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INTRODUCTION

Out of the frustratlons of the 60's the Pre51dent's Commlssxon on Law Enforcement and

- “Adminjstration of Justice ( 1967) and ‘the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration’s -

- National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973) recommended

. that agents of the juvenile justice system and community seek alternatlve ways of
- treating troubled youths outside of traditional juvenile justice agencies. This recom-

mendation was based on the assumptlons that (1) the labeling perspective applies to

_Yyouths coming into contact with agencies. of the juvenile justice system, but not neces-

sarily to those receiving services from communjty-based agencies, and’ (2) that troubled ;
youth need to be "treated.” In this manner the weight of the Federal Government was

- placed behind the development of "diversion" programs for the purpose of creatlng al-
R ternatlve treatment agencxes to those of the ]ustlce system. . : : T

o In l976 the Spec'al Empha51s branch of the Offl ce of Juvenile Justl ce and Dellnquency
‘Prevention (QIIDP) made $10 million available for the development of 11 diversion
_‘programs. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delmquency Prevention-
~(NIJIDP) ]omed with Special Emphasis -to promote a national evaluation of these
- programs _in. the hope of better understandmg the viability of diversion .as an
'alternatlve to traditional justice practices. ' The followmg represents a brief review.
of the findings associated  with that evaluation as reported in the 800-page final
‘report entitled National Evaluatlon of Dwersxon Pro;ects., The reader 1s encouraged to ’
S consult the full report * : T

o The 011 DP Dlversmn Imtlatl ve was de51 gned to avoxd many of the shortcomlngs charac-
“teristics ‘of many of the early diversion programs. Program gu1dellnes limited the tar-
; get populatlon to youths arrested- for delinquent acts who were at risk of further

processing through the justice system. Programs were not to serve youths referred from

" outside the justice system, status offenders, or arrested youths who would normally be !
~ lectured and released, Programs were to be clearly distinct from justice agencies in . -
- that police and probatlon officers were not to act as service provrders. Furthermore, . -

all programs received ample. fmancxal support and had - access to outside technical as- -

'Vi._smtance. ‘Though not all of the programs adhered perfectly to all of the gu1delmes,
-~ the Diversion Initiative did result in a set of programs serlously dedi cated °to servmg
- k~youth dxverted from’ the 1ust1 ce. system. e :

' ’I'he approach that OJJDP took in sponsorlng the Natlonal Evaluatlon fostered the devel-
- opment of a credible agsessment of diversion programming.- Not only were the programs
- “being evaluated particularly appropriate, but OJJDP created the condltlons necessary.
;for thorough and techm cally sound research SOy : : ,

. ,‘,;The mlsSlon glven to the Behav1oral Research Instltute (BRI) was to evaluate the merlt L
-~ of the concept of diversion rather than assist in short-range decisions about. program
! operatlons management problems fundmg 1ssues etc ’I‘hus ) the researchers were able
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to conc;eﬁ"‘tr‘ate their efforts on issues of the broadest interest and relevance. The
evaluation also received the financial support needed for quality research. Finally, a
meaningful assessment of the impact of diversion programs on their clients was possible

_ because ‘OJIDP required that some of the programs ra@domly assign youth to treatment and

control groups. ; '

o

SCOPE OF THE:NATIONAL EVALUATION

~ There were four components of the National Evaluation of Diversioh Projects: an analy-

sis of the impact of diversion on youth, an analysis of the impact of diversion on the
juvenile justice system, a cost anaiysis, and a process analysis. ’

3

Analysis of impact on youth--The purpose of this analysis was to determine if di-

vertir}g juvenile offenders to community-based youth service agencies resulted in less
: negatlvg labeling, better social adjustment, and less involvement in delinquency. The
evaluation team devoted the bulk of its efforts to this analysis. Special features of

the impact study were: (a) random assignment of youth to treatment and control groups, -

(b) the use of two control groups to separate the effects of diversion services from

_ the effects of being removed from the justice systém, and (c) the inclusion of a broad

‘range of outcome measures. ‘The data used in this analysis came from personal inter-
‘views with youth, program records of services, and justice system records of arrests.
Impact was assessed in terms of alternative justice dispositions as well gs variations

in service experiences.

Analysis of impact on the justice system --Diversion programs are intended to reduce

the flow of youth through the juvenile justice system. This will only occur if a large
proportion of a program's clients would have been processed beyond the point of diver-
sion in the absence of the program. Diversion programs have been widely criticized
for, instead, "widening the net" of the justice system by serving clients who would
otherwise have been released (or who have never been arrested). The National Evalua-
tior"addressed this issue by comparing justice system processing rates during program

. operation to rates for pervious years. -

‘Cost_Analysis --Diversion projecfs' have also been promoted as a means of reducing the

cost of society's response to delinquent youth. Cost savings would result to the de-
gree that (a) diversion'actually replaces further processing through the justice system

~ (incurring such costs, as court hearings and probation supervision) and (b) di%ersion

services are less expensive than the services they replace. The analysis consisted of
a simple comparison of the costs of diversion services versus those of cases handled in

the justice system.

wProc‘ess. analysis --The pgrpose of the process analysis was ,to;describe the projects
‘and their contexts. Findings concerning the impact of a project can only be interpre-

ted if one has a clear understanding of the project's administration and staffing, the
nature and amount of services delivered, the client population served, and the opera-
tion of the local justice system. The process analysis relied on many different

_sources of data, includingiin-depth interviews with diversion administrators and serv-

ice providers and justice agencies, questionnaires for service providers concerning

their approach to youth services, interviews with clients concerning the services they .

received, and project records of client characteristics and services delivered. Among

“the products of the process analysis is (a) a description of each project and its con-
‘text; (b) an examination of the characteristics of clients, the services delivered, and

2
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the relation between the two; and (c) a comparison of approaches to service del1vgry1§t

diversion and justice agencies, as revealed by the views of service providers and ¢ 1-/
,/‘

T

THE DIVERSION PROJECTS ' TP

B J
{version Initiative supported 11 programs located throughout the Unid‘gﬁg‘%”States and
ggzr?owfiiség. While all llipprogramsppagrticipated~in the Nationa.l Eivalua\‘mon, only &4
were selected for the analysis of impact on youth. Brief descriptionsi of those fout;i
projec%s- follow. They are referred to as the Ml.dwest » Upper South, Lav\zge.r South, ;mt
East projects. - The primary reason for selectmg.»these sites for evaluat_mn was tha
each of these diversion programs was able to obtain formal agreements wlth local jus-
tice agencies to assign eligible youths randomly to treatment and’ coptrol groups , to
adhere to the definition of diversion adopted by NIJIDP and the evaluation team, and to
insure an adequate flow of cases into the sample for research purposes.

Midweé_t --A depaftment within city government operated this diversion project in coop-
eration with the city police department. The project included two separate service

programs. The first was administered by the city and employed a case advocacy model.

_ The police department administered the :second service program. Professional social

workers hited by the police department provided crisis intervention that was limited to
1 month. o : ~ :

For both programs, the point of diversion was the juvenile diyision of the city police
departme‘gt, gAlthéugh jg\ignile division detectives c!ecided which- cases would be pl ;ced
in the pool for assignment, the eligibility criteria were strict :and’ exp11c1t}; _Fur-
‘thermore, all arrest records were reviewed dally and detectives answereq to their SUI
periors when they failed to refer eligible cases. Youths placed in the a5511 gnment poo

typically had been arrested for several misdemeanors or at least one felony.

Upper  South--A private nonprofit organization housed this diversion project, The
;Jg)l;ect fUnctioneg as a brokelt)'i‘ng agency, re%iyifng referrals from ]uve.mle. court in-
take, interviewing youths todetermine ser‘vic"e placements, and then monitoring serv1c1:e
delivery by a variety of community agencies. :The, most prevalent service wgs counsT.-
ing, either individual or family. The next mpst frequent was recreation, an some cli-
ents received employment or educational assistance. Most youths placed in the assign-

ment pool had been arrested for a single felony theft or multiple misdemeanors.

LoWér South Q—Th‘is dvi'versi‘on;p'rojeg;t was also operated by a private nonprofit orfg.ani-
zation, and it brokered services through community agencies. Unlike the other diver-
sion projects, each client contracted for a specific amount and type of service. The

~amount of service dapended on the service agency chosen, not on any characteristics of

the cli ‘ : : isi family
the client. For example, youths went to the Boys Club for 30 visits, gttended

therapy for 5 sessions, or’gave 40 hours to volunteer service. The project [.)lacefi less
emphasis on counseling than the other projects and more emphasis on recr.eatmn-onented

service.

“The head of the attorné,y's_ office y,with jurisdiction was totallyli‘esponsible for deter-
mining which cases would be placed in the pool for random assignment. The pool was

- limited to first-time misdemeanants, though minor felony  cases were occasionally inclu-

ded. Tt shouldbe noted that most first-time misdemeanants were taken to ‘court in this

BT




East --The local transit police and a college directed the fourth program. The proj«
ect employed counselors who managed..cases and arranged for referrals -to community agen-
cies. Unlike the Upper and Lower South projects, this project did not reimburse commu-
nity agencies for services rendered. This project also differed from the others in its
policy of allowing case managers to decide whether clients assi gned to diversion were
in need of services. Diversion cases were frequently terminated without services when
they were deemed unnecessary.
(%38

Individual arresting officers decided s on the basis of departmental orders, if cases
would be placed in the assignment pool. Virtually all of the youth chosen had been ar-

rested for misdemeanors, usually minor thefts, vandalism, or forms of public disorder
occurring in the transit system. ’

O

THE IMPACT OF DIVERSION DISPOSITION ON YOUTH

Our review of many of the better evaluations of diversion programming revealed that a
number of common flaws tend to obscure and confuse our thinking about the effectiveness
of this process. _ First, comparisons between groups of youths diverted for services, and
those handled in’traditional modes are Yoo often confounded by initial differences be-

tween experimental and contro! groups. - This problem-is probably responsible for more °

confusion than any other single evaluation weakness found in the diversion literature.
Second, outcome or success variables tend to be limfited to official measures of delin-
quency, i.e., official reactions to observed behavior. Assessments of self-reported
delinquency, negative labeling, alienation , isolation, peer measures, and many other
variables theoretically and empirically linked to delinquency are bypassed as possible
success criteria. Inithe process, attention is focused on outcomes (official recidi-
vism) that would not be expected to be immediately affected by diversion services,

while those that would (self-reported delinquency, negative labeling etc.) are ig-
nored. : ) . : ( 5 ;

A third flaw. is confusion about appropriate control groups. Somé studies compare one
type of diversion client to_another, cr diversion clients to justice clients, and oth-
ers compare them to offenders who are released without services. Information from such
analyses is too often incomplete.and thus uninterpretable. Fourth, program interven-
tions are seldom systematically recorded, so that outcomes cannot be traced to treat-
ment strategies. The types, amounts, and duration of services are typically not docu-
mented and thus success or failure is unexplainable. In sum, inappropriately narrow
measures are selected to assess outcomes, com parison’ groups are missing or biased at
the outset, and faulty methodology confounds resulting findings. Each ‘of these short-

.~ comings is addressed by the present study.

b

Random - Assignment -<Unless treatment and control groups are similar in all possible
respects, there is little reason to place confidence in subsequent research findings.
Too many evaluations of diversion programs involve youths assi gned to diversion who are
less serious offenders than are those assigned to formal justice processing. Conse-
quently, diversion clients, by comparison, -exhibit less delinquent behavior ‘than. do
members of the control group. The most effecti ve way of promoting the comparability of
groups 1s to randomly assign cases among them, L ' L

We were fortunate to be able to implement random assignment in four different cities
for this study. At each site, justice system officials agreed to refer cases for ran-
dom assignment and to comply with whichever disposition resulted for each case , be it
diversion without services R ’dive'rsicon ‘with services, or penetration into the jUstice»
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% system. When justice officials felt strongly that a youth required project services

i iversi i i de to refer
willing to allow diversion without services, arrangements were ma efe
?I?g )Y?ur?h liinirectlf'ikto the project. Such youths never entered the eligible pool and did

not become part of the impact analysis.

Research design --The evaluation included one experim_er)tal and two control groggs\;—ealrln
experimental group to experience diversion from trad1t1or3al justice processes
as to receive services associated with diversion programming, one control gr?cupltorgﬁ-
ceive normal formal processing from the juvenile )US't:l ce syste.m, a.nd one control g hp
to be released outright with no services. By comparing thfa diversion clients f\f“ﬂ}c t ?
~ first control group it was possible to determlne. the .labglm.g and treatment effects o
a diversion disposition relative to those of th.e ]uyenlle justice system. The no-se;;/‘;
ices control group was necessary to determine if the efffacts of d1vex:s1or} were
result of services or merely the results of avoiding the stigma of the justice system.

The essential characteristic of diversion programs is their status as an al.'cerna'tlvel jco
processing-in the justice system, not a particular type of services or chen'ij popul a;
“tion, Because the four programs varied widely in their chen't populat;on§ an servicf
delivery, the impact analysis cannot be‘_cons_ide,._red an evalpatlon of a _spgmf;) c m:d:n oe
diversion programs. OJIDP's Diversion Initiative was demgned to ehdc1t aft roat hrfogr
of programs, not to implement any particular model. For this reason, data r?m the four
sites were not combined but were treated as four separate studies. ngp_ e size
each site were sufficient for adequate statistical power, and the variability «an;on§
~ projects was viewed &s advantageous for a more general test of the impact o

diversion. ‘ <~ ) .

"The evaluation of the four programs described above represents a fair test of diver-
sion, in our estimate. The'[;)roggrams adopted a much stricter (and more‘apprppna'fe)r
definition of diversion than do most programs, and they received much grgat.er‘fu:ianmal
resources than are typical. If these programs could not achieve their intended re-
“sults, then diversion is not likely to be a generally successful strategy. Th§§e proe;-
ects, however, are not representative of all diversion programs, anf.! the. findings re-
' sﬁlting from this study cannot be generalized to other individual diversion programs.

Because we were evaluating programs operating in real-world contexts, ypuths in e,iaeih
group did not receive uniform treatment. Like most youth-service and ]us;:\x Ceiagdei‘\]r(i:dua,l
those im our study preferred to treat each you.th' accor.cl;ng. to his or her in ' .
néeds. - Thus, diversion and justice clients participated in widely vaf'ymgla,mou;xcarz;re\d
types of services and levels of supervision. .Varlal.nllty .Wl'thll’l groups also oc

as youths who were rearrested sometimes received dispositions dlffet:ent from those an

- -sociated with the offense that got them into the study, and youths in any group cou

(and sometimes did) seek services on their own. - o

“This variability within treatment groups does not diminish the relevance of comparisons
among them because it is an unavoidable feature of actual program operation . Youth
service programs do not exist in a vacuum. Determining the effects of dwerl'§1;op pro-

~ grams operating in normal settings, although a messy busmess, provides realistic in-

~¢ formation. -

-Nevertheleés, it is‘also desirable to determine the effects of varying amounts and -

~ types of services. Therefore, in addition to our analysis of the impaf:t of diSposi'-ff
tion (based on comparisons among the three treatment 5rouPs), we performed an analysis,
of the impact of services. While the latter analysis did not have the advantage of

]




sttt s SN

<

random assignment to differing services, it didallow us to gain some information.about
the impact of variations in services. :

Outcome measures --The outcome measwres used to evaluate dispositional impact on cli-
ents came from personal interviews with youths and justice agency records of arrest.
Youths in the eligible pool were interviewed three times over a 1-year period to assess
negative labeling, social adjustment, and self-reported dehnquency. The first inter-
view took place soon after assignment to a disposition. The second and third inter-
views were 6 and 12 months later. Paid interviewers conducted the interviews which
usually took place in respondents' homes and by a person of the same ethnic bédckground.
Field coordinators were employed at each site to supervise interviewers. Informed con-
sent was required from both respondents and parents. Respondents recelved $5 for each
interview. ; _

The 46 labeling and social adjustment scales used in the evaluation consisted of a
variety of measures 1nc1ud1ng such dimensions as labeling as bad and sick, alienation,
“social isolation, self-image, importance of goals, attitudes of success, and peer mea-
sures. These and other measures focused upon experiences and attitudes assoc1ated with
family, school, and peer contexts, and each scale was a composite of responses to three
or more items.

The self-reported delinquency items included measures of all but one of the UCR Part I
offenses (homicide is excluded), 60 percent of the Part II offenses, and a wide range
of "other" offenses--such as delinquency lifestyle items, misdemeanors, and status of-
fenses. The vast majority of items involved violations of criminal statutes.

Recividism was assessed irjterms of the number of official arrests for delinquent acts
in the 6- and 12-month periods .subsequent to referral to a diversion program (or as-
signment to a control group). This index included’status, misdémeanor, and felony of-
fenses. The two major indexes of prlor arrest history were the total number of arrests
for delinquent acts at any time prior to the presenting offense and whether the pre-
senting offense was a felony or a misdemeanor. Official recidivism was divided into
two measures, simple and multiple. The former represents a dichotomy of repeat and
nonrepeat oﬂenders, while the. latter is a trichotomy of offenders with participants
divided into groups on the basis pf the frequency with which they were apprehended for
law violations occurring after ‘the offense that introduced youths to the study.

Comparab1hty of groups --Though procedures were adopted to insure rehablhty in ran-

dom assignment outcome, it was possible that the resulting groups would not be compara-
ble, either because of failures’ unknown to the researchers that allowed bias to enter
the assignment procedures or because of chance fluctuations in assi gnment process. All
youths initially assigned to each of the three justice dispositions, irrespective of
part1c:1pat1on status, were compared on age, sex, ethnicity, presenting oﬁense, and
prior arrest histories. If the assignment procedures were truly random, youths in the

- different assignment groups would be expected to be similar on any variable chosen for

comparison. The results of these analyses suggested that random assignment procedures
produced relatively equal disposition groups at the outset. Differences were found for
selected comparisons on three of the four sites, but only one instance was in a direc-
tion that would be expected if assignment procedures had been manipulated. In the East
pro;ect, youths of the penetranon group (those assigned to continued progressxon into
the justice system) had q\ greater proportion of youths with two or more prior offenses
than did the no service and diversion groups. We were thus alerted to a p0551ble prob-
lem in the East project. :

A second point for comparison for assignment bias involved preinterview losses. Inas-
much as consent to participate in the study was obtained after random assignment a
large refusal rate would be expected. The concern here was that preinterview losses
not be evenly distributed across dispositions, indicative of bias. Subséquent analyses
showed no statistically significant difference in loss rates except at the Upper South
project where a difference was expected. In this instance a BRI employee failed to
contact penetration youths and parents for consent and interviés for a period of ap-
proxxmately 6 weeks. This periodof inactivity was temporarily concealed from BRI and
resulted in the loss of a\sproportmnate number of youths from the penetration:group.
Log linear analyses used o focus upon the three-way interaction of interview status,
disposition, and selected deraographic variables indicated that the only site in which
losses were not evenly distributed by disposition and demographic characteristic was
the Upper South. There the preinterview losses were disproportionately representative
of more serious and frequent offenders and more often from the penetranon group than
those assi gned to the other dxsposnions.

Inasmuch as mest analyses were 11m1ted to youth interviewed &l three times, a final
set of comparisons at Time One were completed between dispositional groups containing
respondents present for all interviews. The point of this analysis was to ascertain if
the experimental groups upon which most of the analyses for dispositional effect were
conducted were comparable at the first measurement period. Comparison of youth in each
of these justice dispositions at the first measurement period on demographic variables,
offense histories, school data, employment, self- -reported delmquency, and 46 labeling
and social adjustment variables revealed no more statistically significant differences
between dxsposmonal groups ‘than would be expected by chance., Furthermore, reviews of
all comparisons revealed no constant trends in the differences among dispositicnal
groups at the first interview period with-the possible exception that the self-reported
delmquency of the penetration group tended to be hlgher. Although no statistically
significant differences between groups were obtained, this was the same pattern as had
appeared for prior arrests, With this possible exceptlon, the youths of three

4 ,.comparison groups appeared to be even matched and' comparable at the outset of

i ; analysis.

@

,; Results. Thedmpact assessments for justice dlsposruons included both univariate and
. multivariate analyses. Comparisons were made in terms of three sets of outcome varia-

~ bles: negatlve labeling, social adjustment, and juvenile delinquency. Youths diverted
for services were expected to experlence greater improvement on the dependent var}rables
at subsequent measurement periods vxs-a—v1s the other two justice dlSpOSltlonS./

A wide variety of statistical techmques are approprxate for a reseadrch design using
-yandgm assignment to treatment groups. In order to increase the likelihood of detect-

ing: he programs' effects, we chose three techniques for analyzing the 1nterv1ew data,

each most sensitive to a d1fferent pattern of effects.

The first techmque used to determme if there were changes in the outcome varlables
that were related to justice dlspos1txons was a two-way analysis for variance (dlSpOSl-
tion by time perlod ) Here an interaction effect would indi cate that one ‘disposition
had resulted in more change than another. e w ©

A second test for dxsposnmnal eﬁects involved an analysis of variance on Time 3
data, mcludmg selected respondent characteristics (age, sex, ethnicity, and socio-

economic status) and disposition as independent variables and the interview measures as -

dependent variables. Since the dispositional groups were comparable at the first mea-

- surement period on the dependent measures, any differences among dispositions found at
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the third measurement period would be attributable to the experience associated with
the different dispositions. ‘ : ‘ :

A final univariate test involved an analysis of variance using the 'same independent

variables as those associated with Time 3 comparisons but comparing changes in the
dependent variables from the first to the third measurement periods. This analysis
focused on raw change scores and determined if change occurred differentially for al-

ternative dispositions controlling for ‘age, sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic”

status. .

“:{'\\he latter two analyses also permitted tests for interaction between subject character-
istics and the effects sf«treatment.

terview. This typology, however, did not yield distinct types, and there was no evi-
dence that the programs were more successful for one type than another.

‘The three univariate analyses were conducted on 19 labeling meaéufeS‘”tQ address the
question, "Are youths diverted out of the justice system for services less stigmatized

than those who penetrate the justice system or who are, released with no services?' A.
review of the few instances in which significant effects were found revealed no pat-

terns.or trendsgf{suggesting that disposition had very little effect upon the labeling
experiences "of tile youthsir: the three justice dispositions at the four sites.

The same tests on 22 social adjustmentﬂmeasuy_rés, developed to determine if youths di- -

verted c\)ut of the justice were subsequently better socially adjusted than youths of the
other two dispositions, produced almost identical findings. In those few cases where
differences were found, the direction of the differences were mixed and infrequently
favored the youths diverted for services. R ‘ o o

The?vanalysés conducted on the Sélf-rePOrted delinquenéy data to asSéss' the effects Qf
diversion disposition on later delinquent behavior indicated that .youth diverted for
services reported no less involvement in subsequent delinquent behavior than did youths

 lectured and released or those processed for further penetration into the justice sys-

tem. Furthermore, for all three types of outcome, no interaction effects were found
between disposition and age, sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. '

A multi var'iate'analyéis“of variance (MANOVA) was él'so used asb a géneral'fest for the

‘effects of disposition, controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status
ona composite of impact variables that included labeling, social adjustment, andself-
reported delinquency. A MANOVA was selected as a summary analytical technique because
it allows for the treatment of more than one dependent variable at a tim‘e.rf e
Of the original outcome measures, 19 were selectedfor the MANOVA.: MANOVA!'s were
conducted for these outcome variables measured 6 and 12 months after assignment to dis-
position. Initial differences between groups on the 19 measures were controlled for,
as well as differences in age, sex, and ethnicity. ‘ NN ,

[

One of the eight assessments for effects (four sites at 6 months and 12 months) was

found to be statistically significant and that was for.the Midwest. project. In order
. to determine which variables were contributing the most in differentiating between dis-
. positions for the multivariate tests:in the Midwest, the unjvariate tests accompanying

~ “the MANOVA were studied. The adjusted cell means (adjusted for Time 1 data as well as

S - . 8

That is, they addressed the questions, "Does the
impact of treatment vary with the age, sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status of ~
respondents?' An additional test for differential effects of treatment was also con- -
“ ducted, based on an empirical typology of youth formed using data from the initial in-

e

Ty

I
I

age, sex, and ethnicity) for those univariate tests which approached stgtistical sig-.
nificance (p<.10) were analyzed to determine if youths diverted for services had more

_positive outcomes than youths in other dispositions. The:results provided no evidence

CVE

~ ‘that diversion was a more effective disposition in the Midwest. than were either of the
- other dispositions. Instead, a slight trend toward more positive outcomes for lectured
“and rel eased youths and towards more negative outcomes for one of the two service pro-

grams was noted, | but the actual magnitude of differences was small.

Given the large samples used in this study and the power involved in the MANOVA to
identify differences among groups even when such diffeences are small, our ana_lyse_s of
the interview data suggest that there is little reason to suppose that alternative jus-
tice dispositions had differential impact upon the subsequent behavior of the youths in

" this study and little evidence upon which to accept diversion for services as being

mote beneficial than release or penetration into the justice system.

“ An additional measure of putcome was drawn from official records of rearrest.. Two in-

dexes were formed:. simple and multiple recidivism, as explained above. Analysis in-

_volved three levels of rearrest: felony arrests, felony-misdemeanor arrests, and fel-

 presenting offense.

" In the Upper South an effect was found for felony simple recidivism and misdemeanor-

ony-misdemeanor -status cffense arrests. :

Comparisons of justice disposition for simple and multiplerecidivism outcomes at 6 and
12 months after the-date of the presenting offense were completed for all youths ini-
tially assigned to the three experimental groups (eliminating the problem of interview
losées). The results indicated that there were no differences among dispositions for
any recidivism measure in the Midwest or Lower Southat either 6 or 12 months after the

=)

i

~felony multiple recidivism at 6 months, showing the least recidivism among the penetra-

" tion group and the most among no-service youths. Both effects disappearedby 12 months

after arrest. The eastern project was characterized by si gnificantly greater numbers

'of rearrests among penetration youths for status-misdemeanor-felony offenses for both
simple and multiple recidivism at 6 months as well as for misdemeanor-felony simple

recidivism at 6 months. Since this pattern matches differences in prior arrests, it

~ might well be expected. In every instance, however, these differences disappear by the

12-month measures. Furthermore, when number of prior offenses was controlled, nosig-

nificant differences in recidivism among dispositions were found for any time period
for any class of offense in the East. The results of the test for effect of disposi-

tions on recidivism using official return rates suggest ‘that justice dispositions had

" little effect in-reducing recidivism on the four impact sites in which comparisons

- were made. .

I‘n‘s_Umvmaliy‘f the univariate tests involving 41 labeling, social adjustment, and self-

_reported delinquency variables as well as multivariate tests based upon a subset of im-

- IThe Midwest Diversion Project used two separate service components, each evaluated

“pact measures indicate that youths diverted for services do not show g.rea’tc?ri improve-~
‘ment on the impact variables ;neasured,atr”s @and 12 months after d;versxzor;'than do
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youths traditionally processed into the justice syst:‘em.' Comparisons of disposition

~groups on simple and multiple recidivism at 6 and 12 months after the presenting of-

fense indicate that the recidivism rates for youths diverted for services are not lower
than those for youths’diverted for no services or for those processed t¢ the next stage
in the justice system.- ‘ : ' s A o :

&

| THE IMPACT OF DIVERSION SERVICES ‘ON YOUTH

1 o

The analyses for disposition effects considered the question of whether outcomes--

changes in social adjustment, labeling, and delinquent behavior--differed for youths
asigned to different dispositions: diversion without services, diversion with serv-
ices, and penetration into the juvenile justice system. The analyses for the effects

~ of services focused upon whether outcomes differed for, youths who received services

(through either diversion projects or community-based agéncies) as compared with those
who did not. A v SR ' \ : - '

Although kindred, the two inquiries are not identical, since éss'i'gnment to a disposi-"
" tion is only imperfectly related to the "treatment" that a youth ultimately receives.

That is, assignment to diversjon with services is no guarantee that services will be
delivered, assignment to diversion without services does not preclude obtaining serv-
ices on one's'own, etc. By setting dispositional assignment aside, the services analy-
ses more directly address the fundamental question of whether services per se:-have an

 impact on client outcomes.

2

The data collected in the National Evaluation offered two approaéhes to the problem. |

First, information about client services was culled from project records forall inter-

- viewed youths assigned to diversion with services. This made it possible to compare
groups of clients that differed in the amount and kind of project services they re-

ceived. Second, youths assigned to all three dispositions were asked to describe’their

~ service experiences in the second and third wave questionnaires, Similar comparisons
- were made based on these self-reports. ' SR

‘The basic-analyses used fcq assess the impact of services were comparisons of outcome
between a group of respondents-that had received services and a group that had not, or

- between a group that had received a particular kind of service and a group that had

not. ‘Unlike the impact of disposition analysis in which the initial comparability of

groups was reasonably assured by the random assignment procedure, the present analyses -

~involved groups that were expected to differ initially. ,
necessary to retreat from the analysis of an experimental design to a post hoc analysis

of nonequivalent groups. EERE ~ , S Y R

All of the analyses fo_lvloweyd the 's'érfrie, basic"pattern regardless of the independént vari-

~'able in question. First, a three-part analysis was conducted using the variables as-
“sessed in the interviews--labeling, social adjustment, and self-reported delinquency--
' . as measures of outcome. The approach was multivariate. That is, several dependent --
_variables and covariates were considered simultaneously, and age, sex, ethnicity, and

arrests prior to referral were controlled before comparisons were made. Because wedid

~not expect treatment groups to be initially equ)_iwrglent s the first part of the analysis
_coriipared groups on Time 1 scores for all dependent variables. Knowledge of initial
differences was important in interpreting the results of the rest of the analyses. The -

remaining two analyses were attempts to take initial differences into account in as-

~ sessing treatment effects. One was a multivariate extension of gain-score analysis in
which differences between Time 3 and Time 1 scores were used as the multiple dependent

Al

10

For this reason, it is

i

o

_ variables. The other was a multivariate analysis of covariance in which Time 3 scores
were compared after the effects of Time 1 scores had been covaried out.

After the impact of services on the interview variables was assessed for a given in-

. dependent variable, a second analysis was performed using rearrest information. Fol-

iy

"o have had a deleterious effect on clients. The effect was consistent across varia-

Cved
i

. lowing the logic just described, treatment groups were compared after covarying out the
effects of age, sex, ethnicity, and total arrests prior to referral. The logarithm of
number of rearrests for misdemeanors and felonies (plus one) in the year following re-

- ferral was the dependent variablef

‘Diversion project records of services--One of the tasks of the National Evaluation
~was to collect detailed descriptions of services provided to clients from ‘project
records. ~Apart from giving recommendations about what kinds of information might prove
useful in an analysis of services, the evaluators had little control over the form or
" the content of the information that was collected, since case recordkeeping was the re-
sponsibility of the project. The result was varying formats ‘and problems of missing
data. However, by making a few necessary extrapolations and simplifying assumptions a
_degree of comparability and completeness was achieved. The first analyses for the im-
‘pact of services on youth involved services delivered to youths as recorded by serv-
‘ice providers. . '

“In order to determine whethetr the amount of diversion services received affected out-

~ comes for project clients, youths were sorted into three groups based on the f_I'ot.atl Num-
ber of Contacts recorded for them in project records (low contacts = 1-6; medium = 7-

~ 143 and high = 15 contacts and up). In this analysis, the medium gn.d high groups were

" collapsed in the East because of‘the small number of clients receiving services. (In-

" appropriate referrals and youths who moved or.died in the course of the study were ex-
‘cluded from the analysis.) Al

" Results of the analysis using the interview and arrest data indicated no significant

“differences in the treatment outcornes.of clients receiving varying amounts of project

_services at any of the four sites.. None of the multivariate tests of differences be-
tween change scores or between Time 3 scores affjusted for initial group differences
were: significant at the .05 level. . Nor were thejunivariate tests on recidivism data

- significant at that level. o e T

A similar analysis was conducted to assess the impact of particular kinds of services

~on client outcomes, Three independent variables were constructed by dichotomizing Num-

" bet. of Counseling Contacts (none or one vs. more ), Number of Job/Education Contacts
"(none vs. some), and Number of Recreation Contacts (none vs. some). Note that receiv-
"ing one kind of service did not preclude receiving the others. Analysis revealed sig-

nificant effects for one type of servi ce--recreational activities--for the Midwest and

East projects. The MANOVA comparisons for difference scores (Time 3 minus Time 1)'and
" for Time 3 scores adjusted for initial differences i.ndi_cated that for the Midwest site,
“the two groups (those who received recreation services and those who did not) ch.anged
differentially‘over the year in whi'¢h the study was conducted. Both groups had differ-
ent Time 3 scores when initial differences were=Cpntrolled. Youths receiving recrea-
"“tion services changed in the diréction of ,feel‘in_gl ess committed to their parents and

 ‘more committed to their peers, expressing less’disapproval 'of_.deviancg, experiencing
less counterlabeling, ‘and perceiving their parents as more disapproving of deviance

relative to youths who didnot receive services, Overall, recreational activities seem

“bles, but it was not large.
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“'vs. some), Number of Job or Education Contacts
~tion Contacts (none vs. some).
";,fOut of 24 pésslb‘_lé multivariate comparlscns (two _"'arialyéés ,_ﬁ{hvté}e, kmdsogjse ic
- four sites), only one was statistically significant at the .05 level: ‘the ‘covariance .

For the East project none of tHeé univariate tests for adjusted mean differences were
significant, but the direction of the group differences was the same as in the covari-
ance analysis (adjusted Time 3 means). Again, receiving recreation services seems to.
have had a negative effect on client outcomes. Those receiving them felt more labeled

as 'bad" by others, labeled themselves as more "sick,!" felt more socially isolated, and
- perceived their peers as more approving of deviance relative to youths who did not re--

ceive these services. No differences in recidivism were found at any of the four
sites. ' ' : ' L

: : 2] S ’ . :
Self-Reported Records of Service. Information about services was also solicited from
the youths themselves, a far simpler task than surveying project records. ~All*youths
who were interviewed at Time 3 were asked a series of questions designed to elicit de-
scriptions of the community-based services they had received in the preceding year.
These data éxtended -the analysis of the impact of services to include respondents in
the other disposition groups (no services and peretration) for whom, of course, no di~-

version preject service records were available? -

‘In the analysis of the effects of amount of Services, youths weré divided into three

groups based on Total Number of Contacts: None, Some (l-15 contacts),”and Many (16
contacts and up). In order to determine whether the amount of community agency serv-
ices affected outcomes for the total interviewed sample, a set of analyses identical to
those based on project records of services was conducted. ' Yoo

N -.'\‘ e

Changes in outcome measures varied with the amount of services received from community-
based agencies in the Lower South, but not in any of the other cities. Statistically

“significant effects were found in'the Lower South for both the MANOVA for difference '

scores and the multivariate analysis of covariance for' Time 3 scores, Inspection of
univariate tests on selected variables suggested a fairly consistent pattern of results
for both analyses. With the exception of Parent's Disapproval of Deviance, groups re-
porting no service contacts and many seryice contacts were quite similar. Both groups
differed, however, from the group reporting an intermediate amount of services. The
extreme groups had better outcomes than the intermediate group in that they perceived
their peers as less delinquent and reported engaging in less minor delinquency and drug
use. On the other hand, the groups with no contacts or many contacts were more likely

‘to describe themselves as "sick" relative to the intermediate group.

The curvilinear relationship between amount of services and outcomes is consistent with

~ the notion that providing minimal services does more harm than good, that either inten-

sive interventions or none at all should be applied, Furthermore, it is conceivable
that some treatment, for example counseling services, might reduce delinquency and at

~the same time undermine self-concept, At this point, however, this is merely conjec-
- ture, "given the magnitude of the effects in question and the absence of significant
: 7 urthermore, no significant effects of services on rear-
rests were found for any of the four'sites. =~ =~ e T g T R e

findings for the other sites.

‘Based on youths'. self-reports, ohe last set of ihdepéndent variables ‘i"b'eﬂecfi‘ng ditfer-

‘ent kinds of services was found by dichotomi z'kin% Number of Cc;u’nsel’i,ng Contacts (none
(none vs. some), .and Number of.Recrea-

//

tvices,

analysis of Time 3 scores indicated that clients who received counseling services in,

the Lower South reported less normlessness, attached more importance to conventional =
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~miner delinquency and more alcohol and drug use.

- goals, and perceived their parents as less approving of delinquency than their counter -

parts who did not receive servi ces. At the same time, they reported engaging in more

Again, no significant differences in rearrests were found for any of the three kinds of
services at any sites. ; : S

It is difficult, in summary, to draw definitive conclusions about the impact of serv-
ices on youth outcomes from these data, but strong and pointed trends occurred that are

informative even if not conclusive.  First, no significant differences in treatment

~outcomes for clients receiving varying amounts of project-recorded services were

found at any of the four sites for the impact variables, including self-reported delin-
quency and official recidivism. Nor were any particular kinds of services found to be
consistently more beneficial than any other kinds, although there was some indication
that recreational services might have had a negative effect upon client outcomes.

Second, no significant differences in outcomes were found among reshondents reporting'

different amounts of services on three of the four sites. On the Tourth site there was

some evidence » although slight, that the relationship between self-reported services
and outcome may have been curvilinear--intermediate amounts of services may be less

- beneficial than no services or extensive services. - Comparisons amoung ‘self-reported

types of services revealed no parti cular service type as more beneficial than any other

. type. ‘Additionally, no differences in rearrest rates were found among groups differing
~in amounts or kinds of self-reported services. ,

These data indicate that for the four sites at which random assignment Was achievedand

‘ .recqrds of services were acquired, justice disposition, frequency of services, and
- service type were of little consequence in affecting labeling, social adjustment, self-

reported delinquency, and official recidivism as measured in this research.

- CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND .SERVICE DELIVERY

After the anmalyses for the effects of the impact of diversion disposition and diver-

- sion, the evaluation focus broadened to describe all 11 projects in terms of the cli-
- ents they served and the services they provided. Data were collected for two samples
- of youths referred to the diversion projects. The first and larger sample consisted of
~a complete census of all youths referred to the projects in their first 2 years of op-

eration.  Project records were searched for client information including dates of ar-

 rtest, referral, services, and termination; type of offense; and reason for termination.

A smaller sample was selected of up to 350 cases per site for the first 18 months of
- project operations. A more comprehensive search of project records was ‘conducted for .
o the’sgjycuths for the purpose of acquiring more detailed information about diversion

S‘ervi,lcgs. - Official recidivism data were also obtained for the youths of the smaller
~sample. e L o . : a )

+The review of these samples across 12to 18 months of project operations indicated that
-+ the majority of client referrals were‘males with considerable age and ethnic diversity..
- Almost all “of the possible referral sources in the justice system were represented
~among the sites of the study, as were the types of offenses for which youths could be
. referred. The projects accepted very few cases referred from outside the justice sys-
. tem; infact, most projects accepted none whatsoever. Though not all youths referred
for services recéived them, enrollment rates tended to be high, ranging from a low of
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- lected.

- .-status of their clients.
diversion services on these dimensions revealed similar trends favoring diversion serv-
o 1ces, although statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences were obtamed on only one site.

76 percent to a high of 98 percent. Interestingly, not all youths enrolled for serv-
ices received services following the intake and enrollment process. Retention rates

" ranged from 58 percent to 96 percent of total referrals. The number of service con-

tacts for youth;,f receiving services beyond intake varied from a median of 6 to 37 (mean
number of contacts ranged from 10 to 53). The average length of the period in which

youths actually received services fluctuated from 3 months to 9 months, with youths in-

%all but twb prOJects averagmg slightly less than 5 months of serv1ces.

©

Analyses de51gned to assess the dlstrlbutlon of types of services by age, sex, ethnic-

ity, number of prior offenses, and seriousness of presenting offense revealed few dif-

~ferences across sites, although there was a tendency for nonwhites and younger clients

to be retained for services more often than whites and older clients, The one excep-
tion involved job/education services, where older clients were more likely to be se-
Asessments for the effects of services on recidivism rates at all sites sug-
gested that, by and large, recidivism was not 1mpacted by the number of contacts or the
kinds of services youths received. :

| CLIENT AND SERVICE PROVIDER VIEW S OF SERVICES e

The argument that leEl sion programmlng reduces delinquency among ]uvemle ofienders'

rests on the assumptlon that there are 1mportant differences between the services pro-
vided by diversion programs and the services associated with more traditional disposi-
tions such as probation or incarceration. These differences would not necessarily be

~ found in the content of the servi ces, such as whether youths:are counseled, part1c1pate :
in recreational activities, or receive school or job asistance, but rather in the atti-
tudes and practl ces of those providing services. Diversion serv1 ce providers should be

less coercive, less concerned with social control, and more oriented toward serving
clients! needs than service providers at justice agencies. -They should also hold less

stlgmatl zed views of their clients. For the logic of diversion to hold, the clients'

~ views about the two types of programs should also differ in the same ways. The pro-

- grams must provide different experlences to cllents if- they are to have dlfferent ef-k
fectscon behavior. :

* Given these rather basic 'assumptlons practltloners from the Juvemle jUS’tl ce and com-
B munlty youth  services systems for nine of the evaluation sites were assessed to deter-

mine their opinions about the youths and services with which they were associated, The

results indicated perfect consistency across sites and were supportive of the diversion -

_rationale. Vis-a-vis justice personnel, diversion program personnel held less coercive
and controlling opinions about their clients and servi ces, were more needs-oriented,
and were less prone to hold negative attitudes concerning the emotional and delmquent

Comparisons of the attitudes of youths receiving justice and

; Com t‘lSOﬂS of service rov1der and cllent o} 1n10ns concermn the extent to Wthh ro-

P .

© gramming was perceived as stigmatic, coercwe, etc., again produced consistent findings
-‘across sites.

Clients expressed less favorable views, compared with program personnel,
relative to the attributes of thelr programs. That is, clients consmtently descrlbed

programs as being more coercive, more controlling, and less fulfillingin meeting their
' needs than did the service prov1ders.k
~ viders' views of clients were substantially more p051t1ve than were the sentiments ex-
pressed by the service providers themsel ves, suggesting that servi ce prov1ders communl- :

Interestmgly, -client reports about service pro-

‘cate more client support than they may actually feel.r

o

T

' trend was in the hypothesi zed direction.

- sult of the diversion projects.
‘and the remaining sites were characteri zed by so much missing and ambi  guous data that

0

Overall, corroboration was acqu1red for the assumptions supportive of diversion; i. e.,

that commumty-based youth service providers are less controllmg and less coercive in
their orientation to youths than are agents of the juvenile justice system. Differ-
ences in_ service providers' views about clients ‘were less compelling, although the

SYSTEM FLOW e

ze ‘method to assess the 1mpact of diversion programs is to evaluate the extent to
w ich the juvenile justice system has been impacted. By calculating the proportion of
;uvenlles progressing to various stages within a system both before and after a diver-
sion project ngan, it can be ‘determined in part whether or not the diversion project
was successful in channeling youths out of the system. A flow analysis is thus one of
several ways to address the issue of "w1den1ng the nets."
&

- The analysis of the flow of youths through the justice systems of the National Evalua-

tion produced mixed, inconclusive findings. Althugh the data were generally insuffic-
ient to make definitive judgments, on three of the sites the probability of referral to
increased penetration, at the point of diversion, appears to have been reduced as a re-
The available ev1dence at a fourth site was negative,

even speculation was prevented.

Some evidence emerged 1nd1cat1ng that when diversion takes place early in the ‘justice
process the probability of remaining in the system, once so referred, increases. It
was' also -clear that changes in policies, historical events, or justice procedures so
1mpact justice record systems as to serlously Jeopardl ze their use: as a source for-as-
sessmg system impact.

e

THE COST OF DIVERSION

- Oveér the past several decades, there has been a marked increase in the use of cost

“-studies in the evaluation of social programs. The interest in cost analysis has devel-
- oped in association with a more general concern to specify the worth of social programs
- vis-a-vis their own goals and contributions to soc1ety Cost studies are attractive as
“they provide a method for organizing and comparing programs; descriptions are basedon
a dollar-defined value system and offer a presumably objective way of measurmg and

. com parlng efficiency. The procedures used in such studies, however, often require sub-
 jective judgments and speculations about costs. As such, the results can vary substan-

‘tially in terms of the reasonableness of estimations and lack of objectivity.

~received by the projects for services.
~across the 1l projects of the evaluation.

While
the state-of-the-art of cost analysis does appear to be improving, no such cost study

- ’should be the sole basm of decisions about social programs.

‘ The primary focus of the cost analysis.of the National. Evaluatlon of Diversion Projects

was to assess and compare the costs of the projects, to estimate juvenile justice sys-.

“tem costs for selected areas, and to offer limited comparisons of dlversmn versus tra-~

dltlonal processmg through the Juvenlle ]ust; ce system.

”PrOJects expendltures were)“ ‘cal culated for the first 18 months for whi ch clients were
Expenditures ranged from $170,000 to $633,000°

‘The range of total number of referrals to

. the pro]ect for thls perlod was also extreme, w1th a low of 137 to a high of 79l

SR

o B ; - . : . . -0

5

{4



-

findings of the projects of the National Evaluation with each other, with those of the

Roughly three-fourths of those referred were enrolled for services, and the length of
time for which services were rendered across all projects averaged approximately 5
months. The average cost per referral (total expenditures divided by the number of re-
ferrals received) for the first 18 months of operation averaged $1,302 and ranged from
a low of $298 to a high of $3,060. The cost associated with actual enrollment (total
expenditures divided by the number of referrals enrolled for services) increased to
$1,722 and ranged from a low of $429 to a high of $4,136.

On the basis of a set of highly qualified cost calculations for the juvenile courts of
three of the impact sites, the average cost per court client was determined to be $463,
ranging from a low of $298 to a high of $652. Tentative comparisons of court costs
with those of the diversion projects on these three sites indicated that, on one site,
the per referral "costs for the project were higher than those for the court; on
another, the costs were identical; and on the third, the costs for the justice system
were greater than those for the diversion projects.

It was difficult to draw hard, fast conclusions on the basis of comparing the cost

court, or with those of other studies. Direct comparisons were troublesome, as mis-
sions and operations differed, methodologies varied, hidden costs were differentially
identifiable and obtainable, and the scope, structure and conduct of the program were
vastly divergent. Several things were clear, however: (1) The differences between
sites were startling, irrespective of the unit of comparison. (2) The relationship be-
tween costs and number of referrals was weak. (3) While several of the projects of the
National Evaluation fell within the cost range of the few outside cost studies re-

viewed, more than half were well above the average costs reported in those studies.

(4) Diversion with no services was clearly the least costly justice disposition alter-
native. . o ' ‘ '

i
i

CONCLUSION . S

The National Evaluation gathered considerable evidence that the projects supported by
OJJIDP's Diversion Inititative succeeded at meeting many of the criteria of true diver-
sion. Virtually all of the clients served were referred by justice agencies as a re-
sult of a delinquent offense. The programs were clearly distinct from the justice sys-
tem in that justice personnel did not act as service providers.
for which adequate data were available, there was evidence that three had reduced the
penetration of youth through the justice system. (Several of the other projects proba-
bly were not successful in this respect.) Finally, findings based on the reports of
clients and service providers showed that the programs were less coercive, less con-
trolling, and more oriented to meeting clients' needs than comparable justice agencies.

In all, these findings indicate that the programs as implemented were a good match to

the original program guidelines.

On the other hand, the findings that come from this unique opportunity to test the ef-
fects of diversion programs on their clients were not favorable,
tion was no more successful inavoiding stigma, improving social adjustment, or reduc-
ing delinquent behavior than normal justice processing or outright release.
diversion services appear to be of consequence. In these areas, the evaluation did not
support the rationale behinddiversion programs. Though these diversion programs might
still-have a place in the juvenile justice system, it would not appear to be because

they represent a more effective way of dealing with troubled youth.

o 16
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Of the four programs |

A diversiofi disposi-

Nor did

it

s ‘

Finally, although the findings of the National Evaluation cannot be generalized to
other specific diversion programs they cannot be ignored either. Because these find-
ings were consistent across four replications of the same study at different sites,
each of which was different in point of diversion, type of clients, seriousness of of-
fenders, ethnic distributions, etc., they cannot be dismissed as idiosyncratic and thus
uwnimportant. To the contrary, the programs and research designs were especially appro®
priate to testing the effects of the essential characteristic of diversion programs,
their status as community-based alternatives to justice processing. Thus, the findings
associated with this research have serious implications for the future of diversion
rogramming. ' .
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