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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
o§ existing data and accdmate 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 aﬁa often gquite un-
scientific changes in the design of 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 must 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 results were con-
parable to the other counties, they must remain at least some-

what suspect.*

e .

e

The reader will notice a dearth of statiétics in the findings
(Section V) of this report. This was intentional. The éurpose
of the evaluation is to inform, not to overwﬁelm 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. Iiterally hundreds of individuals particinated 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 Division

of Criminal Justice Services for their stipport of the project

similarly, the Directors and staff of the Probation oepartments

in Chautauqua, Erie, Rensselaer, Suffolk and Westcﬁester 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 individuals 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 Eugene 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-

gram Analyst; Carol Hsiao, Program Analyst; Roy Burdick, Sandra
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Jacobowitz and Richard Sissman, Field Staff; and Chrigtine Root,
graduate séudent intern. Obvisously, without them there would
have been no evaluation.

*This situation was the result of fhe county director wishing
ntofwithdraw from the study. Negotiation led to this compromisé
‘which waé supported by the project director and DCJS (spa)

staff to avoid théJloss of numerous vital data. (All further

‘notes will be 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. Diversion programs do not significantly reduce recidi-
vism beyond the rate observed for traditionally pro-
cessed. intake clients.

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

e

E 3. Diversion programs do not appear to impact at all on
client's attitude, value orientation or self esteem.

Z w} E

s
T

o

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.

o o

Diversion programs show a tendency to "widen “%he 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.

e

There are 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 more "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.

r-! = i

[

Jiversion programs do not appear to be able to meet

e clients' treatment needs with any more success

han traditional intake procedures, although diversion
ddresses the perceived needs in greater depth.

/ased‘on long range Sutcome variables (recontact, time to ©

reeontact, and seriousness of outcome offenses), diversion
is less cost effective than traditional intake procedures.

The diversion client is in the "front-end" of the system

longer and has more contacts with system personnel while

Jthere is no difference in outcome between diversion clients
and their counterparts at intake.
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10. Diversion has the ability to provide an efficient
processing tool to the extent that, based on its
location and purpose, it can significantly reduce
the time taken to process a complaint.

Conclusion

Diversion, 'as a program aimed at effectively treating

1 clients and thereby reducing or eliminating future

deviant behav1or, is no more effective, for the majority

of clients, than other programs at ‘preliminarv procedures.

2. niyersion is no more likely *o positively affect clients'
attitude or behavior than traditional, less costly, less

interruptive forms of predlsp051tlonal treatment.

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

4. There is a potential for abuse of process in the use of
diversion when that program draws in cases for treatment
that would not or could not support a petition in the
Family Court

5. 1In 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-
ce551ng 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 appears
to be increased.

8. DlverSLOn, as it exists in New York State today, has as
its main. purpose a goal identical to that of the intake
process upon its inceptio# in 1922. That goal ‘was to
reduce the number of cases going to petition through
a process of "informal adjustment." To some extent
this must reflect on the success of the intake function.

f—

vi

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 ptractice, 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 statewide basis.

Recommendations

U g D
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It is recommended that:

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;

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

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;

Clear cut eligibility criteria for client entry into
diversion programs be established and closely adhered to;

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 offenders;

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

Juvenile cases be clpsed unless there is an affirmative
reason to keep them ﬁpen, particularly in those cases

where there are only'one or two contacts with the client;

The use of the 60 day extension in preliminary procedure L
be reduced or, preferrably, eliminated as it has a sklghtly
negative correlation with outcome;

The use of community resources receive greater emphasis
at the state and local level;.
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11l The concepts developed in these programs, where shown to &

be positive, not be droppcd with program termination, | l

Introduction
but incorporated into ong01ng programs where poss1ble,

Legal authority has existed for the operati of nile
12. The six and twelve month follow up practice, used in egal a Y K1S pe on of juveni

Westchester County, be adopted Statewide, to provide
ongoing feedback and allow for program modification;

diversion programs by probation departments in New York State for

0 : = more than fifty-five years. The Children's Court Act of 1922
13. The departments provide for close and ongoing monitoring oo ! u b

of diversion and intake units to determlne not only com- ‘ f o
pliance but effectiveness as well; |

allowed an informal prodess which was designed to refer persons

I

to appfopriate community serJices. The‘Family Court Act further

—

14. The findings of 'this report, where appropriate, be incor- | %{
porated into the revisicn of the rules regarding pre- x % refined and developed Lhe idea of informal adjustment of Juvenile
liminary procedure. \ T
. Dellnquency and Person—ln—Need 0f Supervision complaints in its
| T spec1flcatlon of Prellmlnary Procedures under Article 7 Part 3.
| 5J (see Tabfe I) |
| g ”% | ‘The New York State‘bivigion of Probation, as the standard
'E h; usettihgﬂagency for pfobatiog services ih the stéte, has a legis-
_i gg lative mandate to aevelop policies and procedufes regulating pro-
) "E batibnf; functidningwwiéhin the juvenile justice system. ‘
o . The‘generai purpose gf this evaluation is to study five
;j feaerally ﬁunded, probation dperatéd juvenile diversionwprograms.
| . However, 1mportant as the evaluatlon of these programs may be,
| i “j this evaluatlon will have a more far reachlng 1mpact. As will be
s ~ @ mﬁ explained under the description of the® target programs later in
A the text, each diversion program represents a variation on the
. o va basic %deé of Prelimingry Procedﬁfe. Any thorough evaluation of
) 1 a these programs must exémine a number of questions including: how
/ g‘ Zﬁ the divarsiog programs differ from traditional brgcessinq and fhe
j é iﬁ impact ofuthose variations in processing for both the‘respondents
- %( ‘ Bervicea and the juvenile justice system. '
; {ﬂ For the Division of Probation, an 1ntensmve evaluation of
f - these five programs represents the opportunlty to ontaln c1q0rous
;i IRL .
0 : g | éj ”feedback about the effectiveness of various modlflcatlons in’ Pre—
! b ‘ ¥ 2
W » gﬂf \\\
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liminary Procedures for juveniles. This feedback in turn may 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, +he first issue of needs must be one of

definitions and that will be addressed here.

-

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

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

this rather discouraging beginning, things go rapidly downhill in

terms of reseaxch efforts. It has been indicated "...by 1977,

almost 1.5 billion dollars could be saved in official court costs

by the adoption of a strategy of diversion.:.".2 Due to this and

o£her issues of concern, diversion is a concept which demands in-
depth examination. Failure to address these "..issues is likely
to“resultcin diversioqlefforts...as fragmented and disjointed as
those justice system practices which, in some measure, led to the
dive;éion movem%nt."3 The author goes on toNpoint out that "...
lack of...systematic evaluétion has long been‘%?major defect in
justice operations..."4 Tééhnically, this is éﬁ exagderation.
There are, across the country, many hundreds of diversion programs
at varioﬁs stages (police, prosecution, probatiog,.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-

uwation research, but rather with the dguality of those research

efforts. As Gibbons pointed out:

One of the major current fads in criminal 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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sFudie§ of the outcome of specific {u i
dlver51gn programs are reviEWed in ghzzngiger
along with an investigation of the impact of ’
dlver519n programs upon the juvenile justice
system in Los Angeles County. Most of these
evaluation studies were flawed by small
sample numbers and other methodological de-
fgcts.. As a result, it cannot be said that
diversion arguments and proposals_are but-
tressed by firm research support.

Mgre 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:

Repeated attempts to pin down the term

'diversion‘ have not produced a widely
igcepieg znd broadly applicable opera-
lona efinition. It is 1i -
such a definition cannot belﬁgggﬁfggéd

and that different workin initi

g definitions
sbould be deyeloped for 'diversion' at
dlfferentGPOlnts in the decision-making
process.

In reviewing the literature, three different levels of diver-

sion seem to i
emerggiwhlch we have labeled: ‘"pure", "true", and

"operational" diversion.

1] L] 3 . 2 )
Pure" diversion 18 synonymous with the concept of absorption'

It is defined by:

- - .the processes by which institutions

in th community (family, educational,
religious) or agencies (scouts, clinics
Big Brothers, etc.) take on offenders oé
Suspects rather than reporting them or
their acts to the police. To the best of
my know;edge, the concept of community
absorpt}on was first explicated by Carter
who defined it as...the attempt of parents
schools, neighborhocods, indeed, the communi
ities, ?o address the problem of delinquent
and deviant youth by minimlzing referral

to one of the official State or County
agencies designated to handle such youth;
or, 1f there has been a referral to one I
of these agencies, the attempt to remove
the offender from the official process

as described in Juvenile Justice Management.
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by offering a solution, a technique, or a
method of dgaling with the offender outside
of the usual agency channels.7

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.

Cressey and McDermott furnish the definition of true diversion

when they explain that:

A simplistic interpretation of the
Aefinition wonld insist that in order for
diversion to occur, individuals known as
public officials concerned with delinquency--
police, probation officers--must refrain from
all direct action except that of referring
the juvenile to individuals or agencies
capable of handling the problem by "other

Thus, within this project, an operational definition of

]

diversion as the minimization of penetration into the juvenile

bt

justice system will be used.

means". They would have to do this, somehow, R The importance of this definitional problem cannot be
unofficially. Such diversion may be iden- ) ; b ' ‘ -
tified as "true" diversion, even if the ) over emphasized. The nature of the programs being evaluated

official unofficially calls the juvenile's
problem one of delinquency rather than of, |

demands at least one constant since the programs are so diverse.
say, "acting out", "resenting authority",

bd

or "interfering with the property rights ! The Divergent Trend in Juvenile Justice Today:
of another". | | . .
f ; Lock up the violent offender and divert the non-violent
If "true" diversion occurs, the | ] . .
juvenile is safely out of the official . ‘f T offender. Liberals and conservatives, lay people and criminal
realm of the juvenile justice system (. . . . . T
and he is immune from incurring the S Justice professionals alike are beginning to coalesce around
delinquent label or any of its varia- - o :
tionsg—predelinquent, gelinquent tendon- { i the new position that embraces both a "get tough" with youth
R . ’ ] | ;
cies, bad gu hard core, unreachable. e : .
Furtﬂer,whgnyﬁe walks oué the door from % ) posture and a "hands-off", keep the non-violent offender out
. . . . . L o
the person diverting him, he is techni- I 3 ;
cally free to tell the diverter to go | L of the system view.
to hell. We found very little "true"8
diversion in the communities studied. T According to Frank Hellum:
R i

Cressey and McDermott go on to recommend that researchers 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 delinguent

offenders, however, especially those charged

adapt the definition of "minimization of penetration”.? Similarly, E

Juvenile Justice Management states that:

:E

We shall mean by diversion any pro-

el e pessa

=

cess employed by components of the criminal
justice system (police, prosecution, courts,
correction) to turn suspect and/or‘PffenderS‘
away from the formal sgstem or to a lower
level in the system. 1

with felony violations, there is an emerging
iron-fisted, punitive approach that requires
either remand to the regular criminal courts
or juvenile court findings akin to adult
convictions with the possibilitX of fines
and set terms of imprisonment. +2

o
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Hellum 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 present juvenile justice system

is being 5nallenged on legal, empirical, and political grounds.
In reviewing‘the legal challenge, Hellum outlined the successful
Kent v. United States,

challenges: In re Gault, In re Winship

and McKeiver v. Pennsylvania. The empirical challenges center

on the twin issues of rehabilitation and deterrence.
ness of individualized treatment has been challenged for both

juveniles and adults. Recent research cannot confirm or deny the

effectiveness of general deterrence. The Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974 specifically provided
(Section 223a) that 75 percent of the funds available be used

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

alternatives to juvenile detention and correctional facilities.l3

Hellum presents a plan for future juvenile justice which relies

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

formal referrals tg-yedths for which they have probable cause

to arrest or reason to believe protective custody is needed.

Paul Nejelski in his article "Diversion: Promise and Danger"

e eac S .

speaks to the ecegncermthat—™diversion programs’ ~‘x‘eaixy”just w1den

the net".l4
This distinction between programs and diversion
is emphasized by a national survey which found that
63.8 percent of the directors of youth service
bureaus thought that diversion was the primary
objective of their organization. However, only

Q

The effective-

s

i

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

25 percent of the youths in their programs
were in immediate jeopardy of the Juvenlle
justice system.
Nejelski emphasizes the need to make historical comparisons
between the number of juvenile court adjudications priof 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
they
are often coercively diverted into a treatment program". 15
Nejelski views diversion as a balance sheet in whieh one is
asked to weigh the loss of due process against the gain in
social welfare.
| An additional benefit of diversion cited was that diversion
programs are generally less costly and’geherally quicker to reach
a decision. Questions raisedahere: do”children'bf all classes
and races have an equal chance to take advantage of dlver51on,
does the child have a right to refuse treatment, what burden of

&

pnoof 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-

W&

couraged diversion for juveniles. The need for judicial review

|- .
of the-adminlstratlve decisions involved in diversion was stressed.

In summatlon, Nejelskl ‘is concérned -that-diversion may relieve

the pressure on the system by ‘dealing with status offenses but
create an "equally coercive social control system with less

5]

visibility and accountability" than the present juvenile system,16
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»1 In January 1978, Ronald Roesch started a dialogue on diver=

i Bruce Bullington et. al. in their "Critique of Diversionary

S

Juvenile Justice" caution criminal justice system personnel to sion with the publication of his article "Does Adult Diversion

S

AR

take a closer look at diversion program claims before they jump Work?"1l9 After reviewing a number of diversion programs and re-

R

lated literature, Roésch concludes that little is known about the

on the diversion bandwagon. They state that diversion programs

are not practical, fraught with potential for inequity and abuse, effectiveness of this form of pretrial intervention. Projects

and provide a renunciation of civil libertarian values articulatéd : ] typically have not been evaluated or they have used weak experi-

by the Supreme Court.l? Rather than an exception, diversion is mental designs. Roesch concentrated on a review of the Illinois

et

in fact the rule. Most delinquent acts do not come to the atten- é% Adult Diversion Project. In the Illinois Adult Diversion Project,

a.

tion of the police or the courts. True diversion occurs when the Adult Diversion Committee made a firm decision not to include

T R
=

. . ’ Iy .
parents, neighbors, shopkeepers, teachers, social workers and an evaluation component.

. police choose not to invoke the formal process of the law. Roesch also reviewed 'Rovner - Pieczenik's evaluation of fifty

The arguments against diversion are: diversion projects undertaken throughout the United States. Weak-

1) The concept of diversion is dangerously ambigudus. . nesses in the program evaluations included lack of control groups,

fned

lack of comparison groups equivalent to diversion groups, lack of

2) The goals of these programs may be unattainable, )
ability to generalize beyond participant population.. Roesch's

3) Diversionary efforts may be incompatible with concepts . '
section on the function of research evaluation is of special inter-

SRR
P o .
- bz M!a

of due process and fundamental fairness.

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

B

Diversion of youth from the juvenile justice system implies

i o . . ) . erfoneously assume that diversion has been proven to be successful.
that the system will be limited in scope and authority. Bullington

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

frooeed  fmemnd e

et. al. believe that "diversionary programs" is a contradiction

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

ym,

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

) ‘ : ) Lo .. good. Evaluation is seen as useless waste of time and funds. 1In
Increasing the number of programs for juvenile offenders is in-

the Illinois Adult Diversion Project, some committee members were

compatible with the idea of diversion. According to Bullington,

opposed to evaluation because they felt that it would show that

I

i
i

_the informal practices of Parens Patriae justice are being aban-

=R
i

. . ) \ . :E , the program does not work and would lead them to conclude that
doned in juvenile courts only to be re-created in innovative : .

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

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

hand. DMNor are benign intentions adegquate safequards of individual of the evaluation would be negative, the question remains: why

free=

liberti if were they advocating the diversion program in the first place?
iberties. | .

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

g 4
+
B

{ﬁ . money available on the decrease, dollars must be carefully allo-
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it ; 4
cated to programs that are successful or have potential for success.

A year later in Crime‘and Delinguency, Kiane L. Gotheil published

"Pretrial Diversion: A'Response to -the Critics."20 piane Gotheil

was Director of the Illinois Adulﬁ Diversion Program discussed by

Roes¢h. Gotheil lays $he ground work for a discussion on whether

0

w1den the net" and due process rights of cllents

diversion programs

are sacrificed. However, she marshalls llttle or no data to re-

fute either claim. Gothell stresses the voluntariness of the
Illinois Diversion Propram and the fact that no charge will be

1

filed or court appeardnces required on the basis of this charge.

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

fluenced by the lack pf a second chance at diversion.

Gotheil enphatically states that the Cressey and McDermott cri-
terion for true diversion is met (i.e., the diverted client can
walk out the door and be technically free to tell the dlverter

to go to hell). 21l mhe 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 suecess. "In as much as no

services were provided and no recidivism occurred, simple diversion
was effectlve.“22 Statistics on how many comply with voluntary %
programs were not glven. It was also stressed that Illinois was
unique, in that theJw clients knew the program was voluntary. The

assumption presented was that in other voluntary programs, clients

did not know participation was voluntary. (Note - The Intensive

Evaluatlon Program evaluation of juvenile diversion found that

voluntariness was very dlfflcult to measure. Probation officers/

staff regularly stated that the cllent had participated voluntarily

but the clients did not always see it that way.) It is not clear

o] l e

ldbhzl
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from Gottheil's article that the first-time youthfuluoffender saw
the choice as one between walking out the door vs the voluntary
program. Since streetwise second gffenders were not eligible,
it is possible thét‘many first-time Sffenders did not understand
the real choices involved.

In her resbonsé to evaluation purists (those who use exﬁeri—
mental design research evaluaﬁions),@otﬁﬁﬁl.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 evaluator 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 enabie evaluation research on diversion will receive
the highest priority, no matter what the inclinations and skills
of the prbgram administrator. Experienced program administrators

might also point out 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

1

are based upon methodologically unsound evaluations.25 Bééically,
Gottheil is committed to diversion as a solution while Ro;sch'
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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cost than a diversion program.
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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 folluw.

Although charges are droppéd, Roesch believes that the prosecutor
may regard aéceptance of diversion as akin to conviction.

koesch has provided a gcod 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 are charged
with relatively minhor, 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 dismissed; or, if convicted,
these persons might be placed
on probation. In some jurisdic-
tions, even convicted offenders
can have their records cleared
following successful ceiipletion
of probation. )

In regard to cost, Roesch points out that caseloads can be
reduced by simply not prosecuting offenders. This would incur less

Whether funding is" local, state

6r feﬁeral, 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 inadequate evaluations.27

Gregory Falkin'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.

umyy { A &

53
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The average cost”pe} juvenile detained using a standard detention
program was computed at $120 per‘juvenile for the course of treatment-
($lé£3nﬁllﬂjy 140,000 juveniles). In a simslation model, the cost pér"
juvenile ih a'diversion program was $150. The cost for the Los

Angeles Sheriff's Diversion Program was $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'svworkload by $1.5 million, total probation
and court workload reduction by $15 million.29 In the simulation
model, the average daily caseload-was 65,000. ﬁ&hus, the author
estimatestthat probétion dfficers could spend an average of three
hours moré per case than they did spen& in 1970.30

JFalkin also speculates that the reintegration of youth and
the increase in the probability of punishment under diversion .
.would cause a décsﬁas%}in the crime rate. After discussing a
ﬁnumber of simulation %ﬁdels, Falk}n conclugesjthat the most éost—
effectiVe program wdﬁid&be a combination of police and probation
diversion grognams.3l

0O
For a review of diversion programs and their evaluations,

see Appendix I.
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Target County Program Descriptions

Erie County: The Juvenile Diversion Intake Services Project

The Juvenile Diversion Intake Services Project was initiated

]

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

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

F‘v

the Diversion Unit was institutionalized by Erie County and be-

S
e 1

came a permanent unit in the probation department. The general

purpose of the program is to provide immediate service at the

e
|

time of crisis and to reduce the number of juveniles petitioned

£

n to court.

ELn

Problem Area

In the year immediately preceding the inception of the

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

§B juvenile delinquency and PINS cémplaints. Gf these complaints, 77
SE ‘§777 or 32% requi;ed full ‘court processing. In this same year,

¢ only 161 or approximately 7% of thertotal complaints received

Eﬁ . were}adjusted by referral to a ébmmunity agenéy

~ Project Objectives ’

iéw The Juvenile Diversion Intake Services Project proposed

a

that it would*?*:

1
VLI
ll

Reduce the total number of juvenile delinquents
7? and PINS complaints requiring court porcessing.
?} "See D.C.J.S. Grant Proposal #1502

**Erie County Probation Department. ¥Final Report of the Juvenile
Diversion Intake Services Project for veriod January 1, 1974
- August 26, 1977. By the County, 1977. mimeo.
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2. Inqrease the number of clients using community service
agengies.

3. Decrease each diversion officer's caseload to fifteen
clients so that more in-depth counseling services could
be provided.

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 by the Intake Unit staff. The Intake Uni#
determines if the case should: (a) go directly to petitidn,

(b) be referred to a community agencyf or (c) receiveK?ounseling
. <

at the lqyake level. Thdse 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. Closejwork with schools so that transfers to another
educational program within the ‘school or to another
school canhbe accomplished when appropriate.

3. Providing social, cultural and recreational progréms

ﬂfor clients at risk of court processing.

f e

i

e

e |
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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:
14 . . closed
39 ¥ . referral to
cOmmunity agency
676 . adjustment (immed.)
all 1339  initial intake 151 5 diversion 40 > adjustment
complaints intervention serviges
(459)
T%gal
intake
etition
459 5 P t

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 and 151

were referred for services in the Diversion Unit. 459 cases

required immediate petitioning and an additional seven cases were

AN '

petitioned after receiving diversion services.
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Preliminary Procedure to B. Rensselaer County: Probation Diversion Program

Family Court

The Rensselaer Probation Diversion Program, made possible by

ERIE COUNTY o

a grant award*, established three components of innovative proba-

DIiTector tion services in Rensselaer County. These components are: Adult

]

!

i

|

I

I

!

. !
. i
3

{

{

Misdemeanant Diversion, Release on Recognizance and Family Court

)

Intake Diversion. The project was officially initiated in the

¥

¥

©

Deputy Director for Family Court Hf
} .
7 ! ! A beginning of the year 1976. The general purpose of the Family
v v 1 . . .
Supervisor Diversion Supervisor Intake Tegal Intake f ?E Court Intake Diversion component is to decrease the number of
- Unit Unit ] o
: nt ! : petitions referred to Famlly Court by providing 1nten31ve counsel-
All complaints immediately . 1
i N/ , petltloged handled gi ey : ‘ﬂ ing to juveniles comlng to Intake and their families.
Diversion Unit Intake Unit Court Clerks ’
d/ @} Problem Area “
'17 § o ) ;
7 P.O.'s g,?:O.'s ‘ , > In the year prior to the establishment of the Juvenile Di-
Caseload = 15 - 25 Caseload = 75 - 100

version Project, a Rensselaer County Program Audit Report clearly

e

1. Policy decisions for both units are made by the Deputy 1n§1cated that complaints opened under Article 7 of the Family

i

%. : . 0
Dlrector for Family Court. Courlt Act increased by 28 percent. In addition, the Program

Audit determined that §0% of these&petitions were bypassing

2. Unit superv1sors address management issues for their

specific unit and advise, assist Deputy Director for F; Probation Intake due to the lack of an effective intake/diversion

pfbgram. In an attempt to maximize efforts to deal with these

el

Family Court for policy decisions.

3. Unit supervisors review cases and advise P.O.'s regarding problems, the Rensselaer County Probation Department 1n1t1ated

client matters in each of their respective units. i§ an'aggressive Intake procedure six months.before the Federal

4. P.O.'s have primary responsibility for case management. I money was available to supplement staff and services.

5. Physical locatlon =~ both units are in the same\Pulelng. if Pro;ect Objectlveq - “
The Diversion Unit is located on the fifth floor; éﬁ- The stated programiobjectives as presented in thk®e original

Intake Unit is located on the fourth floor which is pub- ' | grant proposal are:

=

licized as Family Court Intake. 1. Divert appropriate cases meeting established criteria

from formal Family Court process at Probation Intake.

==
f o scau/ve

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

]

Justice Services. April 20, 1976.
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5.

6.

“D D

D%%glop individualized community programs tailored to
ﬁhe\offender and his situation.

Deve%ép and/or coordinate community efforts in carrying
out ﬁﬁese programs.

Provide intensive, structured community-based supervision
as a substitute for institutionalization of the juveniles,
both at Intake and during the court process.

Demonstrate reduction of recidivism.

Demonstrate cost 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.

exclude:

Eligibility criteria will v

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.

# 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.

Upan satisfactory participation in the Diversion Program, the

complaint will be adjusted and terminated.

wil;;lead to the- f£iling of a formal petition. *

o

Unsatisfactory performance

2

TR
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A diagram of the Rensselaer County Intake/Diversion procedure

is as follows:

> closed

7% (immediate)
(i

4 108 adjusted mmediatei///f////w

)
all 470 initial 87 diversion 73 —vadiusted

rEcomplaints 7 intake intervention 5 services rad]
- 31 referred to community
e 7 service-
T |
- 169 {(immediate) > petitioned

=

=

7

g

-

v |
ot |

eryen
I

Easds
jaseeen-d

¢

Durinyg the six months of sample selection for the evaluation,

470 juvenile complaints were received at Intake; 75 were immediately

closed, 108 complaints were immediatgly adjusted andy}l;were referred
fdr Diversion services. Of the diverted clients, five required

referral to court.
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§ C. Chautauqua County: Probation Offender Rehabilitation Program
Table IIT The Probation Offender Rehabilitation Program* joined the

h

Preliminary Procedure to

: concepts of Diversion for juveniles and adults, Release on Recog-
Family Court )

L. . ‘ nizance and Release under Supervision. These three components
Administrative Chart

R R RN s

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

RENSSELAER COUNTY

owsmay
£
| asbe

ment and alternatives to offender treatment. Three cycles of

birector - Rensselaer Cty. Prob. Dept. ‘ : federal assistance were furnished for the time period September
i an
| i , L
; i ; - . i ﬁj 1, 1974 through December 15, 1977. The project was administered
Supervisor Family Unit ‘ ‘
i’ ! : 7} within the county probation department by probation personnel.
i % ,
- v " , - f e : P A :
all + | Intake -} Diversion i . xoblem Area .
e () T . § 3 oy .
complaints Qfficers Officers ; i This program was established to diminish several types of
J, ) bl ‘ ‘
. ; 2 P.0. 18 1 P.%, ﬁ{ failings in the Chautauqua County correqt;onal system. Among
Caseload 35 - 50 (5 student interns) 3 those identified problems was the costly and potentially unnec-

B , Caseload = 30
) ) essary processing of juveniles through the court system. In .

B

<
e
3
| st

Lo

N 1. The preliminary procedure process is very informal. 1973, the Chautauqua County Family Court received 1330 cases. Of

2. Intake and diversion officers have a gredt deal of dis- ‘

boa d

these cases 6nly 180 cases (or 14%) were adjusted at intake, while

cretion. ' ) 3 849 (or 64%) received fﬁll court processing.** The stated program

3

3. Supervisor handles more administrative matters. ; i objective for the juvenile diversion component was to create a

¥

Director makes policy decisions. system of services that will the offender at the earliest

SJ'l-b

Physical location: Both “"units" are housed in same possible time from the traditional criminal justice process.

building on the same floor with no real physical separ-
*Requests for funding form LEAA through the DCJS's Grant Proposal 31694

| ]
H §
bornd

ation. Thg Supervisor of Family Unit has responsibility
**See Grant Proposal 31694, page 3.

fod

lor both procedures.
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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
Supervisioh. .

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 Qere eligible for diversion with intensive
counseling or referral to community agencies.

At the completion of the granthunded period* several elemerits
of the diversion procedure were incorporated into the PFeliminary
Procedure to Family Court. At present, the procedures used in the
Chautauqua County Probation Department can be diagrammed as follows:

10 closed
All : initial
complaints 199; intake intervention_ 91

.. Services -
“\\\i*referred to
community agenc:

diversion 8Q.adjusted

108 . petitioned

LY
2

During 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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ronsan

3
py

P
{

T}
S——— ]

[
fmitconer

4

.

L0003
|

el

foean]  foam ]

framerd

-27=

i
i

D. Suffolk Cdunty: Probation Juvenile Intake Séreening and Diver-

slon 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 precinct in Yaphank, Long Island, and jointly ad-
ministered by probation stéff 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
decisionsﬁregarding referral to court, informal adjustment and

referral to other agencies.

Problem Area:

Prior to the establishment of the Juvenile:Services Unit,
Suffolk County Probatipn 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 probation intervention and
resource restraints over 10% of the delinquency cases were ter-
mlndted unsuccessfully after counsellng and over 18% of the juvenile
cases were petitioned even after lnterventlon serv1ces were

attempted. In addition, intake scre%ﬁlng services were available

only on weekends and evenings.

*D.C.J.S. Grant No. 2397, made possible by the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act, 1968 (P.T.. 90-351, R28TAT, 1a7)
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Project Objectives::

The Juvenile Services Unit was established to meet the

following objectives.

l. To provide immediate 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 counseling into intake as quickly as possible.

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

Program Functions o IS

The major strategy of the Suffolk County diversion program
is to assign probation officers to work closely with the Suffolk
County Police Youth Section serving juvenile delinquency céses
and to provide immediate crisf%ointervention services (evening,
weekend and holiday coverage is provided).

The procedure folloWed in Suffolk County is £or the juvenile
service officer (a pqlice officer) to telephone the diversionw
officer (a probation officer) and advise him that he has 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
family background. The pnobation‘officer makes a~prelimiﬁary
decision regarding whether the case -is suitable for informal

adjustment or whether a formal petition to court should be pre-

P

pared. If the decision is to open an\édjustment case the diversion

officer schedules an appointment to see the youth. If immediate
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adjgstmen? is possible the diversion probation officer provides
ser&fce. If additional services are needed, the case is thén
referred to the intake unit.

The program also pravides 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 home. If the juvenile cannot

be returned to his home, the probation 6fficer makes use of

temporary placement in Sanctuary houses (a countywide system of

. voluntary placement homes staffed by social workers).

‘The program serves as a Police Liaison Unit for the rest of
the Probation Departmént: 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

as the cldéeuproximity to police records.

The preli%inary procedure to Family Court in Suffolk County,
which incorporates the diversion unit, can be diagnosed as a dual
system: one for complaiﬁté from police and one for complaints

from other than police.

o 229 , Closed
; : ¢ .7, ( immed . )
police o intake
chplalnt 325;:d1ver510n unit 817 E:Lnterventlon
707 . ~petition
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Table IV
Preliminary Procedure to Family Court
, 17 . closed (i . ° 0 o . :
Other than 5 (immed.) Administrative Chart
police intake | ‘ N :
complaints 975 . intervention 553 , adjusted ) | SUFFOLK COUNTY
380 . petitioned & ‘
T ra o
‘ Deputy Director for Family Cour£1
2 e DUCM}H the-. 1}. -manthe..of.sanplew »lwﬁmwfw«ﬁ%%xteus 77 R R S N T A T M T SR o e
[ Evaluation, the Suffolk County intake and diversion process showed
the following results: a total of 1753 police complaints was m Pivision J
received by the diversion unit; 817 police complaints were referred ju J 4 PO's T
I
} ' for adjustment to the intake officer; 229° pollce complaints were | _{1 mg} 8 A : ¥ A l
: ' W
closed immediately and 707 were referred to petition. The intak | U  [police SUPERVISOR | SUPERVISOR *
" P © 4 om 24 pollce YAPHANK : HAUPPAUGE ISLIP + | RIVERIHEAD
unit received 975 PINS complaints; 553 were adjusted, 380 were .é 3 3 Offlgﬁis INTAKE ' INTAKE INTAKE INTAKE
< sergeaits |
petitioned and 17 were closed immediately. »,i | - 1. detectlve 3 PO's at (30 Intake PO's countywide
{ N | 11euteﬂent Intake ! includes PINS, JD's, Support/Conciliation, etc..
i - caseload = 42 :
. . ’ : ‘ referred
4 : Lo All JD's ! from .
- ‘ ) uéﬁ (Referrals : Diversion
: i made to all |
- L e decentralized |
. intake units; , »
" | I Supervisor |
= , i B - 1§ Yaphank ,
‘ {} Innake |
- / Lo Supervisor ,
T\V . - ~,.~"' 4
. A TR (I Huntington AID
- Loy
) & y 1 PO
- @ o VA . ’ -
(</ 5(" v
- L & Community Agency \ 0
e . L Cases referred from B .
: ‘ ° j ’ IR A intake for diversionary ? : <<
N L Li . effort - no administra-
‘ : \j/ tive control.
- T -
. w i 1) The Deputy Director for Family Court oversees the ent:.re manageg\ent of the
” « - Family Court System in Suffolk County.
- E> . 2) The Principal Probation Officer for Family Court has prn.mary rQSpOI‘lSJ.blllty
! to oversee procedures and practices with a minimum of involvement in case
ot manag@nent, i.e., to resolve any major problems.
- 3) Supervisors in each unit assign intake ccmpla:.nts and diversion referrals to
° ’ Ce : i intake officers in each unit.
- '\' i 4) Physical location-Diversion is housed in the pollce precmct, intake units are
- o= separate from diversion and each other -~ Admmls;tratlon - policy lelSlOl’l res
. ) ) < ?1 . H flects differences in supexvxsory control of units.
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E. Westchester County: Juvenile Services Project

The Westchester County Juvenile Services project combines
“

the underlying premise of police-probation interaction while es-

tablishing a more elaborate services-oriented approach-to juvenile

i dlverslon, R e sEart: ”g“ﬂﬁ““mOf“thémﬁTbjeCY?w@y“ﬂbeﬁﬁember VA yanin° ke
g a

nd represented an expansion of the Yonkers Juvenile Diversion
Program, already in place with 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 Justicé Plan for Westchester
County identified the need for "a structured community based
mechanism for counseling and referral of problem youth...(and the
need) to enhance the preventative progrémming 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
to”Probatlon and 96 clients to Juvenile Diversion. The numbel. of

!
!

1ﬁvest1gations reported for the same year is 2,382. While strat-

je#ies were in effect to serve problem youth in the ¥YPD Youth

/

ey . o ‘ * ’
Division, the service was viewed as inadequate. In addition, if
\\\,/

referrd@l to Probation Intake was made, the ‘youth officer frequently
loqt contact with the development of the case.

[

)

*See DCJS Proposal #2241C.
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Prdject Objectives

The proposed restructuring of the project described the
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following objectives:
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1. Increase police-probation interaction.
N Mg i g, ‘ "
2. Provide PaTSRETVE BB tion SEEVICEEE5 M Tt mes e s e o
100 families.
3. Provide crisis intervention to 100 juveniles including
‘ certain categories of felonies.
4. Reduce the amount of time between arrest and cgntact
with the probation offlce.
5." ‘Increase reading scores two months for every month of
tutorlnq. .
6. Increase positive family 1nteractlon.
7. Effect a recidivism rate significantly lower than for
those youths processed*through 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 sexrved by the diversion project are clients who have

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

situation.

The investigating officer will initially recommend diversion. If

Referrals may also be made by parents or other agencies.

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

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

ment plan.

The Hudson River Youth Center houszs the Yonkers Police De-

partment

diversion officer,

as well as the Juvenile Services Unit. A probation

business hours to provide counseling, tutoring and recreational

programming.

©

a social worker and tutors work during and after )
. 7
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ii . The Westchester County procedure can be diagrammed as follows: i Pr;e,llmlnaany Procedure to Family Court
¥ ¢ o ' ‘ B Administrative Chart N
! . ! Westchester County
~~ 7 —¥ , petitioned S 3
: olice initial diversion L I T | —— - .
complaints interview 80 services 60 Gdjisted | e opation Officer |
,;;.;Z;;ﬁ.i\l\mm¢_W;m\:\uwﬂ’cm%ﬂswﬁ’\,u,'-»&a~~(‘&3@3\iﬁhw%#§?§:ﬁ01l—)'3 b\“!{*f‘.'ﬁUbdT.?"ﬁ:éjlﬁmm"“:*::‘@aﬁﬁ:m‘i *\JM. ‘ :"""“‘*’ML‘W i R T bt 2 e *“‘J‘-““‘h_( ’r:'—/m "" 4 g G o3 Rk SRR Wity o pERT S
s z : 18 |
) . Cclosed ! - —
. T > -7 x rf Police Supervisors of Intake
N | ’ i i{l Administrators for Family Court
- ] / ) 3 7Y
i | 483 >petitioned : o
a 5 . " . ) iRl
; i ? o
i all other . ) % | ‘
= complaints :1023\initial intake //// 448 >_ad]usted ? P Szilégit
(Westchester) ‘intervention ? ol g
i i w
- ’ 67 _ community | ‘ $
7 agency ! il l' \L
~| YPD Youth ,. Diversion Yonkers Mt. Vernon
- 25 closed ,g Services / Unit Intake Intake
N iH 4 :
i ;
& “ 1 PO 2 PO's 3 PO's
_ . o . ‘ / l Social Worker 120 cases/PO 120 cases/PoO
< : h valuation was
The six months of sample selection for the e ng; 20 Cases/counselor
' i

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

Management decisions made by PPO and SPO's.

, . . 1)
bation) project. Eighty clients were received for diversion ser- EE 2) Diversion officer is supervised by supervisor of Yonkers Intake.
] ) el & 3) . Police segment of the project under the administrative control
vices:: 60 (75%) of these complaints were adjusted, 18 (23%) were of police administrators.
] L ., 3 4) Diversion officer supervises social worker.

immediately closed and two clients were petitioned. : X 5) Physical location: Diversion unit physically separate from
L ‘ - Yonkers intake. ILocated in the Hudson River Youth Center with
. ’ i the Yonkers Police Department Youth Division.
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IIX.

The Purpoee of the Evaleation
A KeyADiversiOn Issues | '

The pfeceding discussion provides a description of the five
target programs, a discussion of' the concept of diversion and a

ratlonale for why we chose to use mlnlmlzatlon of penetratlon as

P N e e

N S ki 1 N Fiagan
LN ) -

our operational deflnltlon. The programs described are assumed
to be representative of types of diversion programs operating,
the clients served and the services provided. The purpose of
this section is to provide a theoretical framework consisting of
the key dimensions within which any diversion program can be
described. The discussion is intended to serve as a bridge to
the research hypotheses. “

The goal or purpose of diversion must be clearly delineated,
as well as the boundaries of the programs to be examined. As
indicated(in the greceding review, the overriding goal is te
"adjust" cases without formal adjudication. However, secondaty
goals ranged from freeing the court to handle the more difficult
cases to- helping youth to resolve problems. The prograﬁs to be
evaluated in these five target counties have certain elements in
servicing delinquency and/or

common : they are probation operated,

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

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

pose is to minimize both the number of adjudications in Family

Court and the rearrdst of those‘diverted,i To‘evaluate@these
\'/

programs one must go beyond these measureefaﬁd look at a number

of additional areas including: a) serVLCPs, b) clients, c) pro-

cesses, d) the system and e) the interaction of these four elements.

~37 -

The literature indicates that_program services are a key ' .

issue. When diversion clients receive services they.are reportedly
. < = {t

less likely to re rearrested. However, we believe that it is not

enough to simply look at whether services are provmded One must

ARG E EACT these services should be provided by probatlon””“““”*“““””‘“

-}

£
| —

e |

BN O

4
L

S

in the key areas of social support:

staff or through referral to community agencies, the content, type

and quality of eerﬁices offered, as well as the time delays in
iy

providing services and the duration and frequency of services

rendered All of the above have to be evaluated in terms of their
lmpact upon the clients as well as their 1mpllcatlon; for the sys-
tem. Thus, pro-social measures of behavior' as well as adjustment
and rearrest ratesbmust be used.

The anticipated consequeneesuofjprpviding services wiil be
the meeting of client needs and improvement of client functioning .
family, school, peers, work/
leisure, Both the client's behavior within these systems and his
attitudes towards these eyétemsvwill improve with services.
Further, it is believed that these servicee will be more effec-
tively and efficiently provided by diversion programs as compared

An unanticipated consequence

&

to traditional intake.processing.
of the provision of services within or by referral from probation
operated diversion programs may be anvalienation of the juvenile
from these support systems. For example, if the school is aware
of the youth's status as g client of a diversion program, staff

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

by the services provided. This issue of stigmatization or

labellng must be addressed. I
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The further exploration of the consequences of labeling would
1nclude 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 td the juvenile

]ustlce system: all are factp;s which-may-affent. otigmatiZation” -

. N mmﬁ._ s ks A e _"”

f" and all must be addressed. The underlying assumption is that sys-
; tem contact is indeed stigmatizing and that*typee'of diversion..
differentially decrease stigmatization.

kg

- While services represent the programs of the diversion pro-
jects, these programs must be placed within the context ofithe
diversion process. Aas indicated above, each of the five target

counties has its own diversion process. That pProcess has been des-

cribed and placed within a theoretical model (see introduction:
" Table I) so that the similarities and differences can he 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
. : Evgfuations,“(see Appendix I) the pressure to demonstrate program
- success leads to the inclusion of minimal risk;cases in the divey-

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

that is increasing the ffumber of juveniles contacted by the system

at all. The addition of the diversion process to the juvenile
justlce system may result in increased staff and budget for the
proce551ng of "deviant behavior." This increased capacity to pro-
cess deviants may lead to a greateér number of clients processed

o . . 7 s & . -
and an unnecessary increase in the amount of official deviance.

by bringing in cases that otherwise never would have penetrated the system
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“~In addition, the functional utility (see:
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The need to measure this phenomenon is extremely important
and must be incorporated into a flow analysis of the diversion

programs rather than simply rearrest rates. The use of mainten ance

probabilities and adjusted adjudication rates will meet this need.
Functionel~Utility Index
in Methodology Chapter) of the program would 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 re01dlv1sm as a

pProgram 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 bronaht into contact

with the juvenile justice system by the presence of a diversion

'pnxmxmu that program may in reality be increasing the total amount

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

able termlnatlons, which may then get processed through the regular
system, adding six months of diversio? "treatment" to the‘geqular
sentence. Finally, if the lower risk cases are diverted it is

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 probatlon set-

ting is embedded in the juvenile justice system and therefore, 1f one

< R

o)




A ot S i

e

pT———

SN

=

g ! s S l ‘E

=40-

i
i
i

is to evaluate such a program one must look at the toﬁal system
changes caused by its introduction not just at the diversion pro-

gram itself.

B. Project Objectives

o The primary purpose of intensive evaluation is two fold.
First the research must determine the degree and direction of
impact of the target program on its clients. Second, the re-
search must address and meet the information needs of the program
decision makers. As Dunford notes:
The most relevant and often raised issue that
the national evaluators have heard on site visits
involves concern about the kinds of information
that the evaluation will produce. Juvenile
Justice agents, diversion program personnel, and
other practitioners all want to know what they
will learn that will be of use to them as a re- -
sult of involvement .in the national evaluation., 32
To address impact alone is fruitless. If the program is
deeméd effective, the practitioners must know why in order to
continue 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 research should be to answer
questions raised by other efforts and to make meaningful contri-
butions to the existing body of knowledge surrounding the practice
being examined. Thus, the evaluation of diversion programs mnst
. : . c o
asslst program.staff, local probation admlnls%&ators, the State
‘. /i
Division of Probation and the justice communziy at large (including,
but not limited to, other juvenile justice agencies and the Division

of Criminal Justice Services). L e

w
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This means, of. course, that each audience will have specific

questions’ that must be answered. Those questions which must be

oed NS DR

combihed for complete program assessment are presented briefly

here under separate headings.

el
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Dunforfipoints aut, and the Intensive Evaluation Unit agrees,
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that. there are:

3
4

Je—
g

.. .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.
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We can delineate and address these concerns as follows:

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

e

the more common problems in program administration is, simply~«

that the program has never been adequately defined, structurally

ol |
r“::::5

£

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

Loy
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gram looks like, can hardly make decisions leading to program

-
]

change and increased effectiveness. That section of the evaluation

£
| oo

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

specific function. The program itself will be described in terms

pomy
| ommopmieattls |

of various predetermined décision points. Beyond this, the client

3

Pt
[

population (as compared to normally processed clients) will be

described in depth in order to construct a profile or typology

s

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

cription involves the provision of services to clients. This

fr== e d e -l
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would involve examination of criteria, means of problem identi-
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fication, range and type of services provided within and outside
of the program, efficiency (i.e., frequency of use? and appropriateness)
of referral systems, relationships with service units outside of

the justice system, etc. These aspects of service delivery will

Chew LT

be examlned through a full systems analysms, u51ng rates of re- o
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ferral, systems malntenance probabllltles, determination of feed—

back loops, agency primacy analyses,‘and communication flow patterns.
2) Information about program impact on ¢lients -- This is

undoubtedly the single most crucial aspect of the proposed evalu-

ation. Impact will be measured, through the use of program utility

indices and base expectancy tables, within and among each of the
five sites. Current and historical samples will be followed from
nine months to three years (depending on the individual program's

starting date) and impact of the programs will be examined in

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-
gram success -- Program success must be defined as a) limiting
- the clients' penetratlon of the justice system and b) the reduction
of future proscribed acts. The question, of course, is which
aspects of the various programs contribute most heavily to these

desired ends. The process comparison, when tied statistically

to the utility measures, will allow for this infromation. Pro-

grams will be compared in terms of selection criteria, means of
a N

problem 1dent1f1catlon, services offered, location of program,

degree of use of "outside" services, and program relationship to

the rest of the system.

4 "]

TR e

43—

Local Probation Administrators

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

lap and build upon one another. The administrator, of course, has

\\
\\an interest in all the points discussed above but, additionally,

has other broader concerns. The concerns of the Directors center

vw\ LA LJM

sl

e s G 1

around l) the overall success of the individual program, 2) com-

parisons-of the diversion program and traditional intake procedures

*and 3) the costs of the target programs.

lf Program success -~ Qverall program success is of great
concern to the administrator who is responsible for program con-~
tinuation, adjustment or termination. The primary measure of

Success 1s the degree to which the program reduces recidivism.

This will be addzessed as indicated above. While important however,

rec1d1v1sm 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, attltudes toward authorlty,
etc.) and behavmor (improved school attendance, decreased associ-

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

examined throughﬂobservation,:self\reports, attitude:surVeys, and

contacts (i.e., interviews and record searches) with those agencies

or individualsabest quallfled to provide the information. Success

will also be dlscussed in terms of how the existence of?the program

affects community and interagency relations. The extent to thch

the department’s "signiflcant others"

(1 e., referral souxrces, en-

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

o )
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willing to use the program will be assessed by‘interviews and i ?f El will b; compared to program outcome (recidivism, attitudes, and.
examination of differences in types and numbers of referrals g ?i behavior measures), client attendance record (that is, how often
over time, as well as their perceptions of the program's success. g 5 :ﬁ do the clients appear for scheduled treatment, both in and Qut of
A E ij the department), use of "free" resources (i.e., referral to com-
2) Comparison of diversion and intake -- As noted earlier, | ié A munity agencies), etc. Further, that part of the analysis which
the concept of diversion (or, at least, the reality of diversion) é mn identifies effective program components can be used by the admin-
is distinctly related to problems encountered over the years with .% jl istratér +to eliminate program components that are shown to be in-
probation intake services. Of course, the comparison of outcomes E :?‘ effective. Cost comparisons will also be conducted among the pro-
for similar cases in the separate processes is of intense concern. é % grams and between diversion and intake units within departments.
This will be addressed by the various outcome measures discussed ! E 3? This will be accomplished by means of the Cost Effectiveness Index
above. Of more immediate concern to.the administrator, however, ' XE (explained below) . .
are a number of administrative comparisons. First, the existence J The New York State Division of Probation
of any alternative program in an agency should have an impact °n , g? In addition to the points discussed in the previous two sec-
the maintenance probabilities of the other (i.e., intake) program. . : tions there are concerns and points of interest unique to the -
These probabilities, in turn, effect the workload, schedules, 3% Division of Probation. They fall into three general categories ‘
counselling duties, relationships w;tggsupervifors, assighment pf. n as follows: 1) the functional utility of the proé;ams' 2) the
cases, and case flow for each of the units and: indeed, for the - general effectiveness of probation éperated diversion efforts and,
department as a whole. These issues wil% be addréssed thrgggh ;? 3) the impact of diversion on system relatiohships. )
the process comparison, observation of the programs, r%éérds :

Q:seérches, ahd interviews with project and a@hinistrative staff. E;" . 1) Functional Utility Information -- as will bikdiscuss§d
The answers to the questio;s posed here will be crucial for pro- - below, every program in the justice system is intended to deal Q
gram modification, reallog¢ation of resources, and the successful - . ﬁj“ wiﬁﬁl and compensate. fox, disutilitafian,acﬁs. The relative
addressing of both departmentzl and client needs. success of programs is of great interest to the Division of Pro-

| bation. The Division is responsible for reimbursement (42.5%)
3) Program costs -- Extremely important to the probation ( e ‘;go to local counties for funds allocated to probation. The identi-
administrator is the cost of the program being examined. It would . 1 - fication of wasteful and/or ineffective programs and the pro-

‘be safe to say that, for most directors, success, or a lack there- | gg mulgation of effective and cost efficient ones Qould contribute
of, can come at too high a price. Total program.costs (from local -
depa;tment budgets and Division of Probation reimbursement records) Qé
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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 is
proven effective, the Division could recommend and oversee its

replication on a statewide 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 will 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-
dally, 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 between -local probation departments .and other justice agéhcies.
Any action taken bywprobation has an effect on the fuﬁctioning and
maintenande probabilities of other system cquonents.° Consequently,.
the evaluation will inclﬁde contacts with poi&ce, Family Court and\ii
Division for Youth officials and examination of their records in °
an attempt to determine what, if any, impact the diversion programs
have on system functioning. -

The Justice Community

‘The juvenile justice system, particularly as represented by

&
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the Division of Criminal Justice Services, would, of course, have
an interest in all the informational issues discussed above., 1In
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, etec.
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.

DCJ& has expressed interest in all of these points and the

‘evaluation will be constructed so as to answer these and other

issueés.

&

The general thrust of the evaluation, as noted earlier,

will be to provide specific,ﬁprogram—orienged information while
2 i <,

i

building on existing theory and prior reseénch efforts.
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A. The Hypotheses:

The purposes of the evaluation disciissed 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 primary issue: whether probation operated juvenile di-
version programs "make a diffg&ence“ in comparispn to traditional
intake procedures. There weg% five groups of hygétheseS‘dealihg
with the following areas: / ’ To

1. Program goals and #;ogram 1ocation. | °

2. Process ggd syste%g issues.

3. Client“chgnges; /’vn

‘ /
4. Program serviqes/

5. *Program costs.
y/

It isyﬁglieved fhi? these groupings will aiLow for a broad
three—dimegsional viewfgf the diversion process in the target coun-
ties ﬁnd,Qmore importany/y, will serve to provide acceptable gen-
eralizations éoncerning the concept of divef'sion from the juvenile
j&sticeisystem. .

‘The 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, abave; on the assumption that innovation should
clearly depart from old processes. The hypotheses follow:
¢ Those programs which clearly articulate program-goals

4nd 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)

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, this group of hypotheses

will ailow'for Cross program process comparisiohs which, in turn, //

proVides a basis for judgement of the equity of program compari-

1

sons in terms of impact on the client population. The hypotheses

in this section are as follows:

The’ amount of time taken to process a juvenile case (JD
or PINS) will be significantly shorter for diversion pro-

grams than for *traditional" probation intake procedures.

'(Hypothesis 3) -

Amount of penetratibn into the system by the client is

reduédd 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)

The existence of a diversion program will lead to a decrease <
in the adjusted adjudication rate. (?ypothesfé 7)

Diversion programs will evidence a higher success rate

the earlier the decision to divert is made. (Hypothesis B)
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The final area, represented by one hypothesis, concerns com-

proportionately greater for diversion programs than for

; | . , S - -
“ } |
‘ ; ' ‘ -5]~
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5 ¢ Those programs which offer eslient services will have a
3. Client changes: f 3[ - higher rate of success than those programs with less ser-
The next major area of concern with the findings building on g %f j% vices. (Hypothesis 14) '
those of the two preceding sections, would be that of the impact, % i » Diversion progrmaming is more likely than traditional
intended or otherwise, of the programs on their target populations. g | intake processing to be able to meet the client's individual
This section will begin with a discussion/description of that pop- i :E . treatment needs. (Hypothesis 15)
ulation and will go on to address the following hypotheses: | 5. Program Costs:
_? The amount of disutility addressed successfully will_be | QE
" t

parative costs of diversion programs.

|

o

"traditional" probation intake procedures. (Hypothesis 4) The hypothesis:

® The use of diversion, as an alternative to traditional  Use of the diversion programs by probation departments will

i

processing will 1ead, for any given client, to reduced " lead to significant cost savings when compared to "traditional"

e

future contact with the justice system. (Hypothesis 9) probation intake procedures. (Hypothesis 16)

¢ In'a follow-up period, diverted clients are more likely . : B Design of the Evaluation

than traditionally processed youth-to exhibit improved

e ;i Briefly stated, the design of this evaluation involved the

behavior patterns (i.e., socially acceptable, non-proscribed examination of the projects over time and space and, where possible,

pomd
Skan 'S

. . ) ; v
behavior). (Hypothesis 10) §s comparing the projects to one another and to the intake processes.

L]

¢ Success of the client in the diversion program will vary upon which they sought to improve. This examination invol&ed,

with certain client characteristice. (Hypothesis 11) fhe five projects over a time spau of up to six years.

B

® In a follow-up period, diverted youth will exhibit improved The hypotheses weré tested through a variety of means, re-

attitudes toward normative values than will cllents pro- flected in Téble V1.

cessed without diversion. (Hypothesis 12) ' The actual methodology involved in testing the various hypothe-

4, Program Services

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

ices ided titute the next e : . N . C oo
Services provided by the programs constitute e xt area subsection within Section V (Findings).

B A S R R R R B R R ey

of consideration and will be addressed through examination of the

C. Sampling

Due to the fact that thé programs were examined over a long

iz

following:

el e e e

i i ' ms which emphasize mmuntiy treatment . . : .
¢ Those diversion programs wh mphasize communtiy tre period of time, three separate samples were drawn in each of the

i

will have greater success rates than those which relv on ) ~ } ) . . . “
g ) 2 sites and labeled "Pre-Diversion", "Historical" and "Active."

- @

=

.

"in-house" counseling and adjustment. (Hypothesis 13) i
'Q;’

i
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‘ | ) DEPLNLLNT INDEPLNDENT PRELNISTE INTERVENING CoNTINGLNOY UNIT OF
YPOTHESIS « VARIABLE VARTABLE(S) VARTABLESS) VARIABLE(S) VARIABLE(S) ANALYSTS INSTRIMENTATION

]

! 1 Sucueess Rate Extent of c{ear Client needs PO receptivity R o E Client/ Content Analvsis, records exum-
>t9t?men§ of Program ination, TUl, Maltz-McCleary
goals/criteria prerection, Counsellor Jdiagnosis,

SLarT tntervivns,
2 Succes? Rate Extent to which ememanana Fiscal con- Services Client, Process comparison, FUI, Maltz-
program is clearly striaints, Offered Program MeCleary projection recovds
, separated from Jocation, ~Xmtnation, statff interviews,
intake statfing '
3 C}xentis uamount  Type of ) Program Decision OQutcome Clienc Decision point index, Official
of time 1n the programming structure _ points ' revords, observation, client ;
system (to tracking forms, process com- !
. termination) parisoh, FUI, |
Diversion § ‘ i
. : Intake Only ) ‘
5 4 “Functx%nnl Type of i 3 El}gibilgty Client char- Proyrum Cﬂﬁent Functtonal Utility Index (FUL), .
- Uttlicy programming criteria’ acterist.es Cost ’ )
) 4
- o I
a g . . "‘
5 gegfeu ut Type of Program Client neuds Outcome Claent Deciston Puint [ndex, clivne i
enceration progranuming structure, =y traching forms, observation, g
<axa o } i
. . lega} process comparisons, records i
) requirements eXdiilwdtion, ?
i i
k . . R i ]
j 6 . g;§? Type of Program Decision wmmessaen. Cliuvnt/ Maantenanee Probabilities tndex, | J
f‘ v istrilution progrumming structury making Program process conparisons, flow an- !
alysts, tacords examination, L
g , . Deviston Poine Indes, histerical/’
. curtent apalysis of case dis- .
" triLbutivn aml retuerrals, o « o
‘. ? o Ade . . i . X q ) 3
e AdjgitLJ \J Type of P Numbur of mmenene . Funetrional Client/ FUT, . prodess comparison, records i
5‘ Judigation progrinming SUS ent2ring Uttlacy Progiam ° CXJditiftatlun, i
o i Rate . SYStem, criteria o ° : %
[ seleqtion - - 3
b 5 p i ) o “ I
G uccuss Kate ive sts cemmeaean i 5 \ i o ‘
i ~7g te 231;::non Uectsion -, Client re- bﬁrxscu; Client FUl, otrivial records, Decision |
H 5 . cepriviey Orftered . Point lidden, process comparison, |
I % + " 4h ‘ 1
‘ Revantact Program ceerencenn Freatment [ Client OfTictal records, self report, i
. ) with s)sten - : L
\i l‘Ul. i
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; TABLE VI (continued)
; DEPLNDENT INDEPLNDENT PREEXISTING INTURVENING CONTINGENCY UNIT OF )
HYPOTHES 1S o VARTABLL VARIABIE 4S) VARIABLLS (5) VARI\RLES {3) VARIABRLES {8) ANALYSIS Y TNSTRUMENTATTON
10 Behaviop Program Prediction Treatment Rlab R LT PP Cliient Obsurvation, FUt (individual)
Patterns OFFidtal records, self repore,
1 - ey
: 11 ; Cliunt Act, Age, Sex, e e caan. Treatment ' em e eh .. Client rut, ohservation, staf'f, :
i Sugeess Soctal Class, : client interviews, self ;
‘ Prior Record, : k t estuecin measure, official ;
) Attitude . records,~cuse diagnosis : 7
! ° and progress report, demo- ‘, o
| graphic anformation, norAagive .
- value seale, ’ .
¥ fn
i 12 Attitudes Program : P, Treatment Outcame Client FUL, official records, normnde
© ’ . tive values, self osteem ;
. measure, :
o : . : 4 @
i 0, ' z v : : < " '
13 Succuss Ruate Servicas Offered Seleccion Client res R Client FUL, Maltz-MeGleary projection, ' e
o by Program criteriu, ceptivity u o reconds uximination, obser« . i
Yo ! ‘ <" elient need o e & vittiun, .
o 14 Succuss Kare Service and non- | Client Necds ‘Cltent re- L. - S, - e '
,t © serviave diversion = ceptiviey u [ N Cliene . ® kUL, ,‘.1.]“;.\|L-(,‘1¢er DI‘OiL‘Ct\Wll, o
i v programning . records examinatiun, observy- : .
i ’ ' ’ . ’ tiun, counsetlor diagnosis, | . ‘ .
. l . o N
I M a ° ' ! o
o ' il s ¢ Suecessil Program Semdmasnann Diagnosis, Client Needs, Client Cuunsel tur diagnosis, case
i Treaznent P : Treatment Plan Quzeome  ° diagnosys and progress repore, \1 '
i v - s Tevords examinacion, o .
; ° :
I = lr - Q o i Vi i Q
i Mt —— - Y o ) Y
® 16 Total i"‘{hﬁ" 13 Type of Act, client v Servieey U, °  Quteume, Cliene Proyram, depavement budygets, -
- ) costs | programniny nead @ provided functional . rewmbresumens vecords, s \
‘ . o uttlicy - Funcoidinal Utilicy fndex g1y, i <L
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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‘éx—post facto approach, it wés decided thét, at a

minimun, records for a period of time prior to the study should

be examined. Consequently, two independent saliples were drawn

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

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

cases for the year preceding the beginning of the diversion

N

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

broken down as follows:

Time %
Pre-Diversion Sample Period Total n
Chautauqua 1/74-7/74 15 20
Erie 2/73=-3/74 records not available
Rensselaer 6/75-5/76 50 161
Suffolk 2/76-1/71 7 141
Westchester ' 9/77-8/78 29 215

In all counties, the selection procecdure 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 beginning

of the evaluation, coveéring the period from the initiation of

, diversion through December 31, 1978 (May 31, 1979, for Westchester

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

tion:

o
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H@sﬁérical

. Diversion %
Sample Time Period ! Total n

Chautaugqua 8/74-12/78 15 164

Erie 4/74~-12/78 19 | 167

Rensselaer 6/76-12/78 © 37 97
\.ngfolk(ﬁﬂzi 2/77-12/78 5 234

Westchester 9/78-5/79 40 105

Active Cases -~ Finally, the evaluators examined and tracked

assample of current intake and diversion cases. This involved a

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

cases, ‘broken down as follows:

4
o =

- Experimental/Diversion

B o Comparison/Intake
Active 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 (1l1l% 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 County due to
lace of cooperation from the law guardians,

An overview of the samples follows as tables VIIa through VIId.

"

*See page 23. ' AN
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‘PROGRAM DESCRIPTION--EXPERII\;1ENTAL (DIVERSION) COHORT

OFFENSE CONMPLAINANT/ RECONTACT
SITE JAGE SEX RACE CHARACTERISTICS REFERRAL RATE.’TIMEI’QFFENSE CHAR.
SUPFOLK ‘Rangde '8-16 Male 94%, White  79% O 100% Parent 1% Success  83%
¢ COUNTY Mean Age 13:8 Female 6% | Black 13.5% PINS 0% Neighbor 5% Failure  17%
! Mode 15 Hispanic 7% Co . ° Police 3% X time to recontact 134 days
| N = 208 Median 14.1 Other .5% fmon: Other 80% 4.5 ‘months
’ \ o Burgiary School 10% Outcome offenses:
: h Petit Larcen\l JO 97%
\; . PINS 3%
Common:
' . Buralary
' RENSSELAER Range 8-15 Male 60% | White 87.5% | “JD 40% " Parent 25% Success 64%
1 COUNTY Mean Age 133 Female 40% Black 12.5% PINS 60% Other Rel. 2.,5% {7 ' Failure 36% ;
| +Mode 15 . Police 37.5% X time to recontact 119 days
i N = 40 Median 13.7 Common: Other 5% 4.0 months Y
1 Crim. Mischief - o .
E N Incorrigibility Schpol 30% Outcome offenses:
i g ' JD 79%
; . ‘ PINS 21%
; Commoh:
: 7= Petit Larceny
~ ERIE ¢ Range 9-15 Male 52% White 69% JD 32% Parent 57% Success 76%
.~ COUNTY Vl\t\:eadn /:ge 13.7 Female 48% Black 24% PINS 68% “ Other Rei, 1.5% Failure 24%
i ode Hispanic 1% . Police - 23% X time to recontact 141 d
: N o= 131 Median 13,9 gupanic 1% Common: Other 3% 47 months e
.; ! Petit Larceny School 15% 0 : it .
. ) Incorrigibility choo % utcome offenses:
- JD 31%
i PINS 69%
: Common:
: Harassment
Incorngibility
' CHAUTAUQUA
COUNTY t
1 D A T A N T AV A L A B L
WESTCHESTER Range 8-16 Male 61% White 42% JD 82% Parent 13% Success B5%
COUNTY Mean Age 13.3 Female 39% Black 43.5% PINS 16% Neighbor 11% Failure 15°%
Mode 14 Hispanic 11% Common: Police 45% X time to recontact 90 days
N = 62 Median 13.6 Other 2% Petit 'L'*rcenv Othar 24% 3.0 months
Incorr-"rb'lt Court 2% Outcome oifenses:
Sttty JD 33%
PINS 67%
s s B e A - - " oy - - " am an'y - [ 4
SO DA ¢ B Substt | SO S S Toorr o .0 o0.°n 001 I A | A ol R S B
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¢ 3 PROURAMN DESCRIP"’.L,N--CQHPAFHSOH UNTAKE, COHORT Table VIIb
¥ .
STE - \ OFF L ySE COMPLAINANT/ RECONTACT
AGE SEX *| RACE CHARACTZR!STICS REFERRAL RATE/TIME/OFFENSE CHAR.
SUFFOLK COUNTY Range 8-15 ° Male  65% White 77% . | Jp 0% Parent 16% Success  81%
_ Mean Age 13.8 | Female 35% Black 1% PINS" 100% <4 Neighbor 8% Failure  19%
N = 83 Mode 14 Hispanic 17% Other 1% X to recontact 185 days
Median 14,0 : Common: Truancy School 75% 6.2 months
Outcome offenses:
I - ’ : b 27
" ~ FINS 73%
! ) “ Common:
i ' Burglary, Truancy
s RENSSELAER Range 9.16 Male 60% | White 91% JD 68% Parent  11% Success  69.5%
i COUNTY : Mean Age 13.5 | Female 40% Black 59 PINS 329 Other Rel. 1% Failure 30%
f - Mode 15 QOriental 2% Police 65% X to recontact 128 days
It N = 108 Median 13.8 Other 1% Common: Petit Other 3% 4.3 months
. Larceny, Truanecy School 20% Outcome offenses:
| ; ‘ JO 87.5%
3 i , PINS 12,5% ;
i L ' Common: i
; . Burglary, Trusncy i
A \,
/ - . ; i
4 - § X ' ; Lo 4
ERIE COUNTY Range 7-18 Male 60% ‘| White 36% JD  Bg5% Parent  16% Success 85% ) o a
. , Mean Age 13.8 | Female 40% Black g | PINS 43.5% Other Rel. 4% Failure  15% n
N = 131 Mode 15 ack S Common: Neighbor 8% X to ‘recontact 118 days |
Median 14.3 Other 1% Peti ‘L Police 27.5% 3.9 months ! )
T Larceny Other 16% QOutcome offenses: o \ = )
Terassment School 28% U 41 N
| ruancy PINS  53% . ;e
- Common: !
\ Betit Larceny ' B
. \‘«\\, o : Truan cy }
i "\ - ' .f
. CHAUTAUQUA Range 10-17 Male 77% | White 45% | up  gos Parent 20% Success  70%
i COUNTY Mean Age 14.0 | Felpale 23% Black 6% PINS 31% Other Rel, 2% Failure 30% R
i ‘ Mode 15 | . Hispanic 3% c . Neighbor 9% - X to recontact 130 days
N = 64 Medfn 14,5 Other 29% °g‘m°“' Police 509 i 4.3 months
1 . urglary Other 9% Qutcome offenses: =
5 . Petit ‘Larceny School 99, JD 74 : @
é ’ lncorrlgibility ! PINS 26% ' :
i . Common:
- Burgtary, Truancy
SR o 4 ;
\ - 31
\ i
i
| i .
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION~-COMPARISON (INTAKE] COHORT
Table VIIb- (Cont'd)
OFFENSE COMPLAINANT/ RECONTACT
SITE /’,,. AGE SEX RACE CHARACTERISTICS REFERRAL RATE/TIME/OFFENSE CHAR,
/ |
WES7/CHESTER Range 9-16 Male 78% White 35% JD  69% " Parent 14% Success  84%
Cmf TY Mean Age 13.9 Female 22% | Black 45.5% PINS 28% Neighbor 10% Failure 16%
/ Mode 15 Hispanic 11% Police 27% ¥, to_recontact 57 davs
/ N = 88 Median 14,3 Common: Other 29,5% ~ 1.9 months
/ ' Petit Larceny School 15% Outcome offenses:
/,[y(/ Truanc\/ JD 75%}
/ PINS 25%
/5;’ \ Common: :
/ , » =N Petit Larceny :
//,/ Incorrigibiiity :
o » £
o [
{
i { N
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PROGIAM DESCRIPTINS FOR HISTORICAL INTAKE SAMPLE

Table VIIc

OFFFISE

AL

REFERRAL/ RECONTACT TINE <ERIOD
SITE AGE RACL CHARACTERISTILS COfIPLAINANT RATE/TUIEJOFFENSE CHAR, SAMPLE SELECTION SEAVICES
INTY - 8 WHITE - - POLICE = 56% RECONTACT RATE » 14% FEBRUARY 19/8 mru Tragiiona) intake
‘S':J‘E:SEK COUNT ;Eﬁag»\ugl‘fl BLACK = ‘.S‘i;. :ﬂDNS .ST:S* PARENT o 18% MEAN TIME YO REGCODNTACT = JANUARY 197 Proceaure
MODE = 15 RISPANICS T g‘%’:@g\- . 2;"‘ 73 mos. :
- - - : P - -
N = 145 MEDIAN = 15 UNK = 25% | RANGE ;::bs;;“;/r;. ! OUTCOME OFFENSES:
* {ON OF . PINS = 40%
COMMON FENSES Burglary = 30%
Traancy; incorrigitnlitv=42%
Burglary; Petit Larceny»30%
i
MENSSELAER RANGE « 5.1 DATA NOT JO = 64 PINS = 36% POLICE = 28 56% RECONTACT RATE = J35% JUNE 1975 sheu Tracimundl Intdke
COUNTY INYAKE MEAt] AGE=i29 AVAJILABLE RANGE. PINS-Arion 4 PARENT « 26% MEAN TIME TO RECCYTACT - MAY 1976 Procedure
MODE + 14 SCHOOL = 8.7% 59 mos, !
N = 161 MEDIAN = 144 COMMON OFFENSES. NEIGHBOR=11 8% N
. OTHER = 25% QUTCOME OFFENSES, wn
PINS. incotrqginlity»25% i
. Crimmal Mighwet»15% No mous
fotl] Awsault 3 = 12.5% Ranga: PINS-Murder 2
T i} \L
e ouNTY ' FEBHURY 1913 tfiry Traditional tniaka
) [») A N 0 T A Vv A | L B L £ MARCH 1973 Procsuure
CHAUTALQUA RANGE = 946 DATA NOT JO = 52% POLICE = 48% RECONTACT RATE » N% JANIARY 1934 iy Tragiigaar Intake '
COUNTY INTAKE MEAN AGEs124 AVAILABLE PINS » 48% PARENT = 23% MEAN TIME TO RECONTACT = o DECEMUER 1994 Proceduie
MODE = 15 SCHOOL =« 16% 54 mos,
N = 67 MEDIAN = 14 Oftrnaes Nat Avananle COURT =« 3% and
OTHER = 9% OUTCOME OFFENSES.
JANLIAAY 1078 nveu
J0 = 43X DECEMYER 1978
. PINS = 357%
WESTCHESTER RANGE & 8.6 WHITE - 4% JO « S6% POLICE » 48% RECONTACT RATE « 20% SEPTTSMBEA 1077 wnru Tracdpnal Inwke
COUITY INTAKE MEAN AGE+}3IS BLACK = 16% | PINS = 443 PARENT « 12X MEAN TIME T3 RECONTACT » AUGUST WM Protediure
A0DE + 19 HISPAMIC 11N SCHOOL » J4% 4.8 mo
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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. First, at the outset of
this study, the evaluators decided to address, as a logical 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_conseguence of the reduction of delinquent labels from the out-
side ﬁge elient sheuld suffer less from self-imposed labels. It
was eriqinally therintent of the evaluators to contact verious

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

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

[¢]

 plainants, neighbors, etc.) perceived the individual as deviant

based on whether the child was a diversion or an intake client.
After a greatgdeai of thought and discussion, it was decided to
abandon this approach. Two 1arge'issues led to this decision.

The first was legal. By law, juvenile proceedings of all sypes
are confidential..\ﬁy 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 hypothe51s that diversion would decxrease the effects
of labelling, it would have been necessary to 1dent1fy the clients
%o numerous persons outside of Fhe justice system, an unacceptable
é@ge effect of the test. 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 mighe 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 able to address only half the issue. Even this was difficult,
in that the self-labelling process had te be examined obliquely,
again due to ethical considerations. The type of "testing effect"
possible from an instrument dcsmgned to measure self perceptlons

of delinquent labels (l.e.,pOSSlblllty of c;eatlng or re}nforCLng
the neéative self concept). would, once agein,‘bewunaccepﬁable.

To the extent possible, the evaluationggig aﬁtempt to address this
critical issue. The clients' self esteem aed normative values:
.orientation'were“measurea (with the consent cf the‘client and

parent or guardian) at three’ separate- times.” The results must

be treated cautiously in terms of drawing inferences. concerning E

“labelling.

J

f ©  The second p01nt of omission deals, most unfortunately, with
risk assessment/VEhe aﬁzilty to predict clients' ‘future behavior
absent some significant and effectlve 1nt§rven1ng_var1able (e.q.
diversion programs). It was felt that the use of a prediction
table would allow greater confidepee in discussing program out-
comes. A search was initiated for an acceptable instrument to
accomplish this purpose. No such instrument was found. There
aﬁe a number of acceptable risk assessment scales available fqr
adult offenders. These are, without exception, "experience
fables", each relying heavily on the offender's prior, officially
recorded contacts with the system. ' Simply stated, if an indivﬁd-
Mual has been arrested three times in the past, he is more likely

(statlstlcally) to be arrested again in the future than the perscn

' with one arrest or one with no prior record. To the extent that
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ancoﬁfegder is already known to the system, risk instruments are
pé&entially valuable tools. The difficulty is thek we cannot,
with any acceptable degree of accuracy, predict the future be-
havior of the first offender. Herein lies the main problem
encountered in this evaluation. The vast majority of juvenilééﬁ
in the justiée 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 randomly. The
construction instrument was legitimately analyzed by discrimin-
ate and'muthﬂe regression analyses on four separate outcome
variables. The highest predictive value obtained was an "x"
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 restlted in a nearly new table
(three vériables overlapr2d) with a high "r" of .23. Due to time
constraints and an unavoidable shortage of resources, the effort
was terminated although it is recommehdéd that resedrch in the
area continue.

If systematic differences ffecting outcome

existed among the various samples, they were not picked up. Please

i

note, however, that the results (see "Findings," below) seem to

indicate no differences of any significance among the groups. -
[

The third omission in this-study is much less crucial than
the preceding ,twg but must nonetheless be mentioned. It

was hypothesized that the effort to "treaﬁ" a;child would have a

greater success rate the more the client perceived the process
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to be voluntary.

This, of course, could only be determined
for the current cases. Unfortunately, the return rate for the
"Voluntariness Questionnaire" was too low (less than 4%f to

allow meaningful analysis. The fact that this particular in-
strument was returned with significantly lessvfrequency than those
instruments which accompanied it might be considered a partial
answer to the voluntariness question. We believe, however, that
it would be unfair to imply this formally.

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

findings of the evaluation.

P
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V. Findings

w There is somé‘difficulty'in reporting the findings of the
research addressing these hyéotheses, due to the diversity

of the target programs. Wheré possibie the results and finéings
will be generalized;but the reader must necessarily bear with
the various tangential discussions. In order to simplify the

presentation, comparative .results for the four active sites on

~_all of the major variables (excluding cost) are presented in

Table VIII. As noted earlier, throughout this section, statistical
and technical discussion will be minimized to facilitéte presenta-
tion of fiﬁdings (see preface).

Finally, prior to presentation of the findings a statement
concerhing outcome must.be made and kep#yin mind during the
reading of this section. The nature of the programs was such
that each diversion program handled very different types of cligats.
While, overall, there were no significant .differences in offense
distribution over the count;eg, there were differences in the
seriousness (disutility’:Sf presenting offeéges among the wvarious
dixersion.gxoups and, as a result of program structure, between
diversion and intake clients in two counties~(Suffolk and Erie).
These differences, examinéd thoggh]an analysis of variance (of
disutility scores) were ;ign;%icant at the .05 level (Table VIII).
‘When outcoﬁe‘was examined initially, thgfe was also a difference,
stafistically siqnificant at .01, indicéting that some diversion
pra*tiées were much more successful than others. Thesg differences,
. however, diéappeaied when the evaluators controlled for the ipit@al

o

offense. This will be discussed in detail below. The important
| “a" ] oo 7 |
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Table VIII

Ranking of fpur juvenile diversion *

programs on key process and
outicome variables
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(high to low)

o |

Q

N

- 'fl 2 3 4 of differen
Disutility (seriousness) J
of original act (High to |8 W R E
22.7 16.3 13.9 10.7
Time from complaint to /F W S E R
date closed (days) /58 85 112 121
Time from compiaint to
referral to diversion S W E R
‘ 2 5 6 18
Time from diversion to = W S R E
case closing (days) 53 83 102 106
Mqﬂn number of contacts S W E R
with client : 1.6 6.1 11.4 12.6
" Average frequency of S R I 1
contact (per week) .05 .10 .12 .18
Percentage of cases in :
which extension to 120 S R W £
days was obtained 4 26 32 . 87
Percentage of cases
in which petition was W R S B
eventually filed .10 .19 .23 .24
Disutitily of recontact W I S R
1.4 3.5 8.8 10.1
Mean time to recontact E. S R W
141 134 119 9

Cx

*The significant difference in outcome disutility disappears when original
act disutility is-controlled for.

Significan:

9
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I3} N \}‘
) i f{ point now is that there is no one pro?ram which is significantly
O A ]
g - Significance ) more effective in terms of recontact v.\arlables. We are left to
1 \ 2 3 7 4 of differenct S
. ' W s n & j {j deal with a nonsignificant rank .orderlng of programs by which
Number ofpacts mvolved < ' Vo , SR ‘
i in recontact” : .16 -36. -40 . 45 . 105 ; - to compare diversion practices. From most to least effective,
" | | ! s | ‘ ‘jj that ranking is: \
g; Program Efficyency . R W S B o5 | i \\-‘
(high to low) A o ) ’ : g ‘ Suffolk .
- - ‘ ‘ / \ , | , Westchaster
. - Erie b ,‘
Program Effectiveness ‘. S . W E R NS | . Rensselaer \ o
(high to low) { l& . , 1y
‘ ) | o Similarly, except as noted below, there a\;e no significant
. ! _ | !
Degree to which prbgrar}r(\ ) | . 13 " ' NA * "fiff differences between diversion and intake upon Qjﬂ;lich' sweeping
was distinct from intake ¢ ; 1 ¥
(high to low) . ‘ . i statements can be based. Each hypothesis concefning comparison
o éj between the two processes must be addressed sepa‘:\rately and with
Degree to which goals . S, = | e ! |
were clearly stated and S W E R NA - caution, keeping in mind that, due to the intent of each diversion
understood (high to low) a i :gﬁ ) |
B = brogram, compariwons to the intake process can lq>se a substantial
Overall program ranklng S W E R NA, 9‘;‘ amount of meaning. Let us now turn to the result\“ls. .
(high to low) _ . L _ |
4 ' : o ‘\
’ . ) o}-{ A. Program Goals and Location \\\
‘ 3 & N \
. ! i e 'I‘he two hypotheses comprising this section stand uncon-
E = Lri)e i ' i  firmed. * Y
R = Rensselaer ' E . . ’ - The goal statements of the pripgrams; v\{ei:e taken from grant
o v Ly ) D - .
S = sufféj_k 3? proposals, contracts, and reports f:com the projects to funding
¢ i < i . N
W = Westchester (> 5 {i T ' a\gencms. These statements were examined and ranked by evalu-
L T
. - at\ion unit staff on the bases of: clarity, quantifiability,
. ’ ) i{& objectﬁivity, and (subjectively) obtainability. Evaluation field
== © i = ! i =
) team members interviewed departmentfl and project staff to deter-
0 t ﬁ: B
;jﬁ mine the extent to which the goals ’Were formallzed in project
f[ =7 _ } i operations and the degree to whlch .‘the goals were clearly under-
B e ?g
q S . J stood ahd the obfectives implemented by progect staff. Slmllarly,
s \ ;‘ ’ . | '
| ] 1 |
' g ) ; = ; ' 41 *See 'pp. 43-46 for statement ‘of hypotheses
’( ‘H B . P(’ / ' {\ '
' .“‘1 - ’ & i ©
+ ’ ﬁg : v o
X ) o = ! ] = . i o7 a
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b X . ilarly, that trend is often countered by other variables such as
‘the criteria used to select diversion clients were examined through ; ]E "seriousness" or "time". We ;re faced here with a suggestive but
¥

examinations of records and interviews. Additionéélx client char- % ;E necessarily inconclusive result. The degree to which goals, ob-
acteristics were examined and compared to stated criteria. X ,% jectives and selection criteria are clearly stated, understood and

This was, gdmittedly, not a tightly controlled analysis, | iﬁ thfollowed seems to have some relationéhip to successful prognam out-
although the examination was standardized, point systems estab;ished f§ 7 come but the relationship is weak and, to a degree,(contraindicated
and inter-rater reliability was checked and controlled for. il by the other success outcomes.
Findings g A similar result was obtained when the second hypothesis in

The primary measures of success, defined at the ouﬁ%et of | ; ;N | thls grouping was tested. It was noted that dlver51on was, in all
the evaluation, were the absence of client recontact with the, iﬂ cases, different from intake in concept, purpose, form, and target
cveten in ; twelve month follow-up period (£rom the date of com | ﬁﬁ population. Based on these observations, it was hypothesized that
plaint), recontact at a "reduced” level (e.g. the outcomie offense | the extent to which the diversion program was separate from the in=~
is less serious th&ﬁ the original) and length of time to recontact. ‘ ;& take unit/process, both physically and procedurally, would to some
The results of this examination took the following forms: ! i :j degree have an impact on outcome. Based on the program descriptions

1) Rank ofdering of diversion programs from most to least | | ﬁf (above) and, again, examination of project records and staff inter-
effective in terms of goals, objectives and selection criteria. S views , the results were identical to those presented above, leaving

a. Suffolk (S) | / 3j the same ambiguities. b
b. Westchester (W)

B. Processes
c. Erie (E)-

W? The evaluations were concerned here with a number of variables
d. Rensselaer (R ; i o . . . . .
(R) ty j dealing with the form of the diversion programs. As noted earlier,
2) Comparison of rank ordefing t® order or success variables. (

=

five hypotheses were created to deal with these variables. The re-

o

£
.

Goals/Criteria Recontact Seriousness Time o b - sults of hypothesis testing in this area are, briefly:
’ il \
s S W E ﬁj l. The hypothesis stating that diversion clients would have
W W E s s . . . .
o E ‘ s R T a shorter processing time than intake clients was refuted
R R R W i

k3

2. The hypothe51s stating that pPenetration into the system

l l

would be reduced for diversion clients was refuted.
The positive findings around the area of recontact (note that

behos
=t |
Py e ]

3. The hypothesis concerning changes in numbers of cases, .
thlS is the same rank order as for "Overall Program Ranking") indi-

,‘
P

S ik
POy

referral sources and case flow is supported in part and
cates a general trend Whlch will obtaln throughout the study. - Sim- “ | ’

.
+

ey
==




SHCI a5

s R P LI

pa—

2z

R NN e

o

-71- I
A
. refuted in part. ’E 72
64. The hypothesis that diversion would lead to a decrease o
in the adjudication rate was unconfirmed. ﬂé
5. The hypothesis involving the time of the decision to j
divert and-its relation to success is supported. }E Table IX

The Intensive EvaluationUUnit began this study with several ‘ | q | . Timfa ih Preliminary Procedure
353umptions concerning the concept and process of diversion for - chparisongf Diversion and Intake Clients
juveni}es. First among these was that d}version should lead to §E - : Diversi
the client spending less time in the probation department in a | ; o County % dayéon §n§§§§ Ata L2 g;ggigigigﬁge
pre-adjudicgtory status. In each project this was found not to | * ﬁf | Suffolk . 35.29 66.0 : .28 .077 .001 |
be the case. (See Table IX) In every county, the ‘diversion : v ;@ Erie* 112.00 51.645 .76 .57 - o001
group spent significantly more time on preliminary procedu;es than - Rensselaer* 121.24 19.223 .74 .54 .001
did the intake clients. Further,“it was more common for diversion , ;& Westchester 57.77 36.05 .36 .13 001
clients to be "extended" to the 120 day maxiﬁum ﬁ27% compared to . ) 3 ;, .
4% of intake clienté) and to be kept in beyond this legal limit ﬁj .
(3% compared to less than one half of one percent for the intake | ™ In?ii:ﬁzscilzﬁigngngg iégglgisgnfnd;§£§§§2§§r§ugr£§§§§§:.hypOtheSls.
group). This clearly indicates deeper penetration fof diversion .
clients in terms of time. The same holds true when number of con- : { Tﬁ
tacts are examined. The diversion group had an average of 4.6 b ;:
contacts per case between client and probation officer. The | ﬁ%
average in;ake client, in preliminary procedure for 48 days (91 | ﬂ?

|

days for the diversion group) had only 1.3 contacts with a pro-

3

bation oifluer.

it
P

A real question exists concernlng the above information,

that being whether these programs can be legitimately measured o g

on these penetraiibn criteria: The avowed purposes of d&yersioﬁk -

in Ehe‘target counties did not include the reduction of time or . t o

cont&cts at preliminary procedure. /Since the programs did succeed ) | g Lﬁ o % ‘ ﬁ

*Intake cases are allowed 60 days for the adjustment process. An
addltlonal peroid of 60 days can be granted by the Family Court.
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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 abové,Suffolk County did sign}ficanily reduce lag time,
that period between arrest and initial interview at intaké, re=-
sulting in an appreciably more efficient process.

Penetration into the system was measured’ by examiniﬁg the
time the client Spent 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 mdfejcontacts with pro-

bation personnel than their counterparts at intake.” The frequency
of contact was significantly less for diversion clients (.08 per |
week to .18 per week for intake),but this appeared to be largely ﬁ

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 objecéives and officer knowledge of c}ient).
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 partial indicator of penetration. As will be
discussed shortly, the diversion programs sent fewer cliepts to
petition (a notable reduction in absolute penetration) with no

ill effect on program outcome.

It was believed that the mere existence of a new, and hopefully,

=

-74-

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 further believed that knowledge of the
program within the justice community would lead to a change in
referral sources. As noted above, the hypothesis was supported

in part and refuted in part: Supported was the 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
cofrespondingly means a relative  decrease in the proportions of
cases going to petition. 1In order to establish this, the evaluation
took statistiés from locai 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 petiﬁion statewide
was 4I% while the target counties 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 ‘showed an adjustment rate of 60% (a 16% increase from

1973) while the statewide figure was 30%, a 12% decrease from 1973.

*The rates of petition and adjustment over time.
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A t-test showed this difference to be significant at the .01 leve}.
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 incréase
of only 1.5%.

A problem was anticipated in the form of the "wideping 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% for the diversion sites. While tgis 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 réfutation of that part
of the hypothesis dealing with numbers of cases. There was no
unexpected difference in numbers of cases enterina the system
prior to and following the exception of the diversion program at
any site. ‘

Similarly, offense énd referral source distributions showed
no significant or attributable differgnces at any site 6ver‘time.

A note of caution must be sounded concerning these positive
o : )
and encduuraging results. Five programs, very different in design

and function, each showed a significant increase in adjustment

rates and a substantial decrease'in petition rates. This might
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‘ procedﬁre is defined'as the date of the original complaint to the

/ 70w
/ "

<<be/wholly attrlbutable to specific program characteristics. On

)
t/e other hand it may be due to the presence of a program, any

gxogram, dedicated partlally or in whole to that end.

// Examination of records provided by the Office of Court Admin-

/ /istration provided # maans of examining the hypothesis concerning

the adjusted adjudication rate. This rate was to be determined

by looking at the number of adjudications over the number of com-
plaints received by probation intake in a time series analysis.

The hypothesis, unfortunately,‘had to remain unconfirmed and,

basically, unaddressed. This was due to two basic problems. First,

it was discovered that a substantial 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 wefe, 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-

ing. the accuracy of any of the records and the results of the analy-

sis were inherently untrustworthy and often nonsensical.
Slnce one of the tenets of ‘the concept of "1deal" dlverslon is

+hat the sooner the decision to divert is made, the better the\chnn-

i

ces of success, the evaluation set out to test this idea.

Table XIII represents the time frames for each of the stgps\ln

Prellmlnary
A

the process of preliminary procedure for Family Court.
date the case is closed or petitioned to Family Court. The target

sites may. set the diversion service in a different place during

i
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preliminary procedure. Erie County and Rensselaer County inter-

view the client at intake. The intake officer will then decide
if the case should be referred for diversion services. 'Thus, in
the first 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

e

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 these 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.

Waestchester 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 IT is the

mean time (%) 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 Suffolk County reflects the time from the




B -

s

v SRR

L . ’
T E T AT I F g A, 17 ST SR
- ‘I " Time in Prelimin‘ary .I’-I:;).CEdL;r;?.i --.' - - —“ —_--: —."E—“::__._"-" "_‘,- :.:“. "il‘?. dz:ys n.— :-~ .
- ' .. S LIS Tl D
"= | 1. (inttist Incerview to Close) S - oIl LTU T IS U ITTTL g o T

- . . . e m w—u - - — - — e e—, —— —————— & — 5 —— [ O . LI

ERIE cmem = s et e G gt . ———— e
; s l-——l 2. 495 el e S m— e - e i e —

B e

- TR~

T e e
. "1V,  Time in Diversion Services et e e a4 e e —JCE o Aparl ..
- I' Time 1n Prellmlnary Procedure‘ S oTmE e e mmem e TR TSRS s reemm el T huadiunteh e B R 121 24 days - .
o R - ,
L4
DT II. (Initial' Interviéw to Close) =~ -1 -7 o7 L IUTIITUIITUTTIIOIITTTTTUrToTTt TT1I3 days
§ ) - yomim—— . r — Lo . :
SSSELAER | " =T - TUToTTIoT T T Tl . - o I _ Tl
———— e {4 10. 895 days —_ - - ————
- ——— . Sw s . . - . F R Bl o W B m o gmm ete gan e dwe - — .- e o Awm ee—— —
TEE o1 18 81T I _Time_in Diversion Services — . 102,43 days T
RN T LU Time in PreI:meary Procedlre’ ' - b‘/TB.T'cIays,_.- T
N ] A

- R II. (Initial Interview to Close)}— —— - 50.8 days ‘ —_

vt gt w1 8 -

— % 4 - PR . e e an g v —— —

TCHESTER| = . -- o = - e e
TCHES T 1day Sl T p—

o b wemn e e e —
— a -

- - | 5.16 : IV, Time in Diversion Services.—. —-. 52.6 days- = - e — e s e

e D e s . SN WY P S Semem et e

d e et e im e et e e e e e e
v . e e amen . « et o v b b oo % Gah w e m s Gs tme e e - e e 14— . . - -
. . - . S i e e a8 Se e v —— ot on— s ow & m e amimemen mesn b e e w4 e e i r e et -

. . . e ek maeae s e o m——— s m———— e m mmem W . A e e e —— e . —

. . veae - - . Cee . s ———— = e 4 Lt s e e+ i i s St ¢ S8 b8 & 4 —— - -yt o ———— —

. e . . - . ‘m— - - - men meeam em——— ——— = . . —— - om s b e——— ————
— . iw ek ams a e em s mw e mm . e s e e ———— ———— . r—— - e e -

r—— 5 — t—— .t e S S M bew & ———— 1 8 i S— . - g € 4%

o T I. Time in Preliminary Procedure -~ "I ot - 85 3 dayS‘-‘ T mm————

-- - - v+ met e o omemes —ee =~ — -« IL, (Initital Interview to Close) 39.7 days -- =~ - . ..
— . o e ey b e e . — ¢ § e o
SUFFOLK T L T IITIDImILOTTTTI LT LTI - . 2Tl 43sidays - 0 LIIT
i 1.97 ° IV. Tlme in Diver51on Services ot e e e —— - "=~ 83.32 days ... T —_ —
F . ’ e e e e et ——— .- = ' —_——
. - - PV -— e 4 e - — - —am we e — m— . rbbms e st . e  ——— F. R NG
Time of Original Complaint - e e e e - S . N
\ ‘. . . . - e . - e n . Ml e W s temE e i b e N B et S m—— RO, 1 Space "= l day — - .
. . - . vt e & -e. » —— - o g - 4 eme A T u e A b s W

3 . . : o= aadd ST LTI IUNILL ST Time Elements Represent Average
N ’ Time for “rpun Sample




e

et S AL

¥

= =

~82-

date the decision to refer for serv1res is made at dlversmon

to the time the case is closed at intake. This average time

represents only those cases referred from diversion to intake.

This hypothesis required calculating 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 time diversion
services begin is the desired value. In ranked order by program,
these values are: ‘ N

I Ssuffolk 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

sugcess we see:

time to success¥ functional¥*
divert index utility index
Suffolk . I .83 i 18.9 '
;.. Westchester II v .85 ©13.9
Erie I | .82 8.5
Rensselaer v @ | .53 7.4

L

These fihdings supportﬁthe hypothesis in gquestion.

i

C. Client Changes

Unfortunately, all save one of the hypotheses on p. 45 con-
cerning program induced client changes were refuted and the one that
‘was supported cannot be used to support the concept or practice of
diversion. Briefly, the results were as fcllows:’

*Measures of success 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 iS-refuté&,

2. ThQ:hypothesis concerning reduced future contact for
diversion clients is refuted. .

3.. The evaluation also refuted the idea that general behavior
pattefns (post program) of diversion clients would be better than
thgir intake counterparts.

4. The hypothesis concerning attitudes and normative value
orientation was refuted.

5. The idea 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/

/ 4

failure), as well as other, related attitudinal and béhavioral

/

factors. The purpose of this section is to examlne/éuch variables,

One common problem in evaluation research 1g/ he deflnltlon

of}success. Using the standard measure, rate"of/recontact, is
sufficient on a number of grounds. ‘The tradititnal means of ex-
amining program impact in the cramlnal justlc?ﬂsystem has been

the cross program comparlson of outcomes, anuiy21ng the degree

to which the programs under Surutlny presen% redu ed recidivism rates
among their cllents. While this 1nd1cator of program success can

be attacked on various grounds, partlcularly by those advocating

social; control theory, symbolic 1nteract10n and/or functionalism,
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such ié:notyfhe purpose here. The ideas preéented here in concept
form begin with the assumption that the primary purpose of the
system is to control, prevent, and reduce behavior proscribed by
léw. Given this assumption, the question becomes how best to le
measure the extent to which a program in the system accomplishes
its stated puquse;

Program outcome should be examined in terms of both the num-
bgr and seri;usness of deviant acts addressed by the programs in
guestion. Traditionally, (diversion) program outcome has been
looked at in one of twovwéys. The first method is the one most
commonly used and is, unfortunately, the least meaningful in act-
uélly'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 kwith 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 "loses" (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
importantly, more successful than another program which, "losing"
no clients, deals successfully with 60% of its serious delinguency -
Without this unfair comparison, the figure, though still

cases.

-

The second approach involves the use of the more sophisticated’

=

base expectancy concept. LThiggconcept, while correcting for a

o

number-of problemsfgtendg to preseﬁt others, equally segiouiiand
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at least somewhat detrimental. Base ekpectancy, 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 1f we have knowledge of the impor-
éhnce\of the characteristics and the degree to which the individual
has those characteristics, we can, with an“éccuracy better 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. 1In thebry, 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",

a group of of fenders with a known success/failure rate. Analysis
(usually multiple regression) is conducted and the sﬁccesses

are separated from the failures by a weightéd ordering of char-
acteristics, the weights being determined by thé amount of variance
in the dependent variable (outcome) 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 the8e tables have been,

gene{illy rather poor, producihg a high rate of error in the pre-

' ' P '
dictions*for the second sample. This casts serious doubt on the

& . N

G




use of apy prediction device as a valid technique for matching
groups or individuals in BEder to coméare progfam 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-1l, with characteriétics‘similar to A, will come to the same end.
When and if A-1 does not behave like A, it would,;heoretically, be
due to.a specific intervention in his life. In truth, due to the
fact that prediction is based on probability and transferability
of the instruments, we canhot say with any kind of certainty

that the difference in behavior between A and A-1 is due to
treatment or intervention by the justice system.. As a note, it
would appear to tﬁi; 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 s?udies. In the majority of seriously constructed |
tables, the predictors are generally the same (current offense,
prior offenses, age at‘first offense, employment or educational
Stabilitwaété;).35 It appears, however, that while these factors

do contrﬁbute to deviant behavior, they apparently do so differ-

»

~ ently with different individuals and even different groups.

Yet another problem with base expectancy is that it does not,

as a measure of prcgram outcome, address the issue of the seriocus-

. ! : j
ness of the recidivistic act. The prediction tables are constructed

: ! .
in such a way as to predict failure rates. Whether the act is a
]
homicide or fraudulent check writing does. not bnter into the equa-
tion. It is constructed to predict general behavior leading to

i

recontact with the system and cannot, withoug 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,ﬂsome of the more diffi~
cult problems addressed above, it is proposéd that the program(s)
being evaluated be éxaﬁined in terms of their "functional utility."
The concept df functional utility is not éomplex 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 the prevention, or at least the reduction,
of future deviant acts. Unlike prediction it concentrates on the
amounts and types of deviance prior toband following program par-
ticipation. |

None .of the above is meant to disparage the concept of pre-
diction. We are simply sayingﬁﬁhat prediction, used as a compara-
tive measure of p#ogram outcome(“must be used cautiously and,
ideally, as only Sne of several such measures, one of which is the
"ratio of functional utility".

The concept was mentioné&‘briefly'by Sellin and Wolfgang as
well as by the President's Comﬁénissidn36 but, in both cases, their
primary concern was in buildinéxan index of crime seriousness
which would be more reflective ﬁhan indices in use, particularly

“the Uniform Crime Reports, of adtual crime rates. The Intensive
Evaluation Unit intends to use an index of sefiousness, called the
UWolfgang Seriousness Index37 as a basis for determining the amount

of disutiléty addressed successfully (see below) by the programs
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under observation. The ideé is -that any particular deviant act
represents a certain measurable amount of disutility (serious-
ness) to society and/dr the delinquent actor. The purpose of the
justice system is to somehow address the disutility, attempting
to ensgfe the discontinuance or reduction of the disutilitarian
act. fo the extent thdt the system succeeds in this purpose, it
can be said that a certain amount of disutility is compensated
for. v

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 discussion 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. A& a matter of fact, at first test, the differences
were as follows (comparing outcome disutility to experimental or

comparison group membership):

Suffolk Eta = .54 Sig. 0.000
Erie Eta = .14 Sig. 0.023
Rensselaer Eta = .13 Sig. 0.113 N.S.

_ Wdstchester Eta = .06" 'Sig. 0.446 N.S.

Overall, the difference between experimental and comparison cases

favored the gxperimentals 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 r = ,14 N.S.
o Erie r = ,07 N.S.
Rensselaer "r = .12 N.S.
Westchester r = ,19 N.S.

R ey
R
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DERIVATION QF,THE FUNCTIONAL UTILITY RATE

Table XIV
Sum of Original Sum of Original _ :
Disutility Disutility Successfully Sarple Success SI=DC XDS=ID | Program Effectivenes.
Score (iD) A@dressed (2DC) Size misming Rate tD N UP=SI x XDS
4,737 - 3,931 ) 172 of 208 .83 .83 22,77 18.9
519 433 e 64 of 83 .77 .83 6.%5 5.2
1,366 - 1,123 99 of 131 . 155 .82 10.43 8.5
1,761 1,448 110 of 131 (1) .84 .82 13.55 11.1
1,125 828 45 of 64 .70 .74 | 17.58 13.0 .
557 296 - 25 of 40 .625 .53 13.93 7.4
2,021 1,244 . 73 of 108 .675 .62 lS.?L; 11.6
994 846 53 of B2 (1) .85 .85 16.3 +13.9
1,481 1,108 . 72 of 88 (3of5).82 .75 17.84 13.4
* DEFINITIONS
) £DC Total amomt of disutility campensated for
. : (non-recidivism by seriousness of orginal
, act) .

. LD Total amounf: of disutilié? referred to and
processed by the .program ‘

SI Sugcess indes: SI=ghC
| , ED

XDS Meanvdisutilit§ score obtained by average
amount ©f disutility, per act, addressed by
the program

! UP= SI x XDS

UP is rate of program utility; degree to which
program is successfully controlled for

.
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Thus, success scems to be more a function of the nature of
the orlglnal act than the nature of treatment.

The second "success/failure" hypothe51s 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 counties

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
created a problem in the analysis due to the variance in time

at risk for the various clients. To counter this, the evaluation

»1ncorporated a prOJectlon technlque developed by Michael Maltz

and Rlchard McCleary and expanded by Mlchael Lloyd and George
W. Joe,s9 Use of the Lloyd and Joe model shows that the "maximum
likelihood"  estimates of recidivism rates, over time, do not vary

significantly between experimental and comparison groups. The

results follow. i
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Time Period (months)

Group 6 9 12 24 36

Erie exp est/actual 29 | W18 | 29 | .21 | W31 .24 | .34 - .34 -
Erie comp ' 27| 11| .28 .12 .30 .16] .32 | - | .33 | -
Rens exp .30 24| .31 .26 .31] .38] .35 | - | .39 | =
Rens comp 29| a3 .3 | 21| w3s| w32 .37 - | .38 -
Suf exp 20| 1| .22 | 3| 22| w17 24| - | 27| -
suf conp .20 11| .23 W15 W25] J19f .27 - | .28 =
West exp {.23] .12 .26 14 29| - .30 | -] 31| =
West comp 25| s .27) 6 w290 - | 32| - | .33] -
All exp 20 ) 12| .23 .18 .25) L21] W26 | - | 31| -
All cop 24| 12| 24 6| .27 .22 28] -] .33 -

The differences were subjected to a series of t-tests, ex~
cluding the "all" categories from the intra-site analysis, be-
ginning at the six month period. As noted, no significant re-
sultslweﬁe produced.

ARlso 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.

Mean Tine to Recontact (days)

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@én

groups' behavior patterns 'would be more acceptable post progr#ﬁ

than those of the intake group. As noted earlier, the official

behavioral indicators (any recontact, seriousness of outcome
offense, etc.) showed no differences betWéen the groups. To
supplement these indicators, a self report study was adminis-
tered to voluntary participants at 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.

Mean Self-Reported Disutility Score

Site Experimental Comparison
Chautauqua - 87
Erie 174 128
Rensselaer 289 271
Suffolk 267 316
Westchester .94 A 114
All 204 216

These results yielded no significant differences except in
the Chautaugqua group. It should be kept in mind that this is a
self report instrument and, as such, is liable to numerous soﬁrces

of error. Its purpose here was to provide information concerhing

trends, not absolutes. The lack of significant results are, once

again, a function of controlling for original offense (this, by
the way, lends some 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
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that wogld impact on client perceptions of self and environment.
Two primary indicators were chosen for testing, self esteem and
normative values orientation. Used were the Self Esteem Scale
devglopeq by Stanley Coopersmith and the Normative Values Question-
naire of John ?lark and Eugene Wenninger. These tests were pre~
tested in the £nstant 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 forms were sent to these clients for

retest at program termination and again at final- follow-up. The

response rate was relatively good as can be seen:

Self Esteem Scale

Time n % cohort % Ngr

I 770 84 100

II 321 35 42
III 367 40 48

Normative Values Scale
Time n )
) % cohort % ntI

I 774 84 100

IT 319 35 41 -
III 378 41 49

Before 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' Qork by Schwartz and
Tangri in which it was found that probation officers themselves
made the connection. The current evaluation assumed, and thiﬂ was
later borne out, that probation clients would have a lowér self
esteem score, perhaps as a result of the labelling process. The hope
not borne out was that diversion would improve self esteem ﬁhrough
treatment and a counter-labelling effect (though reduced pg@etration).
The same basic argument held for values orientation. ‘It was
assuﬁed, again correctly, that the "deviant" group would -aflhere
less to universal/middle class values and more to lower class
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 consideg@d to

W

" ¥

be key'correlates of self esteem. It tests self concepts
terms of self, peers, school, parents and leisure activities.
Further, it is well tested, short, and easy“to read. Finally, it
offered a means of comparing non-delinquent groups to the study
cohort. “

The Normative Values Test, by Clark and Wenninger, w;s chdsen
because it explicitly éddressed the three primary orientations;
universal, middie and lower class. It was easily administered

and scored.

Going now to the results we find our basic assumptions con-

cerhing self esteem and values orientation supported while, un-
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fortunately, the hypcthesis 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-teft groups did not vary significantly from one

. kY
another or from the means noted for Coopersmith's school groups.

) \
_ Similarly, the studenis in the Troy sample had value crientations

which emphasized univé%;al and middle class values.

| The scores from thé\pre—test groups did, however, differ
significantly from those%pf the test cohorts, both diversion and
intake. It was found thaﬁ,the clients at Preliminary Procedure
had lower self esteem scores and tended to identify more with

lower class values.

Pre-~Test Exp Comp
Self 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 2.6 9.5

‘ fIt is obvious, then, that the Reckless theory is supported.
The Self Esteem scores were not significantly lower for the study
cochorts but were consistently lower than the pre—test‘group or
any of Coopersmi&h's "normal” groups. On thg other hand, an
Aﬁalysis of Variance showed significant (raﬁging from .05 to
.001) differences for all value orientations,

Mére important for the study at hand are the results of the
cohort té;t - retest, shown’in Table XV, which indicate no

’

change for experimentals or comparisons over time in either area.

-
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This is the primarf reason for the flat refutation of the hypothesis.
Fﬁrther, to the extent that self esteem is a componept
in the labelling process, this allows for a tentative rejection

of the assumption that diversion addresses the labelling phenomenon.

Table XV

Self Esteem and Normativg.Value
Scores at Three Time Periods

Experimental Comparison
SEI T1 39.8 40.2
T2 40.8 41.7
T3 - 41.5 41.0
NV Mid T1 13.2 13.5
’ T2 13.4 13.5
T3 13.3 13.4
y } '
NV Low AL 2.6 9.5
\
T2 ) 9.6 . 9.8
I 9.8 : 9.8
NV Uniﬁt‘ T1 2548 26.0
T2 26.3 27.0
T3 26.0 26.3 .

There were virtuaiiy‘nordifferencgs among counties on

® Note: >
) these variables. o

At the outset of this study, it was assumed that clients of
differing characteristics would show varying success rates de-

pending on the program in which they participated. This belief

. -
was, in a sense, supported. The phrase "in a sense" is used
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because it ﬁas found that success rates do vary with client
characteri#tics but that programs do not, in fact cannot, address
¥

[/
i

or take advantage of these variables. Certain client character-
istics dQ'effect'outcome'but they are wholly independent of treat-
ment and cannot be altered by the juvenile justice system.
Numerous déta were collected on each client in the cohort
both for the attempted construction of a base expectancy table
and for general information and analysis. Information concerning
the individual client, crimiﬁal 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 associated with outcome. The results were sub-
jected to partial correlation tests contrq@ling for various pro-

gram varliables. The efforts to partial oq# program effects on

the results of the regression analyses;aiéfpresented below. As!
’ ' |

@ N : I

can be seen, the contributing Variablek, in order of free entry“
analysis, are (simglified): |

’ , |

F
Syctess
yceess

Variable Failure
Sex ‘ ' F#male, Male ;
Type of Initial Offense N P#Né : JD {
Who youth resides with - Bbﬁhibarents Other
Age f‘ Below 14 14, 15

~ Presence of Correspondents vﬁo Yes

Prior Offenses No Yes

Vv
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Table XVI

Client Characteristics Associated -
with Successful Qutcome

Chautauqua

Erie

Rensselaer

Suffolk Westchester

c

E C

E C E C

Overall

Sex

Initial Offense

Residencg
‘/)

AN

-98—

"

|
Correspondents

[

Prior Offenses

o

i

Race

Multiple
Regression
Final 'r

.46 | .56

.17 | .44 | .33 | .52
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Overall, these variqbles accounted for Qgtween 38% and 41% of
the variance in outcome on three separate measures (Discriminant
Analysis was used on the dichGtomous outcome variable.) The
county by county breakdown is reflected in Table XVI,

Thus, the hypothesi§ is supported but in such a way as to
make little difference in the programs under examination. This
is notuto say that the concept of diversion might not benefit
certain "types" of ciienﬁs but.only that thig\study cannot answer
which types they might be. This still appears to be an area worthy
of further research.

One note must bé added. These results are not surprising and
support findings in numerous otgﬁr studies. One possible ex~-
planation ‘is simply a matter of system response combined with
socigl:attitudes (particui&rly 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 qf this paper and the

by)

concept of juvenile diversion.
D. Services
1% 3 \\ [
1, It was hypothesized that the diversion program which
utilized availaq;é'community services would have a greater

rate of success than those which aid not use such services.

This hypothesis remains unconfirmed.

: D
2. It was further assumed that those;programs which offered

"in house" services would.be more successful. This hy-

pothégis was refuted.
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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 waé refuted.

The fir;t hypothesis in this section must remain unconfirmed
due to a 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 providéd, the diversion cohort looked as

follows:

Erie Renss. suf. W'chesﬁer Total
Soc. Services 6 2 1 7 16
Voc. Rehab. 2 4 0 0 6
Other Referral 12 38 2 12 34

Analysis of this sample indicated n¢ relationship between
"external" services and ‘Gutcome (r = .04) but it is felt the
sample is too small to dréw any real conclusion. It should be
hoféd, however, thaé the diversion cohort had a referral rate of
13% compared to a comparison group rate of 6% and a statewideﬁréﬁe
of 3%. This indicates that diversion programs make greater use of
community resources a%beit with little effect on outcome.

Apart from services provided to the client by community re=
sources there was the issue of service provided within the
diversion program by probationlparsonnel. 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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gj : _ The cumulative number of interventions* related to El clearly, once again, that the systéms best efforts are having little
change of residence, school, school program, work, recreation '
g and referral showed the following: :E on client behavior.
|
4 J il
+DIVERSTION INTAKE This last statement begins to address, as well, the belief
g* ‘ # SUCCESS # **SUCCESS "F that diversion programs would more successfully address client
TOT. N INTERVENTIONS % INDEX TOT. N  INTERVENTIONS % INDEX oo
: . treatment needs. Such was not the case if it can be assumed
--SUFFOLK 215 7 3% .83 83 17 20% .77 i
 ERIE v 131 76 58% .75 131 12 9% .84 fg that meeting treatment needs will lead to reductions in delinguent
RENSSELAER 40 35 88% .63 108 14 13% .675
 WESTCHESTER 62 29 47% = .85 88 11 12.5% .82 - behavior. Further examination of Table XVII shows that the five
CHAUTAUQUA ~ ~— N/A _— _— 64 14 228 .70 '

! diversion programs tended to offer more services to proportionately

) ) . i more clients than did the corresponding intake units (this difference,
The above cited interventions reflect one type of service, orien- i ‘

) analyzed by a difference of proportions test, was found to be
ted toward changes in the client's environment. As can be | ‘
significant at the .05 level). Similarly, the Case Diagnosis and

seen, the amount of service provided has little bearing on the
, ' Progress Sheet showed that the diversion officers identified 2.3

success index (r = -.39, n.s.). ~ >
> problem areas for every 1.0 noted by intake personnel. ‘Thus, we
Another type of service consists of counseling efforts.
have more problems identified and worked upon for diversion cllents,

2
| essmetss 3

More individuals, overall, regceive these types of services (Table
butegtth no better results in terms of client attitudes or behavior.

XVII), the most common differing from one county to the next. i
Services provided reflect in-house adjustment services for b E. Cost Benefit
both Intake and Diversion clients. The following table XVII reflected ‘gi The hypothesis (p.46) arguing reduced COStS for diversion programs is
5 kb

those sites where the listed services are avallable. The areas refuted. Assessnent of program -impact, that is, the benefits of

ECEN

starred indicate those services where over 50% of the sampled I

s

the programs being evaluated, is necessary. However, the bottom

clients were recipients. line of any evaluation is not only an assessment of program benefits

e ]

Once again, there are no significant relationships between but also an assessment of program costs. Thus, cost benefit

services and outcome (r = -~.35, n.s.). The high r value might be ] " analysis is critical in the preparation of an evaluation report for
an indication that those clients least likely to succeed are, ) the utilizatioﬁ of decision makérs. Cost-benefit analysis has been
N indeed, being identified by probation personnel. Unfortunately, | J 4 defined as:
- the inverse relationship between services and outcome indicate ‘ | . ’J The economic efficiency of a program expressed

. . R \ ~ as the relationship between costs ang outcomes,
= \ . ‘ - usually measured in monetary terms.

- *Interventions are defined as acts, on th
’ e part of the PO, designed i : :
to_ change the enviroment of, the juvenile. gne To address the issue of cost benefit, the required elements

to be derived are indicators of program gains and estimates of

a

oo




LET

T

T
TR

TABLE XVII

TOTAL IN-HOUSE SERVICES PROVIDED

DIVERSION INTAKE

s

-103-

Services Suffolk Erie Rensselaer Westchester Suffolk Erie Rensselaer Westchester Chautauqua
Crisis Intervention (.5%) (29.3%) (18.4%) *(58.3%) (1.2%) | (10.0%) (26.7%) (25,3%) (3,2%)
Short~Term Comseling (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%)
Diagnosis (1.5%) (17.2%) (7.9%) (3.3%) (8.6%) (6.0%) (1%) 0 0
Individual Counseling|*(80.6%) | *(93.9%) | *(97.4%) *(80%) *93.8% (4.0%) (7.6%) ‘ﬂ(G.?%’; k*(83.9%)
Family Counseling *(80.1%; (41.4%) | *(68.4%) (40%3 *91.4% (5.0%) + (35.2%) (4.0%) (12.9%)
Alternate Living (.5%) (14.1%) 0 (l: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.

Yz
(S8
28 g
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Table XVIIIL

-

TOTAL COST - INTAKE AND DIVERSION SERVICES

1 2Intake ?‘Ibml piversion ‘ S*Adjusted
Final Case Bearing Staff Reimburseable Net Cost Case Bearing Staff Federal Crant Net Cost
County Federal Grant Pericd Ratio Probation Cost Intake Services Ratio Costs Diversion Services
Chautauqua 12716/16 ~ 12/15/77 .19 $ 319,310 $ 60,668.90 _ .61 $ 63,482 $ 38,724 (12 no.) .
(12 Months) $5,056/mo. (x ratio for 38 mv.) $3,227.00/m0. :
Westchester |"'5/1/79 “ 12/31/79 ) .08 $2,620,512
{9 lonths) for 12 mo. $157,230.72 1.00 $ 53,898 $ 53,898 (9 ru,) |
$1,965, 384 §17,470/mo. (ratio for 9 mo.) $5,988.67, nu. S '
faor 9 no. »?. l
Suf folk 3/1/18 - 2/28/719 17 $4,831,41) $821,340.21 1.00 $101,663 $101,663 (12 mo.)
(12 Months) ) $68,445/mo. {ratio for 24 no.) $8,471.92/mo.,
Erie 1/1/717 - 6/1/78 ) 19 $2,860,052 $543,409.88 1.00 $198,828 $198,828
. {18 Months) $30,189%/mo. (ratio for 42 wo.) $11,046.00/mo. .
Rensselaer MY/ - 6730778 .09 $ 329,752 $ 29,5877.68 - .295 .
{12 Months) $2,473/mo. (x ratio for 27 mo.) $101,764 4 $30,020,38
! $2,501.70/mo.
’ |
“Disocounts frifge
benefits and
presents fiqures
for the final
N tunding cycle.
. 3
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TOTAL COSTS -~ INTAKE AND DIVRERSION SERVICES

Explanatory Notes

Final Federal Grant Period

The time frame present@: represents the last‘cycle the Diversion Project was Federally funded.

Case Bearing Staff Ratio: Intake

Material adapted from: Probation Staffing Requirements, Annual Probation Program Plan, Personnel and Budget Summary for 1979,

Prepared py Hew York State Divasion of Probation.

N

proporticned among case bearing staff.

i 5
Total Probation Cost '

Based upon the individual ounty applications for State Aid. This total represents reimburseable costs and discounts Federal Grant morues,

CETA funds and all other non-reimburseable costs. .

/.

Case Beatring Staff Ratio: Diversion

Corputatizns are made to ke consistent with the case bearing staff ratio for Intake. Base figures were drawn from specific Federal Grant
btudgets. If the Fedoral Grant was rultigurpose, the ratio of case bearing juvenile Diversion staff was extracted, If this ratio varied kased

upon several funding cycles, the average ratio was cosputed.

Total Grant Cost: Includus the total Federal monies supplicd and the lucal matching funds. Total costs were prorated to dutermine an estimate

for 12 nonths of funds as follows:

If several funding cycles occurrad, the average cost per month was caleulated, and this value was mutiplied by 12,

&

. The ratic 1$ derived from the case bearing staff assigned to Intake divided by the total case bearing staff providing services for Intake,
thvestigations and Supervision. Administrative and clerical staff, as well as travel, phona, equipment, etc. are(ff'g;sumd to be equally

144
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© Table XIX
: COSTS PER CLIENT
INTAKE SERVICES DIVERSTION S ERVICES
Intake Clients Estimated Cost Cost Diversion Clients Estimated Cost Cost
County Six Month Period Six Month Period Per Client Six Month Period Six Month Period Per Client
Chautauqua 199 $ 30,334.45 § 152.43 *120 § 19,362.00 $ 181.35
Westchester 1,130 $104,820.48 $ 92,76 80 $ 35,932.02 $ 449.15
Suffolk 1,682 $410,670,11 $ 244.16 1,046 $ 50,831,52 $ 48.50
Erie 1,199 $181,136.63 $ 151.07 140 $§ 66,276.00 £ 173.40 i
j —
Rensselaer 417 $ 14,838.84 $ 35.58 53 $ 15,010.20 $ 283.21 g
l
*Estimated figure based
upon grant period
client population
figures.
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Table XX .
Costs and Success Rates
% :
Diversion Services Intake Services
‘ .
Site: Cost *Days Fram . Site: Cost *Days From Y
Rank Order Based Per *haber Initial Interview | Success |} Rank Order Based Per *thnber Initial Interview Success i
Uron Cost Client | of Contacts To Closad Rate Uoon Cost Client | of Contacts To Closed Rate
‘ 1. Suffolk $ 48.60 1.6 39.7 83% 5 Suffolk $244.16 2.0 48.8 77% -
i ¢ =208 n=83 {
i . !
2. Chautauqua $161.35 Data Not, Available 4 Chautauqua $152.43 1.0 : 58.2 70% l-l-*
n=64 o
_ 3
i V ! ! :
3. Rensselaer s283.21 |- "12.6 113 63% 1 Ransselaer $ 35.58 1.0 12.3 68% :
n=40 ) n=108 i B P
: 4. wastchester | $449.15 - 6.1 50.8 85% 2 Westchester | § 92.76 1.0 19.6 82% {§
n=62 f n=88 ;
| 5. Erie 5473.40 11.4 I\'jkls 761 » 3 Erie : $151.07 1.1 48.9 5 841 \
¢ n=131 ‘ ) ) n=131 )
5 il ' N
’i ,‘J ) :
) le *Presents dverage number for group sampled. ’
o - « }"E ?
i avService ifdicators based upon 1979 colort data. 5§
N~ | .
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COST EFFICIENCY INDEX

Tahle XXI
**Total *Functional *Total *Mean *Cost
o Site Program Costs Utality Index Successes Functional Utility Efficiency Index

Chautauqua Intake $ 30,334.45 828 45 18.4 1648.61
n=64

Westchestar Intake $104,820.48 1,108 72 16.06 6526.80
n=88 '

westchester Diversion| § 35,932.02 846 53 16.27 2208.48
n=62 .

suffolk Invake $410,670.11 433 64 6.765 60705.12
=83

Suffolk Diversion $ 50,831.52 3,931 172 22.85 2224.57
n=208

Erie Intuke $181,136.63 1,448 110 13.28 13639.81
n=131

Erie Diversion $ €6,276,00 1,123 99 11.34 5844.44
n=99

Fenyselaar Intaka $ 14,838.84 1,244 73 17.04 870.82
n=108

Rensselavr Diversion | $ 15,010.20 296 ¢ 25 11.84
p=dn

S

1267.75

\

*opyyea] Ttcogran costs for six months.
*See text for explanation of valuos.
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Table KXIT

RATIO OF FUNCTIOUAL UPILITY

o B Sutfolk } Suffolk | Erie | Erie Chautauqua | RensSSel3er | Rensselaer | WestChestar| Wostohastor ,
i o . Exp. Canp. Exp. | Comp. | Carmp. Exp. Cam. Exp. Canp. '

\ . UP=18,9 ‘ ; Co .
| Suffolk Experimental 3.6 1 2.2 17 1.45 2.6 1.6 1.35 1.4
1 . | ‘
1

—
g g O

i il
UP=S. 2 :
i Suffolk Comparison 275 .61 .47 .40 .70 .45 .37 .39

i
) i UP=3.5 . ' | I

) i Erie Experimental .45 1.6 .765 .65 1.15 .73 .61 .63 =

I o

g Vo)
) UP=11.11 ! :
; Erie Compariscn .59 2.1 1.3 .85 1.5 .96 .80 .83 .,
, UP=13.0 “’
. Chautaumua Cargarison .69 2.5 1.5 1.2 1.8 1.1 .935 .97 i
: j “ UP=7.38
i Rensselaer Exparimental .39 1.4 .87 .66 .57 .64 .53 .55 i

L
[

UP=11.6 .
Rensselauve Carparison .61 2.2 1.4 1.0 .89 1.6 .83 .865 i

v e B AR

UP=13.9 ‘
) Westchester Experimental +135 2.7 1.6 1.25 1.1 1.9 1.2 / 1.0 ° gy

' . . 124 ol
: UP=13.4 o : . > i
; Westchester Somparizon .71 2.6 1,6 1.2 1.0 1.8 1.15 .96 i
i ) . " <O |
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- the cost of the undertaking. The preceding tables preseut

’ Ehese derived elements.

;llQ—

Before information provided may be in-
terpreted, however, certain assumptions must be made about the

elements used. Units of program costs may then be translated into

(3 gD 7 LT MR 10 Y m g

3§

an index for comparison across program S1EEETes Rz ot

sk G N g e Sl

The presentation following provides cost data for two major
procedures of probation services. The first‘is intake services,
the second is diversion services. Client groups served by weach :pro-
Eedure are not randonly selected. Activities continued in each of
thé units in question vary depending upon the client populaﬁion
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 potential client
to be served. The diversion units are established primarily to
handle juvenile delinguency and PINS complaints. Given these con-
siderations, comparisons of costs related to the two types of ser-
vices provided would be difficult.

In each of the jurisdictions examined, thére are many un-
controlled variables rg%ated to geographical and demographical
differences between sites. Comparisons made between program sites
must be made with full consideration of these differencgs.

Table XVIII presents the derivation of total program ocosts for *

'intake services and diversion services. Intake costs were deriwved

as follows:

The total reimbﬁrsable42 expenditures for each county

~-111-

probation department was obtained for the final funding
period of the diversion program; The case bearing staff

ratio for intake services represents the total number

of intake officers divided by the total number of case

net cost represents the total cost for intake services,
«‘ for the time period presented, holding clerical and
administrative services constant.

Total costs for diversion services were obtained by

c}rawing information from the federal grant contract budgets. If a

e il

case bearing staff ratio is presented, the total federal
i grant was multipurpose. The ratio was calculated in the
same manner as the intake services case bearing staff

ratio was obtained. The net costs for diversion services

gy

represents the total estimated cost for each project

2

L
| spaboerran:

during the time period presented.

o

¥

Table XIX presents the cost per client for intake and

.
partncmmsnr |

diversion services for a six month period. The six month

time frame was chosen because client data for the impact

fSEoht {
ey

evaluation were drawn from six month cohorts in each of

| St | [ St
[ famsas | [ratmenas |

the project sites. Intake and diversion clients served

are’the~numper of juvenile delinquency and PINS complaints

handled during the six month time period. As stated above,

therefore,

"' ':::].

intake serves many other types of clients; y

=

base figure;g

P

this estimate is inflated due to a smaller

5

The "cost per client" presented serves as an index for

§ETREA

comparison across intake sites.

Table XX presents the relative costs per client of

b st Frmdizawk
it

*PO's offering more than diversion services.
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diversion and intake services. To identify the type of

services provided, indicators chosen from our 1979 data

baé@}have been selected. Aggregate data from each of
the experimental (diversion) and comparison (intake)

sites have been compiled. , The service\indicqtors selected

e e et e e (R ST T T T T e e e S
S RO ettt e e e

are:

1. Number of contacts = This value reflects the

average number of times clients at each site
meet with the probation officer for counseling
services.

2. Days from initial interview to case closed -

reflects the average number of days clients'
cases are held open at intake or diversion
unit.

3. Success rate - indicates a simple success ratio,

based upon the total number of clients sampled
who do not recontact the juvenile justice sys-
tem 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 adjusted. Given the amount of disutility ad-
justed successfully and thé number of cleints involvgé,
the'average funétional utility score is obtained. Di-

/{W N
viding the total program cost by aver:ﬁ@ functional

‘utility score will-yield the average gst per unit

adjusted successfully. This then allows for cost com-
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parison betweqn progrdms, controlling for Yolume,
success rates and seriousness of offense.
? Table XXI presents the derivation of cost efficiency,

as Follows:

e 2@AWIN 1= Total P , . ;
R .\A,C F’*\r‘.. o) l*»f ek l ‘?qua‘m‘wwccs £ ¥ 'for;.. s:}xwxpgnths i

The six month time frame was chosen to match ‘the
sample selection time frame.

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 juvenile justice
system during the twelve month followup.

Column 4 - Mean Functional Utility: The average

amount of disutility successfuliy addressed.

Column 5 - Cost Efficiency Index: The total program

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, sihcelonly a portion of project outcomes
can be g%ven a quantifiable value.%? For this reasgn, program

effectiveness should be addressed in the context of cost efficiency.

The rate of functional utility is the chosen indicator of program

effectiveness, While cost efficiency measures the successes of the

preogram, the index of effectiveness includes the total program

sample. !
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RATE QF 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

1
[
[
[

success or failure. e e e

" B e o g R s A e [ et

The derivation of the functiQnal utility rate (UP) requires:

o

the total amount of disutility, (i.e., weighted seriousness scoie

for each offense) for the entire sample for each ptogram IDC, the
total amount of disutility successfully addressgd (i.e., where’
there was no future recidiviém within a year period kXD),‘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 XDS
where SI (Success Index) is the degree to which a program is
successful in addressing recidivism as measured by:
SI = IDC/:ID
and where XDS {5 the mean disutility score addressed by a program:
XDS = IDC/N.
A comparison of one program‘to another can be obtained by
diviqihg the rate of functional ?tility of program A with the
.functional utility rate of prog;am B, see Table XXII, ratiO'of

functionalcutiiitym

A
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' Findings

The rank ordering of the diversion programs, in terms of
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- effectiveness is as follows:
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cost=efficiency, is as follows:

Rensselaer County ~1267.75
59 Westchester County 2208.48

Suffolk County 2224,57 ﬂ

Erie County 5844.44 /

The degree Of efficiency is assumed to‘ﬁé greater, to the
extent that the cost is ipwer. ‘

The rank ordering of diversion services in terms of program

AN

=

Suffolk Diversion 1
Westchester Diversion 1
Erie Diversion

Rensselaer Diversion

~1 0w o
o 10O

Here, the higher the ratio, the more effective the program
appears.

In sum, the relative ranking in terms of efficiency and

effectiveness is:

PROGRAM SITE EFFECTIVENESS EFFICIENCY
Suffolk Diversion I IIT
Westchester Diversion II II
Erie Diyersion IIT v
Renssei;er Piversion IV ” I

<

While Suffolk Diversion is thg most effective program, iﬁfis
neariy the least efficient of our target sites. This finding is due
to the increased cost for each unit of disutility sﬁécessfﬁlly ad- 9
drgfse&&? Renssel;er County, on the other hand, is the“least effec-
tive. _However, it is the mo$£ efficient prbéram since the'efficienci
is a function of é lower prograh4cost. Westchester County appears

to be more effective and more efficient, -ranking second on.both

Q o
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,Second, it is an inescapable fact that diversion, as a program

aimed at effectively treating clients so as to reduce or eliminate

bmed

During the eighteen month study, a tremendous amount of

. ) . , - future deviant behavior is no more efféctive for the majority of
information was gathered, sorted and analyzed. Only those data ’

L.
b

. . . . clients than more traditional intake procedures. The diversion
which were directly connected with the hypotheses were dealt with

. . ) client, like:his counterpart at intake, seems to succeed or fail
in this report. Even then, the presentation was often cursory,

[N ¢
[ |

. v ks ) based largely on factors (such as sex, offense, and family background)
particularly when no significant results were obtained. Similar-

1
g v cowsto
I
I
I

. , . . L. ) < fﬁ outside of the ability of the system (or at least that part of the
ly, in most instances results pertaining to each individual site U8
- . X ) : : system being discussed here) to control.
were essentially hidden in the aggregate. To have done otherwise i . :
Sl Along the same line, diversion, if conceived as a means of re-

would have required five separate repo¥ts, each as complex and

. . ducing recidivism, is not a cost effective alternative to the intake
lengthy as this one. Nonetheless, this document serves its primary

. . . ) . . g process, costing more with no improvement in results. I£, however,
- purpose,which was to provide decision makers with information |

. . ) ) . P one looks at cost effectiveness in terms of systemwide processes, the
pertinent to the concepts and practice of diversion. In so doing, ] J

. . . ) picture might be altered. The fact is“that diversion does not reduce
enough information is presented to allow numerous valid conclusions b ’

o ,4,,
| S| | S et

recidivism. What it does reduce is the proportion of cases going

o

to be drawn, to support findings of numerous other studies, and

. . . , \ ) to petition while it increases the proportion of cases being ad-
to provide substantial direction in the still unsettled area of "

B
rr:“a:‘:.:::i

1ini a justed to the satisfaction of complainants and respondents. It does
preliminary procedure. . . :

this without significantly widening the net of the justice system

e 1
Yoy

P

. The first conclusion of this evaluation is that the term «
L ) ’ H and w1th no negatlve effect on outcome. Thus, ‘while the cost to

"diversion" still lacks a standard definition. This, of course, q
- . L _ ” ‘ ) ' i probatlon is falrly substantial, the cost to the system is reduced
makes it difficult to measure and, unfortunately, nearly impossible ’ v
R o : . I substantially on a per capita basis. For every adjustment that
to compare one program to another. Similarly, the absence of firm Jva% “\ o
o P \ ) \ ] : i otherwise would have gone to petition, court and correcticnal costs,
- definitions and operational guidelines at timés means that di--
y
i {or the instant case, are elimirated at no added social costs.
: version is v1rtually indistinguishable from the intake process, > r 8 .
e ’ ' This, of course, represents a trade off which decision maker must

agaln making extremely diffidult to make any sound comparative anahmes.

. . : \ . ; , reconcile: increased component cost for increased s zstem beneflt.
Diversion, as it exists in New York State today, has as

Lt

]
A&
3

. . . . . o _ - f " Beyond this, there is a good possibility of reducing the costs of
] its main purpose a goal identical to that of the intake. B J }% ) : '
’ . . ', . \ L the diversion process. The idea is based on observation and sub-
. . process upon its inception in 1922. That goal was to reduce the ' \
1 . L . . ' m jective process of evaluators. It is no more than a hunch, but one
- number of cases going to petition through a process in "informal il '
. . W . k based on long contact with the diversion proaramg. .These vroauwams,
adZustment. To some extent this must reflect on the success of Porm
iﬁ, as shown, are extremely diverse, to the point

the intake function.
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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, combined with numerous

"negative" findings (e.g. general staff laqk of awareness of pro-
gram goals and the "personalized" aspects of the programs) create
a temptation to say that any concerted effort (even inexpensive

ones) to reduce petition rates might well work. This, in the

belief of the evaluators, is at least worthy of further examination.

It can be concluded that diversion, as it operated, in the sites
examined, had no impact on client reported deviant behavior. A

. self report instrument, analyzed with the Wolfgang Index showed

- no difference in behavior over a twelve-month follow-up period.

The disutility of self reported incidents showed no differences

" = between intake apd diversion clients, although self report

_esteem and a lower class value orienﬁationf

‘service appears “to impact at all on these variables.

disutility ran at about 37 times that of official reports. v
Further, diversion makes no greater impact on client attitudes

(self esteem and normative Values) than does intake. Neither

Youth

entering the preliminary procedure sub~system\have low self

L

This does not

change“du”ing intake or diverSion proce551ng or during a follow-

]

'up period when program effects would be Eﬁpected to manifest them-

selves. “ o

14

While it was not a major problem and was certaioly not wide-

.Spread, it must, nonetheless be concluded that diversionkﬁrograms

carry a potential for abuse. By law, no case sﬁould be opened
at preliminary prodedure if, under Article 7 of the Family Court

Act, that case could not support a petition to the Family Court.
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Similarly, a case can only be held open at preliminary procedures
for 60 days with a 60 day extension, for a maximum of 120 days.
Nonetheless, cases were observed at several sites in which it was
obvious to all parties that the facts would not 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 as51stance. There is a
good indication that these officers are correctly identifying

which clients need more help 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 extra
time in the system does little good, In conjunction with these

observations, it was noted by field observers that there were

cases that would have been more appropriately handled outside
) 3

_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 exhibited

+

other process benefits. It was observed ‘that in those programs in
which local police agencies were closely involved diversion had
the potential of becoming a very effective management tool. 1In

those programs the traditional sift and screen procedures were

performed much more quickly and'efficiently,‘wyth cases having no

need for further processing leaving the system qnickly. Further,
delays in processxng and lag time between appearances were

substantially reduced where diversion "front ended" the system.
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An added ﬁﬁd desirable beﬂéfit of police involvement appears to -
bé an increase in understanding and cooperation between the
agencies. It should be clearly noted-that these conclusions are
drawn from two programs where the polige had heavy inQolvement

from the outset. In Suffolk County, the program was jointly

"owned" while in Yonkers,‘the‘Juvénile Aid Bureau had sole
ownership and responsibility for two years prior to probation
involvement. It is doubtful that such a program could be imposed

on a.police agency successfully but should rathe?>be a matter of

%
o

>

cdoperative developméht.'

Finally, and unfortunately, é\coﬁclusion must be reached"

t e

regarding’the'deyeloPment of a model diversion program which

® ~

was a'gpal of this evalQation from the outset. Weé must conclude
that no single one of the diversion programs stood up well enough
under examination to provide a statewide modé% for the process.

Further, the programs were so diverse, from theory te practice,
| € X !
o S

that an attempt to create .a ﬁpdel using the‘best'aspects onf each

Y N Vi

. [
program would make little sense and be of no use on a é%atewide

basis. °

Overall, then, it can be said that-diversion, as it currentlyf

exists in these counties, cannot be viewed as a more effective

treatment model which would provide an alternative to -tradition-

,al intake procedures. Its promise, instead, lies in various pro-

cedural chanées which address efﬁiciency within a context of

minimal penetration.
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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:
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

berincluded;

4. Clear cut eligibility criteria for client entry into.

diversion programs be established and closely adhered to;

5. Eégzité to improve ‘the timeliness and efficiency of

H system actions bs continued but that they not be con-

[

2

fused with "diversion";

6. The idea and practice of establishing closer and more
H effective working relationships with local police deg§rt"

ments be continued and expanded; - .

7. Every effort be made by local probétion departments to
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10.

1l.

12.

13.

14.

. but incorporated into ongoing programs where possible;

o -l22-

4

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 programs, where shown

to be positive, not be dropped with program termination,

i

The six and twelve month follow—Up practice, used in
Westchester County, be adopted Statewide, to provide

ongoing feedback a?d allow for program modification;

The depg;tments provide for close and ongoing monitoring

of diversion and intake units to determine 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 prei v

liminary procedure.
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' MANPOWER COUNSELING SERVICES

Project Crossroads; located in Washington, D.C. began in

o3

January, 1968 through funding from the Department of Labor. The

project investigated the feasibility and effectiveness of diverting

young firsf offenders from the court. The program provided intensive

manpower services for a ninety day period prior to judicial review

. of the cases. Both males and females were eligible for the program.
Appendix I

RN
3

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

Review of the Literature o counseling and remedial education, If the program was completed

;‘
ORI N

satisfactorily and clients could demonstrate their determination

and ! to use legitimate means to obtain iohs, the staff would recommend

to the court that charges should be dismissed.

¢ Critique of Evaluations . ! ;\,g} For the evaluation of Project Crossroads & sample of every
¢ { { second caseminvolvad in the program f%r a time limited period was
O 2 o 1 r B .'/v‘ i o :
& ) - selected.’ The sample of diverted youth was then compared to a

group of cases processed in a traditional manner. Through a com=- -

parison of recidivism rates of the two groups, the findings sug-

Y
gested that diversion reduces the likelihood of rearrest more than

traditional processing. In additioh} diversion programs that use

supportive services (like employment counseling) appear to be

igy ‘ o . nmore effective than diversion with no services.? A third finding

1

'r ' i ” “ . ; lroberta Rovner-Pieczenik. Pretrial Intervention Strategies: An
g . ’ ¥ . Evaluation of Policy-Related Research and Policymaker Perceptions.
{ , : American Bar Assoclation, November, 1974, p. 31l.

“ / o ‘ N . .
ol | . b 2Franklyn W. Dunford, et al. Work Plan: National Evaluation of Di-

(, . : version Programming. Behavioral Research Institute, April 11,
= o ) ‘ 1977' po 6. :
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was related to successful participation in the program. For such v ,
P P prog the program showed "considerable success" in maintaining jobs. 1In

bed

articipants, charges were dropAed. The unsuccessful participants | ‘4 o
P P ! 9 P P P L) addition, the program participants had a much lower rate of recidi-

vism than the comparisen group.

Lo 3
| s 3

were found to have a greater likelihood of rearrest.

The Manhattan Court Employment Project was funded by the Depart- ; . ) ,
; The major shortcomings of these two evaluations of early di-

f A

ment of Labor in 1967. The point of intervention came just after 1 version programs are as foll
[ O OW..» .

the defendant's arrest. The project was located in the Manhattan

et

First, for each evaluation, a selection of a non~random compari-

.

Criminal Court and the criteria for eligibility included derendants 6
Son group was used. For the Manhattan Court Dmployment Project, a

who were predominantly male, aged 16-46, un- or underemployed, and Lo
' 1 comparison group was chosen ﬁrom court records of "paper eligibles,"

not full time students. Those who had served more than six months )
» ’ , prior to program inception. The study used a matching technique of

e

only two variables: offense and age, omlttlng potentially relevant

e

in prison as well as those who were charged with murder, rape,

aggravated assault, armed robbery or drug addiction were not eligible “ R
2oL . i characteristics such as prlor arrest record. The comparison group
for this program. The program provided individual and group coun- ! :
for Project Crossroads was selected from among all offenders seen by

oy

. seling in seéking and maintaining eﬁbicyment for 90 days (or more th . )
: N € court prior to program inception. An attempt to match partici-

-

with court approval). If program participants indicated a.promise
: ! . pants was conducted and although the evaluation stated that group

P

of permanent change the staff would recommend to the court that
similarities exist, "no data are dlsplayed to support this declara-

Ve

the prosecutor dismiss charges. The prosecution would be resumed £3 "
ion. This retrospective comparison. technique casts "serious doubts"

fismeesas}
pr=e oo

for unsuccessful participants. The program was expanded to ‘
P p prog © p , on the studies' validity. 7 - il
Brooklyn, the Bronx and Queens and current fund1ng is based upon il . . .
) i The second limitation is that comparisons are made of only
purchase of service grants with the Clty of New, York. ' L . L . %
good or successful terminations with all members of the comparison

© i
cont@pi group. Thlshmethod of comparison makes the success of the

(oeey

The evaluation of MCEP? also used a time-limited sample from

=1

among participants in this program. iFurther,‘this sample was -re-— R .
> . program appear more inflated, since the unfavorable terminations

f St

i

stricted to "Favorables". A matched comparison group o¥ "Unfavor- : ‘
s resumed regular court processing and were no longer followed.

ables" was select2d with the use of intake records. The findinqs of

=

the evaluation indicated that those who were successful in completing

oAy

SDunford.

St §
*

[

6 . .
Joan Mullen et al. Pretrial Services: An Bvaluation of Policy
Related Research. ABT Associates, December, 1974, p. 23.

31bid.
.

4Rovner—Piecznik, p. 32.

7Mullen et al, p. 23.
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Mullen tells us: San Jose, California San Jose Project Intércept 1971-present

ey s

e it AR

Such comparisons which use only a selective

: : L Santa Rosa, California Santa Rosa Project Inter- "
portion of the participant group will inevitably

T favor the participant since a proper comparison ‘ | 'W cept
- group will contain some proportion of individuals | R
who might have been terminated unfavorably, had ‘ ¥ Hayward, California Hayward Project Intercept "
[ they entered the program. Findings based on these ] W
comparisons lead only to one conclusion -- after 1 Cleveland, Ohio Cleveland Offender 1 1970-1973
all non-performers and most known recidivists are :
returned to the courts, the remaining pa;ticipgnts i i o Rehabilitation Project
look bgtper than a group which contains its fail- 1 ~ ) L
‘ures. ~ to Minneapélis, Minnesota Operation DeNovo . 1971-present

The third problem related to thése two evaluations was that ~ ) San Antonio, Texas . Project Detour | 1971-1973

participants were'compéred based upon employment status before

¥ e X . All wera;iniéially funded by the Department of Labor and some
and after program participation. However, the eligibility criteria

=4

) : . , _ ¢ received cbntinuea funding from LEAA and/or local monies. For each
for program participation included assessment of employment needs. . ,

program a concentration on gmployment—;elated strategies was empha-

-
b

o

Here, the outcome measures (employment status) is a reflecgion of ’ o ;
. sz ‘ ' 4 - sized. For purpose of brevity, Table A summarizes these programs.
eligibility criteria (need for employment). The measure for compar- - ’ , :
B ' ) _Only one of these second-round programs was. exclusively concerned
ison is used as a criterion for participant selection. Using this , ) ‘ g = :
w0 y w}th juvenile offenders, the Baltimore Pretrial Intervention Program. *

method, "after measures cannot fail to iboﬁobetter than before...

: . The Nine-sites studyll (so—célled by Rovner-~Piecznik) based
The "second round" programs10 located in nine areas across the

R

its evaluation assessments upon all favorably terminated participants.

- United States were modeled after the earlier Manpower Development : “
o o T S While the problem of non-random selection was eliminated from the

[~ Programs in Washington, D.C. and Manhattan. They are: | i A
B i) ~ ] P o 4 _sampling of experimentals by including all program partic¢ipants,
o 4 ,' ! ) )
- Atlanta, Georgia Atlanta Pretrial Inter- 1972f}975 | / it the evaluation study was "forced to estimate measurements .of those

vention Project unfavprably terminated" for comparisons: The author continues:

Baltimore, Maryland Baltimore Pretrial In- 1971-present | | "The problem of omitting data on program failures raises questions
tervention Project o ) concerning the use and appropriateness of an estimation formula."
Boston, Massachusetts Boston Court Resource 1971-1974 1 The Nine-sites study did offer statistics on the long-term employment

Project

gains of participants and concluded that employment stability in-

»

e

8Mullen et al, p. 23.

11

91bid. Ibid, p. 31.

pract——y

10govner-riecznik, p. 16.
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THBIE A (Centinued)
&
Site Climibility Criteria Tire Services refaerrals to follos-tp
Cluveland 1. Initially, defendants who ‘1-1 days Staff Jusigp individual plans Ta mArt rectussts tat the
. entared clea no contest of szrvice which can at mini- |\ afrteesd party agprove dis-
Y “ or entured no plea for ~aum reconnend that churges be v mesal of charqges.
rmisdemcanor offenses dismissed at the end of 14 THS Oo.re can' arrange ras-
2, Leranded ro ipclude Sirst day initial centinuance titution batwean the Jde-
offender fzlony chares Seraant and the complainant
’ 3. . Currantly, discrict court )
b judae recorunds any . "
randidate who “mignht Lene-

1.

3.

Defendants charged with
nusJEnzanor proparty
offrnges (Originally)
Lataonind to folony
offznsers and those
crargcd with gross mis-
Cehinanors

ronviclesit juvenile -
viiviners

Mielent Sruninal offenders

wxcluead

Six nonths

Team of one coordinator and

five ex-offenders present classes
1n £inding and maintawning em-
ploymant.

Counseling and tutoring also
included,

Fducatisnal job
training and welfare
resoweas in the area.

At the end of six rmonth uro. ™
jran staff recormend that
court Jivmiss chanies for
suzduasful participants.

If defeniant is rearrosted

ot absoonds, the staff
vdcuniends program cenmin-
aTicn, returm to oourt.

won-violent firse
offenders

rsdaezanor of funses
Ly .
e rect RAOJR, wli-
qualaty

JAse, referrals come from

ik 210 kelutlons Scciion

{ Lastrict Attormey's
i

pp Bale]

30 days or

pore with

Eour: approve
1

Counsaling and jcb Jdevelop-
ment s2rvicas

Fducational, job
Eraming and social
ernces 1n the area.

Futnctundaticns for dis-
rassal of charges by pro=
wr.m stut® for succossful
ralt 13uants. t
Teose unfavorubly termi-
nitad revert to normal
craiial nstice Lrocensirg

vk
(=53
e
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creased among participants who were favorably terminated.+? 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 secondvround projects or "Nine-site" study suffered from
practical limitations!3 in implementation. Although gll 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\%

charges actually were dismissed.

Normally referrals to the diversion programs either came
directly from the judge or (more commonly) the prosecutor 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 prioxr
record and personal history was reviewed. The judge and prosecutor
then had 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. o

The entire intake and screening process for these programs

are especially sensitive to the motivation of the defendant, the

i

l?Ibidy p. 65. Also, see Supra Note 3, p. 86. "Stability is- defined
as the percentage of time an individual works during a stated

; time interval." 0 :

¥3Mullen, et al, pp. 23-25.

141bia, p. 24. : °

bod  eesd  wed (RN

| ]

2]

e f e
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discretion of program staff and the perogatives of the court and
prosecutor: In addition, since these projects must éttempt to pro-
mote "official confidence" to maintain funding sources for project

continuation, "pressures abound to divert minimal risk cases."15

.High risk cases are more likely to be unsatisfactorily -

terminated and, therefore, are retd;ned to court. When these cases
become the court's responsibility, the projects reviewed are re-

guired only to account for their successes.

Mullen suggests, based upon the results of evaluations of these

nihe-sitaﬂstudies, that:

...the concept in practice is highly susceptible
to dilution... By combining an interest in inten-
sive service delivery with the provision of dis-
missal. of charges...can (these programs) 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?l6 '

The previous studies reviewed represent only one approach to pre-

trial intervention. Each emphasizes manpower training and job place-

o o

ment. The programs and their subsequeﬁi 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 higher in-
project failure rates, the personal liabilities of the
unfavorably terminated group, and the cost associated
with the aborted diversion attempts may outweigh the
benefits that accrue in successful cases. :

151bid, p. 24.

l 6 Ib id ’ p 3 25 .

17Tbid. DPlease refer to "The functional Utility Tndex" - Desian Methodoloqy:
Each participant will be included in the sample as applied to the formula for

functional utility. This index considers the relative utility of program
failure and success, as related to program cost and recidivism.

N
f

s}
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PERSONAL COUNSELING SERVICES

A second type of diversion project turns the focus away
from manpower 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 ccunseling may be
of value to those who may not require
specific employment assistance.-

The Dade County Pre-trial Intervention Program in Miami,

- Florida, was implemented from January 1972, throuéh°July 1974,
with LEAA funding.l? The prograﬁ provided for a rehabilitation
plan which was drawn up on an individual basis by the client,
his family and project staff and thitee to six months of inten-
sive counseling immediately following arrest. C&he counselors
Qﬁhld maintain contact with clients by means of home visits,
monitoring the job or train;ng Jocation éhd at the project
office. The project requiréd 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 program 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

181bid, p. 26.

19R. Rovner-Piecznik, p. 209.

20yational Pretrial Intervention Service Center. DPretrial Crim-
inal Justice Intervention: Techniques and Action Programs.
A.B.A, June 1975, p. 18B. .
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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 intervals for one year,

staff reported:

...in the Eighteen Month Report, reduction
of psychosymptomology...in program partici-
pants from their Initial Interview to their
Post Completion Follow-Ups.21

The reviewer, however, is told to interpret this finding with

caution:

...In the absence of comparison to unsuccess-
ful completers who do not accept follow-up
guestionnaires 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 beneficial.

2l1pid, p. 20.

221pid, p. 21.
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To evaluate the effects of proéram participation and recidi-
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charge other than homicide were eligible for participation.26

Ty
TR

vism, a control group of 34 who met all eligibility criteria were f; . B
- p Generally, felons who were referred to the program after

(

indictment required application by their counsel. Following

randomly chosen and compared to those participating in the program -

—
i

through January 1974.G The findings of this comparison showed

i | “ 3 a diagnostic investigation report and approval of the judge,
that: - i iI :
= . . fg the alleged offender would plead not guilty and sign an agree-
...the recidivism rate for successful com~ S .
pleters whose charges were dismissed (10%, S ment for deferred prosecution. Counseling services (for voca-
N = 309) compares favorably to the recidi- : ) SR
vism datggfor the control group (32.4%, g tional or psychological counseling) were usually provided through

referral to community based agencies.Z2’

i

i
At (the end of the program, in addition to outright dismissal
1)

[

vl
= B }

et

These data also showed, however, that unsuccessful completers had

oo

higher recidivism rates than the controls (37.8%, N.= 82 and 43.8%, s
‘ ‘ vof charges for successful participants, plea bargaining could be

N = 64 for 1973 and 1974 respectively).24 -

]

b . : ‘
d considered for "those cases where the alleged criminal act was

These data suffer the same prbbiems as portrayed by Muilen
. - , of such severity that the District Attorney's office could not

et al (see above) in that success of the program is determined by i

cqnsider dismissal."28 When the participant proved uncoopera-

its successful participants. In addition, while the controls - :
- tive, was accused of a serious crime while participating in the

were randomly selected, the small number of comparison cases limits B
R project, or dropped out of the program, the case returned to the

the validity of the findings.
court. Since January, 1974, the project has been continued by

A third type of diversion projecﬁ concentrates on personal

| . ‘ ’ . the Nassau County Probation Department with partial funding by
counseling services, but differs from the Dade County project in i

9

‘i
‘ o the1$tate of New York.2°
that the "counselor advocates" are Probation Officers.25 Project i ‘

sy

Operation Midway, located in Nassau, Mew York was initiated in

the fall of 1970, through a grant award by the Division of Crim-
26Rovner—Piecznik, p. 209.

[

inal Justice Services in New York State. The program was form-

ally implemented within the Nassau County Probation Department. 0 271bid.
. I
Both males and females between the ages of 16 and 25, residing | e 28Mullen, et al, p. 29.
. , - L
in Nassau County, who were arraigned before the court on a felony § é 29Rovner-Pieczenik, p. 209.

231pid. ) ' , . b i

241hi4. : ; ) }

P

25Mullen~gt al, p. 28.
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An’iméortant difference of this diversion program was that

ﬁit extended the presentence reporting role of probation officers

Here the '"“investi-~

‘gative perogatives" of the probation agency facilitated the plea-

bargaining process.30 Another unique‘quality of the program is
that it is implemented within probation, the primary focus for
the current proposed evaluation. 7

During the first phase of Operation Midway, project staff

attempted to measure change in program participants' self~con-

cept and‘persgnal adequacy:

Self-concept scales, the actual-ideal
self-concept discrepancy scales, and

the Minnesota Multlpha51c Personallty

Inventory were administered to partici- “
pants at intake and again six months

later. Pre-program scores indicated

(1) low cclf—esteem and negatlve atti-

tudes towards one's self and (ii) a B
great discrepancy between how the . /
participant viewed himself and what

qualities_he felt an individual should

possess.

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 reducew«. In addition,
post-tests indicated a heightening in self-esteem. "Both find-
ings were statistically significant.- 32 These flndlngs suggest
that program services should be able to change participants'

perceptions of himself and his relationships with others. However:

30Mullen, et al, p. 29. L

31

-

Rovner-PleczeW k, P. &5.
321b1d

B (é‘klu -
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Lack of comparable test information on

a nonparticipant group also limits in-

formation on the effect of history, matur-
.ation, testing, lﬂstrumentatlon, and
“statistical regression as potentially.
1nvalldat1ng fact¢rs. 33

Long term client changes were addressed by both the Dade
County Projece and OperationVMiGWay in terms of reduced recid-

ivism for at least one year following progxam participation.

SN
o

The Dade County evaluation stated:.

'Therapeutic intervention between arrest
and trial of youthful first offenders has
o been found to effectively lower the (two

" year) rearrest rate of all participants,
successful and unsguccessful alike, when
compared to controls...revealing frequen-
cies of 111 (19.82%) and 11 (32.35%) re-
spectively. This compares with a previous-
ly reported recidivism rate, following one
year of program operation of 8.9% for all
participants and 25.0% for controls.

]
¥

4]

The Operation Midway evaluation stated:

JAfhe enly) true measures of success in a
crime prevention program are the level
of recidivism displayed by those indi-
viduals who have heen discharged and the
number of clients discharged as improved.
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 this
number... (there has been) a recidivism
rate of less than two percent. 1In Nassau
County, the recidivism rate among those

331bid.

34R: Nichols et al, Research Supbiement:‘fbade County Pretrial
Intervention Program. Office of the State Attorney, 1974.
p. 19. 1bid Supra note 15, p. 87. ~
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/ assigned to regular probation has been
/ recently measured at a level of forty-
; one-percent, 35

Mulleqfobserves t?at in the Dade County Evaf&gtion, the
findings ﬁelated to recidiﬁism were obtained through the usg
of "diffefent periods of obse%vation" for the éarticipant
groups and the/comparison group. Participants were exposed
to rearvest ibout half as long as. their comparisons.36 .

For both the Dade County Projectgand Operation Midway:

‘'The findings reported regarding the
effects of the projects counseling
component are similarly difficult
to interpretf, although the attempted
measurement of psychological impact
on participants may be an important
step toward a more thorough evalua-

t%on of the consequences of diver-
sion.

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 disagieement are as follows:38

1. Findings for Dade Cov:ty are based upon a control group of
small size (N = 34).
2. The Controls in Dade County were selected in the first year

of 1mplementatlon and compared to a participant group selected

~over a two year period.

o

<

35 o ‘
Bruce Jd. Cohen“wt al. Proéject Operation Midway, Final Evaluation=-

Phase II. Nassau County Probation Department, 1974 1
Supra note 17, p. 87. P ’ rﬂP- 77: 1bid,

0

36Mullen. é% al/wp. 26

371bid. ‘ : , T

33$ovner-gieczeﬁik, pp. 83-84, Tev
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3., Operation Midway had no "non-participant" comparison group

nor were stated comparisons based upon equivalent samples:

4. The existence of a number of unknown, uncontrolled variables
like history, maturation, drop~-out rate and the accuracy of'
recidivism information.3?

YOUTH RELATED DIVERSIdN'PROGRAMS

There are a number of diversion programs not yet addressed
which are concerned exclusively with juvenile diversion (the

focus of nthe current appllcatlon).40 In several of these pro-
jects,‘attempts 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
origf%ated August 1, 1975. The target population was all PINS
caees received at Family Court Intake regardless of referral
source., Every second case seen at intake was referred to the
dlver51on program, whlle the remalnlng cases were processed in
. the tradltlonal mannex 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 werelto.éo to petition. The
criteria for referrai to Family Court was: ’

1) The youth or petitioner demands formal court\pro-

ceedings. \

2) _The child or parents refuse to work with the project

staff on an informal basis. )

Y
P}

o

39The Intensive EV&lUdLlOn Unit intends to minimize these problems
(1-4 above) through its samplang procedunes (See: mpling) and
the use of the Maltz-McCleary" "Suﬁcess Rate Predlctl%ngechn#ques
(See Timé Erame/Staffing). i 3

40some of studies thus far revlewedwlnclude Juvenlle clients but

are not excluded to juvenlles. !
o

" ¢
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3) The child shows suicidal or serious dggresgsive behavior. -

4) .The youth is missing at the time .of application.

4

5) The child‘refuses to return tq hiz fome.4l Lo )
The services provided by the Operation Juvenilg/Interceptﬁ

Unit were short term (three months), intensive and community

based treatment. A'team of five probation“counselors, a pro-

?f;batxon assistant and three aides used techniques of "team in- -

terventlon" and "family céntered 1ntervent10n“42 Case treat-

ment methods to be used included:

- active use of field work, home visits,
school visits, community contacts, etc.

- dynémic use of social group work tech-
niques,

- exten§i§é work in significant areas of
the community to locate and help develop
resources pertinent for case management. 43
e
While the basic project concepts identified types of treatment” !

strategies, the counselor roles needed clarification according
to the evaluators. Some counselors favored the use of referral

i
sources while others "tended toward the direct treatmentxro¥e.“44

Findings of the evaluation indicated that Intake cases re-
“b

ceived a significantly greater numher of\courﬁ-dispositionsk(76.9%;
N = 200) when compared to the. d;var51on cases (47. 2% N = 136). 45

These figures were used to support the hypothesis that the “rate

i

S ) S ) D .
41James*‘Curra,/,n‘et,;al. Operation Juvenile InterccpEOEvaluatlon;
Final Repert. John Jay College of Criminal Justlce, Qgptember
19077' PO 4Q. © © . w &

121pid, p. 30.

43Ibid’ p(). 31.. = 2 ) ] @ . ) , "«'— 6]

Y

- 451bid, p. 61.
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of petiéion and re—entfy for OJI clients will be significantly
lower than the :atﬁ for Intake non-clients." 1In addition, ths
%ponFreehtfy fidﬁres"46 for the two groups were réported. Both
were found to be very high: 83% for OJI and 71% of Intake cases.
These'pquortions, however, were based upon all cases adjusted

(N = 197, N = 92 respectively). Of those cases diverted, a por~-

tlon for each group re-entered the ‘system and then, some were

Nl

again diverted. Thus, these figures are not representative of

success since some diverted cases were counted twice an&;those
that were failures iﬁ%tially were considered successes. This type
of reporting of figufés falls into thg same type of trap earlier
mentioned by Mullen et al: the comparison of outcomes of those
who successfully cémpleted the program-against the remaining
group: h

The Pretrial Intervention concept poses
a fundamental dilemma acutely reflected
in the evaluation literature. The basic
conflict is with the delivery of services
to reducevrecidivism...and the provision
of a humane alternative for those not
likely to recidivate. 1In practice, the
former may become unintentionally or « _
quite purposefully subordinate to the #@
latter as defendants (or respondents)
must pass a number of screening tests
prior to admission. ...As thése two
goals have become confused so too have the
outcome measures selected as evaluation
crlterla.

If the rearrest (or reentry) rate is lower among program part1c1—

. pants, this reduction is attributed to the program. But programs

o

do not assume responsibility for their failures.

e 2

4ﬁReeptry was dewlred by the evaluators t¢ mean "...that a case

camg again to the attention of the court, either for violation
of ihe terms of the orlglnal dlsp051tlon or for a new PINS or JD
offinse“' | Ibid + p. 60 ~ k

47Mu11en et ai, p\. 29,30.

. | o
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ﬁ; The Los Angeles 'County Sherlff's Department's Juvenlle Referral f :[ : ~ 'Petitioned youngsters are rearrested more )
r f o often and released youngsters are arrested :
- and Resource Development Program was evaluated by Malcolm KJe1n.48 & i " ; less often because of the adults —-- the
H ﬂ } 4 ; reporters and arresters -- rather than be-
& The most minor juvenile offenders and the most serlous offenders : ; 1. ) cause of differences in arrestable behavinrs.
. 5 s . . ; . Labeling theories receive support here... 50 .
B were excluded from the. program. Youth (N = 306) were randomly ] g " .
D : S " ’ In this evaluation, Klein has attempted to determine the

assigned to four subgroups. ) , - , !
“ effects of different service strategies upon different subgroups

Y

1) Request for court‘appearanyé without detention.

P .

of participants. ThlS attempt meets a criticism that Mullen
2) Counseling and release. ; .
R ) ! jraises:

3) Referral to community agencies. : 5 i / : . . .

" g ’ “ ’ , / Early diversion is best viewed as a
i - multigoal process offering two scarce
. P | | : / - commodities -- nonprosecution and ex-
Klein compared official rearrest rates with self-reported ' ' ; pensive,...treatment services...
: - Determining the impacts of one com-
modity independent of the other is a
‘crucial measurement not yet reported

sy

4) Referral with services.

gt ey

) St 3

recidivism. His findings: °

‘Those higher on self-report &re higher q N in the, evaluation literature.

on official simple (one .offense) recid- % : N :

ivism and those lIower on self-report 5, Before diversion‘programming can be effective Mullen states that

are lower on simple recidivism... How- : . o
ever, those higher on self-report are v it is necessary "...to-determine the appropriate level and type of -

Fronriey -

not higher in multiple (two or more
arrests) recidivism, -nor are those lower
on self-report lower on multlple recid-

assistance required by different individuals."52 But Klein's

M
e

findings (which the author, himself regards as suspect because af

L , 1v1smi;' . . - L f V
. d '7\ d ‘.) 4 .
Klein reports that the dlfference in official and self-report M A methodological: problems®3) tell us that differing services do not

ﬂ:_,_‘fj‘

r.

data are not 51gn1f1cant for the four sub-grouplnqs :in terms of . / effect differing levels of arrestable behavior rather:

54

simple recidivism. In ‘addition, he states that the dlfferences in

e

+

..+1t is the status of belng referred
(to petltlon) rather than the level of
service given which 'is associated with

- higher or lower rearrest rates... 24

f ey
S

multiple regidi&ism cannot be‘explained’by the differﬁpces in the

L
£
4

arrestable behaviors of youths.

o= . o ) : B /// ” i ST ! 0 ) o .
48punford, et al, pb. 5 : . - 7 "} e 50Ibid;.See also: "Labeling and Juvenile Diversion" for an expand-
. ! R . . e I S R R ed discussion of issues related to labeling. :
49 : o : ‘ " . o f I V | .
Ibid, Supra not . 6: "Klein, 1975 . 46-47 - /o : ;
) r SUP ©P ey 2200, PP ) T : )/ g 5lMullen et al, p. 36. | <
o e o o o ; 521bid, p. 39 ‘
o~ ' ~ " " i o : e \

& ) ' v L 1 5"3Dur‘11:'-':u:.cfl et el;np. 5,

)
, 941bid, Supra note, p. 5 |

o =

"Klein, 1975,.pp. 39-40."
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All significant results of the various statistical analyses

were presented at ‘the appropriate points of discussion in the text.

i The purpose of this eppendix is to present, for the overall data

Q .set, and for each hypothesis, the means of analysis. The statistical

- tools used in an evaluation effort always amount to a "judgement call"

: i - .y on the part of the evaluation team. In the instant case, we have de-
ﬁ liberately chosen a conservative course. This is primarily due to
5 ﬂ 1  the questionable nature of juvenile data throughout New York State.
| |
" ‘ General Analysis

) Following data cleaning procedures, a frequency distribution
. was produced on all 85 variables in our data set. This distribut-
f ion served two purposes. It provided ‘the basis for the creation
& of subfiles and the initial demographic presentation. Secondly,
E it allowed the examination of the data in preparation for further

analysis.

Appendix II s The second major step in the general data analysis procedure

‘ jg involved the creation of subfiles (by county and program versus

‘4§wenon—program subjects) and, through the use of the Statistical

" Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) a BREAKDOWN run on Key vari-

{Mi ableg The BREAKDOWN subprogram is a procedure for examining means

E and standard deviations of non-nominal dependent or identified
criterion variables between the subfiles. Since randomization for
the purposes of the evaluation was impossible, this procedure was

\sg used to test the overall comparablllty of the samples on nine vari-

Statistical Analysis

ables, excluding outcome. Since a primary concern was the serious-
ness of the acts represented in the samples, BREAKDOWN was run with
™ "dlsutlllty" as the criteria, examining the cases with reference to
"gg race, family income, type of charge, prior record, behav1or problems,
‘\ type of referral, and action at intake.
b The next step in the general analysis was, again, exploratory
i\ in nature. 1In this instance, the evaluation team selected vari-
\ ables related to the‘hypotheses as well as all outcome variables
¥ (see test) and ran contingency tables (SPSS subprogram CROSSTABS)
1 {.in an effort to both compare the subfiles and experlmental/comparl-
"7 | son groups, anéd”’to dlscover promising relationships for further

’ ' : analysxs.

2 Once’ the descrlptlv and exploratory analyses were completed
and the samples accurately profiled, the analy51s and testing of s
the hypotheses Wwere undertaken. Once again, the reader will ob-
serve that %he more gonservative procedures were used, the evalu-

TG

i , ation team hHeing unwilling to proceed as though the basic assumpt-
’ ‘I ions of thel!more robust techniques were automatically met by this
| ’ ‘ data base. Thls, of course, fheans -that most, of not all, errors
s ) T o will cause a rejection of legitimate program success. . ”
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The Tests of the Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1:

Those programs which clearly afticulate program goals and
selection criteria will be more successful than those in
which such goals and criteria are less specified.

«‘

[

Testing Procedures:

As noted in the text, the programs' documentation was examined
and the goals and criteria separately scaled. The ranked programs
were compared on the outcome variables. A straight cross tabulation
analysiis was constructed between scale/rank order and outcome. This
was folllowed by partial correlation between the same variables con-
trolli%g for offense seriousness, time in system’ and services pro-
videdqi ¢

I

Yield: “

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.

Testing Procedures:

The same basic procedures used in the test of the first
hypothesis were again used for the "distinct and separate” issue,.
A CROSSTABS analysis using the scaled programs (based on both 0
programatic an& physical distingtiqps) and the outcome variables
was conducted. This was followed by a partial correlation enalysis
controlling for goal specification, services and demographics.
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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.

CROSSTAES 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 1l). Second, the time, in 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>» .00l. 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 procedures.

‘Testing Procedures: -

Disutility, the seriousness concept addressed in the text,
was measured on an interval level scale. The findings presented

T
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on pages 88 to 90 were obtained through the ANOVA procedure
which yielded significant results for two individual counties
and overall. A PARTIAL CORR analy$is controlling for dis-
utility of original offense was then conducted (page 88) which,
once again, led to much less dramatic results.

Hypothesis 5:

Amount of penetration into the system by the client is
reduced with the use of diversion programming.

Testing Procedures:

The analy51s of variance (ANOVA) procedures used in- Hypothes1s

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, and 6). On each case the independent
variable was group membership.

Yield:
ANOVA Procedure 1 Eta = .33
ANOVA Procedure 2 Eta = .48
ANOVA Procedure 3 Eta = .67
CROSSTABS Procedure 4 Bta = .16
CROSSTABS Procedure 5 Phi = ,33
CROSSTABS Procedure 6 Uncert. Coeff., = .20

This hypothesis was Fhe single most difficult to interpret,
but is discussed fully on' page 73 of the text.

- Hypothesis 6:

The number of cases entering the’ system, their referral
sources and their flow patterns will show significant
change with the 1n1 iation of a diversion program.

5\ i \

Testing Procedures:

The primary test anOlved a t~test as dlscussed on page 74,
used to determine the difference in petithD rates over time
(Procedure 1). Procedure 2 was a series of CROSSTAB3S which

“Yexamined the offense characteristics, 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. ) ” i

Yield:
t-test Procedurel t = -=17.47; n = 1197;
\ffd & p = . 002
CROSSTABS Procedure 2
¢ a. Groups by Referral Source Lambda = .21
b. Groups by Type of Charge Phi = ,19
¢. Groups by Adjustment Eta = .43
d. Groups by Referals Lambda = .94

Trend Analysis/CROSSTAB Procedure 3 - Separate trend
analyses (regression) were con-
ducted for the groups, over time.
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.

Hypothesis 7:

The existence of diversion program will lead to_ a decrease‘
in the adjusted adjudication rate.

Not tested: see text, p.61.

Hypothesis 8: o

Diversion programs will evidence a higher success rate

the earlier the decision to divert is made. .

. " ol )

' @ ‘l g N
The: hypothesis was tested in three separate ways; CROSSTABS,

Analysis of Variance and partial corxelation. The cross tabulations

examined official disutility (Procedure l) and number of recidivism

acts (Procedure 2) by the time from openlng to diversion, subfiling

by county. The .analysis of variance ekamined disutility in terms

of the sﬁmﬁ time factors (Procedure 3). The partial correlation

Testing Procedures:
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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
ANOVA Procedure 3 Bta = .04
PARTIAL CORR Procedure 4 r = .04
Procedure 5 r = .09

Thus, we are left with no significant results but only the
suggestive findings discussed in the text.

Hypothesis 9:

The use of diversioh, as an alternative to traditional - - -
processing will lead, for any given client, to reduced
future contact with the justice system,

Testing Procedures:

The hypothesis was tested in two ANOVA procedures examining

.amount of disutility and number of acts in experimental and com-

parison groups. Additionally,a CROSSTABS was run between group
membership and number of acts.

Yield: ‘ LI
ANOVA Pfocedurewl Bta = ,14
ANOVA Procedure 2 Eta = ,08
CROSSTABS Procedure 3 Unc, Coef, = Q3
Also, see Text, pp. 90-92.

Hypothesis 10:

“*  In a follow-up period, diverted clients are more likely
than traditionally processed youth to exhibit improved
behavior patterns (i.e., socially acceptable, non-

prescribed behavior.
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Testing Procedures:

A cross tabulation analysis was performed using self
reported disutility and group membership, The Chi-Squared
analysis was not significant.

Yield:

CROSSTABS Procedure 1 Eta = .05

Hypothesis 1l:

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

. vValues and Self Esteem scores from three separate questionnaire

administrations (see test, pp. 97,98).

Yield:

The values of "t" on all dimensions of the questionnaires
ranged between 1.12 and 1.58, insufficient in all cases for
rejection of the null hypothesis.

el
Hypothesis 13% ‘

4

Those diversion programs which.emphasize community treatment
will have greater success rates than those which rely on
"in-house" counseling and adjustment. v

@
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g‘ Testing Procedures: - ': .
. ) A series of CROSSTABS were performed, each examining :E
E outcome and County (i.e. program), controlling for referrals ,
in six areas: Individual counselling, family counselling, - Hypothesis 16:
health, education, employment, and miscellaneous services. g
As noted in the text, the numbers were too small to provide = T Use of the diversion e ‘
i i . | e diversion programs by probation ;
reliable figures. L SR leag to significant cost savings when compagggaﬁgmfgtdet%l .
: B }i probation intake procedures. ; raditional
) _ T Testing Procedures:
The low "n" left +too many empty cells in the controlled ¢y
analysis for useful results to be presented. | See text, pages 102-115
) _ , - e
. Lo
. , ol
Hypothesis 14: ; =
. . . . 0o
Those programs which offer client services will have a ; % i
...... higher rate of success than those programs with less E i
services. {
I
Pl
B Testing Procedures: : P
A correlation analysis was conducted matching Success H
H Index scores to number of interventions. N
- | | !
- Yield: { v
3y ) .
- Procedure 1 r = -.39 (n.s.) e
\ | |
- Hypothesis 15: ' ; }
B Diversion programming is more likely than traditional ‘ ; ) //
- intake processing to be able to meet the client's in- ' o L ST T
dividual treatment needs. ‘ ~ B _ G ,
o ‘ ‘ © @
Testing Procedures: ' 5o
: See téxt, page 102. ) : )
¥ o | g o
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The Enlaréédﬁcity School District of Troy participated in a

hAS

\ pretest survey, as requested by the New York State Division of

~ Probation.

The instruments pretested: The Self-Esteem Index, the Nor-

Lo

mative ﬁalue Scale and the Behavior Rating Form are attached for

_your review. The first two are attitude measures and the latter

[ 7

e

provides an appraisal of behaviors associated with self-esteem.

| Appendix III
\m\\
)

) | ;

S §

Study of Self Esteem

BT

The purpose of the pretest was two-fold: 1) to determine the re-

P
[t Y

liability of the questionnaire when administered to'a sample of

| ——

normal boys and girls in the same jurisdiction as the probation

¥
]

~clients to be tested and 2) to construct base data for‘é&mpanison

to the juvenile probation sample. ..
and

oy

T

| S

Method:

-1

Normative Values

A selection of 59 students was chosen as follows:

&
o=

© a, Grade 6 - School #2 . .U. e« s« s o« « 13 students

e |

e
o

b. Grade 8 - Middle School . . . . . 17 students

[

. » : ) c. Grade.l0 - High School. . . . . . . 21 students

fomaa

Troy, New York  The self—esteem/nog@ative value questionnaire was completed by

& =

P

each student and forwarded to the Division of Probation. Division

staff scored the test and returned case numbers of a subset of
Q

© il students who ranked in the low, medium and high self-esteem levels.
Tﬂ:’:)/ .
!3 In t?/;theachers of the students completed a behavior rating form
: &
!

for éé\h identified student. For grades 8 and 10, two raters

.completed a form for each student, to deterhine if ratings changed

based upon type of contact the rater had with the student.

FrmRaia Flsdnle

i
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General Findings - Self Esteem Inventory:

¥
§
!
{

i

: ﬂl
] 3
i E

The 58 item scale measures evaluative attitudes toward the

!
o TOTAL )
: . “"AMPLE/SITE CATEGORY NUMBER RANGE MEAN S.D. MEDIAN MODE
self in social, academic, family and personal areas of experience. : k&
w7y " vt 1 't Enlarged All 51 63 - 97 86 6.55 85.6 83
Eight items are incorporated as a lie scale" to assess extremely | gity School Males 55 £33 =93 54 5
e . . 4 ; . pistrict of Females 29 69 - 97 87 6.06
socialized response sets. The 50 esteem items are thus scored on oy | Grade C 13 3 0% g% ETRE
: v : ) s . " o P Grade 8 17 63 - 93 84 6.9
a basis of 100 points. If five or more lie questions" were 1in : f“ Grade 10 51 €9 =97 89 g3
: Pl
appropriately answered the student responses were dropped from the |
: 1] -
pretest. Six cases were dropped due to the lie factor. © (lensselaer | All 33 66 - 97 80.5| 8.9 79.6 89
' . vinal Coopersmith | County Males 21 66 — 94 83 8.68 87 89
Table 1 compares Troy School Data to the origina pe: i frobatiod Tomalcs 15 AR L 3 75780
. 1 Ly - k)
i . . jepartment Grade 6 W 75 - 83 79.3] 3.3 80 -
findings and a selection of Rensselaer County Probation clients. As 3] Graded St e 80T =5 =5
‘ Grade 10 7 66 - 91 83 8.5 87 91
can be seen from the table, the average scores for each of the three i :
. il . '
. ‘ . . . z_;vi . ”7‘,1
samples are similarly distributed in the direction of hlgh self ; o e
- : : Sopersmith | All 87 40 -100| 82.3]| 11.6
esteem. However, the Troy School sample ranks the highest in self %chool Malos d 813102
- ~ Children Fcmales 43 83.3] 16.7
esteem scores of the three samples (X = 86, overall) and the pro- . _fDriginal sample) ,
bation sample ranks the lowest of the three sites (X = 80.5 overall). 1
[ N The range of scorés is gieatest at Grade 8 level for both of the
il Rensselaer County samples. A difference of means tests shows that
1
TR o . v . G N N
b ] there is mo significant difference in self esteem scores between
the two samples of normal school students (z - 2.4 not sig.). How-
) g‘ ever, there is a significant difference between the Rensselaer
e ) ‘ ¢ I County students and the Rensselaer County probation clients (z =
1The Sélf Esteem Inventory was developed byQStanley)Coogergm%tp éghgd ; s 3.05 sig. »-.01). L
Antecedents of Self Esteem.W. H. Freeman, 1967 and a ministere Y . 2 . ) .
originally to 87 fifth and sixth grade school children. The Initial findings® then, show that the distribution of the

Ry

i ini d to over 40,000 children and i ' o ‘
;gZizzoiﬁ Eﬁg ?:22 igglgéziiredpog further information, please % test results are consistent when administered to school students in

a4 £, { . . . \
contact the Division of Probation staf | j different locations and at different times (Coopersmith reports

i N b &
n
ft o g

f Snottmarre- §

2pue to small sample sizes, at this point in data collection, all
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acceptable test‘~>re£est reliability factofs of .88 .- same sample
five weeks later and .70 different sample .three years: later). In
addition, initial probetion data shows that the.self}ésteem of
juvenile probation clients is significantly lower then the self
esteem of comperably aged students living in the seme jurisdiction.
Figures 1, 2, and 3 graphically present the self esteem scores
for high,‘medium and low esteem groups. Figure 1, the Troy school
semple 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 Probation Sample: -
Peers 87.6% Peers 86.6%
Activities, Self 87% Self - 8l%

Parents 86.6% Parents 79.3%
School 75% Activities 78%
School 74%

Please note that the highest and lowest contributors are almost
identical for both samples, however; for the probation cases,
support systems other than peers and school are consideraLly less

important than for the school children. For example, in the .school

sample parents and peers both have a comparable degree of influence;
in the probation sample there is a 7% difference in the client'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

other subgroups.3

General Findings: Self Esteem as Related to Behavior

Scores of Troy studenﬁs' 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 representati&e 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).

Cprrelations of self-esteem and behavior rating scores were ad-
ditionally computed when controlling for grade levels and sex. The

correlations were as follows:

Grade 6 N =4 r2 = +,98 sig. 7 .01

Grade 8 N = 6 ré = +.16,

Grade 10 N =25 r2 = -, 01
_Males N= 7. r% = .15 )

Females ' N = 8 3 re = .01

/7

) ! . . . te
Only the grade 6 grouping show a significant relationship between self-
esteem level and behavior i.e. as the self-esteem level increases, sO

does the observed behavior pattern of the youtﬁ. The sample, however,

was too small to be a truly valid indicator of estg@%ﬁas related to

-
4]

behavior. i

—

3

Statidtical correlations and tests for significance will be calcul-
ated on all initial findings with larger samples at completion of
data collection. These findings are simple descriptions of

pparent trends.
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- Figure 3

Comparison

of the Renssclacr County School Sample and Probation Sample
Sclf-Esteem Levels by Support Systems :
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General Findings: The Normative Values Scale

The Normative Value Scale is intended to éxamine probation
clients' attitude toward more conventional belief systems like hard
work, the worth of formal education or deferred gratification. The
jécale itself includes goal statements that test adherence to three
different value orientations: questions 1-15 -- univetsal goals,
questions 16-21 -~ lower class values and questions 22-30 -- middle
class values. Student respondents from the Troy system were asked
to complete this questionnaire in the pretest along with the Sclf-
Esteem Inventory. The results were used:

1) to determine the internal reliahility of the guestionnaire
(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. '

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 (rj;; = .75). Due to fhis 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: ﬂ

 Universal Goals (Norm 1) and Lower Class Goals (Norm 2)

Lower Class Goals (Norm 2) and Middle Class Goals (Norm 3)
and Universal Goals (Norm 1) and Middle Class Goals {(Norm 3)
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The results obtained:

Norm 1 Norm 2

r = +.296 sig. .95
r?= +.087 o
Norm 2 ” Norm 3 x,
(' r = +.295 sig. .05 R
R BT x
fNérm 1 Norm 3

r = +.679 sig. .01

ro= 4,449

The data. support 5§fairly<strong and significant'relationship
between universal éQd middle class goal orientations. However, _
anonther gelationshzégwm@re minimal,

To determine differences in goal orientation begween the
school sample and the probation sample a difference of ﬁeans’test
was calculateg. The results show no significant différences‘in
ﬁniversal goal orientations (z=,359, not Sigﬁificant), lower class
goal orientation (2=.359, not significant). ! b

The results related to normative values are generally»incon—
clusive. 1In sum, our present data does not support that concept
that 1owe; class value orientations, in and of th;mselves, can

effect deiinquent behavior. However, contﬁct with thgﬁprobation

system may éffect a lowering .of self esteem,
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