . rl 

] .: :) 

] '\ 

1) 
2) 

.3) 

4) 
5) 

1 Social Worker 
20 Cases/counselor 

120 case's/PO 120 cases/PO 

Management decisions made by PPO and spots. 
Div~rsion officer is supervised by supervisor 6f Yonkers Intake • 
,Pol~ce segment of the project under the administrative control 
qf police administrators. .' 
Diversion officer sup~rvises social worker. 
Physical Jocation~ Diversion unit physically separate £rom 
Yonkers intake. Located in the Hudson River Youth Center with 
the~ Yonkers Police D~J?artment Youth Division. 

~ 
o 
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III. The Purpose of the Evaluation 
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The literature indicates that" program services are a key 
! 

A.~ Key Diversion Issues I I issue. When diversion clients r§ceive services they.are reportedly 

The preceding discussion provides a description of the five II \) less likely to re rearrested. However, we believe that it is ~~t 
target programs, a discussion of'the concept of diversion and a I t ~r enough to simplY,,~OO~, ~;;;;:~~'tc:,;~,"~~=ices are provided. One must 

rationale for why we chose to use minimization of penetration as I j; i ~, ' .. ':'.QQ.."'~J.Q;Iii~'t~ services should-beP~9ci~'pr'o!)a:tron"::'~.li'!'lIi:.o;;~::::""'''''''''''''';::''''·'::'-' 
~~ ""'\-i '0-._ .-,,:....1 ..-"'r\l~:~~~'~':!~~ ... ':o~IDE·tlL"_lII!!IIit'l ,e'f""*tbM")!!If$~$! '> * "'. ~"~"~~-

~ ....... ......,.-- I' 'v' ;~r- op;;~i'"onal ~efinition. The progra~e:c;ib~:~"':~~';;~~=d""''''''·EIB''''!*'''''''--f-c'' 'l staff or through referral to community agencies, the content, type ' 
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to be representative of types of diversion programs operating f' ll',t/ "''' 
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the clients served and the services provided. The purpose of I U~ 
, I' this section is to provide a theoretical framework consisting of 

the key dimensions within which any diversion prog~am can be 

described. The discussion is intended to serve as a bridge to 

the research hypotheses. 

The goal or purpose of diversio,n must be clearly delineated, 

as well as the boundaries of the programs to be examined. As 
o 

indicated in the ,~receding review, the overriping goal is to 

"adjust" cases without formal adjudication. However, secondary 

goals ranged from freeing the court to handle the more difficult 

cases tOe ,helping youth to resolve problems. The programs to be 

evaluated in these five target counties have certain elements in 

common: they are probation operated, servicing delinquency and/or 

PINS cases. Each represents a variation on the traditional pro-

bation intake process. As diversion programs, their primary pur-

pose is to minimize bot11 the number of adjudications in Family 

Court and the rearrdst of those diverted~ To evaluateGthese 
;/ 

programs one must go beyond these measure~';and look at a number 

of additional areas including: a) servie,es, b) olients, c) pro-

cesses, d) the system and e) the interaction of these four elements. 
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and quality of ~e.~vices offered, as well as the time delays in 
'c;i 

providing services and the duration and frequency of services 

rendered. All of the above have to be evaluated in terms of their 

impact upon the clients as well as their implications for the sys-

tern.' Thus, pro-social measures of behavior. as well as. adjustment 

and rearrest rates must be used. 

The a'nticipated consequences of: providing services will be 

the meeting of client, needs and improvement of client functioning 

in the key areas of sociai su~port: family, school, peers, work/ 

leisure, Both the client's behavior within these systems and his 

attitudes towards these e;ystems will improve with services. 

Further, it is believed that these s~rvices will be more effec-

tively and effic.iently provided by diversion programs as compared 

to traditional intake processing. An unanticipated consequence 

of the provision of services within or by referral from probation 

operated diversion progra~s may be an alienation of the juvenile 

from these support systems. For e'Xample, if the school is aware 
;/ 

of the youth's status as a client of a diversion program, staff 

may alter their behavior toward him, offsetting any gains made 
J.: 

by the services provided. This issue of stigmatization or 

labeling must be addressed. 

.. 
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I The further exploration of the consequences of labeling would 

Ie' include the examination of the changes in the youth's self-concept. 

Whether diversion or traditional intake, whether services or no 

services, the relationship of the service provided to the juvenile 1") 
f:( 

~c:",~LS~~'~T~",-,:J~,~:~",~, ce s y stern: a 11 are L c:<::~:t:.<?l""~.,c:W-'hiph~,.m",y,,,~-af£'a€:b-<'!J·tigmati'zoa t~i 6n ~ --,-
" ... ~.\.:~ ~~!~ ... --"",,--:~~~-,;:.:~::~~:':.".:::..:::...:::::.-.~-:.:.. . ..:.:;,~,'.::.~.:. .-------......... -.~-

f~ and all must be addressed. The underlying assumption is that sys-
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tern contact is indeed stigmatizing and that types of diversion, 

differentially decrease stigmatization. 

While services represent the programs of the diversion pro-
c; 

jects, these programs must be placed within the context of (the 

diversion process. As indicated above, each of the five target 

c'ounties has its own diversion process. That pro~ess has been des­

cribed and placed within a theoretical model (see introduction: 

Table I) so that the similarities ~tnd differenc~s can be clearly 

conceptualized. 

The criteria for client eligibility must be examined both in 

terms of the criteria themselves and their application. As indi-

cated in the Review and Critique of Diversion Programming and 
~:'\(t" 

Evaluations, (see Appendix I) the pressure to demonstrate prbgram 

success ~eads to the inclusion of minimal risk ,cases in the diver­

sion program. This may, in turn, lead to a "widening: ox the net". 

that is increas'ing the flumber of juveniles contacted by the system 
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at all. The addition of the diversion process to the juvenile 

justice system may result in increased staff and budget for the 

processing of "deviant behavior." This increased capacity to pro­

cess deviants may lead to a great@r number of clients processed 

and an unnecessary increase in the ~mount of official deviance. 
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The need to measure this ph0nomenon is extremely important 

and must be incorporated into a flow analysis of the diversion 

programs rather than simply rearrest rates. The use of main~n ance 

probabilities and adjusted adjudication rates will meet this need. 

--TifaadYtion, the --flihction~l utility (see: Functional 'Utill~y Index 

in Methodology Chapter) of the program \-1Ould actually be decreased as the 

program expands to include unnecessary cases. The development of 

this measure takes into consideration both the seriousness of the 

original complaint and the subsequent success of the respondent 

and thus presents improvements upon the use of recidivism as a 

program measure. 

In that the five programs under consideration all operate 

within the probation system and are an integral part of the juven­

ile, justice system, the degree of coercion involved in the pro­

grams is an important consideration. Since the authority for the 

programs is derived from the preliminary procedures of the Family 

Court Act each program must officially be voluntary. However, 

there is an implicit assumption of guilt. As indicated in the 

concept of a "widening net" if more youths are brollr:rht into contact 

with the juvenile justice system by the presence of a diversion 

program, that program nay in reality be increasing the total anount 

of coercion~ An additional issue is the treatment of unfavor-

able t~rminat.rorlJs, which may then get processed through the reqular 

system, adding six months of diversion "trea tment" to the t),eqular 
-;:/' 

sentence. Finally, if the lower risk cases are di \lel.'ted it is 
f) 

possible that there is more intensive handling of the non-diverted 

youth and, in that sense, more coercion. 

In sum, the process of juvenile diversion in a probation set­

ting is embedded in the juvenile justice system and therefore, if one 
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is to evaluate such a program one must look at the total system 

changes caused by its introduction not just at the diversion pro­

gram itself. 

If 

I 
I 

B. Project Objectives I 
",e, e_ 'C' -c,,-_ ecce "e~'_,,,-__ - ______ cc,=_',-___ e,____, ' ___ ._.e_,, __ ~'"-,_"'" ,. - , __ " __ ,,,e._ecc __ ,c-e __ e~, __ - t-e -

1-'-"-"- The primary purpose of intensive evaluation is two fold. II 
First the research must determine the c1egr,ee and direction af j' 

r~ impact of the target program on its clients. Second, the re- r 
j' 

[~ search must address and meet the information needs of the program I 
decision makers. As Dunford notes: 0 II 
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The most relevant and often raised issue that 
the national evaluators have heard on site visits ! 
invol ves concern about the kinds of information ,I' 
that the evaluation will produce. Juvenile 
Justice agents, diversion program personnel, and Ii 
other practitioners all want to know what they ! 
~ill learn that will be of use to them as a rc- I 
suIt of involvement .in the national evaluation. 32 , 

To address impact alone is fruitless. If the program is 

deemed effective, the practitioners must know why in order to 

cO'htinue in the right direction. Similarly, a lack of positive 

impact must be explained in order to allow the practitioner to 

make necessary program changes. Further, the evaluation effort 

must be built upon existing theory. While the quest is not for 

"absolute truth", the purpose of the r~search should be to answer 

questions raised by other effo~ts and to make meaningful contri­

butions to the existing body of knowledge surrounding the practice 

being examined. Thus, the evaluation of diversion programs mnst 

assist program·, staff, local probation 

Div,ision of Probation and the justice 

adminisJ'~ators, the state 

comm~nl{y at large (including, 
I) 

but ~ot limited to, other juvenile justice agencies and the Division 

of Criminal Justice Services}. 
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I i 

This means, of. course,"th~t each audience will have specific 

quest~ons"that must be answered. Those questions which must be 

] combihed for complete program assessment are presented briefly 

]

,,1 here under separate headings. 
t 
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Dunford points out, and the Intensive Evaluation Unit agrees, 

that. there are: 

..• three broad types of, information that are of 
special concern to service deliverers: 1) in­
formation about the nature of their programs, 2) 
information about the impact their programs have 
on youth, and 3) information about program char­
acteristics associated with success. The first 
two types of information are specific to particu­
lar projects. The third involves comparisons 
among projects. 33 

We can delineate and address these concerns as follows: 

1) Information about the nature of the programs -- One of 

the more common problems in program administration is, simply, 

that the program has never been adequately defined, structurally 

or procedurally. The service provider, not knowing what his pro­

gram looks like, can hardly make decisions leading to program 

change and increased effectiveness. That section of the evaluation 

labelled "process comparison" has, as its primary purpose, this 

specific func,tion. The program itself will be described in terms 

of various predetermined decision points. Beyond this, the client 

population (as compared to normally processed clients) will be 

described in depth in order to construct a profile or typology 
o 

for each program. Of course, a crucial alspect of program des-

cription involves the provision of services to clients. This 

would il1vplve examination of criteria, means of problemidenti-

.c';; L ________________________ ~ ______________________ =-~··c~.'".~ ... ~= .. ~~---~.~.~.-~-.. ~. __________ ~ ______ ~''' .. __ ~ ______ ~~ 
() I ! 
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" d t e of services provided within and outside f~cat~on, range an yp . 
.( 

of the program, efficiency (Le., fraquency of use? and appropriateness) 

of referral ~ystems, relationships with service units outside of 

II I 

II 

I 

. i 

I 
I 
J 

I 11 the justice system, etc. These aspects of servioe delivery will I I ~ 

[I> , d th ugh a full systems analvsis, using~!~ates o~, .. ,::~!-.::~,::":::;;;~~",,",,,","w' ... ;be exam~ne ro , ,-~, .. -,-, "-''''''~'-::,~c~''''''<:')''':~'':'''->,'v:'''\'~''-'''~'''/'''''''''''-_, __ ,_,_--;-, _, II ,I ,I 
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analyses, and communication flow pa t terns. I' I, I:JU back loops, agency primacy I I uD 
2} Information about program impact on clients -- This is I j 

f I 1~ undoubtedly the single most crucial aspect of the proposed evalu- i:1 iJJ 
Imp'act will be measured, through the use o~ program utility I I 

ation. I) j,"T
n t t ables, within and among each of the i U~ indices and base expec ancy I I 

,

:, . five sites. Current and historical samples will be followed from ':1 J~ 

nine months to three , years (depending on the individual program's I 
ill be examined in

il 

~I,n starting date) and impact of the programs WI ,; _U 

terms of labeling, functioning of the clients' support systems, ! 
and subsequent deviant behavior. An analysis of recidivism will 

be conducted using official records and self report data. 
',' 

3) Information concerning program characteristics and pro-

must be defined as a} limiting gr~m success -- Program success 

(~ f the J'ustice system and b) the reduction the clients' penetration 0 

of f~ture proscribe ac s. d t The question, of course, is which 

aspects of the vari~us programs contribute most heavily to these 

desi~ed ends. 'rhe process cO!'JlpaF':1.son, w, en . h tied statistically 
to the utility :treasures, will allOt" for this inf:romation.~ Pro-

will be compared in terms of selection criteria, means of grams ~ 

pro~lem identification, services offered, location of program, 

degree of use of "outside" services, ',lIJd program relationship to 

the rest of the system. 
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Local Probation Administrators 

As Dunford notes, the concerns of the various aUdiences over-

i'ap and build upon one another. The admini~~trator, of course, has 

an interest in all the points discussed above but, additionally, 1 
has other broader COhcerns. The co~~erns 0; the Directors 'center _ ....... " '7=.,;; .c 

1'--",' ~.j., ... ~ .. '.i:;-'.'~1."~:U._t.e..;li->_"---~~·1:"~':';_!,":'."._~'i.::~.,i·:':: ... ,., , t,' .":"". ~\ ". 'L:-_~~!,,,"~~~J~~~~~'~""'Iv.u-'-.....::..:.;e 

_\l;;;:e~'drOtfria: . i)f.he overall SUccess of the individuul program, 2) com-

parisonS'of the diversion program and traditional inta~ procedures 

"and 3) the costs of the target programs. 

l} Program sUccess -- Overall program SUccess is of great 

concern to the administrator who is responsible for program con-

tinuation, adjustment: or termination. The primary measure of 

success is the degree to which the program reduces recidivism. 

This will be add~essed as indicated above. While important however, 
recidivism is not the sole measure of SUccess. Each individual 

client presents program personnel with a unique problem. Given 

valid selection and diagnosis, another equally important measure 

of SUccess is the degree to which the program addresses and resolves 

the problem of the client. The successful program shOUld result 

in changes in both attitude (self image, attitudes toward authority, 

etc.) and behavior (improved school attendance, decreased associ-
" 

ation with delinquent peers, etc.) • This type of impact wilJ be 

examined through observation,- self reports, attitude surveys, and 

contacts (Le., interviews al1,d record searches) with those agencies 
.~ 

or individup.ls °best qualified to provide the' information. Success 

will also ~e discus'~ed"" in terms of ho'w ~he existehce of the program 

affects community and ihteragency i'elations'~ The extent to which 
o 

the department~s "significant others" (i.e., referral sources, en-

Ii forcement agencies, family court, sbhools, etc.) are aware of and 

(, 
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willing to use the program will be assessed by interviews and 

examination of differences in types and numbers of referrals 

over time, as well as their perceptions of the program's success. 

2) Comparison of diversion and intake -- As noted earlier, 

the concept of diversion (or, at least, the reality of diversion) 

is distinctly related to problems encountered over the years with 

probation intake services. Of course, the comparison of outcomes 

for similar cases in the separate processes is of intense concern. 

This will ~e addressed by the various outcome measures discussed 

above. Of more immedia. te concern to the administr'ator, however, 

are a number of administrative comparisons. First, the existence 

of any a.lternative program in an ac;:Jency should have an impac.t on "\c, 

the maintenance probabilities of the other (i.e., intake) program. 

These probabilities, in turn, effect the workload, schedules, 

counselling duties, relationships w:i-th.:supervisors, assignment of, 
, Q 

cases, arid case flow for each of the units and, indeed, for the' 
,. 

department as a whole. These issues will be addressed through 
, (-:J = 

observation of the programs, reCords 
" 

the process comparison, 

° searches, and interviews with project and ad~inistrative staff. 
/,' _I 

'The answers to the questions posed here will ber crucial for pro­

gram modification, reallocation of resources, and the successful 

addressing of both departmental and client needs. 

3) Program costs -- Extremely important to the probation 

administrator is the cost, of the program being examined. It would 

°be safe to say that, for most directors, success, or a lack there­

bf, can come at too high a price. Total program·costs (from local 

department budgets and Division of Probation reimbursement records) 
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will be compared to program outcome (recidivism, attitudes, and 

behavior measures), client attendance record (that is, how often 

do the clients appear for scheduled treatment, both in and out of 

the department), use of "free" resources (i.e., referral to com­

munity agencies), etc. Further, that part of the analysis which 

identifies effective program components can be used by the admin­

istrator to eliminate program components that are shown to be in­

effective. Cost comparisons will also be conducted among the pro­

grams and between diversion and intake units within departments. 

This will ~e accomplished by means of the Cost Effectiveness Index 

(explained below) . 

The New York State Division of Probation 

In addition to the points discussed in the previous two sec­

tions there are concerns and points of interest unique to, the . 
IIi, 
JU Division of Probation. They fall into three general categories 

';11 as follows: 1) the functional utility of the programs, 2) the 
f 

W: i , , 
: \ 

c; 

general effectiveness of probation operated diversion efforts and, 

3) the impact or diversion on system relationsl1ips. 

1) Functional Utility Information -- As will be discussed 

" below" every program in the justice system is intended to deal 

with!, 'and compensate for, disutilitarian .acts. The relative 

success of programs is of great interest to the Division of PF~J.. 

bation. The Division is ~esponsible for reimbursement (42.5%) 

to local counties for funds allocated to probation." The identi­

fication of wasteful and/or ineffective programs and the pro­

mulgation of effective and cost efficient ones would contribute 

II 
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significantly to the Division's efforts. Further, the Division 

of Probation has a responsibility for the development and implemen­

tation of program standards-'. To the extent that a program ~s 

proven effective, the Division could recommend and oversee its 

replication on a stat~wide basis. 

2) General effectiveness information -- As noted above, 

there is more to program effectiveness than the reduction of 

recidivism and the reduction of penetration. We can assume that 

the different programs wil,l have different rates and types of 

success. Given the probation department's ability to adjust, 

refer or terminate cases, the evaluation should be able to 

address the often-raised question of the effectiveness, generi-

cally, of services, since adjustment (immediate) is akin to 

diversion without service. 

3) Information regarding system relationships -- The Division 

of Probation is a state-wide agency. As such, it has the responsi-

bility of examining, if not assuring, the strength of the relation­

ship betweenvlocal probation departments ,and other justice agencies. 

Any action taken by probation has an effect on the functioning and 

maintenanc1e probabilities of other system c~onents. 0 Consequently," " 

the evaluation will include contacts with police, Family Court and: 

Division for Youth'officials and examination of their re,cords in " 

an attempt to detiermine what, if any, impact the diversion pr.ograms 

have,on system fupctioning. 

The Justice 'Community 

The juvenile justice system, particularly as xepresented by 
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the Division of Criminal Justice Services, would, of cQurse, have 

an interest in all the informational issues discussed above. In 

addition, however, as Dunford points out, the funding agency has 

concern for 

... a number of issues that transcend individual projects 
and ... agencies ... they want to know if youth diverted from' 
the juvenile justice system are less stigmatized and ex­
perience better social adjustment and engage in less de­
linquent behavior; if certain kinds of services rendered 
by diversion programs are more effective in terms of 
reducing stigma and delinquent behavior and increasing 
social adjustment; if diversion for services is less 
costly than alternative justice processing; if improve­
ment in social adjustment and decreases in labeling and 
delinquent behavior are associated with effective efforts 
to build cooperation, trust, feedback mechanisms, etc . 
between youth service providers and juvenile justice 
agencies; if early diversion and non-coercive diversion 
are more effective in terms of reducing stigma and de- 34 
linquency than are late and coercive diversion efforts . 

DCJS has expr~ssed interest in all qf these points and the 

evaluation will be constructed so as to answer these and other 

issues. The general thrust of the evaluation, as noted earlier, ._ ~.,;::-.~".",.'.;.,,-,;t..;~ 

will be to provide specific, program-oriented information while 
, II. 

building on existing theory and prior resea~ch efforts. 

~) 

(I 

1/ 

~ 

\ 

'\ 
!\ 
!\ 
\I! 

\\1 

1\ 



r 
I 

(' 

[ 

[ 

r 
[ 

r -;;;, 

r ' '> 

I~' 
'" 

I: 
I" , 

c 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-48-

. ~Ithodology 

A. The Hypotheses: 

The purposes of the evaluation diso~ssed above were best served 

by the creation and examination of various research hypotheses. 

These hypotheses, 16 in number, were devised in order to fully 

address the p~imary issue: whether probation operated juvenile di-

version programs "make a diffe,~ence" in comparison to traditional 

intake procedures. There werte :fEive groups of hypotheses dealing 
/! 0 

with the following areas: / 
II 

:i 
1. Progral}l goals and frog ram loca·tion. 

/ I . 2. Process a~d syste1s ~ssues. 

3. Client·' ch~nges. l \'c' 

/1 
. f 

4. pro~ram serv~c,ef'i" 

5 . 'Pro/gram costs./ r 
It is Jelieved th7 these grouping'S will allpw for a broad 

three-dime~sional view (1 the diversi'on process in the targ'et coun­

ties 9,nd'omore importan~ y, will serve to provide acceptable gen-

eralizatipns concerning the concept of Si~vei:sion from the juvenile 

justice system. 

'rhe hypotheses are presented, here by the five areas listed, 

above. 

1. Program goals and program location: 

The fIrst set of hypotheses are derived from the program 
, 

descriptions, above, on the assumption that innoyation should 

clearly depart from old processes. The ~ypotheses follow: 

• Those programs which clearly articulate program· goals 

and selection criteria will be more successful than those 

.. 

in which such goals and criteria are less specified. (Hypothesis 1) 
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Diversion programs will have a greater success rate to the 

extent that the programs are distinct and separate from the 

probation intake unit. (Hypotheses 2) 

2. Process and systems issues: 

The second area concerns program processes, those elements 

which characterize the five diversion programs and which should 

service to distinquish the programs from what we are terming the 

traditional intake process. Further, ~his group of hypotheses 

will allow for cross program process compaiisions Which, in turn, 

provides a basis for judgement of the equity of program compari­

so~s in terms of impact on the client population. The hypotheses 

iri thi'Si section are as follows: 

• TheD amount of time taken to process a juvenile case (JD 

or PINS) will be significantly shorter for diversion pro­

grams than for JI tradi tional" probation intake procedures. 

(Itipothesis 3) 

• Amount of penetrati''On into the system by the client is 

redu~with the use of diversion programming. (Hypothesis 5) 

• 
,. 

The number of cases entering the system, their referral 
{! 

sources and their flow patterns will show significant 

change with the initiation of a diversion program. 

(Hypothesis 6) 

"t The existence of a diversion program will lead to a decrease 
" 

in the adjusted adjudication rate. (~ypothesis 7) 

• Diversion progr~ms will evidence a higher success rate 

the earlier the decision to divert is made. (Hypothesis B) 

" 
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3. Client changes: 

The next major area of concern with the findings building on 

those of the two preceding sections, would be that of the impact, 

intended or otherwis~, of the programs on their target populations. 
(:. 

This section'will begin with a discussion/description of that pop--;:::;:....."" 

ulation and will go on to address the following. hypotheses: 

, The .. amount of disutility addressed successfullv will..be 

proport.ionately greater for diversion programs than for 

"traditional ll probation intake procedures. (Hypothesis 4) 

• The use of diversion, as an alternative to traditional 

processing will lead, for any given client, to reduced 

future contact with the justice system. (Hypothesis 9) 

• In" a follow-up period, di verteo. clients are more likely 

than traditionally processed youth-to exhibit improved 

behavior patterns (i. e., socially acceptable,_ncm-proscribed 

behavior). (Hypothesis 10) 

• Success of the client in the diversion program will vary 

with certain client characteristice. (Hypothesis 11) 

• In a follow-up period, diverted youth will exhibit improved 

attitudes toward normative values than will clients pro-

cessed without diversion. (Hypothesis 12) 

4. Program Services 

Services provided by the programs constitute the next area 

of consideration and will be addressed through examinat.ion of the 

following: 

• Those diversion programs' which emphasize communtiy treatment 

will have greater success rates than those which rely on 

"in-house" counseling and adjustment. (Hypothesis 13). 
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• Those programs which offer c;lient services will have a 

higher rate of success than those programs with less ser7 

vices. (Hypothesis 14) 

• Diversion progrmaming is more likely than traditional 

intake processing to be able to meet the client's individual 

treatment needs. (Hypothesis 15) 

5. Program Costs: 

The final area, represented by one hypothesis, concerns com-

parative costs of diversion programs. 

The hypothesis: 

• Use of the diversion programs by probation departments will 

. lead to significant cost savings when compared to "traditional" 

probation intake procedures. (Hypothesis 16) 

B. Design of the Evaluation 

Briefly stated, the design of this evaluation involved the 

examination of the projects over time and space and, where possible, 

comparing the projects to one another and to the intake processes 

upon which they sought to improve. This examinat.ion inVOLved, 

t'he five proj ects over a "Cillle Spdll of u1:J to six years. 

The hypotheses were tested through a variety of means, re-

flected in Table VI. 

, The actual methodology involved in testing the various hypothe­

ses will be addressed in greater detail at the beginning of each 

'subsection wi thin Section V (Findings). 

C. Sampling 
::::::~ 

) (! Due to the fact that thiib programs were examined over a long 

period of time, three separate samples were drawn in each of the 

sites and labeled "Pre-Diversion", "Historical" and "Acti've." 
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Pre-Diversion -- One relatively simple way of looking at the 

impact of a program is to examine the process prior to program 

implementation. Since, in all five sites the evaluation was 

limited to an ex-post facto approach, it was decided that, at a 

minimwR, records for a period, of time prior' to the stu,dy should 

be examined. Consequently ,'two independent sal~~ples were drqwn 

in the five counties. The first was the pre-diversion group. In 
o 

all counties, a sample of Article 7 (Juvenile Delinquent and PINS) 
, 

cases for the year preceding the beginning of the diversion 

program was drawn. That sample,' consisting of 541 cases, was 

broken down as follows: 

Pre-Diversion Sample ---
Chautauqua 

Erie 

Rensselaer 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

Time'~' 

Period 

1/74-7/74 

2L73-3/74 

6/75-5/76 

2/76-1/77 

9/77-8/78 

% 
Total 

15 

record!:> 

50 

7 

29 ---

n 

20 

not available 

161 

141 

215 

In all counties, the selection procedure consisted of simple 

random samples of available records. 

Historical Diversion Sample -- The same procedure was used 

to obtain a sample of diversion cases opened prior to the beqinning 

of the evaluation, covering the period from the initiation of 

diversion through December 31, 1978 (May 31, 1979, for Westchest~r 

County). This resulted in 723 cases with the following confiqura-

tion: 
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'0 

Time Period Total n 

8/74-12/78 15 164 

4/74-12/78 19 167 

6/76-12/78 
. 

37 97 

2/77-12/78 5 234 

9/78-5/79 40 105 

Finally, the evaluators examined and tracked 

aosample of current intake and diversion cases. This involved a 

total of 441 experimental (diversion) and 474 comparison (intake) 

cases, "broken down as fOllows: 
{/ 

" Experimental/Diversion 

j 
Comparison/Intake 

Ac,tive Sample n % Total n % Total 
* Chautauqua 0 --- 64 32 

Erie 131 87 131 11 

Rensselaer 40 75 108 28 

Suffolk 208 11 83 8 -
Westchester 62 78 88 7 . 

N.B. A smaller sample (11% vs 75% to 87%) was drawn in Suffolk 

County due to the bulk of cases through diversion and the inability 

to intercept the comparision group and in Westchester Coun~y due to 

lace of coope~ation from the law guardians. 

An overview of the samples follows as tables VIla th:rou~h Vlld. 

*See page 23. 'l ! 
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AGE 
0 

(. 

Range '8·16 
Mean Age 1~:8 
Mode 15' 
Median 14.1 

" 

Range 8·15 
Mean Age 13.3 

- Mode 15 
". Median 13.7 

'jF" 

" Range 9·15 
Mean Age 13.7 
Mode 14 
Median 13.9 

, 
Range 8·16 
Mean Age 13.3 
Mode 14 
Median 13.6 
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rablL VIId o '" 
-PROGRAM DESCRIPTION··EXPERIMENTAL (DIVEtRSlON) COHORT 

• 
OFFENSE (";, 

COlViPLAINANT/ 
SEX RACE CHARACf:R ISTiCS REFERRAL 

" , ::"., 

,.Male 94%" White 79% JO' 100% P<lrent 1% 
Female 6M 

'0 Black 13.5% PINS 0% Neighbor 5% 
Hispanic 7% Common"': 0 Police 3% 
Other .5% Other 80% Burglary School 10% Petit Larceny 

(1 

0 

-
Male 60% White 87.5'10 "JD 40% Parent 25% 
Female 40.~Q Black 12.5% PINS 60% Other Rei, 2.5% 

Common: Police 37.5% 

Crim. Mischief Other 5% 

I ncorrig ibilitv School 30% 

0 

" 

Male 52% White 69% JD 32% Parent 5706 
Female 48% Black 24% PINS 68% 

':, 
Other ReI. 1.5% e-

Hispanic 1% Comm<:>n: Police 23% 
Other 2% Other 30' 

Petit Larcenv ,0 

School 15% 
p -( Incorl'lgibility 

D A T A N 0 T A V A I L A 8 L 

I 

Male 61% White 42"{' JD 82% Parent 13% 
Female 39% BlacK. 43.5Q~ PINS 16% Neighbor 11% 

Hispanic 11% Common: Police 45~o 
Other 2"~ Petit Larcenv Other 24% 

Court 2°' Incorr'Jlbilltv 
,() 

" n J ,,-+ .... 

D IT.···· D IT .0 a -~"TI '-!'I ~ r, f " IT iJ-lJ , , 

RECONTACT 
RATE.rnr.1EiOF FENSE 

Success 83%~ 

Failure 17% 
x time to recontact 

4.5 months 
Outcome: off~nses: 

JD 97% 
PINS 3% 

Common: 
Burglary 

~") 

Success 64% 
Failure 36%~iV 
x time to recontact 

4.0 months 
Outcome offenses: 

JD 79% 
PINS 21% 

Commofl: 
Petit Larceny 

Success 76% 
Failure 24% 
x time to recontact 

4.7 montt'ls 
Outcome offenses: 

JD 31% 
PINS 69% 

Common: 
Harassment 
Incorrigibility 

--.. 

E 

Success 85% 
Failure 15% 
x time to recontact 

3.0 months 
Ou~come offenses: 

JD 33% 
PINS 6;% 

r" ..... r on ·. n r \ 'il 

... I • -. oJ " . 

CHAR. 

134 days 

119 days 

141 days 

90 days 

n r 
.: j 
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SITE ~ 

SUFFOLK COUNTY 

N =:' 83 

" 

! 

-
RENSSELAER 
COUNT'(' 

N = 108 

ERIE COUNTY 

N = 131 

G' 

CHAUTAUQUA 
COUNTY 

N = 
I 

64 

() 

0 

" 

(')( 

• 

I AGE 
" to. 

Range 8·15 " 

Mean Age 13.8 
Mode 14 
Median 14.0 

Range 9·16 
Mean Age 13.5 
Mode 15 
Median 13.8 

~ 
Range 7·16 
Mean Age 13.8 
Mode 15 
M!!dian 14.3 

'I " 

t) 

Range 10·17 
Mean Age 14.0 
Mode 15 
Med~n 14.5 

" 

II 

... 

(] 

SEX RACE 

Male 65% White 7701" . 
Female 35% Black 1% 

HispanIc 17% 

Co 
't 

Male 6ma White 91'\; 
Female 40% Black 5°' .0 

Oriental 2°' .0 

Other 1% 

" Male 60% White 36% Female 40% " Black 8°' 10 • 
Other 1% 

\\ '" 
0 

\' 
'. 

() 

rv\,1le 77% White 45% 
Fe~ale 23% Black 6°' ,0 

Hispanic 3% 

\ Other 2°' \ .0 

\ 

\\ 
'';''. 

,t 

I' 

c,,;, .\\ \:\ 

, , 

OFf [ liSE 
CHAHACT:n ISTlcS 

JD 0% 
PINS 100% 

I::',; 

Common: Truancy 

JD 68% 
PINS 32% 

Common: Petit 
Larceny. Truancy 

JD 56.5~~ 
PINS 43.5% 

Common: 
Petit Larceny 
Harassment 

Truancy 

JD 69% 
PINS 31% 

Common: 
Burglary 
Petit Larceny 
Incorngibility 

Table VIIb 

COMPLAINANTI ~ECO\!TAr'" • 
REFERR .. \L RATEiTIr"E/OFFErJSE CHAR. 

Parent 16% 
Neighbor 8% 
Other 1% 
School 75% 

Parent 11% 
Other Rei. 1% 
Police 65% 
Other 3°' ,0 

School 20% 

Parent 16% 
Other ReI. 4% 
Neighbor 8% 
Police 27.5% 
Other 16% 
School 28% 0 

Parent 20% 
Other ReI. 2% 
Neighbor 9°' ' ,n 
Police 50% 
Other 9% 
School 901 

,0 

Success 81% 
FaIlure 19% 
x to recontact 185 days 

6.2 months 
Outcome offenses: 

JD 27~ 
PINS 73% 

Common: 
Burglary. Truancv 

Success 69.5% 
Failure 30% 
x to recontact 128 days 

4.3 months 
Outcome offenses: 

JD 87.5% 
PINS 12.5% 

Common: 
Burglary, Truancy 

Success 85% 
Failure 15% x to . recontact 118 days 

3.9 months 
Outcome offenses: 

JD 47% 
PINS 53% 

«?mmon: 
Betit Larceny 
Truancy 

Success 70% 
Failure 30% 
X to recontact 130 days 

4,3 months 
Outcome offenses~ 

JD 740(, 

PINS 26% 
Common: 

Burglary, Truanc\' 
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SITE 
i 
/' 

/ 
WEStCHESTER 
co~ TY 

I N 88 = 
F 

(/ 
j, 

1 
d 

! 
,! 

;/ 
i 

• AGE 

Range 9·16 
Mean Age 13.9 
Mode 15 
Median 14.3 

.. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION-COMPARISON (INTAKE) COHORT 

SEX 

Male 78% 
Female 22% 

Table VIJ:b. (Co~t'd) 

RACE 

White 35% 
Black 45.5% 
Hisoanic 11% 

l \, 
~It'-

OFFENSE 
CHARAC7:RlS7iCS 

JD 69% 
PINS 26% 

Common: 
Petit Larceny 
Truancy 

I, 
I) 

-".~--.,~"---, ",-,. 

.... -,.-~ .. -~~.-.--.~~------ .. -,~ ... ~~" ,""-- --~~"-'"-~ "-,-

COMPLAINANT! 
REFERRAL 

c 

Parent 14% 
Neighbor 10% 
Police 27% 
Other 29.5% 
School 15% 

RECONT~CT 

RATEfTlME/OF FENSE CHAR. 

Success 84% 
Failure 16% 
~:c to recontact 57 d.3VS - 1.9 months 
Outcome offenses: 

JD 75% 
PINS 25% 

Com'mon: 
Petit Larcen" 
Incorrigibility 

~" 

~" -.. - .. __ .. ~ .--~.~-.. - "." .-- .--~~~- -- ... ~ ,,-~ .. ~-"' .. 
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sq 

SIn: 

SUFFOll( COUNTY 
INTAO(E 

N • 145 
c'l '-" , 

c' 
PlENSSELAER 
COUIITV INi'AI(E 

N . 161 

C] 

ERIE COUNTV 
INTAKE 

CHAUTA~IQUA 
COUNTY INTAIO;E 

N • 67 

W~STCtt~STER 
COu',f) l .. r">'E 

N • 215 

\ 

AGE 

RANGE - 8·16 
MeM~ A"e-14 I 
I.IOOE - 15 
MEDIAN' IS 

RANGE - 5·16 
MEA,.. AGE'129 
1.10011. - 14 
MEDIAN . 14 

(O A 

RANG/.; • 9.16 
MEAN ... OE-13 4 
MOOt . 15 
MEalAl, . 14 

RAM:;E - 6·16 
/IIblN A:iE'I)!> 
MOD" . 15 
MEOIAU - 14 

. ".~~~--'~'-'" . --~--. -~ .. 

= 

SEX 

MA~E . 75~ 
FEMALE .,. .... 
UNo( • I~ 

l) 

MALE • 76" 
FEMALE'22'O 
UNo( • 2" 

.r A r,' N 

MA~E • 5B .. 
FEMAlE-.2'" 

MALE - ".,. 
FE/'\AI,~'29"' 

[ 

RACl 

PRQ:"[w.I DESt"RIP1'IlllS FnR IIIS'IY"RlCAL INT1\KE S,\HPLE 

Tabl~ VIle 
OF'FFl1SE REFERRALI RECOtlTACT " 

CHARAC~rliIST;l!S COr,lPLAWANT RA TEfTlr.lEiOF FENS\~ CHAR. 

PO\.ICE • S6~ RfCOl'ffACT RATe • 14 .... W~ITE • S2'" JD • 57'(. 
BLACK • IS", PINS • 4310, PARENT . 18'!C. MeAN TIME TO RECONTACT' 
HISPANIC- ". SCHOOt. • 2."- 7.3 rnal. 
UNo( • 25' RANGE: PINS, VTt.- OTHER • 2" 

RCbl,.,V 3 OUTCOME OFFENSES' 

COMMON OFFENSES. PINS • 40'( 
8ur~l.ry • 30'lI0 

Tt~ncVi '"corrtqlbtlIN-'U-" 
8u'9'arv. Petit Larceny-3Q';-. 

OATA NOT JO • 64'. PINS - 36110 POt.ICE • 28 6~ RECONTACT RATE - 33 5~ 
AVAILAULE RANGE. PINS~Ar"'n 4 PARENT • 26"- MEAN TIME TO AEC~IT ACT · SCHOOL' B.7'lI 5.9 mOl. 

COMMON Of f EN5ES NEIGHBOR-" tll'o 
OTIiER • 25'1(, OUTCOME OFFENSES. 

PINS Incorr.qIt\lfltv-2S'II. 
Ctlm'NJ M'Kn,et-1!.-. No m0d4 
A ..... II 3 • 13.~" ~I'\lf: PINS-Io'u,doo, 2 

" 
.;) 

I 

0 r A V A I L A B L E 

OATA NOT JO • 52'1. POLICE • 48:4 RECONTACT RATE • 2'''' AVAILAOLE PINS ~. 4B~ PARE~lT • 24':1. MEAN TIME TO RECO"lTACT • c. 
SCHOOL· 16'1; 5.4 mOl • 

OU.m"':1 Ncn AWoIIIJf)I • COURT • 3 ... 
OTHER • 9~ OUTCOME OFFENSES. 

JO • 43)1, 
PINS - ,m. 

WHITE • 4Ot:.) JO • 56,. POLICE • 48'" ReCONTAC';' RATE - 10' BI,A":I< · 16\ PIN~ • 44\. PARENT' \3')1, MEAN TIME TO RECONTACT · HISPMUC-II ... SCHOOL • 3 .... 4.0 mQI • 
OTHeR · 1'0 RANGI< PINS .. RobO<ty 2 OTHER • S~ 
UI'~I( - J~ COMMON OffENSES 

OUTCOME OFFENSES. 

• T,whcy,lnco"I"'ludIIV-l9"" 
PINS ... TI\J ... ~v. 'ncort'\i!lb,hty • 

39'" 
CJut Ulc.t,ty tJuhl''''Y l . Cum.n.' T't!~u.a~. Pent u,c~ny · l!l'~ 20'!l. 

o 

.. '" 

TIME "!:Rh)~ 

SAr.1PI.f. SElECTION SERVICES 

---
FIlenu.> .. v 191~ th,u Ttl4JtuorYl 1"llk. 
JANUAHV 1911 PtOCtO",II 

JUNE lD75 UItU Tr.ldlflu"'Il Inl."', 
MAY 1976 Prcc,ow. 

I 
0'\ 
to 
I 

FEBHU':'AV 19/3 Ihru T,..t.llonal Inl .... 
MARCH 1!l74 Pr .... u .. " 

'0 

JAN·; ... AV 197. thtu TradlttCt'I.. Inu", 
. 

OECI:.:.1UE;\ 1974 P,oc,cJu,. 

.nll 

JMIlI.\I\Y 1078 IMU 
O~C~MdEn 19/B 

-
SEPHHII~R 1971 tntu TllOo I,pn." In ... ~. 
AUellST III 1.:1 P,otteSti .. 

: 

'1 .... 

~~ .. ________ .. ______________________________________ .. ____ ~ __________ .. ________ .. ______________________________________________________________ ~ __ ~ ______________________________________ ~ ____________________ ~ ________ ~ __________________ ~ ____ ~ ____________ ~ _____________________________ ~ ___ ~L_~~ __ 
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S'TE 
AGE 

PFOG1~",M DI::SC1~IPTIONS FOR IIIb"IORIC\L DIVERsION SN-\pU; 

Table Vrrd 

---------------------+------------------~-----------~------------,~--------~------~--------------.~--------------------~--~----------------~-------------
sex on'z:NSE 

CHARAC:- ,,;i!SilcS 
RACE 

SUFFOLK COUNTY 
JUVENIU SERVices 
UNIT RMICiE - B • 16 

M~AN ACie • 14 
MODe - IS 
"~DIAN - 14 

W~~~--" _ 7~ 
SLAC", • '3'" 
HISPANIC_s" 
IUllle • Ii'" 

!.IAlE • BS" 
I'EMALe_'5" iO • 100... 

RANoe - VTL,ROS. 
BERY 3 

COM\lO/1 OFFeN~es, 

N - 234 

COMPLA/NANTI 
REFI:'lRAL REXn'Tl'CT 

RATEITrMEIOFFENSE CHAR" Tllll PfltlOQ 

SM,'I'LE :,ueCl'Ot/ 

POLice • '00'1( 
RECONTACT RAte • 2'% 

MALE . ~ 
DAtA NOT 

JD ~ ~6~ 
0 

FeMALe'J2~ 
AVAIlABLE 

PINS. 54", 

RANue'PINS. F"'gt,y 3 
COM~'Oti OfFeNSES. 

'"I ----- ---'----J-____________ . ____ ~ __________ ~~ __________ ~ ____________________ _+--__________ __.~~--______ ----------------------~r~,--------------__ _t------________ __ 

',: i;.l 
":~NU.uIY 'nu In,,, 
ceO::SMaeR 19'8 

A:ENSSE'lAER 
Cl)U'<TY PRoeA_ 
TION ()IVEAS'OI1 
I'fIOt;IiAM 

N - 97 

RANGE - '\.16 
MeM. I<(;E-'3,3 
'IOOE • I~ 
"EOI"N - '4 

" TIME TO ReCONTACT _ •• 8 

OUTCOMe OFFENSES, JSU 1.'I("'d on 

P.,~b~~,:e~~~i 
'um Wllh II<> 
to '~"empt .1 

.te iOlllllm •• , 
01 comlJlJlt'ot 

FE6IlUA''l'!' 1977 II" .. 
DEceMbEr! 1918 

ReCONTACT RATe _ ."'" 

~ TIME TO R ECONT ACT • 6,5 mOl, 

ERIE COUNTy 
JUVENIU OIVER_ 
SION 'NfAo(£ 
SERV\I=ES PROJf\r 

N • '67 

RANOE • 9"6 
MEAl/ AOE"J8 
I.IOoe·'4 
MEO'AN_l~ 

MALe - 69)0; 
FEMALE -41'1( 

MALE - 68" 
Fe~'AL.·lO'" 

IUN"'-2"', 

0 

WHITe. 6~ 
IILAC",_ 1St. 
IiISPANIC·t~ 
(UN""16l\;/ 

OATo\ NOT 
AVAIlABLe 

Tr"oIncy • 32~ 
Inco'rl?lbll'.~ • 21" Pem Urc·~V -12\\ 

JD - 26'10 
PINs . l~~ 
RANU!: • PINS_ 

RObbo:rV J 

COMMON OFFENses 

'neOrtl"IDI'ttv _ 5G~ 
Tfu.:an.ev • II", 
P"hr 14ICfnv . 12 ... 

JO • tiG\ 
1'111$ • 34", 

(O/'on.. ,oole.I,,,, 
IInloo<)"'nl 

,<, 

POLICE. 11K 
PARE/IT • S'~ 
SCHOOL • 'J~ 
OTHER • '" 
(UN", • ~'" o 

OllTCOME OfFeNSes, 

Moo., PINS 

T.""ncv. Inoo"'lI,blllly • 53" 

DATA NOT AVAILAOLE 

RECONTACT RATE _ 3~~ 
" TIME TO AECONTACT _ 59 mu, 

o\PRI~ '97~ til, .. 
MA~CII '9111 

o,.,.,.~ tm .. 
1,~'tCl ..... ,..,,,. 
l>rObtIoO~ ;/ ..... 
r ..... u ... o.ur mUf'U­
COtJnl4Whf"l9 P"h· 
dtyv,'Non u'''c.t "".n" ",tUrt. \.;". 
PUt"U .. ,. CJI.t~ 

tor ~!lI ... itm~'tt 

. D,vwr,'on U,ut ", 
Wtw.fh'I\ U"" nrot.. 
CfrIto.lI(ntnl r"", 
mOnt'u \.I, ,~t., .• 
c:ourU.II"9 '.h,e., 
WI(SN t,v u."", ... "", 
OU,t.,.. tOt c, ... t 
"'"~'t tomp, •• 
~ 'at .""u''''"''' 

, 
- .. ---------------~---------------4_ ____________ ~ _________ _+~ __________________ _+ _______________ ~~ ____________________________ +_. _________________ ~---____________ __ 

01"""01\ Un.. ..... 
.... th." Ih. 0'0,..., 
dcD~l"1j"'nt Pto. 
UHfn, .... , ''''~hu 
Co-.tnk;~.,.. to h .... 
by PlObtlo..,n o,,~ 
In ." ''',mpt t~ 
d.tihlQu.n, _na Pa­
clllnil ftom ~" Ploc.".,.. 

WESTC>iESfER 
COtlNTV JvvHI_ 
ILE .eFt'IICES 
PROJECT 

RA'<OE - 816 
~Ie;", AOe"34 
MODE _ I. 
,\ltOIAN - 14 

MALE - 62S 
fEMALe_la", WHITE .3", 

iJlAC", • 4f:o~ 
HISPA/IIC"I" 

;0 • ~~" 
I'l"S - 33 .. 
VQ''''''Jly '-'''n,-'en, 

~4 - loS 

HANuE • P'NS. 
Ru"/.,,v J 

/ 

OllTCOMe OFFENSES 

JO • 6B~ 
PINS • JCH, 
fS~tflCI un .. nO"nJ 

POLICE • 68, 
PAIiENr • I~. 
SChOOL • J~ 
II\H~'(E • d" 

(UNO: - 2", 

ReeO/lfACT RATE • 23' 
; TIME TO HECON r ACT _ ~ 9b 

OllTCUM~ OFfENSE~ 
~et'Ti"'d~H 19111 ,It,,, 
Ju:.~ I~l(, 

M"". PINS • 6ij" 

g, 

D 1 
" 

Dflll.t"?n U"'t It.( 
in .,.. Hun ..... ~ 
You", c"nt., 
bellan ".aU ...... 
Yonl:h 1'010 ... 
Drwu,on to CH'o. 
N'n11'M'1J ••• , ."1 
COunw,,"9. t"t". 
tlUU'Ion '01 f.Ht 
ch,"t. ""a CI'.''''t 
. j'"" I I 

~------------~---------
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Prior to beginning a discussion of the research hypotheses 

and the findings of the evaluation there are several points, con­

cerning omissions, which must be made. Fi~st, at the outset of 

this study, the evaluators decided to address, as a 10gi0al theor­

etical base for the concept of diversion, the issue of labeling, 

the assumption being that the divertees, in the process of being 

diverted, would suffer fewer effects from external labeling. As 

a consequence of the reduction of delinquent labels from the out-
'0 ' 

side the client should suffer less from self-imposed labels. It 

was originally the intent of the evaluators to contact various 

significant and peripheral others in the client's life to determine 

the extent to which the others (including teachers, parents,com­

plainan-ts, neighbors, etc.) perceived the individual as de,viant 

based on whethe: the child was a diversion or an intake client. 

After a great=deal of thought and discussion, it was decided to 

abandon this approach. Two large issues led to this decision.. 

The first was legal. By law, juvenile proceedings of all types 

are confidential. By extension, the confidentiality issue is of 

even greater concern when the client has not been adjudicated,as 

was the case with all participants in this study. In order to 

fully test the hypothesis that diversion \'w'ould ,decrease the effects 
" 

of labelling, it would have been necessary to identify the clients 

]0 numerous persons outsi~e of the justice system, an unacceptable 

~\i.,de effect of the tes't.. The second issue, closely related to 

the legal, was ethical. If diversion, or intake for that matter, 

succeeded in addressing successfully the problems of the client, 

it was felt that the evaluators might undo all that had been accomp­

lished by contacting parties involved in the original complaint. 
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The evaluation team, therefore, found itself in the position of 

being abl~ to address on1y half the issue. Even this was difficult, 

in that the self-labelling process had to be examined obliquely, 

again due to ethical considerations. The type of "testing effectU 

possible frofif1m instrument "designed to measure 5e1:1: perceptions 
, " 

of delinquent labels (i.e.,possibi~ity of creating or re~nforcing 
, \ ' 

the negative self concept); would, once again, b~ unacceptable. 

To the extent possible, the evalu~tion did atte,mpt to address this 

critical issue. The clients' self esteem and normative values ',,, " 

orientatioi were measured (with the consent o! the client and . . 
parent 6rOguardian) at ;!:.hree' separate" times.;' The results must 

be treated cautiouslY,in terms of drawing inferences· concerning 

labelling. 

. f' . . deals most unfortunately, with The second p01nt 0 om1SS10n e , 

risk as~essment~-·abil}ty to predict clients' future behavior 

absent some significant and effective int~rvening variable (e.q. 

diversion programs}. It was felt that the use of a prediction 

table would allow greater confide~ce in discussing program out-

A search was initiated for an acceptable instrument to 

accomplish this purpose. No such instrumen~ was fotind. There 

aj~e a number of acceptable risk assessment scales available for 

adult offenders. ~hese are, without exception, "experience 

f~ables", each relying heavily on the offender's prior, officiall:'y 

rccq,rded contacts with the system. ,'Simpl,y stated, if an indivi:d-

~ual has been arrested three times in the past, he is more likely 

(statistically) to be arrested again in the future than the person 
J • d 
I, with one arrest or one with no prlor recor. To the' extent that 
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an co£fender is already know~ to the system, risk instruments are 

potentially valuable too,ls. The diff:l9Ul ty is th~lt we cannot, 

with any acceptable degree of accuracy, predict the future be-
e) 

havior of the first offender. Herein lies the main problem 

encountered in this evaluation. The vast majority of juvenile~:) 

in the justice system have had no, prior contact. The evaluators, 

using such previous research as was available, attempted to con­

struct a risk assessment instrument for our juvenile population. 

The attempt failed. A construction sample of 400 cases in five 

counties other than the program sites was drawn ra~domly. The 

cons'cruction instrumen't was legi t.imately analyzed by discrimin­

ate and multiple zegression analyses on four separate outcome 

variables. The highest predictive value obtained was an "rl! 

of .22, with seven independent variables. The resulting instru­

ment, applied to a validation sample (n=400) drawn from the pro­

gram locations, yielded an "r" of .09. The full instrument re-

applied to the validation sample res~lted in a nearly new table 

~three variables overlapr~d) with a high "r" of .23. Due to time 

constraints and an unavoidable shortage of resources, the effort 

was terminated although it is recommended that research in the 

area continue. If systematic differences '.:fecting outcome' 

existed among thevario1,.ls s':lmples, they were not picked up. Please 

no'l:;;e, however I that the results (see "Findings," below) seem to 

indicate no differences of "my' significance among the groups .. 
1\:),-. 

The third omission in this'study is much less c~uaial than 

the preceEling jjtwq bu1: must nonetheless be mentioned. It 

was hypothesized that the effort tc;> "treal\t" a Ichild woVld have a 
" 'U 

greater success rate the more the client.'perO'eived the process 
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to be voluntary. 'I',his I of course, could only be determined 

for the current cases. Unfortunately, the return rate for the 

"Voluntariness Questionnaire" was too low (less than 4%) to 

allow meaningful analysis. The fact that this particular in­

strument was returned with significantly less frequency than those 

instruments which accompanied it might be considered a partial 

answer to the voluntariness question. We believe, however, that 

it would be unfair eo imply this formally. 

With the omission covered, let us now turn to the major 

findings of the evaluation. 

o 
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V. Findings 

There is some difficulty'in reporting the findings of the 

research addressing these hypotheses, due to the di v~r:si ty. 
o c 

" of tbe target programs. Where possible the results and findings 

will be generalized, but the reader must necessarily bear with 

the various tangential discussions. In ofder to simplify the 

presentation, comparative .results for the four active sites on 

all of the major variables (excJ.uding cost) are presented in 

Table VIII. As noted earlier, throughout this section, st'atistical 

and tech~ical discussion will be minimized to facilitate presenta-

tion of findings (see preface). 

Finally, prior to presentation of the findings a statement 

concerning outcome mustb@ made and kept in mind during the 

reading of this section. The nature of the programs w~s such 

that each diversion program handled very different types of oliQ4~S. 

While, overall, there were no significant .differences in offense 

distribution over the counties, there were differences in the 
c', _ --

r, 

seriousness (disutility) of presenting offe~(ses among the various 

diversion gJ:oups and, as a result o,fprogram structure, between 
",,,;, 

diversion and intake clients in two counties (~uffolk and Erie). 
/,1 

These differences, examined tl1,ro~gl1 an analysis of variance (of 
I{'\) 

disutility scores) were sign;iJicant at the • 05 lev~l ('l'able VIII). 

When outcome was examined initially, there was also a difference, 

statistically significant at .01, indicriting that so~e diversion 
,-;; 

practices were much more successful than others. These diffrrrences, 

however, disappeared when the eval ua tors con trolled for the iJ;ti tj",al 

offenGe. This will be discu~sed in detail below. 
, " The important 
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TI~ble VIII 

RanI; i ng of 'n~ur j lIvC'lli] e diversion :. 
programs an key process and 

out1:come variables 

DisutHi ty (seriommess) 
Of original act (High to 
low) 

Time from complaint to 
date closed (days) 

Time from complaint to 
referral to diversion 
(days) 

Time from diversion to 
case closing (days) 

Mean munber of contacts 
with client 

Average frequency of 
contact (per ,,\'1eek) 
() 

Percentnge of cases in 
\"'hich extension to 120 
days was obtained 

Perct:'ntnge of cnses 
1.n which petjtjon' ""as 
eventually filed 

Di~lItHily of recontact 
offenses 

~f('nn time to recontact 
(high to low) 

i 
!I 

i' W 
j 58 

S 
2 

\II 
53 

S 
1.6 

S 
.05 

S 
4 

W 
.10 

IV 
1.4 

E 
141 

2 

W 
16.3 

S 
85 

W 
5 

S 
83 

W 
6.1 

R 
.10 

R 
26 

R 
.19 

13 
3.5 

S 
134 

3 

R 
13.9 

13 
112 

E 
6 

R 
102 

R 
11.4 

" I
, 

.12 

W 
32 

S 
.23 

S 
8.8 

R 
119 

" 

4 

E 
10.7 

R 
121 

R 
18 

E 
106 

R 
12.6 

W 
.18 

87 

.24 

R 
10.1 

W 
90' 

, \ 

*'111e si gni fkant di rfcrenct:' in outcome disutility disappears when original 
act disutility is/c;oQtrolled for. 
'II -----

.. 0 

o 

, 
"'.\ 

. 

Sign i [ieall' 
of differel1 

.05 

.05 

NS 

.05 

.01 

NS 

.01 

.05 

.01* 

f.: NS 

""----- ---- ~-- ---
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Ntnnber OV];,ac:Ss involved 
in recontact 

Program Effi61ency 
(high to low) 

Program Effectiveness 
(high to :tow) 

Degree to 'which program 
wns distinct from intake 
(high to low) . 

[ Degree to which goals 
were clearly stated and 
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1 2 

WS 
.16 .36 

R w 

S ( w 

S c w 

S w 

3 

·13' 
.40 

s 

E 

E 

o 

I 
E I 

'\': 

4 

R 
.46 

R 

R 

R 

,:) I; 

Sign i ficancC' 
of differenct , 

.05 

.05 

NS 

NA 

NA 
lUlderstood (high to 10\'/) ';; 

-f------~--~--~----------~--
OvernU programrcUlking S W E R NA .. r~ (high to low) 

__ I:m __ ~ __________________________________ ~------------------~"--------~~--

I" -------.;.; ,'='i >~ • 

[ 

I
"', 
-
I
~ 

,~, 

~'r \---- . 

,-, 

[ 

i) 

E = Erie 

R = Rensse;Laer 
~ 

S = Suffolk 

W = Westchester 
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\' Ii 
" II 

point now is that there is no one pro~ram which is significantly 

more effective in terms of recontact v\lriables. We are Ie ft to 
I 

deal with a nonsignificant rank ,ordering of programs by which 

to compare diversion practices. From mo~~ to least effective, 

that ranking is: \ 

Suffolk 
Westchoster 

Erie 
Rensselaer 

'I 
\\ 
;\ 
.\ 
,\\ 

Similarly, except as noted below, there are no significant 
\\ 

differences between di version and intake upon ~,,!l;tich' sweeping 
\ 

statements can be based. Each hypothesis concei~ping comparison 
, ,I, 

between the two processes must be addressed sepa~atelY and with 

caut-ion, keeping in mind t.hat, due to the intenbi,of each diversion 

progr~m, compari~bns to the intake process can lq)se a SUbstantial 

amount of meaning. Let us now turn to the resul ~'s • 
Ii 
1\' \' :1 

\:1 

The two hypotheses comprising this section stand 

A. Program Goals and Location 

firmed. * 
uncon-

The goal statements of the pr,ograms: were taken from grant 
.. 1; 

proposals, contracts, and reports from the projects to funding 

~gencies. These statements were examined and ranked by evalu­
\ " 

at\on u.nit staff on the bases of: clar$ty, quantifiability, 

objectIvity, and (subjectively) obtainability. Evaluation field 

team members interviewed If 

departmentirl and project staff to deter-

the goals I!were formalized in project mine the extent to which 
;1 

operations and the degree to which ~he goals were clearly under-

stood a~d the ob~ectives imPlemente/r by project staff. Similarly, 
I .. 

*Seepp, ~3-46 for stJ'tementof hy~otheses 
o 

.}; 
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the criteria used to select diversion clients Were examined through 

examinations of records and interviews. Additionally, client char­

acteristics were examined and compared to stated c~iteria. 

This was, admittedly, not a ti.ghtly controlled analysis, 

although the examination was standardiz~d, point systems established 

and inter-rater reliability was checked and controlled for. 

Findings 

The primary measures of success, defined at the out~et of 

the evaluation, were the absence of clien£recontact with the 

system in a twelve mohth follow-up period (from the date of com-

plaint), recontact at a "reduced" level (e.g. the outcome offense 

is less serious than the origi~al) and length of time to recontact. 

The results of this examination took the following forms: 

1) Rank ordering of diversion programs from most to least 

effective in terms of goals, objectives and selection criteria. 

a. 8uffolk (8) 

b. Westchester (W) 

c. Erie (E) , 

d. Rensselaer (R) 
/1 

2) Comparison of rank ordering to order or success variables. 

Goals/Criteria Recontact Seriousness Time 

8 S W E W tv E S' 
E E 8 R 
R R R " W 

The positive findings around the area of recontact (note that 

,this is the same rank order as for "Over~ll Program Ran~j.ngl!) indi­

Icates a general trend which wil'! obtain throughout the stl),dy. Sim-
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ilarly, that trend is often countered by other variables such as 

"seriousness" or "time". We are faced here with a suggestive but 

necessarily inconcltisive result. The degree to which goals, ob­

jectives and Selection criteria are clearly stated, understood and 

followed seems to have some relationship to successful progl:;~m out­

come but the relationship is weak and, to a degree, contraihdicated 

by the other SUccess outcomes. 

A similar re~)Ul t was obtained when the second hypothesis in 
, 

this grouping was tested. It was noted that diversion was, in all 

cases, different from intake in concept, purpose, form, and target 

population. Based on these observations, it was hypothesized that 

the extent to which the diversion program was separate f.rom the in­

take unit/process, both physically and procedurally, would to some 

degree have an impact on outcome. Based on the program descriptions 

(above) and, again, examination of project records and staff inter-

vie\V's, the results were identical to those prssented above, leaving 

the same ambiguities • 

B. Processes 

The evaluations were concerned here with a number of variables 

dealing with the form of the diversion programs. As noted earlier, 

five hypotheses were created to deal with these variables. The re-

suIts of hypothesis testing in this area are, briefly: 

1. 'rhe hypothesis stating that diversion clients would have 

a shorter processing time than intake clients was refuted. 

2. The hypothesis stating thCit penetration into the system 

would be reduced for diversion clients was refuted. 

3. The pypothesis concerning changes in numbers of cases, 

referral sources and case flow is supported in part and 
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refuted in part. 

4. The hypothesis that diversion would lead to a decrease 
o 

in the adjudication rate was unconfirmed. 

5. The hypothesis involving the time of the decision to 

divert and its relation to success is supporte(~. 

The Intensive Evaluat;ion unit pegan .. this study with several 

assumptions con'cerning the concept and process of diversion for 
II 

juveniles. First among these was that diversion shou~d lead to 

the client spending less time in the probation department in a 

pre-adjudicatory status. In each project this was found not to 

be the case. (See Table IX) In every county, the 'diversion 
o 

group spent significantly more time on preliminary procedures than 

did the intake clients. Further, it was more common for diversion 

* clients to be "extended" to the 120 day maximum (27% compared to 

4% of intake clients) and to be kept in beyond this legal limit 

(3% compared to less than one half of one ,,Percent for the intake 

group). This clearly indicates deeper penetration for diversion 

clients in terms of time. The same holds true \J,Then number of con-

tacts are examined. The diversion group had an average of 4.6 

contacts per case between client and probation officer. The 

average intake client, in preliminary procedure for 48 days (91 

days for the diverslon group) had only 1.3 contacts with a pro-

bation officer. 

A real question exists concerning the above information, 

that being whether these programs c~n be legitimately measured 

on th~se penetration crit~ria: The avowedyurposes of diversion 

in t\retarget counties did not include ,the redl,lction of t.ime or , " 

cont~cts at preliminary procedure. oSince the programs did succeed 
*Inil,ake cases are allowed 60 days for the adjustment process. An 
addi'Fiopc:l peroid of 60 d,ays can be granted by the F~l1\ilY Court. 
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) 
on I 
\O:.r ,I 

on Table IX 
.....'.l 

j Time in Pre1iminary Procedure 

Comparison of Diversion and Intake Clients 
.~t) 

~~ 

0~ :1/ 
u 

Diversion Intake Significance County x days x day~ 2 Eta r of Difference 
Suffolk 85.29 66.0 .28 .077 .001 

~ J. 

Erie* 112.00 51.645 .76 .57 .001 
Rensselaer* 121. 24 19.223 .74 .54 .001 

1~ 1\ 
J 

Westchester 57.77 36.05 .36 .13 .001 

-" 
"II 
I" ..... 1.) 

'"'1"1 
" I 

*Indicates a strong and significant difference but refutes hypothesis. 
Intake clients spe~d less time in preliminary procedure. 
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to varying degrees on their own success criteria, care must be 

taken not to hold them responsible for objectives externally im­

posed and which they had no intention of addressing. 

While none of the programs reduced processing time, as des­

cribed abov~ ,Suffolk County did sign,~ficaritly reduce lag time, 

that period between arrest and initial interview at intake, re­

sulting in an appreciably more efficient process. 

Penetration into the system was measured by examinih9 the 

time the client~pent in the system, total 'number of contacts 

(see above), frequency of contacts, and general level. of program 

intervention in the client's life. As noted above', the diversion 

clients were in the system longer.and had mOre contacts with pro­

bation pe;t:"sonnel than their counterparts at intake.: The frequency 

of contact was significantly less for diversion clients (.08 per 
I) 

week ~o .18 per week for intake},but this appeared to be largely U 

a function of time in preliminary procedure (93 days as opposed 

to 47 for the intake group)~ Level of intervention into the client's' 

life was viewed as a function of several variables (time, contacts, 

type of treatment, case objectives and officer knowledge of client) • 

On all criteria diversion clients were subjected to greater inter­

vention. Thus, the diversion group penetrated the system at a 

significantly greater level than did the comparison group. This 

is only, however, a Rartial indicator of penetration. As will be 

discussed shortly, the diversion programs sent fewer clie~ts to 

petition (a notable reduction in ab~olute penetration) with no 

ill effect on program outcome. 

It was believed that the mere existence of a new, and hopefully, 

\ 
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innovative program would have an impact on maintenance pro-

babilities*, numbers of cases, types of cases and flow of cases 

within the system. It was furt~ler believed that knowledge of the 

program within the justice community would lead to a change in 

referral source~. As noted above, the hypothesis was supported 

in part and refuted in part. Supported was ·che section concerning 

case flow and the result provides one of the single most important 

findings of this evaluation. It was established that the counties 

with diversion programs had an adjustment rate significantly higher 

than the statewide average. This, of course, significantly and 

correspondingly means a relative" decrease in the proportions of 

cases going to petition. In order to establish this, the evaluation 

took statistics from local departments, statewide, from January 

1973, through July of 1979. The results of the comparisons are 
\~. 

shown in Tables X to XII. 

As can be seen, in 1973 the target counties were quite 

similar to the statewide figure as regards the proportion of cases 

going to petition, were, in fact, slightly higher than the average 

(45% to 44~), By 1977, the trend had begun to reverse with the 

diversion counties petitioning 42% and the rest of the state. 

48%. By mid 1979, the rate of cases going to petition statewide 

was 41'% while the target 90unties had dropped to 37%, a difference 

significant at the .05 level (t-test). This pattern was reversed 

"for the adjustment rate. In 1979, the counties with diversion 

programs ~howed an adjustment rate of 60% (a 16% increase from 

1973) while the statewide figure was 30%~ a 12% decrease from 1973. 

*~he rates of petition and adjust~ent over time. 

[, 
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A t-test showed this difference ,to be significant at the .01 level. 

Also notable in the statewide figure was an increase in the number 

of cases terminated unsuccessfully (without adjustment) from 7% 

in 1973 to 12% in 1979. Our target counties showed an increase 

of only 1.5%. 

A problem was anticipated in the form of the "widening net". 

It was believed that the existence of a program would, of itself, 

cause more youths to be brought into the system, many unnecessarily 

and some illegally. This was indeed found to be true in a fair 

number (approximately 7%) of cases examined by evaluation staff. 

However, overall it was found that, for unexplained reasons, the 

rate of increase of cases coming to intake was substantially lower 

for the target counties than for the rest of the state. From 1973 
, 

to 1979, there was an increase of 5% statewide compared to only 

2% £or the diversion sites'. While this lower rate of increase 

cannot be attributed to the diversion programs, it makes a 

relatively sound case against an overall and dangerous widening 

of the net. This also accounts for the refutation of that p~rt 

of the hypothesis dealing with numbers of cases. There was no 

unexpected difference in numbers of cases enteril)-a the system 

prior to and following the exception of the diversion program at 

any site. 

Similarly, offense and referral source distributions showed 

no significant or attributable differences at any site over time. 

A no~e'of paution must be sounded concerning these positive 
i) .-. 

and encqfUlcagin,V results. Five programs, very different in design 

and function, each showed a significant increase in adju!?tment
c

; 

!! 
~ rates and a substanti~l decrease in petition rates. This might 
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b~rWhOllY attributable to specific program characteristics~ On 

~~e other har"id it may be due to the presence of a program, any' 

Afograrn, dedicated partially or in whole to that end. 

p 

l/ Examination of records provided by the Office of Court Admin-

[ ! listration provideditm~ans of examining the hypothesis concerning 
/1 

/:' 
[ ,) 

! 

the adjusted adjudication rate. This rate was to be determined 

by looking at the n~er of adjudications over the number of com-

I~ plaints received by probation intake in a time series analysis. 
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The hypothesis, unfortunately, had to remain unconfirmed and, 

basically, unaddressed. This was due to two basic problems. First, 

it was discovered that a substantia~ number of' cases going to peti-

tion in the Family Court were bypassing probation intake in at 

least two of the target counties. These'complaints were, therefore, 

not accounted for. Secondly, the record keeping system (especially 

intra-agency) in the juvenile justice system is little short of a 

total shambles. The local probation departments often show more 

individuals received for supervision than the court shows for total 

adjudications for 'a given time period. There was no means of judg­

in~ the accuracy of any of the records and the results of the analy­

sis wete inherently untrustworthy and often nonsensical. 

since one of the tenets of the concept of "ideal" divers10n is 
"'. 

that the sooner the decision to divert is made, the better thel cli'an-

ces of success, the evaluation set out to test this idea. 
) 

Table XIII represents the time frames for each of the steps\in If 

\ .. \\ 

the process .of preliminary procedure for Family Court. prel~m~nar, 
\ 

procedure is defined'as the date of the original complaint to the \ 

date the case is closed or petitioned to Family Court. The target 

sites may set the diversion service in a different place during 
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preliminary procedure. Erie County and Rensselaer County inter­

view the cli.ent at intake. The intake officer will then decide 

if the case should be referred .for diversion services. Thus, in 

the ~tirst two counties presented: 

Time I is the average time (x of clients sampled). in pre­

liminary procedure. 

Time II is the average time (x) from the date of the initial 

interview at intake to the date the case is closed. 

Time III is the average time (x) from the date of initial 

interview to the date of referral to diversion and 

Time IV is the average time· (x) from the date of referral 

to diversion to the closing date. 

Westchester and Suffolk Counties have maintained police/ 

probation diversion services. In the$e two counties, diversion 

services begin soon after the complaint is made. Here the di­

version officer will either adjust the complaint, refer it on 

to intake for services or hold the case at diversion for service. 

Westchester and Suffolk Counties show that Times I and IV are 

consistent with the above definitions. These time elements rep­

resent all sampled clients from these two sites. Time elements 

II and III for these two sites are defined as follows: 

Time II is the mean time (x) from initial interview to the 

date case is closed at preliminary procedure for those clients 

referred to intake. 

Time III in'westchester County reflects the time taken 

to determine if diversion services are required. (x = one 

day) 

Time III in SuffcIlk County reflects the time from the 

I Ii 
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da'te the decision to refer for servi('Je,~ is made at divers,Lon 

to the time the case is closed at intake.' This average time 

represents only those cases referred from di veljsion to~§.\k\~. 

This hypothesis required cal.:!ulating the time taken to make 

the decision to divert. Table XIII shows that, across all sites, the 

time presented from the original complaint to the t.ime di versio!:l 

services begin is the desired value. In ranked order by program v 

these values are: 

! Suffolk County - 1_97 days 
II Westchester County - 5.16 days 

III Erie County - 6.38 days 
IV Rensselaer County - 18.81 days 

We see that the police diversion programs made the decision to 

divert earlier in the preliminary procedure time period, for 

these sampled clients. Linking this finding to measures of 

sUQcess we see: 

time to success* functional* 
divert index utility index 

Suffolk I .83 lO.@ 

Westchester II .85 1309 
~:, 

Erie III .82 R.5 

Rensselaer IV .53 7 ~)4 
0. 

----~,--------------~f-------------------

These fihdings support the h¥pothesis in question. // 
jI 

//1 
';::/ 

C. Client Changes 

Unfortunately, all save one of the hypotheses on p. 45 con­

cerning program induced client changes were refuted a~d the one that 

was supported cannot be used to support the concept or practice of 

diversion. Briefly, the Desults were as follows: 

*Measures of succ~ss are defined in sections immediately following. 
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1. , That diversion will more successfully address the dis-

utility (i.e., seriousness) of delinquent and PINS acts than tradition­

al procedures 1s refuted. 

2. ThE?::. hypothesis concerning reduced future contact for 

diversion clients is refuted. 

3~o The evaluation also refuted the idea that general behavior 

patterns (post program) of diversion clients would be better than 

their intake counterparts. 

4. The hypothesis concerning attitudes and normative value 

orientation was refuted. 

5. The idoa that success would vary with client characteris­

tics was supported. 

For any client oriented program in the justice system, one 

critical impact variable for any evaluation is outcome/(success/ 
;' 

;' 

failure), as well as other, related attitudinal and b~havioral 
I 

factors. The purpose of this section is to examine/suGh variables. 

One common problem in evaluation research i

0
0:1 l(he def,in'ition 

, I ' 
of success. Using the standard measure, rate "offrecontact, is 

/ 
sufficient on a number of grounds. 'The tradit~pnal means of ex-

t 
amining' program impact in the crj.minal, justice! system has been 

/ ' 

the cross program comparison of' outcomes, an~nyzing the degree 

to \"hich the programs under scrutin~ prese!lf:. redlJped recidivism rates 

among their clients. While th:L& indica tor, of prograrit success can 
'::-

be attacked on various grounds, particulatly by those advocating 

socia~\ control theory, symbolic interaction and/or functionalism, 

t, 
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)) 
such is not the purpose here. The ideas presented here in concept 

form begin with the assumption that the primary purpose of the 

system is to control, prevent, and reduce behavior proscribed by 

law. Given this assumption, the question becomes how best to 

measure the extent to which a program in the sys~em accomplishes 

its stated purpose. 

, \ 

\ 

Program outcome should be examined in terms of both the num-

ber and seriousness of deviant acts addressed by the programs in 

question. Traditionally, (diversion) program outcome has been 

looked at in one of two ways. The first method is the one most 

commonly used and, is, unfortunately, the least meaningful in act­

ually determining the impact of the target program. This method 

involves determining the rate of success (defined in any number 

of ways) by dividing successful cases ,by the total number of 

cases completing the program thereby ignoring probability of 

success (with or without the program) of individual cases, in­

program failures ("dropouts"), and the seriousness (overall and 

by individual case) of the acts leading to intervention. A 

diversion program that "10ses ll (but does not count) 50% of its cases 

and ends up successfully dealing with 90% of the remainder, 

all 'PINS, would be viewed as highly successful and, perhaps more 

importa.ntly, more successful than another progr'am which, "losing ll 

no clients, deals successfully with 60% of its serious delinquency 

cases. without this unfair comparison, the figure, though still 

used, has even less meaning. 

The second ap~roach involves the use of the more sophisticated' 
'.~ ) 

<:.' 

base expectancy concept. 'Thi~concept, while correcting for a 
c 

" 

number of problems;C\end? to present others, equally se&i~;u~;anc 

I -85-

at least somewhat detriment.al. Base expeotancy, or prediction, 

is based on the idea that certain characteristics are related, in 

varying degrees of importance, to types of future behavior. The 

assumption, of course, is that if we have knowledge of the impor­

iance, of the characteristics and the degree to which the individual 

has those characteristics, we oan, with an accuracy bet;ter than 

chance, predict that person's behavior given the lack of determinant 

intervening variables. In the justice system, we should be able 

to'match groups or (ideally) individuals on the basis of a pre­

diction score and any differences in (short term) behavior could 

be attributed to differential intervention. In theory, the con-, 

cept is excellent.. Unfortunately the mechanics of the process, 

due apparently to the high degree of human variability, are such 

that we cannot make acceptably accurate predictions, particularly 

on the individual level, across time and group membership. Base 

expectancy tables are developed using a "construction sample ll
, 

a group of offenders with a known success/failure rate. Analysis 

(usually multiple regression) is conducted and the successes 

are separated from the failures by a weighted ordering of char-

acteristics, the weights being determined by the amount of variance 

in the dependent variable (butcome) accounted for or controlled 

by the given characteristic. This method generally yields from 

three to seven variables that account for /a great deal of variance 

in the construction sample. The real problem arises when an attempt 

is made to apply the table to a second, independently drawn sample. 
(, 

The reliability or generalizability of these tables have been, 

generally rather poor., producihg a high rate of error in the pre-
~~"!..';::. 

diction5~~or the second sample. This c~sts serious doubt on the 
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use of a9Y prediction device as a valid technique for matching 

groups or individuals in 'Jrder to compare progrC\m outcomes. 

Differences in outcome might too easily be attributed to chance 

error of the prediction instrument. ' What this means is that given 

" the experience we've' had with offender A, we predict that offender 

A-l, with characteristics similar to A, will come to the same end. 

When and if A-l does not behave like A, it would,theoretlcally, be r due to a specific intervention in his life. In truth, due to the 

fact that prediction is based on probability and transferability 

r 
r 
r 
r 
r 
[ 

[ ""~ 

[ 

[ 

r 
F 

of the instruments, we cannot say with any kind of certainty 

that the difference in behavior between A and A-l is due to 

treatment or intervention by the justice system., As a notR, it 

would appe~r to tliis writer that the primary problem lies with the 

weights assigned to the predictors rather than with the predictors 

themselves. This observation comes after an examination of various 

prediction studies. In the majority of seriously constructed 
1\ 

tabl,es, the predictors are generally the same (current offense, 

prior offenses, age at first offense, employment or educational 

stability, ~tc~).35 It appears, however, that while these factors 

do contr~bute to deviant behavior, they apparently do so differ-
" 

ently with different individuals and even different groups. 

Yet another problem with base expectancy i:5 that it does not, 
, " 

as a measure of program outcome, address the iSi~3Ue of the serious-
\\ 

ness of the recidivistic act. The prediction ~ables are constructed 
Ii 

in such a way as to predict failure rates. Wh'ther the act id a 
1/ 

homicide or fraudulent check \.,ri ting does. not ;bnter into the equa-

tion. It is constructed to predict general behavior leading to 
II 

recontact with the system and cannot, without a great deal more 

/ (; 
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statistical effort and an even greater loss of power, predict 

which deviant acts will be committed by which individuals. This 

again leaves us in the situation of not being able to tell how 

successfully a given program can deal with a particular act. 

In order to solve, or at least avoid, some of the more diffi­

cult problems addressed above, it is proposed that the program(s) 

being evaluated be examined in terms of thel.'r "functional utility." 

The concept of functional utility is not complex and is based on 

a number of proven or accepted premises~ Like prediction it as­

sumes that the success of the system depends on the extent to which 

that system effectively deals with deviant behavior, "effective­

ness" being defined as 'I:he prevention, or at least the reduction, 

of future deviant acts. Unlike prediction it concentrates on the 

amounts and types of deviance prl.' or to and f 11 ' o oWl.ng program par-

ticipation. 

None·of the above is meant to disparage the concept of pre-

diction. We are si 1 .' h mp y sayurg t at prediction, used as a compara-

tive measure of p:r,;'ogram out t b corner mus e used cautiously and, 
, 

ideally, as 'only one of several such measures, one of which is the 

lI'ratio of functional utility". 
\\ 
\\ 

The concept was mentione~, briefly 'by Sellin and Wolfgang as 

well as by the President's CO~~ission36 but, in both cases, their 

primary concern was in buildin~ an index of crime seriousness 

which would be more reflective ~,han l.'ndl.'ces ' 1- l.n use, particularly 

"'the Uniform Crime Reports, of actual crime rates. The Intensive 

Evaluation Unit intends to use an index of seriousness, called the 

Wolfgang Seriousness Index37 as ~ basis for determining the amount 

of disut.il£'I:y addressed successfully (see below) by the programs 

'. 
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under observation. The idea is that any particular deviant act 

represents a certain measurable amount of disutility (serious-

ness) to society and/or the delinquent actor. The purpose of the 

justice system is to somehow address the disutility, attempting 

to ensure the discontinuance or reduction of the disutilitarian 

act. To the extent th~t the system succeeds in this purpose, it 

I~ can be said that a certain amount of disutility is compensated 
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Based on the Wolfgang scale the functional rates for the pro-

grams and comparison groups are presented in Table XIV, along with 

the means of deriving the score. This should provide a point Of 

reference for the following dis,cussion of the results of hypothesis 

testing. 

As can: be seen in Table XIV, 'there are substantial differences 

in the rates of program utility among the various intake and diver-

sion programs. As a matter of fact, at first test, the differences 

were as follows (comparing outcome disutility to experimental or 

comparison group membership): 

Suffolk Eta = .54 
Erie Eta = .14 
Rensselaer Eta = .13 

,~ N~~stchester Eta = .06' 

(, 

Sig. 0.000 
Big. 0.023 
Sig. 0.113 N.S. 
Sig. 0.446 N.S. 

Overall, the difference between experimental and comparison cases 

favored theftxperimentals with an eta of ~10 (sig. 002). These 

results would seem to support the hypothesis. However, when a 

partial correlation was conducted, controlling for the disutility 

of the original offense, it netted the following: 

Suffolk 
Erie 
Rensselaer 
Nestchester 

, 

r = 
r --
r = 
r = 

.14 

.07 

.12 

.19 

N.S. 
N .. S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
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County 

j >uffolk Exp. 
l ;uffo1k Can. 

!xie Exp. 
! ,,, r" 
i :.rJ.e can. 
I 
'. 

,reut. Can. 

::m5selaer Exp. 
·~se1aer Can. 

'estchester Exp. 
·~stchester can. 

I 
m 
ex> 
I 

Sum of Original 
Disuti1ity 
Srore (ED) 

4,737 
519 

1,366 
1,7.61 

1,125 

557 
2,021 

994 
1,481 

". 

DBRIVATIO:, OF THE FUNCTIONAL UTILITY RATE 

Table XIV 

Sum of Original 
Disuti1ity Successfully 
Mdressed 

Sa-r:p1e Success SI=:OC XnsX:LD 
~:? ' 

(:::OC) SiZE:! m:i.s:ing Rate :::0 N 
3,931 

433 

1,123 
1,448 

828 

296 
1,244 

846 
1,108 

[ ] 

172 of 208 .83 .83 22.77 
64 of 83 .77 .83 6.25 

99 of 131 .755 .82 10.43 
110 of 131 (1) .84 .82 13.55 

45 of 64 .70 .74 17.58 

25 of 40 .625 .53 13.93 
73 of 108 .675 .62 18.7:1., 

53 of 62 (1) .85 .85 16.3 
72 of 88 (3 of 5) .82 .75 17.84 

:) 

DEFINITIONS 
/1 

l:OC Total arro·~t of disuti1i tycanpensated for 
(non-recidi vi SIll by seriousness of orgina1 
act) 

LD Total arrounir of disuti11 ~y referreil to and 
processed by th(: .program 

SI Su\;cess in~ SI=roc 
.... ~ 

'i •. 

XDS Mean. disuti1i ty score obtained by average , 
arrount 'br disuti1ity, per act, addressed by 
the program 

UP= SI x Xos 

UP is rate of program utility; degree to which 
program is successfully controlled for 

. seriousness (wo{fh+-~' ff ~h· t- . 
n"ll r." n n··· 11 II')O..~ '4itc!"",. !j- ~.ac.J J n~' J u II u u U .II l1 •.. I. :.L. IJ ." III II _ 

•. --~-.• -... ,." .• ~ ~:-_::-,:::·,:,::':;:;::;:"" •. ::···..:.::::~.:::~:::-·;:::7..J""" -"~:!"';l;~;"::"':~:. ~-:;;.'O;_:~: :;.,"'" 0': •• . . ,,, .. ,,, ~ .. ~ ..... -.,--... " .. ~ ..,,~ .. , 

b' 

Prooram Effectivenes. 
~ -
UP=SI x XDS. 

18.9 
5.2 

8.5 
11.1 

13.0 

7.4 
11.6 

·13.9 
13.4 

0 

5 " I IT.' J } J 

\ 
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Thus, success seems to be more a function of the nature of 

the original act than the nature of treatment. 

The second "success/failure" hypothesis dealt with actual re-

contacts over a six month to one year follow-up period. The cases 

in the cohort were tracked through January 2, 1980, in all ~ounties 

except Westchester in which the evaluation began on July 1, 1979 
. ' 

(compared to January 1 for the other sites) and cases were follow-

ed until March 30, 1980. This means that the cases were tracked 

for varying time periods ranging from four to twelve months. This 

cre~ted a problem in the analysis due to the variance in time 

at risk for the various clients. To counter this, the evaluation 

i~corporated a projection technique developed by'Michael Maltz 
.... 38"i 

and, Richard NcCleary and eXl?anded by Michael Lloyd and George 

W. Joe. 39 Use of the Lloyd and Joe model shows that the "maximum 

likelihood" estimates of recidivism rates, over time, do not vary 

significantly between experimenta'l and comparison groups. The 

results follow. Ii 
" 
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Erie exp est/actual 

Erie corrp 

Rensexp 

Rens comp 

Suf exp 

Suf corrp 

West exp 

West conp 

All exp 

All conp 

6 

.29 

.27 

.;;!O 

.,29 

.20 
I 

.20 

.23 

.25 

.21 

.24 
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Tine Period (rronths) 

9 

.18 .29 .21 .31 

.11 .28 .12 .30 

.14 .31 .26 .31 

.13 .31 .21 .35 

.11 .22 .13 .22 

.11 .23 .15 .25 

.12 .26 .14 .29 

.15 .27 .16 .29 

.12 .23 .18 .25 

.12 .24 .16 .27 

12 24 36 

.24 .34 - .34 

.16 .32 - .33 

.38 .35 - .39 

.32 .37 - .38 

.17 .24 - .27 

.19 .27 - .28 

- .30 - .31 

- .32 - .33 

.21 .26 - .31 

.22 .28 - .33 

The differences were subjected to a series of t-tests, ex­

cipding the "all" categories from the intra-site analysis, be­

ginning at the six month period. As noted, no significant re­

sults 'wev:e produced. 

Also examined, in conjunction with recontact, was time to 

first recontact for the recidivist group. Once again, the tests 

of the results (which follow] showed no significant differences. 

M ean ~me t o Recontact (d ays 
Site Experimental Comparison 

Chautauqua - 130 

Erie 141 118 

Rensselaer 119 128 

Suffolk 134 185 

Westchester 90 * 57 * 
All 129 125 

.. * Shortened follow-up period 

.-
--
--
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
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A major question in the evaluation was whether the divers:i,(bn 
// 

groups' behavior patterns 'would be more acceptable post progrqim 

than those of the intake group. As noted earlier, the official 

behavioral indicators (any recontact, seriousness of outcome 

offense, etc.) showed no differences between the groups. To 

supplement these indicators, a self report study was adminis­

tered to voluntary participants a-I: the end of the follow-up 

period. Based on the responses received (43% of the total cohort, 

or 392 cases) the following results were obtained. 

Site 

Chautauqua 

Erie 

Rensselaer 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

All 

Mean Self-Reported Disutilit Score 

Experimental 

174 

289 

267 

94 

204 

Comparison 

87 

1~8 

271 

316 

114 

216 

These results yielded no significant differences except in 

the Chautauqua group. It should be kept in mind that this is a 

F 

self report instrument and, as such, is liable to numerous so~irces 

of error. Its purpose here was to provide information concerning 

trends, not absolutes. The lack of significant results are, ,once 

again, a function of controlling for original offense (this, by 

the way, lends ~ degree of validity to the Self Report scores). 

The next area to be examined was that of clients' perceptions 

and attitudes. It was believed that, to the extent that behavior 

is a function of attitude the successful program would be the one 

lr' , \ 
~! \ 

n • 
II ! 
(:1/ 

~ .. 

j 
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that would impact on client perceptions of self and environment. 

Two primary indi~ators were chosen for testing, self esteem and 

normative values orientation. Used were the Self Esteem Scale 

developed by St~mley Coopersmith and the Normative Values Question-

naire' of John Clark and Eugene Wenn~nger. Th • ese tests were pre-

tested in the instant case on a sample (n = 59) of randomly 

selected "normal" grammar and middle school children in Troy, New 

York. The findings were well within the bounds of earlier field 

test results for the instruments. 

For this study, the instruments were presented at the initial 

interview (by the Intake Worker) with the consent of the child and 

parent or guardian. The for t: ms were sen' to these clients for 

retest at program termination al1d . - aga~n at final .. · f.ollow-up. The 

response rate was relatively good as can be seen: 

T~me 

I 

II 

III 

I 

II 

III 

Self Esteem Scale 

n 

770 

321 

367 

% cohort 

84 

35 

40 

Normatl.ve Values Scale 

n 

774 

319 

378 

% cohort 

84 

35 

41 

% ntI 
--I 

100 

42 

48 

% n~ 

100 I 
41 I 

49 

Be~ore beginning a discussion of the results, the underlying 

concepts of the scales should be addressed. 

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

-
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Self esteem is not, of course, a new concept. Connections 

were made between self esteem and delinquent behavior at least 

as early as 1956, by Walter Reckless. That the assumption con-

necting self esteem and probation treatment was acceptable was 

reinforced by a 1965 follow-up of Reckless' work by Schwartz an.d 

. . h ;t was found that probation officers themse1vc$ Tangri ~n wh~c .I. 

made the connection. The curreht evaluation assumed, and thiS was 

p 

1at~r borne out, that probation clients would have a lower s~lf 

esteem score, perhaps as a result of the labelling process. The hope 

not borne out was that diversion would improve self esteem t;hrough 

treatment and a' counter-labelling effect (though reduced pe,tn.etration). 

The same basic argument held for values orientation. It was 

assumed, again correctly, that the "deviant" gr.oup would -a,.tlhere 

less to universal/middle class values and more to lower cl,ass 

values. Once again, the hypothesis, .resuted when analysis, was 

that diversion would help address this problem. 

The Coopersmith Self Esteem Index was chosen for use in this 

study primarily because it relates to what staff c~~siderfd to 
.\. ~. 

be key correlates of self esteem. It tests self concepts ~n 

terms of self, peers, school, parents and leisure activiti~s. 

.;t ;s well tested, short, and easy to read. Finally, it Further,... .I. 

offered a means, of comparing non-delinquent groups to the study 

cohort. 
\\ 

The Normative Values Test, by Clark and Wenninger, was chosen 

because it explicitly addressed the three primary orientations; 

1 1 It was easily administered universal, middle and ower c ass. 

and acored. 

Going now to the results we find our basic assumptions con-

cerning self esteem and values orientation supported while, un-
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fortunately, the hypothesis concerning the impact of diversion on 

these variables was soundly refuted. 

The results of the pre-test supported Coopersmith's findings 

as well as those of Clark and Wenninger. The self esteem scores 

of the three. pre-te~t groups did not vary significantly from one 
'I .. \ 
'\ 

another or £rom the~eans noted for Cool?ersmith's school groups. 
'\ 

Similarly ,·"the studen1;s in the Troy sample had value orientations 
., 

which emphC'!sized univei::sa1 and middle class values. 
'\ 
'\ 

The ~cores from th~ pre-test groups did, however, differ 

significantly from those\pf the test cohorts, both diversion and 

intake. It was found that the clients at Preliminary Procedure 

had lower self esteem scores and tended to identify more with 

lower class values. 

Pre-rrest Exp Comp 1:1£ Esteem 43.0 39.8 40.2 

Universal Values 34.0 25.8 26.0 

Middle Class Values 20.7 13.2 13.5 

Lower Class Values 6.3 9.6 9.S 

It is obvious, then, that the Reckless theory is supported. 

The Self Esteem scores were not significantly lower for the study 

cohorts but were consistently lower than the pre-test group or 

any of Coopersmith's IInormal" groups. On the other hand, an 
\\ 

A~ralysis of Variance showed significant (ranging from .05 to 

9 .001) differences for all value orientations. 

Mcireimportant for the study at hand are the results of the 

cohort test - retest, shown in Table XV, which indicate no 
,. 

change for experimentals 2E. comparisons over time in either area. 

,~ :' 

____ , ._<M_'_ 

t. 

!. • ~------------------------------------------~~--~----~~----~~-----~~--~~-------~-"~~~ 



... ... 
" ,t .. , 

,C 

-96-

th flat refutation of the hypothesis. This is the primary ~eason for e 

the extent that self este,em is a component Further, to 

in the labelling process, this allows for a tentative reject.ion 

of the assumption that diversion addresses the labelling phenomenon. 

SEI 

NV Mid 

NV Low 

(I 

~") 

NV pniv 

0 

Table XV 

Self Esteem and Normative Value 
Scores at Three Time Periods 

Experlmental 

Tl 39.8 

T2 40.8 

T3 ' 41.5 

Tl 13.2 

T2 13.4 

T3 13.3 

'i \ 

I 
I' 

dil ,I 

9.6 il 

// I( 

T2 )i 9.6 )1 ';; 
/;/ ~ 

',' ~~ 
9.8 T3 

Tl 2S~)8 

T2 26.3 

T3 26.0 I 

Comparlson 

40.2 

41.7 

41.0 

13.5 

13.5 

13.4 

9.5 

9.8 

9.8 

26.0 

27.0 

26.2 
II 

c~ 

\ Note: , t 1"'1' no dl' fference,s among ,counties on There were Vlr ua'y 
these variables. 

At the outset of this study, it was assumed that clients of 

, 't' would show varying success rates de~ differing characterl$ lC~ 

pending on the program in 'vhich they participated. This belief 

t d The phrase "in a sense" is used was, in a sense, suppor e • 
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because it r;vas found that success rates do vary with client 

characteri~)tics put that programs do not, in fact cannot, address 
I 

.'1 

or take ac1ivantage of these variables. Certain client character-

istics do, effect outcome but they are wholly independent'of treat-

ment and cannot be altered by the juvenile justice system. 

Numerous data were collected on each client in the cohort 

both for the attempted construction of a base expectancy table 

and for general info~mation and analysis. Information concerning 

the individual client, criminal history, education, family back-

ground, economic status, was recorded. A series of 

multiple regression analyses, based on the results of simple linear 

correlations, were conducted to determine which characteristics 

were most highly associa't:ed with outcome. The results were sub­

jected to partial correlation tests contrq[ling for various pro-

gram variables. The efforts to partial o~t program 
j' II 

the results of the regression analyses ll ar~! presented 
I ' 

can be seen, the contributing variab1e:~, in order of 

ana1ysi$, are (sim~lified): 
o 

Variable 

Sex 

Type of Initial, Offense 

Who youth resides with 

Age 

Presence of Correspondents 

Prior Offenses 

I, 

I 
~,Ci:Je~~ 

Iii 

F~,\m!a1e 
I ; 

P:itNS 

Bi::>th parents 

Sielow 14 

~io 

No 

effects on 

below. As 
II 
I, 

free entryll 

Failure 

" Male 

JD 

Other 

14, 15 

Yes 

Yes 
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Sex 

Initial Offense 
-' 

Residence 
D 

!! 

Ageii " 

:1 

" " II 
,I 

Co;~responden ts 
i 

II 
0 

Pli:io:r Offenses 
1-----" 

RI:~ce 
1---

M't1ltiple 
R,(:!gression" 
F1linal 'r 

.' >--" 

L, _______ _ 

Chautauqua 

C 

~ X 

~ X 
.., 

~ X 

~ X 

~ 
~ X 

~ X 

~ .46 

Tab1e XV! 

Client Characteristics ~ssociated 
with Successful outcome 

Erie Rensselaer Suffolk 

E C E C E C 

X X X X X X 

X X X X X 

II 

X X X X X 

X X X X 
" 

X X X X X 
" 

X X X X X 

., 

" 
X X ' X X X 

\0-

" r:: . 
I.:, 

.26 .28 .46 .56 .17 .44 

1~1 

. 
I Westchester Overall 

E C 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X 

., 

X X 

.33 .52 .39 

1 

, 

\:;\ 

1'=" -_ 
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Overall, these variables accounted for between 38% and 41% of 
!\ 

the variance in outcome on three sepa~ate measur~s (Discriminant 
-' ' . 

Analysis was used on the dich8tomous outcome variable.) The 

county by county breakdown is reflected in Table XVI. 

Thus, the hypothesis is supported but in such a way as to 

make little difference in the programs under examinatione This 

is not to say that the concept of diversion might not benefit 

certain "types" of clients but only that thi~" study cannot answer 

which types they might be. This still appears to be an area worthy 

of further research. 

. One note must be added. These results are not surprising and 

support findings in numerous otl\')r studies. One possible ex-

planation is simp~y a matter of system response combined with 

social attitudes (particularly regarding the,variables of sex and 

race). If this is the case, then a system wide investigation is 

called for. The issue is beyond the scope of this paper and the 

concept of juvenile diversion. 

D. Services 

1. 
\\ 

It was hypothesized that the diversion program which 

utilized availabJe community services would. have a greater 

rate of success than those which did not use such services. 

This hypothe,sis remains unconfirmed. 
'0, 

2. It was further assumed that those,S programs which offered 

"in C house" services would .,be more successful. 

poth~'~is was refuted. 

., 

This hy-

! 
1\ 

\ 

I 
I, 
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I~ 

I 
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3. The hypothesis which stated that diversion programs would, 

to a greater degree than intake services, be able to 

meet client treatment needs was refuted. 

The first hypothesis in this section must remain unconfirmed 

due toa 'lack of sufficient numbers of cases referred to community 

services. Overall, 83 clients were so referred. This represents 

9% of the total sample and includes 27 intake clients. When 

broken down by service provided~ the diversion cohort looked as 

follm<1s: 

Erie Renss. Suf. W'chester Total 

Soc. Services 6 

Voc. Rehab. 2· 

Other Referral 12 

2 

4 

8 

1 

o 

2 

7 

o 

,12 

Analysis of this sample indicated no relationsl1ip between 

"external" services and ,~'~tcome (r = .04) but it is felt the' 

sample is too small to draw any real conclusion. It should be 

16 

6 

34 

noted, however, that the diversion cohort had a referral rate of 

13% compared to a comparison group rate of 6% and a statewide rate 

of 3%. This indicates that diversion programs make greater use of 

communi ty resources a:p)ei t with little effect on outcome. 
J 

Apart from services provided to the client by community re0 

sources there was the iss~e of service provided within the 

diversion program by probationpE~rsonnel. It was assumed that, 

in order for the program to make an impact, something planned 

and specific would have to be done to or for the client. As noted 

above, such was not the case. 
" 
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The cumulative number of interventions* related to 
change of residence, school, school program, work., recreation 
and referral showed the following: 

.. \bIVERSION 

r # SOCCESS # 
~,, ____________ TOT~~._N~-=~~=~~'~I~ON~S~_·~% __ ~nm~E~X~~TOT~.~N~~I~mE~R~IONS % 

**S'CCCE:SS 
INDEX 

I
'~SUF.EOLK 

ERIE 
, 'RENSSElAER 

215 
131 

40 
62 

7 
76 
35 
29 

3% 
58% 
88% 
47% 

.83 

.75 

.63 

.85 

83 
131 
108 

88 
64 

17 20% 
12 9% 
14 13% 

[
~.WES'ICHESTER 

CHAurAUJUA N/A 
11 12.5% 
14 22% 

r 
r 
r­
(' 

The above cited interventions reflect one type of service, orien­

ted toward changes in the client's environment. As can be 

seen, the amount of service provided has little bearing on the 

success index (r = -.39, n.s.). 

Another type of service consists of counseling efforts. 

More individuals, overall, receive these types of services (Table 

XVII), the most common differing from one county to the next. 

Services provided reflect in-house adjustment services for 

.77 

.84 
.675 
.82 
.70 

I~ both Intake and Diversion clients. The following table XVII reflected 

[ 

[ 

[ 

those sites where the listed services are available. The axeas 

starred indicate those services where over 50% of the sampled 

clients were recipients. 

Once again, there are no significant relationships between 

services and outcome (r = -.35, n.s.). The high r value might be 

an indication that those clients least likelY to succeed are, 

indeed, being identified by probation personnel. Unfortunately, 

the inverse relationshiR between services and outcome indicate 

*Interventions are 'defined as acts, on the part of the PO, designe4 
to",change the enviroment of, the juvenile. 
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clearly, once again, that the systfims best efforts are having little 

on client behavior • 

This last statement begins to address, as well, the belief 

that diversion programs would more successfully address client 

treatment needs. Such was not the case if it can be assumed 

that meeting treatment, needs will lead to reductions in delinquent 

behavior. Further examination of Table XVII shows that the five 

diversion programs tended to offer more services to proportionately 

more clients than did the corresponding intake units (this difference, 

analyzed by a difference of proportions test, was found to be 

significant at the .05' level). Similarly, the Case Diagnosis and 

Progress Sheet showed that the diversion officers identified 2.3 
/.~') 

problem areas for every 1.0 noted by intake personnel. ,Thus, we 
I 

have more problems identified and worked upon for diversion clients, 

bu~~~ith no better results in terms of client attitudes or behavior. 

E. Cost Benefit 

The hypothesis (p.46) arguing reduced costs for divers~on programs is 

refuted. Assessment of program ~mpact, that is, the benefits of 

the p~ograms being evaluated, is necessary. However, the bottom 
, 

line of any evaluation is not only an assessment of program benefits 

but also an assessment of program costs. Thus, cost benefit 

analysis is critical in the preparation of an evaluation report for 

the utilization of decision mak~rs~ Cost-benefit analysis has been 

defined as: 

The economic efficiency of a program expressed 
as the relationship between costs and outcomes, 
usually measured in monetary terms. 42 

To address the issue of cost benefit, the required elements 

to be derived are indicators of program gains and estimates of 

,. 
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TABLE XVII 

TOTAL IN-HOUSE SERVICES PROVIDED 

DIVERSION I N T A-K E 

Services Erie Erie Suffolk Rensselaer Westchester Suffolk Rensselaer Westchester Chauta~B -- --

Crisis Intervention ( .5%) (29.3%) (18.4%) *(58.3%) (1.?%) (10.0%) (26.7%) (25.3%) (3~2%) 

Short-~r.m Coun$eling (96.6%) (4.0%) (5.3%) (20%) *(81.5%) * (-88%) *(51.4%) (45.3%) (17.7%) . 
Long-Term Counseling (7.3%) *(94.9%) (47.4%) * (61. 7%) (14.8%) (2.0%) (1%) (2.7%) * (80.6%) 

, J 
I 

Diagnosis (1.5%) (17.2%) (7.9%) (3.3%) (8.6%) (6.0%) (1%) 0 0 

Indi vidual Counseling *(80.6%) * (93.9%) *(97.4%) *(80%) *93.8% (4.0%) (7.6%) (6.7%) *(83.9%) 

, 

Family Counseling *(80.1%) (41.4%) *(68.4%) (40%) *91.4% (5.0%) , (35.2%) (4.0%) (12.9%) 

Alternate Living (.5%) (14.1%) 0 (1.7%) (2.5%) (4.0%) 0 0 (3.2%) 

Referral for 
Educational Treatment 0 3.8% *(63.2%) 8.3% 0 0 0 0 0 

, 

Note: The "n" or intervention of each type of service was excessively small. 
The cumulative value represented could reflect more than one intervention for each client. 

L'D 
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lFirol 
COOn~ Federcll Grant Pericxi 

O\clu tatq\.la 12/16/76 - 12/15/77 
(12 ~bntl-.s) 

Westchester '·5/1/79 <.. 12/31/79 
(9 N:m ths) 

Suffolk 3/1/78 - 2/28/79 
(12 Months) 

Erie 1/1/77 - 6/1/78 
(IB ~Dnl:hsl -

Pcnsse la& 7/1/77 - 6/30/78 
(12 ~tmtr.sl 

. 

\ 
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Table XVIII 

TO"l'AL COST - IllTAKE AIm DIVERSION SERVICES 

2Intake 3Total 4Diversion 
case Bearing Staff ReiJilburseable Net Cost case Bearing Staff 

Ratio P'rorotl.on Cost Intake Services Ratio 

.19 $ 319,310 $ 60,668.90 .61 
$5,056/mo. (iC ratio for 38 (T().) 

.08 $2,620,512 
,,\ 

for 12 mo. $157 ,:no. 72 1.00 

$1,965,384 
$17,470/mo. (ratio for 9 mo.) 

for 9 mo. 

.17 $4,831,-113 $821,340.21 1.00 
" $68,445/mo. (ratio for 24 110.) 

'I 

.19 $2,860,052 $543,409.88 1.00 
$30,189/00. (ratio for 42 IIO.) 

.09 $ 329,752 $ 29,677 .68 .295 
$2,473/00. (x ratlo for 27 110.) 

o 

5*n\justcd 
Federal Grant 

Costs 

$ 63,-182 

$ 53,898 

$101,663 

$198,82B 

$101,764 

I 

Net Cost 
Diversion Services 

$ 38,724 (12 mo.) 
$3, 227.00/mo. 

$ 53,898 (9 ::u.1 
$5,988.67, ::u. 

$101,663 (12 mo.) 
S8,471. 92/mo. 

$198,828 
$11,046.00/110. 

$30,020.38 
$2,501. 70/no. 

*Disoouots fr.wge 
bene fits .:uu:l 
presCllts figures 
for the fwl 
tu.-~:iing Cj'cle. 
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TOTAL COSTS - INT1I.KE AND DIVF.RSION SERVICES 

Explanatory Notes 

1. Final Federal Grant Period 

The t:.iIrafr.lll'a present~represen'ts the ~ 'cycle the Diver3ion Project was Fedarally funded. 

2. Case Bearing Staff Ratio: Intake 

Material adapted fran: Probation Staffing Re<.JUirenimts. Mnual Probltion procrcam Plan, ['ermnnel and Budget SUI111\."lr'/ for 1979, 
prepared r::IJ Hew York State D1Vl.S10n ot probatlon. 

,'\ The ratio l.S derived iron the case bearing staff assigned to Intake divided 17; the total case bedring staff providing s~rvlces for Int':u<'~, 
ihvestig.lt.lons and Su~ision. Administrative and clerical staff, as well as travel, phone, equiprent, ~tc. arc!(fF<.jPslm;.,,;:! to be equ.llly 
proportioned arrong case 00aX':tng staff. ;'Y 

3. Total Probation Cost 

Based upon t..'1e indi.vidll.U :::ounty applications for State Aid. 
CETA ,furds and .:Ill other ron-reimburseable costs. 

'l'his total represents reilrbursuable costs and discounts Fcclcral Grant nolUes, 

r 
4. Case Bea~ing Staff Ratio: Diversion 

Ccxl'{'ut.:ltions are tr.1tle to 00 consiste."\t with the C3Se ~rl.l1g st.lff ratio for Intake. Base figures ~e dra .. n from sp..'Cific federal Grant 
bJdgets. If the Ft.d.ual Crant was mult.ip~se, the ratio of case butrU1g juvenile Diversion st:.lff\toQs extractda. If this t'41tio vanc.d blsoo 

upon sevcc.ll f~l\g c'lclt:!s, the <1vtlrage ratio was CXlII'PuWd. 

5. Tot.JL Grunt Cost: Induch.:s tht'! toW Fooer.ll rronics supplio.:l .:lnd tht! luc.l.l [tUtChln9 funds. Total costs were pror.1tu.:i t., dULt.:r:nlnC an cstlJ1\lte 
for 12 nonths of funds uS follo .. 'S: 

If stNcr3.l funding cycles occurred, the .l\'arag~ cost p& nonth was calcuLltcd, and, this val.;~c WO!; llIul.ti£llit:!d by 12. 

(. 

I 
I-' 
o 
U1 
I 

,------~---------

[, 

;t 

II 

\1 • 
[, 



.. ~-..... ---.... .......".,~ .. ---..... -~--~ 

\ 
r 

!/ \ 

(.> 

~ 
,I 
1 

:\ 

I 

County 

Chautauqua 

Westchester 

Suffolk 

Erle 

Rensselaer 

• o 

Tablu l(IX 

COSTS PER CLIENT 

I.N T A K E S E R V ICE S 

Intake Clients Estimated Cost Cost 
Six Month Period Six ~Ionth Period Per Client 

199 $ 30,334,45 $ 152.43 

1,130 $104,820.-lB $ 92,76 

1,682 $410,670.11 $ 244.16 
--, 

1,199 $181,136.63 $ 151.07 

417 $ 14,838.84 $ 35.58 

r 1 

o T V E R S ION 

Diversion Clients 
Six Mont.h Period 

* 120 

80 

1,046 

140 

53 

*Estim~tcd figure based 
upon g~ant period 
client popUlation 
figures. 

., . 
o 

S E R V r C 

Estimated Cost. 
Six Nonth Period 
-

$ 19,362.00 
---

$ 35,9.32,02 

$ 50,831.52 

$ 66,276.00 

$ 15,010.20 

o 

E S 

Cost 
Per Client 

$ 161. 35 

$ 449,15 

$ -18,60 

S 473.40 

$ 283.21 

I 
I 
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Site: t 
Rank Order Ba~i 

~n Cost 

1- Suffolk. 
•• 0=208 

2. O'Iolutauqua 

3. Rensselaer 
n:040 

4. W<lst..::hcster 
11"'62 

5. Erie 
n-131 

() 

• '0 

Table XX 
bests and Success Rates 

Di veJ:-sion Services 

Cost ·Days Fran 

Per *tlU:Tber Initial InterviE..'N Success 

Clitmt of' Conocts To Closoo Ratl'.! 

$ oIS.GO 1.6 39.7 83~ 

$161. 35 Data Not Available 

/j 

S2S3.21 12.6 113 63'1. 

" 

$4-\9.15 6.1. 50.S S5i 
I, 

$473.40 11.4 fth:025 76'1. 

,I 

" 

*Pres<!nts dver,1ge nurrber fo.r group sampled. 

**So.:rvlC~ irdicoltor;;, based UJ;OO 1979 coho~ ~ata. 

~ 

() 

o 

site: 
RJ.nk Order Based 

Uoon Cost 

5 SUffolk 
n=B3 . 

4 Chautauqua 
n=64 

1 Rensselaer 
0"'108 

2 t'lestch~ster 
n=SS 

~ 3 Erie 
11"'131 

Intake Services 

Cost *Days Fran 

Per *tlunber lni.tia1 IntcrviaN 
Client of Cuntacts To Closoo 

$244.16 2.0 48.S 

$152.43 1.0 58.2 

~ 

$ 35.58 1.0 12.3 
" 

$ 92.76 1.0 19.6 

S151.07 1.1 48.9 

Success 
R;lte 

77~ 

70i 

6St 

82~ 
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""'Total 
,\ Site Program Costs 

Olautauqua Intake $ 30,334.45 
0=04 

Westchester Int:.3.ke $104,820.48 
0=88 

W2stchC!stc.r Divers.ion $ 35,932.02 
0=52 

9Jffolk Inr..aka $410,670.11 
0=83 

Suffolk Diversion $ 50,831.52 
n=208 

Eqe Int.Ji..~ $181,136.63 
~ n"'131 

\', 

Eric Diversion 
" 

$ 66,276.00 
n .. 99 

~nsse1 .. cr !nt.lJ.:e $ 14,838.8-1 
0"'108 

o· 
Renssel.l<.:r rlJ.vcrsion $ 1,5,010.20 

n"'·lll 

··'1'c.lt.ll"t.rogr.:uo costs for six IlOnths. 
·S~'\l t<l..'tt for a..'qll'::ul.ltion of values. 

COST EE'FICIEtlCY INDEX 

Tan1e XXI 
*Functional "rotl1 ~ 
Utlli ty Irrlex Successes Functional utility 

828 45 18.4 

1,108 72 16.06 

846 53 16.27 

433 64 6.765 

3,931 172 22.85 

-
1,448 110 13.28 

1,123 " 99 11.34 

1,,24-1 73 17.04 

296 l\ 25 11.84 
" 

0 0 

~ 

h 

"'cost 
Efficiency Irdox 

1648.61 

6526.80 

2208.48 

60705.12 

2224.57 

::.~ 

13639.81 

5840t .44 

870.82 

1267.75 , . 
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Table xxrr 
RATIO OF rumIOtlt\L urILITI 

Suffolk SUffolk Ene i::rJ.e Chclucauqua 
Exp. Canp. Exp. ~. Car.p. 

1JP=o18.9 / 
;, 

~, 

SUffolk ExperimentiH 3.6 iI 2.2 1.7 1.45 
Ii -

II up..S.2 / Suffolk Comparison .275 .61 .47 .40 

tJPm8.5 / Erie Exper imcnt.ll .45 1.6 .765 .65 

l1P=1l.1l / Erie ~r1f.cn .59 2.1 1.3 .85 
,..; 

~tJ.O / CruUtl\.lqlJol CO'r.?lrison .69 ,2.5 1.5 1.2 

tJp;o7.38 
Renssel~~r ~pcrL~ntll .39 1.4 .87 .66 .57 

UP=U.6 
Renssclaltr Cor.p..lrlson .61 2.2 1.4 l.0 .89 

" 
UP=13.9 

J' ~stc:ncster E:l<p2ri":1£!ntal .735 2.7 1.6 1.25 1.1 

l1P>c13.4 
Cl 

~st:::hcster ~·Lt:ison .71 2.6 1.6 1.2 1.0 
. /,l , 

\ ..< 

~nsselaer 'Rensselcler 
E.'Cp. C011O. 

2.6 1.6 

.70 .45 

1.15 .73 

l.!) .96 

1.8 1.1 

/ ' .64 

1.6 / 
1.9 1..2 

1.8 1.15 

'J 

\~s tches t:er 
Exp. 

1.35 

.37 

.61 

.80 

.935 

.53 

.S3 

/ 
.96 

Wi;!stchester 
Coop. 

1.4 

--
.39 

.63 

.83 

.97 

.55 

• 
.865 

1.0 

/(/ 
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I the cost of the undertaking. The I.?:receding tables prel::i(:!l:lt. 

I 
these derived elements. Before information provided may be in-

~ 
I ' 
I ' , 
I , 
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I probation department was obtained for the final funding 

I rn period of the diversion ~,rogram. The case bearing staff 

(\ terpreted, however, certain assumptions must be made about the I ratio for intake services represents the total number 

1"""""'''''''''''_' ,,~, .. ......I--..:::,,=::"t:":::.", .~:~,\:.~..::,~~ts may then be translated into ~ I Xi " of intake officers divided by the total number of case 

- an index for comparison across progr~~-"-"'~-'~c_,,~c~'T"' ';--'-~iii'l:Ii.rs'taf~tr'df"t~6\'ilK:{4?rOJjaeriirrQl:~he-' 'c,_'"""'''''''' , 

(""}:, 

[ The presentation following provides cost data for two major I ~ net cost represents the total cost for intake services, 

for the time period presented, holding clerical and 
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procedures of probation services. The first is intake services, 

the second is diversion services. Client groups served by ~ach,,pro­

cedure are not randoQly selected. Activities continued in each of 

the units in question vary depending upon the client population 

served. Intake serves juvenile delinquency complaints, PINS com­

plaints, family offenses, support and conciliation~ Adoption and 

custody investigations may be conducted by probation intake. In 

addition, the intake officer makes decisions related to juris­

diction and, generally, the pOtential for the p::>tential client:. 

to be served. The diversion units are established primarily to 

handle juvenile delinquency and PINS complaints. Given these con­

siderations, comparisons of costs related to the two types of ser-

vices provided would be diff,icul t. 

In each of the jurisdictions examined, there are many un-

controlled variables r~lated to geographical and demographical 
"i 

differences between sites. Comparisons made between program sites 

must be made with full consideration of these differences. 

Table XVIII presents the derivation of total program oosts for" 

'intake services and diversion services. Intake costs were derived 

as follows: 
a 

The total reimbursable42 expenditures for each county 

! 1 (( 

i I , I 

iIj " ~ 

~ f '\ 
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t! 

q 
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n~ 
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~~ wli 

u~ 

J~ 
~.~ 

w~ ~ 

n~ U 

n 
U" 
u 

administrative services constant. 

Total costs for diversion services were obtained by 

drawinginforn:ation from the federal grant contract budgets. If a 

case bearing staff ratio is presented, the total federal 

grant was multipurpose. The ratio was culculated in the 

same manner as the intake services case bearing staff 

ratio was obtained. The net costs for diversion services 

represents the total estimated cost for each project 

during the time period presented. 

Table XC£( presents the cost pe_r client for :i,ntake and 

diversion services for a six month period. The six month 

time frame was chosen because client data for the iI'!}pact 

evaluation were drawn from six month cohorts in each of 

the project sites. Intake and diversion clients served 

are the number of juvenile delinquency and PINS complaints 
'.1 

handled during the six month time period. As stated above, 

intake serves many other types of clients; thereforet 

this estimate is inflated due to a smaller base figure. 

'lbe "cost per client" presented serves as ah index for 

comparison across intake sites. 

Table X~ presents the relative costs per client of 

... 
*l?O's offering more than diversion services. 
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diversion and intake services. 

'\~ 
1 /) 

Iv 

To identify the type of 

services provided, indicators chosen from our 1979 data 

bas~J have been selected. Aggregate data from each of 

'I 

I 
I 

II . 
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, i ]' 1 

,,' 
parison between programs, controlling for volume, 

I 

] 
success rates and serio~sness of offense. 

Table . . 
i 

the experimental (diversion) and c~mparison (intake) "! 1 ' as \Collows: 
XXI presents the derivation or cost effioiency, 

2. 

3. 

average number of times clients at each site 

meet with the probation officer for counseling 

services. 

Days from initial interview to case closed -

reflects the average number of days clients' 

cases are held open at intake or d{version 

unit. 

Success rate - indicates a simple success ratio, 

based upon the total number of clients sampled 

who do not recontact the juvenile justice sys-

tern within one year. 

To derive a measure of cost efficiency, the concept 

of functional utility43 and total program costs were com­

bined. Total program costs can be matched to program out­

come in such a way as to give dollar cost per unit of 

disutility adju.sted,. Given the amount of disutility ad-

l1umber of cle.'~nts J.' nvol veJ., jtisted successfully and the ~ 

the average functional utility score is:obtained. Di-
'0 M C:) 

viding the tota~,pro~ram cost by avera~1~ functional 

utility score wJ.ll~y~eld the average d6st per unit 
I) 

adj usted successfully. This then allows for cost com-

{I, 

I j l' 
I I n li 
\1 J ~ 
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Column 2 - Functional Utility Index: The total amount 

of disutility successfully addressed. 

Column 3 - Total Number of Successful Cases: Clients 

sampled who do not recontact the juv~nile justice 

system during the twelve month followup. 

Column 4 - Mean Functional utility: The average 

amount of disutility successfully addressed. 

Column 5 - Cost Efficiency Index: The total progr~m 

cost divided by the average functional utility score. 

This value represents the relative cost for each 

unit by disutility successfully addressed, based upon 

the seriousness of the clients' original offenses. 

Program Effectiveness 

The monetary estimation of the benefits of programs is listed 

in social service areas, since only a portion of project outcomes 

can be given a quantifiable value. 44 </ 

For this reason, program 

effectiveness should be addressed in the context of cost efficiency. 

The rate of ~cti.onal utili-t:l. is the chosen indicator of program 

effectiveness~ While cost efficiency measures the successes of the 

program, the index of effectiveness includes the total program 

sample. // 

.;:: 
',' . 
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RATE OF FUNCTIONAL UTILITY 

The rate of functional utility is indicative of the. degree 

to which a program is successful, controlling for weighted serious­

ness of the acts of the original offenders served, regardless of 

-.-- .- -. .-: --, . 

The derivation of the functiqnal utility rate (UP) requires: 

the total amount of disutility, (i.e., weighted seriousness score 

for each offense) for the entire sample for each program EDC, the 

total amount of disutili·ty successfully addressed (i.e., where' 

there was no future recidivism wi thin a year per'iod (ED),. the 

total number of clients within the sample for each program (N) 

and the total number of clients within each program who have not 

recidivated • 

The arithmetic formula for the functional utility rate is as 

follows~ 

UP = SI x XOS 

where SI (Success Index) is the degree to which a program is 

successful in addressing recidivism as mea~ured by: 

SI >::2 EOC/EO 

and where XDS Cs the mean disutility score addressed by a program: 

RDS = EDC/N. 

A comparison of one program to another can be obtained by 

divi~ing the rate of functional utility of program A with the 
II 

. functional utility rate of prog~am B', see Table XXII, ratio' of 
c 

functional utility<\'! 

Findings. 
" 

The rank ordering of the diversion programs, in terms of 
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cost~efficiency, is as follows: 

Rensselaer County 
~ Westchester County 

Suffolk County . 
Erie County 

1267.75 
2208.48"\1 
2224.57 )\ 
.5844.44/ 

The degree of efficiency is assumed to be greater, Eo the 

extent that the cost is lower. 

The rank ordering of diversion services in terms of program 

effectiveness is as follows: 
,. 

.> 

Suffolk Diversion 
Westchester Diversion 
Erie Diversion 
Renss.elaer Diversion 

18.9 
13.9 

8.5 
7.4 

Here, the higher the ratio., the more effective the program 

appears. 

In sum, the relative ranking in terms of efficiency and 

effectiveness is: 

PROGHAH SITE EFFEC'l'IVENESS EFFICIENCY 

Suffolk Diversion I III 

Westchester Diversion II II 

Erie Diversion III IV 
:'->: 

Rensselaer Diversion IV I 

(J 

While Suffolk Diversion is the most effective program, it/is 
;:" 

nearly the least efficient of our target sites. This finding is due 
o 

to the increased cos~ for each unit of disutility successfully ad- ~) 
o 

dressed~ Rensselaer County, on the other hand, is thecleast effec-
,~-

tive •. ","However, it is the mO{;lt efficient prbgram since the efficiency 

is a function of a lower program cost. Westcnester County appears 

to be"'more effective and more efficient, -ranking second on"both 

indices. 

-~---~.--------~-~-.-~~--~.-
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[ VI. CONCLUSION 

During the eighteen month study, a tremendous amount of 
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information was gathered, sorted and analyzed. Only those data 

which were directly connected with the hypotheses were dealt with 

in this report. Even then, the presentation was often cursory, 
" 

particularly when no significant results were obtained. Similar­

ly, in most instances results pertaining to each individual site 

were essentially hidden in the aggregate. To have done otherwise 

would have required five separate repoFts, each as complex and 

lengthy as this one. Nonetheless, this document serves its primary 

purpose,which was to provide decision makers with information 

pertinent to the concepts and practice of diversion. In so doing, 

enough information is presented to allow numerous valid conclusions 

to be drawn, to support findings of numerous other studies, and 

to provide substantial direction in the still unsettled area of 

preliminary procedure. 

The first conclusion of this evaluation is that the term 

"diversion" still lacks a standard definition. This, of c;9urse, 

makes it difficult to measure and, unfortunately, nearly impossible 

o to compare one program to another. Similarly, the absence of firm 
~ 

definitions and operational guidelines at time's means that di ... ,; 

" version is virtually indistinguishable from the intake process, 

again making extremely diffic8ult to make any sound comparative analyses. 

Diversion, as it exists in New York State today, has as 

its main purpose a goal identical to that of the intak~' 

process upon its inception in 1922. That goal was to reduce the 

number of cases going to petition through a process in "informal 

ad}ustment." 'To some extent this must reflect on the success of 

the intake function. 
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,~Second, it is an inescapable fact that diversion, as a program 

aimed at effectively treating ciients so as to reduce or eliminate 

future deviant behavior is no more effective for the majority of 

clients than more traditional intake procedures. The diversion 

client, like-his counterpart at intake, seems to succeed or fail 

based largely on factors (such as sex, offense, and family background) 

outside of the ability of the system (or at least that part of the 

system being discussed here) to control. 

Along the same line, diversion, if conceived as a means of re­

ducing recidivism, is not a cost effective alternative to the intake 

process, costing more with no improvement in results. If, however, 

one looks at cost effectiveness in terms of systemwide processes, the 

picture might be altered. The fact isgthat diversion does not reduce 

recidivism. What it does reduce is the proportion of cases going 

to petition while it increases the proportion of cases being ad­

justed to the satisfaction of complainants and :r,espondents. It does 

this without significantly' widen~ng the' net 0.£ the justice system 

and withno negative effect on outcome. r;rhus,whilei the cost to 

"probation is fairly substantial, the cost to the system is reduced 

substantially on a per capita basis. For every adjustment that 

otherwise would have gone to petition, cour.t and 60rrecticmal costs, 

\f~r the instant case, are eliminated at no added social costs. 

This, of course, represents a t~ade off which decision maker~m~st 
c::? 

reconcile: increased component .cost for increas'ed system benefit. 

Beyond tbis, there is a good possibility of reducing the costs of 

the diversion process. The idea is based on observation and sub­

jective process of evaluators. It is no more than a hunch, but one 

based on long contact with the qive~sion prQorams. ~hese proouams! 

as shown, are extremely diverse, to the point 
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that any positive finding which holds across all five sites was 

totally unexpected. Yet this finding, the reduction of petitions 

and the increase in adjustments, cqmbined with numerous 
\ 

"negative" findings (e.g. general staff la~lk of awareness of pro-

gram goals and the "personalize~" aspects of the programs) create 

a temptation to say that any concerted effort (even inexpensive 

ones) to reduce petition rates might well w'ork. This, in the 

Selief of the evaluators, is at least worthy of further examination. 

It can be concluded that diversion, as it operated, in the sites 

e'xamined, had no impact on client reported deviant behavior. A 

self report instrumen'c, analyzed with the Wolfgang Index showed 
. 

no difference in behavior over a twelve-month follow-up period. 

The disutility of self reported incidents shmved no differences 

c between intake and diversion clients, although self report 

disutility ran at about 37 times that of official reports. 

Further; diversion makes no greater impact on client attitudes 
" (self esteem arid normative values) than does intake. Neither , n 

service appears to impac,t at all .on these variables. youth 
~ r, 

entering the preliminary procedur~ sbb-system have low sel~ 

esteem and a lower class value orienlation. This does not 

changeOd~ring ihtake ~i diversion "probessing'or dyring a follow­

up period when program effe~'ts would be hpe~te¢i to manifest 'them-" 

selves. 

While it' was 'not a major problem and was certa~nly not :wide-

spread, it must, nonetheless be concluded that diversion programs 

carry a potential ~or abuse. By law, no case should be opened 

at preliminary prodedure if~ under Article 7 of the Fa~ily Court 

Act, that case 'COUld not support a petition to th~ Family Court. 

.. 
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Similarly, a case can only beheld open at preliminary procedures 

for 60 days with a 60 day extension, for a maximum of 120 days. 

were observed at several sites in which it was Nonetheless, cases 

obvious to all parties that the facts would nQt support a petition. 

In the same manner, several cases were open beyond 120 days, 

the longest being 310 days. It is presumed that these problems 

occur due both to the informal nature of the programs and the desire 

of program personnel to provide necessary assistance. There is a 

good indication that these officers are correctly identifying 

which clients need more he~p in that there is a very slight inverse 

relationship between success and length of time on program (this 

based on treatment and outcome information, above). This same 

correlation, however, leads to the conclusion that the e~tra 

time in the system does little good~ In conjunction with these 

observations, i~ was noted by field observers that there were 

cases that would have been more appropriately handled outside 
,( 

.of the justice system by such agencies as Social Services or Mental 

Health or by private groups from schools to churches to child and 

family services. 

It was further concluded that diversion programs exhi~ited 

other process benefits. It was observedti1at in those pr'ograms in 

which local police agencies were closely involved diversion had 

the poctential of becoming a very effective management tool'. In 

thqse programs the traditional sift and screen procedures were 

performed much more quickly and efflciently,w~th cases having no 

need for further processing leaving the system q~ickly. Further, 

deiays in processing and lag time between appearanQes were 

substantially reduced where diversion Hfron~ ended" the system. 

'':::.'l ' .... 

/7 
// 



4..,_ ~~- '0 

I 
( 

I: 
[ 

[ 

[ 

r 
r 

r 
[ 

r 
'[ 

r 

[ 

[ 

[ 

o 

-120-

An added a~d desirable be~efit of police in~olvement appears to . 

be an increase in understanding and cooperation between the 

agencies. It should be clearly notedothat these conclusions are 

drawn from two programs where the polige had heavy in~olvement 
" 

from the outset. In Suffolk County, the pr9gra~ was jointly 

"owned" while in Yonkers, the,Juvenile Aid Bureau had sole 

ownership an,¢! respbnsibility for two years pJ:'ior to probation 

involvement. It is doubtful that such a program could be imposed 

oti a. police agency successfully bu~ should rather be a matter of 

cooperative development. 

Finally, and unfortunately, a couclusioI) must be reached 

regarding the deyelopment of a model diversion program which , ~ 

was a' goal of this eval~ation frpm the outset. We must conclude 
" 

that no single one of' the diversion programs stood up well enough 

under examination to provide a statewide model for the process. 
, II ': ':'1 

Further, the programs were so di ver,se, from theq~~ to praqtiCe, 
o 

C/ \.\ .0 

that an attempt to create ]a ~,?del using the best 'aspects of each 
\ ~ " 

program would make little sens'e and be of no use oq, a statewide 

basis. 0 
,,\, -

I,') 

Overall, then, it can be said that'diversion, as it currently 

exists in these counties, cannot be viewed as a more effectfve 

treatment model which would provide an alternative to "tradition­

al intake procedures. Its prolJlise, instead, lies "'-"in various pro-
'" 

cedural changes which address efficiency within'acontext of 

minimal penetratio~. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the foregoing, the result of an eighteen month 

study in five New York counties, it is recommended that: 

o 

1. Research be continued in order to determine which 

clients are most likely to benefit from the informal 

but intensive approach which marks most diversion 

programs; 

2. The concept of diversion be reconsidered and addressed 

on a statewide basis to provide common purpose and 

practice and to finally distinguish the concepts of 

diversion and intake; 

3. Any program set up to provide diversion services take 

every precaution to ensure that only clients eligible 

for processing under Article 7 of the Family Court Act 

be included; 

4. Clear cut eligibility criteria for client entry into, 

diversion programs be established and closely adhered to; 

5. E~ts to improve the timeliness and efficiency of 
" system actions be continued but tha~ they not be con­

i) 

fused with "diversion"; 

6. The idea and practice of establishing closer and more 

effective working relationships with local police dep,~rt·· 

ments be continued and expanded; " (I .. 

7. Every effort be m~de by local probation departments to 
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shorten the amount of time spent by the juvenile offender 

in preliminary procedures; / 

Juvenile cases be closed unless there is an affirmative 

reason to keep them open, particularly in those cases 

where there is only one or two contacts with the client,; 

The use of the 60 day extension in preliminary procedure 

be reduced or, preferably, eliminated as it appears to 

,have a slightly negative effect on outcome; 

The use of community resources receive greater emphasis 

at the state and local level; 

The concepts developed in these programsi where shown' 

to be positive, not be dropped with program termination, 

but incorporated into ongoing programs where possible; 

The six and twelve month follow-up practice, use,d in 

Westchester County, be adopted Statewide, to provide 

ongoing feedback and allow for program m d'f' t' J 0 1 1ca 10n; 

" 

The departments provide for close ~nd ongoing monitoring 
, . 

of diversion and intake units to determ;n'e ... not only com-

pliance but effectiveness as well; 

The findings of this report, where appropriate, be incor~ 

porated into the revision of the rules regarding pre~ ~ 

liminary proceduie. 
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MANPOWER COUNSELING SERVICES __ _Goo 

Project Cr~a9-sl' located in Washington, D.C. began in 

January, 1~68 through funding from the Department of Labor. The 

project investigated the feasibility and effectiveness of diverting 
. 

young first offenders from the court. The program provided intensive 

manpower services for a ninety day period prior to judiqial review 

of the cases. Both males and females were eligible for the program. 

The age range of eligible clients was between 16-26 and all cases 

were first offenders. During the ninety day treatment program, job 

placement and training assistance was provided, as well as individual 

counseling and remedial education. If the program was completed 

satisfactorily and clients could demonstrate their determination 

to use legitimate means to obtain jobs, the staff would recommend 

to the court that charges should be dismissed. 

l~or the evaluation of project Crossroads a sampl~ of every 

second cas~ involved in the program fbr a time limited period was 
II 

selected. 1 
j The sample of diverted youth ~~.s then compared to a 

gt"oup of cases processed fil a'traditional manner. Through a com­

parison of recidivism rates of the two groups, the findings sug-
II 

jI 
gested that diversion reduces the likelihood of rearrest more than 

traditional processing. In addition, diversion programs that use 

supportiveserv~ces (like employment counseling) appear to be 

more effective ~han diversion with no services. 2 A third finding 

lRoberta Rovner-Pieczenik. Pretrial Intervention Strategies: ~n 
Evaluation of Policy-Related Research and Policymaker Perceptions~ . 
American Bar Association, November, 1974~ p. 31. 

2Franklyn W. Dunford, at al. Work Plan: National Evaluation of Di­
version Programming. Behavioral Research Institute, Apr~l 11, 
1977, p. 6. 
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was related to successful participation in the program. 

participa,nts, charges were dropped. The unsuccessful participants 

were found to have a greater likelihood of rearrest. 3 

The Manhattan Court Employment Proje~t was funded by the Depart­

ment of Labor in 1967. The point of intervention came just after 

the defendant's arrest. The project was located in the Manhattan 

Criminal Court and the criteria for eligibility included defendants 

who were predominantly male, aged 16-46, un- or underemployed, and 

not full time students. Those who had served more than six months 

in prison as well as those who were charged with murder, rape, 

aggravated assault, armed robbery or drug addiction were not eligible 

for this program. The program provided individual and group coun-

. seling in seeking and maintaining em~loyment for 90 days (or more 

with court approval). If program participants indicated a_pr.nmi~e 

of permanent change the staff would recommend to the court that 

d " h The prosecution would be resumed the prosecutor ~sm~ss c arges. 

for unsuccessful participants. The program Wc.\S expanded to 

Brooklyn, the Bronx and Queens and current funding is bet'sed upon 
o 

purchase of service grants with the City of NewDYork. 

The evaluation of MCEp 4 also usedo aD time-limited sample from 

among participants in this program. Further, this sample was "re­

stricted to "Favorables". A matched comparison group o'f "Unfavor­

abIes" was select.ed with the use of intake rel::ords. The findings of 

the evaluation indicated that those who we.re ~iuccessful in completing 

3Ibid • 

4Rovner-Piecznik, p. 32. 
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tha program showed "considerable success" in maintaining jobs. In 

addition, the program participants had a much lower rate of recidi-
, t'i. vism than the compar~son group.·~ 

The major shortcomings of these two evaluations of early di-

version programs are as follows: 

First, for each evaluatioh, a selection of a non-random compari­

son group was used. 6 For the Manhattan Court Employment Project, a 

comparison group was chosen :Grom court records of "paper eligibles," 

prior to program in.ception.The study used a matching technique of 

only two variables: offense and age, omitting pob.mtially relevant 

characteristics such as prior arrest record. The comparison group 

for Project Crossroads was selected from among all offenders seen by 

the court prior to program inception. An attempt. to match partici­

pants was conducted and although the. evaluation stated that group 

similarities exist, "no d~ta are displayed to support this declara-

tion." This retrospeC'~tive comparisop_! technique casts "serious doubts" 

on the studies' validity. 7 

The second limitation is that comparisons are made of only 

good or successful terminations with all members of the comparison 
o 

c· ~. 

cont(ki:p,l group. This. metho9, of comparison makes the success of the 

program appear mo~e infl~ted, since the unfavorable terminations 

resumed regular court processing and were no longer followed. 

5Duriford. 

6Joan Mullen et ale Pretrial Services: An Evaluation of Policy 
Related Research. ABT As~tcs, December, 1974, p. 23. ' . 

7Mullen et aI, p. 23. 
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Mullen tells us: 

Such comparisons which use only a selective 
portion of the participant group will inevi~ably 
favor the participant since a proper compar1son 
group will contain some proportion of individuals 
who might have been terminated unfavorably, had 
they entered the progr~m. Findings ~ased on these 
comparisons lead only to one cqnclUs10n -- after 
all non-performers and most known recidivists are 
returned to the.courts, the remuin;ing participants 
look better than a group which contains its fail-
'ures. , 

The third problem related to these two evaluations was that 

participants wehe compared based upon employment status before 

and after program participation. However, the eligibility criteria 

for program participatlon included assessment of employment' needs. 

Here, the outcome measures (employment status,) is a reflec~ion of , 

,,/' 

eligibility crit§!:t:'ia (need for employment). The measure for compar­

ison is used as a criterion for participant selection. Usi?g this 

method, "after measures cannot fail to i~ok (,better than before ••• " 9 

The "second round" programs lO located in nine ar~as~across the 

united states we.re modeled after the earlier Manpower Development 
<) 

Programs in'Washington, D.C. and Manhattan. They are: 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Baltimore, Maryland 

Boston, Massachusetts 

At.lanta Pret~ial Inter­

vention Project 

Baltimore Pretrial In~ 

tervention Project 

Boston Court Resource 

Project 

lORovner-Piecznik, p. 16. 
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Santa Rosa, California 

Hayward, California 

Cleveland, Ohio 
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MinneapJlis, Minnesota 

San Antonto, Texas 
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San Jose Project Int~rcept 1971-present 

Santa Rosa Pr.oject Inter-

cept 

Hayward Project Intercept 

Cleveland Offender 

Rehabilitation Project 

Operation DeNovo 

project Detour." 

" 

" 
1970-1973 

1971-present 

1971-1973 

All wer~; inli:.ially funded by the Department of Labor and some 

(; received c{;)ntinuea funding from LEAA and/or local monies. For each 

program a concentration on ~mployment-~elated strategies was empha­

sized. For purpose of brevity, Table A summarizes these programs. 
u 

.-"Only one of these second-round programs was. exclusively concerned 
~ ~ 

with juvenile Offenders, the Baltimore Pretrial Intervention Program •• 
." 

The Nine-sites studyll (so-called by Rovner-piecznik) based 

its evaluation assessments upon all favorably terminated participants. 

While the problem of" non-random selection was eliminated from the 

sampling of experimentals by including all program participants, 

the evaluation study was "forced to estimate measurements of those 

unfavorably terminated" for compa'risons ~ The author continues: 

"The problem of on,litting data on program failures raises questions 

concerning the use and appropriateness of an estimation formula." 

The Nine-sites study did offer statistics on the long-term employment 

gaihs of participants and concluded that employment stability in- t. 
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:,.I:.~,i l'e'.'t!rt to normal 
C:'1lI1 :1.11 lll!;l1.ce ~rocc!:Olrr; 
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creased among participants who were favorably terminated. 12 However, 

by comparing successful terminations with unsuccessful terminations 

within the program (as pointed out by Mullen et al - see above) the 

apparent succeSS of the programs is inflated. 

The second round projects or "Nine-site" study suffered from 

practical limitationsl3 in implementation. Although all nine sponsors 

of the programs succeeded in introducing the concept of using appro­

priate selection criteria, the official response of using such 

criteria varied from program to program. The responses imposed 

restrictions on the types of clients served. The intervention pro­

cess itself further restricted clients serviced and those whose~ 
.If'::-

~harges actuallY,were dismissed. 

Normally referrals to the ~iversion programs either came 

directly from the judge or (more commonly) the propecutor or a 

court-based screening staff. Once identified, the candidate had 

to agree to waive his or her right to a speedy trial. If the 

candidate volunteered to cooperate, then the individual's prior 

record and personal history was reviewed. The judge and prosecutor 

then ha~ to agree with the screening, staff's decision to divert. 

Not surprisingly, many projects suffered sub­
stantial fallout between the identification and 
the intake stages. As a result, even those pro­
jects with fairly broad eligibility standards 
might find their services applied to a fairly 
selective participant group. 14 ~ 

The entire intake and screening process for these programs 

are especially sensitive to the motivation of the defendant, the 

12Ibidy p. 65. Also, see Supra Note 3, p. 86. "Stability is,. defined 
as the percentage of time an individual works during a'stated 
time in t,erval. " 

1,3Mullen, et aI, pp. 23-25. 
',' 

t 4Ibid, p. 24. 
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discretion of program staff and the peroqatives of the court and 

prosecutor~ In addition, since these projects must attempt to pro­

mote "official confidence" to maintain funding sources for project 

continuation, "pressures abound to divert minimal risk cases."IS 

.High risk cases are more likely to be unsatisfactorily 

terminated and, therefore, are returned to court. When these cases 

become the court's responsibi.lity, the projects reviewed are re-
'-:. 

quired only to account for their successes. 

Mullen suggests, based upon the results of evaluations of these 

nine-siteJstudies, that: 

..• the concept in practice is highly susceptible 
to dilution •. '. By combininq an interest in inten­
sive service delivery with the provision of dis­
missal. of charqes ... can (these progra~s) ever be 
expected to gain access to those who might be 
considered a greater threat to the community (and 
therebv most in need of intervention services) 
when diversion itself implies non-prosecution of 
minimal risks?16 

The previous studies reviewed represent only one approach to pre-
,. 

trial intewvention. Each emphasizes manpower training and job place-

mente The programs and their SUbseqUetlt';:!' evaluations do, however, lead 

to policy-related concerns. Primarily, the net effects of interven­

tion and diversion policies upon all participating defendants must 

be evaluated. For example: 

:If higher risk diversion should result in hiqher in­
project failure rates, the personal liabilities of. the 
unfavorably terminated group, and the cost associated 
with the aborted diversion a tte\npts may oub'leiqh the 
benefits that accrue in successful cases. 17 

~---.---
ISIbid, p. 24. 
l6Ibid, p. 2S. .~ 
17 Ibid. Pl·ease refer to "Th" functional Utility Index" - Desiqn Methodoloqy: 

Each participant will be included in the sample as applied to ti1e formula for 
fUl:ctional utility. This index considers the relative utility of program 
fa1lure and success, as related to program cost and recidivism. 

c·· ,:.; 
'" 
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PERSONAL COUNSELING SERVICES 

A second type of di vers'ion project turns the focus away 

from manpm'ler services to counseling services. Mullen tells 

us, as related to the above projects that: 

Findings related to relative effective­
ness of manpower vs. counseling services 
suggest that personal counseling may be 
of value to those who may not reguire 
specific employment assistance. I8 , 

The Dade County Pre-trial Intervention Program in Miami, 

Florida, was implemented from January 1972, througn July 1974, 

with LEAA fundingo 19 The program provided for a rehabilitation 

plan which was drawn up on an individual basis by the client, 

his family and project staff and tlfl-·ee to six months of in ten-

sive counseling immediately following arrest. The counselors 

~:)iJ.ld maintain contact with clients by means of home visits, 

monitoring the job or tr~ining location and at the project 

office. The project required a minimum of two individual meetings 

and one group meeting each week. 

To be eligible for participation20 the defendant could have 

no prior convictions and the progra'm was limited to non-violent 

offenders. Both males and females between the ages of 17 and 25 

were eligible. In addition, the victim and the arresting officer 

l8Ibid, p. 26. 

19R. Rovner-Piecznik, p. 209. 

20National Pretrial Intervention Service Center. Pretrial Crim­
inal Justice Intervention: Techniques and Action Programs. 
A.B.A. June 1975, p. 18. ~ 
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had to approve of the defendant's participation. The filing of 

pending charges was withheld for the duration of the program 

(three to six months) and a recommendation for dismissal of 

charges could be made if program participation was successful. 

During the project duration 1,248 clients participated. 

The project staff was able to conduct follow-up interviews with 

257 successful completers, for evaluation purposes. Since initial 

interviews were conducted and post-completion follow-up question- ~ 
\ 

naires were administered at three month~interva1s for one year, 

staff reported: 

••• in the Eighteen Month Report, reduction 
of psychosy·~ptomo10gy ••. in program partici­
pants from their Initial Interview to their 
Post Completion Fo1low-Ups.21 

The reviewer, however, is told to interpret this finding with 

caution: 

21I bid, p. 20. 

22 I bid, p. 21. 

••• In the absence of comparison to unsuccess­
ful completers who do not accept follow-up 
questionnaires and with the lack of signif­
icance studies, the data only indicate the 
presence of changes in participants' subjective 
and objective perceptions of themselves in 
directions which appear to be beneficia1. 22 



r 
, 
j 

\:~ 
!') 

\~ 
'\ 

o 

~=.~ 

[ 

f 
I 
1 
1 . 

1 

I 
r 
r 
r 
r 
~. 

r 
~ 
, 
L 
r 
r 
[ 
.-

-13-

To evaluate the effects of program participation and recidi­

vism, a controJ group of 34 who met all eligibility ~::::riteria were 

th t ' l.'pating in the program randomly chosen and compared to OSe par-l.C 

through January 1974. I) The findings of this comparis<;m showed 

that: 

the recidivism rate for success ful com·· 
~i~ters whose charges were dismissed (~O~, 
N = 309) compares favorably to the recl.d~­
vism data for the control group (32,.4%, 
N ;. 34) .23 

These data also showed, ho~ever, that unsuccessful completers had 

higher recidivism rai;es than the contr<;;>ls (37.8%, N.= 82 and 413.8%, 

N = 64 for 1973 and 1974 respectively).24 

These data suffer the same problems as portrayed by Mullen 

et al (see above) in that success of the program is determined by 

,. t In addition, while the controls its successful partl.cl.pan s~ 

h 11 number of comparison cases limits were randomly selected, t e sma 

the validity of the findings. 

A third type of diversion project concentrates on personal 

counseling services, but differs from the Dade County project in 

that the "counselor advocates" are Probation Officers. 25 Project 

located ~n Nassau, New York was initiated in Operation Midway, ~ 

the fall of 1970, through a grant award by the Division of Crim­

inal Justice Services in New York State. The program was form­

ally implemented within the Nassau County Probation Department. 

Both males and females between the ages of 16 and 25, residing 

in Nassau County, who were arraigned before the court on a felony 

23I bid. 

24 I bid. 

25Mu11ell _~t aI, p. 28. 
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charge other than homicide were eligible for participation.26 

Generally, felons who ~7ere referred to the program after 
(r 

indictment required application by their counsel. Following 

a diagnostic investigation report and approval of the judge, 

the alleged offender would plead not guilty and sign an agree­

ment for deferred pro~ecution. Counseling services (for voca­

tional or psychologiual counseling) were usually proviEled through 

referraltoc~mmunity based agencies. 27 
" il 

At ~he end of the program, in addition to outright dismissal 
\) 

of charges for succes~fril participants, plea bargaining could be 

---_ ......... --

consider~d for "thoie cases where the alleged criminal act was ~. 

of such severity that the District Attorney's office could not 

consider dism±ss;1."28 When the participant proved uncoopera-

tive, was accused of a serious crime while participating in the 

project, or dropp~d out of the progra~, the case returned to the 
\; 

court. Since January, 1974, the project has been continued by 

the Nassau County Probation Department with partial funding by 
ii 

the ~tate of New York. 29 

26Rovner-Piecznik, p. 209. 

27I bid. 

28Mullen , et aI, p. 29. 

29Rovner-Pieczenik, p. 209. 
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Ari im~ortant difference of this dive~~ion program was that 

c it extended the presentence reporting role of probation officers 

to the pre-conviction stage of proceedings. Here the'"investi­

gative perogatives" of the probation agency facilitated the p1ea­

bargaining process. 30 Another unique quality of the progr~m is 

that it is implemented within probation, the primary focus· for 

the current proposed evaluation. 

During the first phase of Operation Midway, project staff 
::c' 

attempted to measure change in program participants' self-con-

cept and personal adequacy: 

Self-concept scales, the actual-ideal 
self-concept discrepancy scales, a~d 
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory were ad'milnistered to partici­
pants at intake and again six months 
later. Pre-program scores indicated 
(i) low Belf-esteem and negative atti­
tudes towards one's self and (ii) a 
great discrepancy bebleen how the 
participant viewed himself and what 
qualities he felt an individual should 
possess. 31 

These tests were administered to 115 clients, including 

Favorables and Unfavorables during the initial phase of Midway. 

post-tests, administered to only 32 participants, showed that 

the previously noted gaps between the actual and ideal self­

concepts of the participants was greatly reduce~~ In addition, 

post-tests indicated a heightening in self-esteem. "Both find­

ings were statistically significant.~2 These findings suggest 

that program services should be able to change participants' 

perceptions of himself and his relationships with others. However: 

30Mullen, et aI, p. 29. 

3l'Rovneri7~ iecze\tk, p. ~ 5. 

32Ibid. .. 
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Lack of cgmparablo test information on 
a nonparticipant group also limits in­
formation on the ~~ffect, of history, matur­

. ation, testing, i~)strumentation, al1d 
statistical ~egre'sion as potentially 
inval,idating factcl)rs. 33 

Long term client changes were addressed by both the Dade 
-,I " 

County Proj~ and operation "Midway in terms of reduced recid-
'" 

ivism for at least one year following prog~am participation. 

The D,a,de County evaluation stated:, 

''l'herapeutic inter;vention betw,een arrest 
and trial of youthful first off~nders has 
been found to effectively lower the (two 
year) rearrest rate of all participants, 
sbccessful and unsuccessful alike, when 
compared to controls ••• revealing frequen­
cies of ~ll (19.82%) and 11 (32.35%) re­
spectiv~ly. This compares with a previous­
ly reported recidivism rate, following one 
year o~ program operation of 8.9% for all 
participants and ,25.0% for controls. 34 

The Operation Midway evaluation stated: . 

33Ibid. 

/!fi1~-cconi'Y/i true measures of success in a 
brime pre~ention program are the level 
of' recidivism displayed by those indi­
viduals who have been discharged and the 
number of clients discharged as improvedr. 
Using these variables as a barometer of 
success, Operation Midway has passed this 
crucial test with flying colors. Through 
March, 1973, 125 clients have been dis'­
charged from Midway as improved, of ~his 
number ••• (there has been) a recidivism 
rate of less than two percent. In Nassau 
County, the" recidivism rate among those 

34R: Nichols et aI, Research Supplement: :~ade County Pretrial' 
Intervention'Program. Office of the State Attorney, 1974. 
J>. 19. tEid Supra not;:e 15, p. 87. . 

., ,; '1 
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I assigned to regul~r probation has been 
d recently measured at a level of forty­

onepercerit. 35 

Mullel} obs,erves that in the Dade County Evat;dation, the" 

" findings r,'elated to recidivism were obtained th:J:.'ough the use . I . 

of lIdifferent pe,riods of obse~vation" for the participant 
I 

groups and the comparison group. Participants were exposed 
i 

to rearr,'est about half as long as, their comparisons. 36 . 

For both the Dade Co~nty Project '. and Operation Midway: 

'The findings reported regarding the 
effects of the projects counseling 
component are similarly difficult 
to interpret, although the attempted 
measurement of psychological impact 
on participants may be an important 
step toward a more thorough evalua~ 
tion of the consequences of diver­
sion. 37 

Program conclusions affirm. that involvement in these pre­

trial intervention programs will decrease recidivism following 

program participation. A re-evaluation of the statistics and 

methodologies used by Rovner-Pieczenik does not support these 

affirmations. Her reasons for disag~eement are as follows: 38 

1. Findings for Dade C01?~lty are based upon a control group of 

small size (N = 34)~ 

2. The Controls in Dade county were selected in the first year 

of implementation an~ compared to a participant group selected 

over a two year per!od. 

o 

35B;'uce ~T· Cohen 'fleX a1. prOjGc"h.Qperation Nidway, Final Evalua tion­
Phase II. NaSSau County ProbCl,t10n-Department, 1974, p. 177: Ibid, 
Supra note 17, p. 67: -

36Mullen., e1: al/J p. 26." 

37:.(bid. 
38Elovner-,Eieczertik, pp. 83-84" 
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() 

3. Operation Midway had no "n'on-participant" comparison group 

nor were stated comparisons based upon equivalent samples. 

4. The existence of a number of unknown, uncontrolled variables 

like his,tory, maturation, drop-out rate and the accuracy of 

rec~divism information. 39 

YOUTH RELATED DIVERSION PROGRAMS 

There are a number of diversion programs not yet addressed 

which are concerned ex~tusively with juvenile diversion (the 

focus of ()the curre:t application). 40 In several of these pro­

jects, ,13.'ttempts are made to compare those juveniles who have 

penetrated the justice system to those who are diverted. 

Operation Juvenile Intercept in Nassau County, New York 
.',/ 

originated August 1, 1975. The target 'population was all PINS 

cases received at Family Court Intake regardless of referral 

source~ Every second case seen at intake was referred to the 

dive~sion program, while the remaining cases were processed in 

"the tradi tioi'lal manner and served as the control group for the 

eValuation. Since cases were randomly assigned to the project, 

the initial interview was immediately conducted to determine 

which of the experimental cases wer'e to go to petition. The 

criteria for referral to Family Court was: 

1) The youth or petitioner demands formal Gourt pro-

ceedings. , 

2) .' The child or parents re,fus"e to work with ache project 

staff on an informal basis. 
» 

39The ~ntensive Evalu~tion Unit intends to m1nlmize these problema 
(1-4 above) through its sampl'o.ng procedU'!;:es (See: S1mPling) and 
the use of the .. Maltz-McCleary "suq!icess Rrl'te Predicti b.-l~Techn~\\8ues" 
(See Time ~~ame/Staffing). ", Ii· ,[y-- \ 

• ;,1 

40Some of. studies thl,1,S far r~;iewed.\,inc:tude juvenile clients but 
. ar~) not excluded to juvenil~s. 

u 
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3) The chi.ld ;;;how8 suicidal or serious cfggressive behavior. 
, 

4) ,The youth is missing at the time "of application. 

5) 'l'he child refuses to rJ:!turn to his 'home. 41 
" 

T'ne services provided by the Operat~on Juvenile Interc~l?t 

Unit were 'short .term (thr~e months), intensive and community 

based treatment. A team of five probat~onicounselors, a pro­

~~ batiop assistant and three aides used techniques of "team in­

tervention" and "family c~ntered intervention"42 Case treat-

ment methods to be used included: 

- active use of field work, home visi tsu
, 

school visits, cOlUffiunity contacts, etc. 

dynamic use of social group work tech­
niques. 

- extensive work in significant areas of 
the community to locate and help develop 
resources pertinent for case management. 43 

While the basic project concepts identified types of treatmen~ 

strategies, the counselor roles needed clarification according 

II 

to the evaluators. Some counselors favored the use of referral 

sources while others IItended toward the direct treatment., role. 't·44 

Findings of the evaluation indicated that Intake cases re-
~";~0 

ceived a significantly greater numl;?er of'court dispositions (76.9%, 

N = 200) when compared to the .,qJv&rsion cases (47 :,2%, N ~ 136) ',:5 
These figures were used to support the hypothesis ttiat the "rate, 

U ", 0 

Operation Juv~nile ~ntercO~~oEvaluation! 
Jay College of Criminal Just~ce, Septemb~r 

41James Currap . et,al. 
Final ReEol1~. John 
19J7, p. 4Q. 

" (I il2 I bid, p. 30. ,...-.: I' 

e (\ 

43I bid, pO. 31., 

44Ibi~~, p. 34. 

45rhid, . p. 61. 
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of petition and re-entry ~or OJI clients will be significantly 

lower than the rate for Intake non-clients. II In addition, th;.::! 
(\ 

",non-reentry figures" 46 for the two groups were reported. Both ',1) 

were found to be very high; 83% for OJI and 71% of Intake cases • 

Thesep~RPortionsv however, were based upon all cases adjusted 

(N = 197, N = 92 respectively). Of those cases diverted, a por-

tion for each group re-entered the 'system and then, some were 

again diverted. Thus, these figures are not representative of 

success since' some diverted cases were counted twice and those 

tha t were" failures in~~ tially were considered successes. This type 
\ ,II 

of reporting of figures falls into the same type of trap earlier 
I. 

mentioned by Mullen et al: the comparison of outcomes of those 

wha successfully completed the program-against the remaining 

group: 

TheCPretrial Intervention concept poses 
a fundamental dilemma acutely reflected 
in the evaluation literature. The basic 
conflict 'is with the delivery of services 
to reduce<;-recidi vism ••. and the provision 
of a human~ alternative for those not 
likely tp recidivate. In practice, the 
former may become unintentionally or 
quite purposefully subordinate to the 
latter as defendants jor respondents) 
must pass a number of , screening tests 
prior to admission •••• As thtse two 
goals haveGbecome confused so too have the 
outcome measures selected as evaluation 
criteria. 47 

If the rearrest (Qr reontr~ rate is lo~er among program partici-

pan~s, this reduction is attributed to the program. But programs 

do nQt assume responsibility for their failures. 

46nee[ltry was d~irred by t~e evalt1ators to ~e~n " .•• that.a ca~e 
caml'~ again to lhe attcnt~on of tbe court, e~ther for v~olat~on 
of ~he terms 0 1 the original disposition or for a new PINS or JD 
off!nse": I rbi 'I' p. 60, , 

c ~71'1Ullen~et ~1, pIp. 29,...30. 

\1 (I !1 , , , 
" 
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() 

The Los Angeles "Couhty Sheriff's Depart~ent's Juvenile' Referral 

and Resource Develovmen't Program was evaluated bYMalcol~~Klein.48 

The mo~'t rifi.nor juvenile offenders and the most serious ot'fe'nders 

were excluded from the,program • 
. \j,: . 

il 

Youth (N = 306) were randomly 
t'.!:J 

assigned to four subgroups; 

1) Request for cour,t appearan~ without detention. 

2) cou~seling and release. 

3) Referral to cOnll'llUnity agencies. 

4) R,eferral with services. 

Klein compared official rearrest rates with self-reported 

recidivism. His findings: ' 

i) 

Those higher on self-report a~e higher 
on official simple (one ,offense) recid~ 
ivism and those lower on self-report 
are lower on simple recidivism ••• How­
ever, those higher on self-report are 
not higher in multiple (two or more 
arrests) recidivism, nor are those lower 
on self-report lower on multiple recid-
ivism ••. 49 ; 

Klein reports that the difference in official and self-report 

data are not significant for the four sub-groupings ,in te~ms of 
;,;~" 

simple recidivism. In addition, he states that the differences in 
\~ i' 

mul tiple rel;:idi ~ism cannd~t be explained by the differ~nces ,in othe 

arrest9J:>le behaviors of ypuths. 

o 

48Dunford, et aI, p. 5 
n 0 

49I bid, Supra not~ p. 6: "Klein, 1975, pp. 46-47" 
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'Petitioned youngsters are rearrested more 
often and releas0d youngsters are arrested 
less often because of the adults -- the 
reporteEs and arreste~s -- rather than be­
cause of differences .:fn arrestable behavinrs .. 
Labeling theories receives~pport here ••• ·50 . 

In this evaluation, Klein has attempted to determine the 

eiiffects of different service strategies upon different subgroups 

Of participants. This attempt meets a criticism that Mullen 

,;/raises: 
J 
'/ 

\: ,I 

Early diversion is best viewed as a 
m~ltigoal process offering two scarce 
commodities -- nonprosecution and ex­
pensive, ••• treatment services ••• 
Determining the impacts of one com­
modity independent of the other is a 
'crucial mea~~rement not yet reported 
in the evaluation literature. 51 

.' 

Before diversionj\~prog:tamming can be effective Mullen states that 

it is necessary " ••• todetermine the appropriate level and type o~ 

assistance required by'different individuals."52 But Klein's 

findings (which the author, him~elf regard~ as suspect because of 

methodological problems53 ) tell us that differing services .,do not 

effect differing levels of arrestable behavior rather: 

o 

i. 

••• it is the status of bein~ referred 
(to petition) ~ather than the level of 
service given which is associated with 
higher or lower rearrest rates ••• 54 

50rbid; .. See also: "Labeling al'ld Juvenile Diversion" for an expand­
ed discussion of issues r~lated to labeling. 

51~ullen et aI, p. 36. 

52rbid, p. 39 

5;3Du~ford et ~J.,'\JP. 5~ 

54Ibid, Supra note, p. 5: "1<lein, 1975,opp. 39-40. 11 
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All significant results of the various statistical analyses 
were presented at ·the appropriate points of discussion in the text. 
The purpose of this appendix is to present, for the overall data 

(1 

,sett, and for each hypothesis, the means o,f analysis. The statistical 
tools use'd in an evaluation effort always amount to a II judgement call ll 

on the part of the evaluation team. In the instant case, we ha~!e de­
liberately chosen a conservative course. This is primarily due to 
the questionable nature of juvenile data throughout New York state. 

1\ General Analysis 

Following data cleaning procedures, a frequency distribution 
was produced on all 85 variables in our data set. This distribut­
ion served two purposes. It provided the basis for the creation 
of subfiles and the initial demographic presen'tation. Secondly, 
it allowed the examination of the data in preparation for further 
analysis. 

il

l ;:: 
1 lfiJ 

I The second major step in the general data analysis procedure 
/ !.q, ~ ...... involved the creation of subfiles (by county and program versus 

I ~ non-program subjec'l:s) and, through the use of the statistical 
1 II Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) a BREAKDOWN run on Key vari-
"I:
j

' :\"I',\,,~ij:.' 'j, ables. The BREAI<DOWN subprpgram is a procedure for examining means 
and standard deviations of non-nominal dependent or identified 
criterion variables between the subfiles. Since randomization for 
the purposes of the eVf,l.luation was impossible, this procedure was 

I 
'~~"'.,1"l. used ,t-o test the overall comparability of the samples on nine vari­,I ables, excluding outcome. S~nce a primary concern was the serious­

ness of the acts represented in the samples, BREAKDOWN was run with 

! 
"IT~. "disutility" as the criteria, examining the cases with reference to 
U~ race, family income, type of charge, prior record, be~avior problems, 

, 'II t:l"pe of referral, and action at intake. ' 

j1t II h' . •• , T e next step 1n the general analys1s was, again, exploratory 
I~' in nature. In thfs instance, the evaluation team selected vari-

~ abIes related to the
o 

hypotheses as well as all outcolne vclriables 
U. I. '~ (see test) and ran contingency tables (SPSS subprogram CROSSTABS), 
ftli.in an effort to both compare the subfiles and experimental/compari­
L. 1 son groups, and;!' to discove·r promising relationships for further 
fr ~ I analysis." " 

I ~"J. 1/ Once" the descril?tiv,~ an,d expl'~~atory analY,ses were complet.ed 
II and the samples accurately p'rofiled, the analysi's and testing of P II the hypotheses were undertaken •. Once again, the reader will ob­

h,~ I serve that ihe more ¢onservative procedures were used, the evalu-
II ation teaIl(l ~eing unwilling to pl~oceed as though the basic assumpt­

~,'. i 111'~ ions e>f the more robust techniques were automatioally met ,):>y this 
~ 8 data base. This, of course, lneans,that most, of nqt all, errors 

will cause a rejection of Iegi~~mateprogram success. 

. U,J\\ ,. J 
.0' "'i "~,;J 

\L 13 ,I' 

~~.---"---------"--~------~-~---------------
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The Tests of the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: 

Those programs which clearly articulate program goals and 
selection criteria will be more successful than those in 
which such goals and criteria are less specified. 

Testing Procedures: 

1\s noted in the text, the programs' documentation was examined 
and th;ie goals and criteria separately scaled~ The ranked programs 
were spmpared on the outcome variables. A s'l:raight cross tabulation 
analys:~s was constructed between ,', scale/rank order and outcome. This 
was fd~lowed by partial correlation between the ,same variables con­
troll~~g for offense seriousness, time in system'and services pro­
vided·

r
: 

" 
" Ii 

The initial analysis supported the stated hypothesis but, as 
noted when the control variables were considered, the differences 
disappeared. 

CROSSTABS Eta = .47 

PARTIAL CORR r = .11 

Hypothesis 2: 

Diversion programs will have a greater success rate to the 
extent that the programs are distinct and separate from the 
probation intake unit. 

Tes'l:ing Procedures: 

The same basic proc~dures used in the test of the first 
hypothesis were again used for the "distinct and separate" issue. 0 

A CROSSTABS analysis using the scaled programs (based on both 
programatic an~ physical.' distingtiqrs) and the outcome variables 
\'las conducted. This was foJ.lowed by a parti~l correlation (,analysis 
contrqlling for goal specification, services Gand demographi'cs. 

II Ie ~" ] 

! 1:] 
I I 
I i 

I II 1" 
1 ; l[l 

...J1I 

j I 
I i 

JI 
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Yield: 

Once again, the initial CROSSTABS supported the contention 
of the hypothesis. The subsequent PARTIAL CORR procedure, however 
muddied the results. 

CROSS'rABS Eta = .39 

PARTIAL CORR r = .17 

Hypothesis 3: 

The amount of time taken to process a juvenile case (JD 
or PINS) will be significantly shorter fer diversion pro­
grams than for "traditional" probation intake procedures. 

Testing Procedures: 

Two separate analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were 
used to test this hypothesis. The time, in days, from complaint 
to case closing was compared for the diversion and intake groups 
,(procedure 1). Second, the time, iH days, from the initial inter­
view to case closing (at preliminary procedure) was compared for 
the two groups. (Procedure 2) 

Yield: 

Procedure 1 Eta = .33 

Procedure 2 Eta = .48 

In each case, the associated explained variance F ratio 
Was significant ,at p>. 001. The problem, however, as noted in 
the text was that the expected relationship was reversed with 
the diversion clients in all sites spending significantly larger 
periods of time "in the system." 

The amount of disutility addressed successfully will be 
proportionately greater for diversion programs than for 
"traditional" probation intake PJ(~ocedures. 

Testing Procedures: 

Disutility, the seriousness concept addressed in the tex~, 
was measured on an interval level scale. The findings presented 

I 
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on pages 88 to 90 were ob.tained tJ:'~rough the ANOVA procedure 
which yielded significant/results £or two ihdividual counties 
and overall. A PARTIAL' O'ORR analy~?is' controlling for dis­
utilitY' of original offense was th~n conducted (page 88) which, 
once again, led to much less dramatic results. 

Hypothesis 5: 

Amoun't of penetration into the system by the client is 
reduced with the use of diversion programming. 

Testing Procedures: 

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures used in Hypothesis 
3 were again used here. In addition, an analysis of variance 
was conducted using number of contacts and groups membership 
(Procedure 3). Penetration was also examined in a series'of 
CROSSTABS, using frequency of contacts, whether a petition was 
eventually filed, and whether an extension to 120 days was ob­
tained (Procedures 4,5, ahd 6). On each case the independent 
variable was group membership. 

Yield: 

AN OVA 
ANOVA 
AN OVA 
CROSS TABS 
CROSSTABS 
CROSSTABS 

Procedure 1 
Procedure 2 
Procedure 3 
Procedure 4 
Procedure 5 
Procedure 6 

Eta = .33 
Eta = .48 
Eta = .67 
Eta = .16 
Phi = .33 
Uncert. Coefi. = .20 

This hypothesis was ,~he single most difficult to interpret, 
bUt is discussed fully ort page 73 of the text. 

Hypothesis 6: 

The number of cases enterincr theD system. their referral 
sourcesc;tnd thei:- ~t?W J?atterns w~il sl,low significant .. 
change w~th the ~n~i~~at~on ofa d~vers~on p;r:ogram. 

,!; 

II 

Testing Procedur~s: 
, 

The primary test involved a t-test as discussed on page 74, 
used to determine the difference in petition rates over time 
{Procedure 1}. PJrocedurJ~ 2 was a series of CROSSTABS which 

''i!exam:i~ned the offense characteristic S, referral sources, and case 
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flow in Intake between the historical and current cases. 
Procedures 3 and 4 were used to examine number of cases 
over time. 

Yield: 

t-test 

CROSSTABS 

a. Groups by Referral Source 
b. Groups by Type of Charge 
c. Groups by Adjustment 
d. Groups by Referals 

Trend Analysis/CROSSTAB 

Hypothesis 7: 

Procedure 1 t = -17.47; n = 1197; 
P = .002 

Procedure 2 

Lambda = .21 
Phi = .19 
Eta = .43 
Lambda = .94 

Procedure 3 - Separate trend 
analyses (regression) were con­
ducted ~or the groups, overtime. 
The results were then cross tab­
ulated. 

Procedure 4 - Using the trend 
analysis result for the diversion 
group as the expected value, an 
analysis of variance was conducted. 
Eta = .09. As noted, based on 
these findings, there could be 
no rejection of the nUll. 

The existence of diversion program will lead to
f
, a decrease 

in the adjusted adjudication rate. 

Not tested: see text, p.6l. 

Hypothesis 8: 

Diversion procrrams will evidence a hiqher success rate 
,the earl~,~.~r the decision to divert is- made. 

Testing Procedures~ 

The.1 hypothesi:s was tested in thref~ separl~te ways; CROSSTABS, 
Analysis of Variance and partial correl.ation. The cross tabulations 
examined official disutility (Procedur~ 1) ancl number of recidivism 
acts (Procedure 2) by the time trom op~ning to diversion, subfiling 
by county. The "analysis of variance e;x:amil1ed disutility in terms 
of the s~~[ time £clctors (Procedure 3). The partial correlation 
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looked at the same factors with no subfiles (Procedures 4 and 5). 

Yield: 

CROSSTABS Procedure 1 v = .14 - .34 
Procedure 2 v = .06 - .18 

AN OVA Procedure 3 Eta = .04 

PARTIAL CORR Procedure 4 r = .04 
Procedure 5 r = .09 

Thus, we are left with no significant results but only the 
suggest~ve findings discussed in the text. 

Hypothesis 9: 

The use of diversion, as an alternative to traditional, . 
process1ng will lead, for any given client, to reduced 
future contact with the justice system, 

Testing Procedures: 

The hypothesis was tested in two AN OVA procedures examining 
'amount of disutility and number of ~cts in experimental and com­
parison groups. Additionally,a CROSSTABS was run between group 
membership and number of acts, 

Yield: 

Eta = _~14 
Eta = .08 

ANOVA 
ANOVA 
CROSST,ABS 

:Procedure 1 
Procedure 2 
:Procedure 3 Une. Coef. = ~Q3 

Also~ see Text, pp. 90-92. 

Hypothesis 10: 

In 0. follow-up period, diverted clients a7'e,mo:;e likely 
than traditionally processed youth to exh1b~t 1mproved 
behavior patterns (j.e., sQcially acceptable, non-

" prescribed behavior. 
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Testing Procedures: 

A cross tabulation analysis was performed using self 
reported disutilfty and group membership, The Chi-Squared 
analysis \V'as not significant. 

Yield: 

CROSSTABS Procedure 1 Eta = .05 

Hypothesis 11: 

Success of the client in the diversion program will vary 
with certain client characteristics. 

Testing Procedures: 

Discriminant Analysis; see text pp 97-99. 

Hypothesis 12: . 

In a follow-up period, diverted youth will exhibit improved 
attitudes toward normative values than will clients pro­
cessed without diversion. 

Testing Procedures: 

A Difference of Means Test was conducted on Normative 
Values and Self Esteem scores from three separate questionnaire 
administrations (see test" pp. 97,98). 

Yield: 

The values of "t" on all dimensions of the questionn~ires 
ranged.! between 1.12 and 1.58, insufficient in all cases for 
rejection of the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 13": 

Those diversion programs which emphasize community treatment 
will have greater success rates than those which rely on 
"in-house" counseling and adjustment. "J} 

.. 

I 
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Testing Procedures: 

A series of CROSSTABS were performed, each examini'ng 
outcome and County (i.e. program), controlling for referrals 
in six areas: Individual counselling, family counselling, 
health, education, employment, and miscellaneous services, 
As noted in the text, the numbers were too small to provide 
reliable figures. 

Yield: 

The low "n" left too many empty cells in the controlled 
analysis for useful results to be presented. 

Hypothesis 14: 

Those programs which offer client services will have a 
higher rate of success than those programs with less 
services. 

Testing Procedures: 

A correlation analysis was conducted matching Success 
Index scores to number of interventions. 

Yield: 
(~"> 

r = -.39 (n.s.) Procedure 1 

Hypothesis 15: . 
Diversion programming is more likely~than traditional 
intake processing to be able to meet the client's in­
dividual treatment needs. 

o -.::.-:- -

Tes tingP rO'cedures' : 
'" 

See text, page 102. 
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Hypothesis 16: 
~!~ 

Use of the diversion programs by pr0~ation departments w~ll 
lead to significant cost savings h • 
probation intake procedures. w., en cGmpare~ to "traditional" 

Testing Procedures: 

See text, pages 102-115. 

(/ 
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Normative Values 
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The Enlarged;City School Di~crict of Troy participated in a 

pretest survey, as requested by the New York State Division of 

Probation. 

The instruments pretested: The Self-Esteem Index, the Nor-

mative Value Scale and the Behavior Rating Form are attached for 

your review. 1he first two are attitude measures and the latter 

provides an appraisal'of behaviors associated with self-esteem. 

The purpose of the pretest was two-fold: 1) to determine the re-

liability of the questionnaire when administered to'a sample of 

normal boys and girls in the same jurisdiction as the probation 

clients to be te,sted and 2) to construct base data f01;'cc>!npa~:ison 

to the juvenile probation sample.~~ 

Method: 

A selection of 59 students was chosen as follows: 

,a. Grade 6 School #2 • • . . . ;. 13 students 

b. Grade 8 - Middle School • CI 17 students 

c. Grade.lO - High,Schoolv • • 21 students 

The self-esteem/no~wative value questionnaire was comp~eted by 

each student and forwarded to the Division of Probation. Division 

staff scored the test and returned case numbers of a subset of 

students who ranked in the low, medium and high self-esteem levels. 
~f""~" " 

In t~ teachers of the students completed a beh~vior rating form 

for ~~h identified student. For grades 8 and 10, two raters 

completed a form for each student, to determine if ratings changed 

based upon type of contact the rater had with the student. 
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General Findings - Self Esteem Inventory:l 

The 58 item scale measures evaluative attitudes toward the 

self in social, academic, family and personal areas of experience. 

Eight items are incorporated as a "lie scale" to assess extremely 

socialized response sets. The 50 esteem items are thus scored on 

a basis of 100 points. If five or more "lie questions" were in-

appropriately answered the.student responses were droppeo from the 

pretest. Six cases were Qropped due to the lie factor. 

Table 1 compares Troy School Data to the original Coopersmith 

findings and a selection of Rensselaer County Probation clients. As 

can be seen from the table, the average scores for each of the three 

samples are similarly distributed in the direction of high self 

esteem. However, the Troy School sample ranks the highest in self 

esteem scores of the three samples (x = 86, overall) and the pro­

bation sample ranks the lowest of the three sites (x = 80.5 overall). 

" ~, 
".:t' 

0 ... ~. 

lThe Self Esteem Inventory was developed by Stanley Coopersmith (The 
Antecedents of Self Estee~>W. H~ Freeman, 1967) and administered 
originally to 87 fifth and sixth grade school children. The 
inventory has been administered to over 40,000 children and 
adults in the last ten years.. For further information, please 
contact the Division of Probation staff. 
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CATEGORY 

All 
Ntlles 
Females 
Grade G 
Grade 8 
Grade 10 -

All 
Nales 
Females 
Grade 6 
Grade 8 
Grade 10 

All 
~1alcs 
Females 

priginal S~mElc) 

TO'! 'l\L 
NUMBER 

51 
22 
29 
13 
17 
21 

33 
21 
12 

\\ )3 
'< 21 

7 

87 
44 
43 

• .' 

-3-

TABl~E I 

RANGE MEAN S.D. MEDIAN HODE 

63 - 97 8G 6.55 85.6 83 
63 - 93 84 7.0 
69 - 97 87 6.06 
73 - 95 85 5.86 
63 - 93 84 6.9 
69 - 97 87 6.3 

66 - 97 80.5 8.9 79.6 89 
66 - 94 83 8.68 87 89 
67 - 97 77.5 5.9 75 75,80 
75 - 83 79.3 3.3 80 --
67 - 97 80.7 9.4 79 79 
66 - 91 83 8.5 87 91 

40 -100 82.3 11.6 
81. 3 12.2 
83.3 16.7 

TIl li 

~c~ 

(H 
UJ 

~ij LJ 

~ ::, 

The range of scor~s is greatest at Grade 8 level for both of the 

Rensselaer County samples. A difference of means tests shows that 

there is no significant difference in self esteem scores between 

the two samples of normal school students (z - 2.4'not sig.).. HoW-­

ever, there is a significant difference between the Rensselaer 

County students and the Re$sselaer County'probation clients (z = 
3.05 sig. ),.01). 

Initial findings 2 then, show that the dis.tribution of the 

test results are consistent when administered to school 

different locations and at different times (Coopersmith 

students in 

reports 

20ue to small sample sizes, at this point in data collection, all 
findings should be interpreted with caution. 
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acceptable test _~ retest reliability factors of .88.- same sample 

five weeks later and .70 different sample .three years"later). In 

addition, init.ia1 probation data shows that the self .esteem of 

juvenil.e probation clients is significantly lower than the self 

esteem of comparably aged students living in the same jurisdiction. 

Figures 1, 2,. and 3 graphically present the self esteem scores 

for high, medium and low esteem groups. Figure 1, the 'fray school 

sample presents the five dimensions: self, activities, peers, 

parents and school identified in the 50 item Self Esteem Inventory. 

Figure 2 presents comparable probation data. In both samples, peer 

influence is the highest contributor of esteem and school is the 

lowest contributor. The rank order for each sample by grand mean 

are as follows: 

School Sample 

Peers 
Activities, Self 
Parents 
School 

87.6% 
87% 
86.6% 
75% 

Probation Sample 

Peers 
Self 
Parents 
Activities 
School 

86.6% 
81% 
79.3% 
78% 
74% 

Please note that the highest and lowest contrjJJutors are almost 

identical for both samples, however; for the probation cases, 

support systems ot~er than peers and school are conside:r:'ai~lY less 

important than for the school children. For example, in Fheschoo1 

sample parents and peers both have a comparable degree qf influence; 

in the probation sample there is a 7% difference in the d~ient's 

perception of importance. 

Figure 3 presents the sample profiles of high, medium and 

low self-esteem for graphic comparison. The point most, dramatically 

made by this graph is that while low, medium and high esteem levels 

are fairly consistently across the school sample, the low esteem 
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probation cases are distinctively and consistently lower than all 

3 other subgroups. 

General Findings: Self Esteem as Related to ~ehavior 

Scores of Troy students' self-esteem were ranked from lowest (63) 

to highest (97) and separated into the four quartile ranges. In turn, 

a sampling from each grade level was chosen as representative of stu­

dents with low, medium and high self-esteem levels. Behavior ratings 

prepared by selected teachers were then scored and correlated to ·the 

esteem scores. Two raters were chosen for each student so that an 

estimate of cross rater reliability could be established. The cor­

relation between the ratings of the teachers for sampled youths was 

relatively strong (r2 = .53). It was concluded, therefore, that the 

behavior of the students was being consistently evaluated. However, 

there was no significant difference in behavior ratings When compared 

to groups of low, medium and high self-esteem scores (r2 = .06). 

Correlations of self-esteem and behavior rating scores were ad-

ditional1y computed when controlling for grade levels and sex. The 

correlations were as follows: 

Grade 6 
Grade 8 
Grade 10 
Males 
Females 

N = 4 
N = 6 
N = 5 
N = 7· 
N = 8 ..... 

r 2. = +.98 sig • ., .01 
r2 = +.l~_ 
r2 = -.O~' 
r 2 = 15 . 
r 2 = 01 . 

,;.:' 

C? 
bnly the grade 6 grouping shoW a significant relationship between self-

esteem level and behavior i.e. as the self-esteem level incre~ses, so 

does the observed behavior pattern of the youth. The sample, however, 

was too small to be a truly valid indic,j:ltor of est~Q.m as related to 
}I~ ~~i 

behavior. 

3$tat~~'tical correlations and tests ~or significance Will. be cal<?u1-
a ed on all initial findings with larger samples at complet~on of 
d ta collec~ion. These findings are simple descriptions of 

pparent trends. 

,. 
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General Findings: The Normative Values Scale 

The Normative Value Scale is intended to examine probation 

clients' attitude toward more conventional belief systems like hard 

work, the worth of formal education or deferred gratification. The 

scale itself includes goal statements that test adherence to three 

different value orientations: questions 1-15 -- universal goals, 

questions 16-21 -- lower class values and questions 22-30 -- middle 

class values. Student respondents from the Troy sy~tem were asked 

to complete this questionnaire in the pre~est along with the Sclf-

Esteem Inventory. The results were used: 

1) to determine the internal reliability of the questionnaire 
(Was the test a precise measure?) 

2) to determine the type of relationships that existed among 
response sets to universal, lower and middle class goal 
statements 

3) to determine if there was any relationship between norma­
tive values and self-esteem levels. 

. ',' 
" .. "'.\';';',,<\,.1 

To determine the internal reliability of the scales, the Spear-

man Brown Split Halves test was administered. These calculations 

showed a strong positive relationship between a 50% subset of 

questions and the remaining half (rn. = .75). Due to this finding, 

the questionnaire has been shortened to half its length, to include 

a representation of universal, lower and middle class goal state-

ments. 

To determine the validity of the scale a series of correlations 

were run between: 

Universal Goals (Norm 1) and Lower Class Goals (Norm 2) 
Lower Class Goals (Norm 2) and Middl,e Class Goals (Norm 3) 

and Universal Goals (Norm 1) and Middle Class Goals (Norm 3) 

-

,c, 
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The results obtained: 

Norm 1 Norm 2 
r = +.296 sig. .05 

r 2 = +.087 

Norm 2 Norm 3 \\ 
\1. 

r = +.295 sig • • 05 \, I} 
q 2 r = +.087 

"Norm 1 Norm 3 

r = +.679 sig~ .01 

r 2 = +.449 

The data. support ~: fairly strong and significant relationship 

between universal a~d middle class goal orientations. 
":' )/ However, 

any other relationshi~s,,,,;wg;re minimal ~I a 
To determine differences in goal orientation between the 

school sample and the probation sample a difference of means,: test 

was calculated. The results show no significiant differences in 

universal goal orientations (z=", 359" not sigrdficant), lower class 

goal orientation (z=.359, not significant). 

The results related to normative values are generally incon­

clusive. In sl;lm, our present data does not support that concept 

that lower class value orientations, in and of themselves, can 

effect delinquent behavior. However, contcict with th~ .. probation 

" system may effect a lowering ,·of self estee.{Il. 
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