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INTRODUCTION 

Out of the fr.ustratiohs of the60is the Fresldent's Commissi'onon Law Enforcement and " 
Administration of Justi ce( 1967) and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goo Is (1973) .recommended 
that agents of the juvenile. justice system and commpnityseek alternative ways of 
treating troubled youths outside of traditiohal juvenUejustice agencies. This recom­
mendation was based on the assumptions that (1) the labeling perspective applies to 
youths coming into contact with agencies.of the juvenUe justice system, but nptneces­
sarlly to those receiving services from communJty-based agencies, and (2) that troubled 
youth need to belitreated~1I In thil:j manner the weight of the Federal Government was 
plactr,d Qehind the development of ''diyersion'' programs for the purpose of creating al­
ternati ve treatm~ntagenc ies to those of the justl ce system •. ' 

In 1976 the Special Emphasi$ branch of the Offi ce of juvenile Justi ce and Delinquency 
PreVention (qJJDP) made $10 .million avail$le for the development of 11 diversion 
programs. " The National Institute for Juvenile Justi ceo and Delinquency Pr~vention 
(~IJJDP) joined with Special Emphasis oto .promofe~anatlonal,evalua:t:ion of these 
programs )h the hope of better. understanding the viability of di versi on as an 
alternative to traditional justice practices. The following represents a brief review 

,of the findings associated' with that evaluation as reported in. theSOO~page final 
report entitled National EvaltJation of,Diversion Projects. the reader is encouraged to . 
,consult the full report. :* - - - _ 

_ . '. _. . O. . 

The OJJDp Diversion Initiative was designed to ayoid many of the shortcomings charac-
teristicsof many of the early diversion programs. Program guidelines limited the.: tar .. 
get popula.tion to youths arrested for delinquent acts who were at risk of further 
processing through the justi cesystem. Progra'ms were npt to serve youths referredfrom 

coutside the justi ce system, sti:ltus offenders, or arrested youths who would normally be 
lectured and released. Programs were to be clearly distinct from justIce agencies in 
tt)at police al)d probation officers were,not to aetas service providers. Furthermore, 
all programs received amp!efinahcial s.upportandhadaccess'tooutside technical ;as­
sistanCe! Though not aJlof the pro~rams adhered perfectly to all of the guidelines, 
the Diversion Initiative did result ina set of progrCims seriously dedicated 'to serving 
youth di\rertedfrom the justice system.' . . 

The approach that OJJDP took in sponsoring the National Evaluatlon fostered the devel­
opment of·a, credible a~~essment of di version programming. 'Not only \V.ere the programs 
being eval uated parti cU!arlyappropriate, buf OJJDP crea.ted the conditions necessary 
for thorough and technically $oundresectrch." . . 

. .. . 0 

.. The mission given to the Behavioral ~esearch Institute (SRI> was to evaluate the merit 
,of the . concept of}iversion rather th~ as~is.t In .short-:-rangedecisionsabout program 
, operatIons, mana.gement problems, fundmglssues, etC. Titus, the researchers were able 

_ " 

*PubHshedin microfiche a.s NCJ" $0830 by the NationalCrimina1 Justice ·Reference 
Servl'ce, Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20.850.. ~ c1P 
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to concentrate their efforts on issues of the broadest interest and relevance. The 
evaluation also recei ved the financial support needed for quality resear,ch. Finally, a 
meaningful assessment of the impact of diversion programs on their clients was possible 
becauseOJJDP required that some of the programs r~domly assign youth to treatment and 
contro I groups. .dl 0 

SCOPE OF THE,:NA TIONAL EVALUA nON 

There were four components of the National Eval uation of Di version Projects: an anal y­
sis of the impact of diversion on YQllJh, an analysis of the impact of diversion on the 
juvenile justi ce system, a cost ana~.ifsis, and a process analysis. ~ 

. , ' 

Analysis of impact on youth--The purpose of this analysIs was to determine if di­
verting juvenile offenders to community-based youth servi ce agencies resulted in less 
negative labeling, better social adjustment, and less involvement in delinquency. The 
evaluation team devoted the bJlk of its efforts to this ancdysis. 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 di version servi ces from 
the effects of be:ing removed from the justi ce syst~m, 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 weH ~s variations 
in service experiences • 

Analysis of impact on the justice system --Diversion programs are intended to reduce 
the flow of youth through the juvenile justi ce syst~f!l. Th is will only occur if a large 
proportion of a program's clients' would have been pfocessed beyond the"point of diver­
sion in the absence of the program. Diversion programs have been wtdely criticiz~ 
for, instead, "widening the net" of the justic~ system by ser.Ying clients who would 
oth.erwise have been released (or who have never been arrested). The National Evalua­
tioR"addressed this issue by comparing justi ce system processil!g rates during program 
operation to rates for pervious years.' '. 

Cost Analysis --Diversion projects have -also been promoted as a means of reduc.ing 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) drTti'ersion 
services are less expensive than the services they replace." The anaIysi~,consisted of 
a simple comparison of the costs of diversion services versus those of cases handled in 
the,. justice system. 

Process anc;llysis --The purpose of the process analysis was to :describe the projects 
and their contexts. Finding$ 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 justi ce system. The process ana!ysis relied on many different 
sources of data, incl udingjin-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 servi<;~s delivered, and 
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the relation between the two; and (c) a comparison of approacl'1es.to servi~e delivery ~t 
diversion and justice agenc)es, as revealed by the views of serVlce providers and cli-
ents. 

:1"'./ 

r:?7~ 
! THE DIVERSION PROJECTS . ; 

The 01 version In1t1ati ve supported 11 programs located through?ut the unil~,rStates and 
Puerto Rico. While all 11 programs participated in the. Nationa! E.val9rc.\~lOn, only 4 
were selected for the analysis of impact on youth. Brief d~scrIptlons~of those fOU~ 
projects follow. They are referred to as the Midwest, Upper South, LO\'(re:r South, ~n 
East projects. The primary reason for selecting these sites .for evalua~lon was. ~ at 
each~ of these di version programs was able to obtain formal agreements wIth local JUs­
tice agencies to assign eligible youths randomly to treatment and co.ntrol groups, to 
adhere to the definition of di version adopted by NIJJDP ~nd the evaluatIon team, and to 
insure an adequate flow of cases into the sample for research purposes. 

'Midwest --A depaftm~nt within city government operated this di version project in co~p­
eration with the city poli ce department. The project included two separate ser~l~e 

ro rams. The first was admin.istered by the city and employed a case advoc:;:acy mo : • 
~heg poli ce depaBtment administered the§~cond service prograr~. Professlon~d~ocial 
workers hired by the police department provided crisis interventIon that was lImIted to 
I month. 

For both programs, the point of diversion was .the juv~nile diyision of the city poli ce 
department. Although juv~nile divi~i~n .d~tectl yes ~ecided whi ~J:b cases wou~~ ~ place~ 
in the pool ~or assignment, the eligibility crItena were S~r1ct and explicit •. Fur 
tl\ermore, all arrest records were -reviewed daily and detectIves. answere~ to their su­
periors when they failed to refer eligible cases. Youths placed m the asslgnment pool 
tyPically had been .arrested for several misdemeanors or at least on~ felony. 

Upper South--A priyate nonprofit organizati0!1 poused this divers~on p~ojectf ~~: 
project fUnctioned as a brokering agency, re~k.y;mg referrals from Juve:nII~ court! 
take, interviewing y.ouths to determine servic~acements, and.then m?nItormg servi~: 
deliver by a variety of community agencies. Thlt) most prevalent serylce was counse. 
ing, ei.fher individual or family. The next most frequent was recr'eatIon,~nd some ~h= 
entsrecei ved employment or educational assistance •. Most you~hs pla~ed m the aSSign 
ment pool had been arrested for a single felony theft or multipl,e misdemeanors. 

Lower South --This diversion proje~t~as also op~rated by.a privat~ nonprofit or~ani­
zation, C!nd it brokered services through commun.ity agenCIes. Unhl<e the ot~erdlv~~­
sion projects, each client contracted for a spec!fIcamount and type of servlC;e.. ~ 
amount of service d.,ended on the service agency chosen, not on any characteristIcs. 0 
the client For example youths went to the Boys Club for 30 visits, attended f~{lllY 
th'~rapy fo;5 sessions, or' gave 40 hours to volunteer service. !he project ~lace. ess 
emrhasls on counseling than the other projects and mor~ emrnasls on recreatIon-oriented 
servi ceo 

The head of the attorney's office with jurisdiction was totaJl~ responsible tor deter­
minin which cases would be placed in the P?ol for random assIgnment •. The po~l wa~ 
limite3 to first-time misdemeanants, though mmor felroy cases were occasl~ally .mGI~ 
ded. It should be noted that most first-time misdemeanants were taken to 'court In thIS 
county. '" 1 
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E~st--The local transit police and a college directed th~~"fourth program. The proj~ 
e<;:t employ'~ counselors who managecl",cases a.nd arranged ,for referrals ·to commlD1ity agen­
c~es. Unh,ke the Uppe.r an~t Lower South projects, this project <;lid not leimrurse commu­
nIt:r agencIes f?r serVIces rendered. This project also differed from the others in its 
polIcy of allo,",:,Ing cas<: ma~agers to decide whether clients assign~d to diversion were 
In need of serVI ces. DIversIon cases were frequently terminated without servi ces when 
they were deemed unnecessary. " 

o Ij . 

Indi vidual arrest,ing offi c~rs decided" on ~he basis of department.al order~, if cases 
would be pla,ced In ,the assIgnment pool. VIrtually all of the youth chosen had been ar­
rested ~or r:'llsdemeano~s, usually minor thefts, vandCilism, or forms of public disorder 
occurring In the transIt system.' 

tJTHE IMPACT OF DIVERSION DISPOSITION ON YOUTH 
iJ 

() 

Our ~eview of many of the better evaluations ~f diversion programming revealed that a
J 

num ,r of common flaws tend to obscure and ~JJnfuse our thinking about the effecti veness 
o~ thIS proces~. () Firs,t,. comparisQns between groups of youths diverted for services, and 
t ose handl~ In tradItIonal modes are .100 often confounded by initial differences be­
tween ~xperlmental and c~ntrol groups. This problem is probably responsible for more 
confusIon than any other single evaluation weakness found in the diversion literature 
Second, ~:)Utcome ,or,success variables tend to be limited to official measures of delin: 
que!lcy, I.e., offl ~Ial rea~t!ons to observed behavior. Assessments of self-reported 
del~nquency, neqati ve label1ng" ~lienation,. isolation, peer measures, and many other 
varIables t~eor~tI cal~l and empirl cally linked to delinquency are bypassed as possible 
5~cs;ess Criteria. In\.3ihe process, attention is focused on outcomes (official recidi­
VIS~) that would not be expected to be immediately affected by diversion services, 
~~r~3. those that would (self-reported delinquency, negative labeling etc.) are ig- ,~ 

A third fl,aw. i~ conf1:lsion about appropriate control groups. SomE!' studies compare one 
type of dIversIOn clIent to;::~nother, or diversion clients to justice clients, and oth­
ers com~re them to o~enders who ar,e released withoutservices. Information from such 
a,nalyses IS too often Inc~mplete"and thus uninterpretable. Fourth, program interven­
tIOns are sel?om systematl call y recorded, so that outcomes cannot be traced to treat­
ment ~trategies. The types, amounts, and duration of servi ces are typically not docu­
mente and thus success or fail ure is unexplainable. In sum, inappropriately narrow 
measures are selected to assess outcomes, comparison' groups are missing or biased at 
the ~utse:~ and faulty methodology confounds resulting findings. Each ''of these short­
comings IS addressed by the present study. 

Rand~m Assignm.ent.-";:Unless treatment and c0!ltrol groups are similar in all P~~Sible 
res peds , there I~ 11 ttle .reas~n to place c,onfldence in subsequent research findings. ioo man,y evaluatIons of diverSIOn programs Involve youths assigned to diversion who are 
ess senou~ off;mders, than are those assigned to formal justfce processing. Conse­

qUen1lY, dIverSIOn clIents, by comparison, -exhibit less delinquent behavior than do 
mem er:s of the control gro,up. The most effecti ve way of promoting the comparability of 
groups IS to randoml y assl gn cases among them. . 

'te ~<:re fortunate to' be able to implement random assignment in four different cities 
or t. IS, study. At each site, justi ce system offi cials agreed to refer cases for ran 
~fm a~slgn~er:t and to ,comply, wit~ whic:hever disposition resulted for each case· be i; 

verSIon Wit out serVices, dlversl9n With services, or penetration into the j~stice 
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i\ system. When justi ce offi cials felt strongly that a youth required project services 
and were unwilling to allow diversicn without services, arrangemen1s were made to refer 
the youth directly to the project. Such youths never entered the eligible pool and did 
not become part of the impact analysis. 

Research design --The eval uation included one experimental and two contrpl groups--an 
experimental group to experience diversion from traditional justice processes as well 
as to receive services associated with diversiol'l programming, one control group to re­
ceive normal formal processing from the juvenile justice system, and one control group 
to be released outright with no services. By comparing the diversion clients' with the 
first control group i~ was possIble to determine the labeling and treatment effects of 
a diversion disposition relative to those of the juvenile justice system. The no-serv­
ices control group was necessary to determine if the effects of diversion were the 
result of services or merely the results of avoiding the stigma of the justi ce system. 

The essential character isti c of di versi on programs is their status as an al ternati ve to 
processing in the Justice system, not' a particular type of services or client popula­
tion. Because the four programs varied widely in their client populations and service 
delivery, the impact analysis cannot be considered an evaluation of a specific model of 
di version programs. OJJDP's Di versio!) Initiati ve was designed to elicit a broad range 
of programs, not to implement any partj.cular model. For this reason, data from the four 
sites were not combined but were treated as four separate studies. Sample si zes at 
each site were suffi cient for adequate statisti cal power, and the variabil i ty among 
projects was viewed as advantageous for a more general test of the impact of 
diversion. 

The evaluation of the four programs described above represents a fair test of diver­
sion, in our estimate. The programs adopted a much stricter (and more appropriate) 
definition of diversion than do most programs, and they received much greater financial' 
resources than are typical. If these programs could not achieve their intended re­
su!ts, then diversion is not likely to be a generally successful strategy. These proj­
e6cts, however, are not representative of all diversion programs, and the findings re­
sulting from this study cannot be generalized to other individual diversion programs. 

Because we were evaluating programs operating in real-world contexts, youths in each 
groupdid not receive uniform treatment. Like most youth-service and justice agencies, 
those io> our study preferred to treat each youth according to his or her individual . 
needs. 'Thus, diversion and justice clients participated iii widely varying amounts and 
types of servi ces and levels of supervision. Variability within groups also occurred 
,as youths who were rearrested sometimes received dispositions different from those as-

. " . ·sociated with the offense that got them into the study, and youths in any group could 
(and sometimes did) seek services on their own. 0 

TJ1isvariability within treatment groups does not diminish the relevance of comparisons 
among them because it is an unavoidable feature of actual program operation. Youth 
servi ce programs do not exist in a vacuum. Determining the effects of di version pro­
grams operating in normal settings,although a messy business, provides realistic in-

.0 formation. 

0,.\, 

'Nevertheless, it is' also desirable to determine the effects of varying amounts and, 
types of'services. Therefore, in addition to O\.lr analysis oof the impact of disposi- \i 

tion (based on comparisons among the three treatment groups), we performed an analysis 
of the impact of servi ces. While the latter analysis did not have the advantage of 
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random assignment to differing services, it did allow us to gain some information.about 
the im pact of vari ati 6ns in services. 

Outcome meastreS--1he outcome meaSl.!"es ured to evaltBte dispooitional impact on cli­
ents came from personal interviews with youths and justice agency records of arrest. 
Youths in the eligibl.e pool were interviewed three times over a I-year period to assess 
negati ve labeling, social adjustment, and self-reported delinquency. 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 bHckground. 
Field coordinators were employed at each site to supervise interviewers. Informed con­
sent was required from both respondents and parents. Respondents received $5 for each 
interview. 

The 46 labeling and social adjustment scales used in the evaluation consisted of a 
variety of measures including su.~h.dimensions as labeling as bad and sick, alienation, 

o social isolation,·self-image, importance of goals, attitudes of success, and peer mea­
sures. These and other measures focused upon experiences and attitudes associated 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), (IJ percent of the Part n offenses, and a wide range 
of "other" offenses--such as delinquency lifestyle items, misdemeanors, and status of­
fenses. The vast majority of items invol ved violations of criminal statutes; 

Recividism was assessed il\iterms 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, misdemeanor, and felony of­
fenses. The two major indexes of prior arrest history were the" total number of arrests 
for delinquent acts at any time prior to the presenting offense a,nd whether the pre­
senting offense was a felony or ;;a misdemeanor. Official recidivism was divided into 
two measures, simple and multi;ple. The former represents a dichotomy of repeat and 
non repeat offenders, 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 
I aw violations occurring after l'the offense that introduced youths to the study. 

,~ < " • 

Comparability of groups--Though pro'cedures were adopted to insure reliability in ran­
dom assignment outcome, it was possible that the resulting groups would not be com para.,. 
bie, either because of failures' unknown to the researchers that alloweq bias to enter 
the assi gnment procedures or because of chance f1 uctuations in assi gnment process. All 
youths initially assigned to, each of the three justic~ dispositions, irrespective of 
participation status, wer~ compared on age, sex, ethnicity, presenting offense, 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 varia!;>le chosen for 
comparison. The results of these analyses suggested that random assignment procedure's 
produced relati vely equal disposition groups at the outset. Differences were found for 
selected comparisons on three of the four sites, but only one instance was in adirec­
tion that would be expected if assignment procedures had been manipulated. In the East 
project, . youths of the p~inetration group (those assigned to continue. d progression int.o 
the justice system) had ~ greater proportion of youths with two or more pri~r offenses 
than did the no service and diversion groups. We were thus alerted to, a possible prob-
lem in the East project." . 
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A second point for comparison for
c 

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, indi cati ve of bias. Subsequent 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 
C;2Ptact penetration youths and parents for consent and interviews for a period of ap­
proximately 6 weeks. This period of inactivity was temporarily concealed from BRI and 
resulted in the loss of ~isRroportionate number of youths from the penetration group. 
Log linear analyses use~9 focus upon the three-way interaction of interview status, 
disposition, and selected d)"rnographic variables indicated that the only site in which 
losses were not evenly distributed by disposition and demographic cha.racteristic was 
the Upper South. There the preinterview losses were disproportionately representati ve 
of more serious and frequent offenders and more often from the penetration group than 
those assigned to ~he other dispositions. 

Inasmuch as mest a~alyses were lim1ted 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 e'xperimental 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 (1ispositions at the first measurement period on demographic variables, 
offense histories, school data, employment, self-reported delinquency, and 46 labeling 
and social adjustment variables revealed no' more statistically significant differences 
between dispositional groups 'than would be expected ~ chance. Furthermore, revie\\1S of 
all com~risons revealed no constant trends in the differences among dispositional 
groups at the first interview period withc.:the possible e~ception that the self-reported 
delinquency of the penetration group tended to be higher. Although no statistically 
significant differences between groups were obtained, this was the same pattern as had 

"appeared for prior arrests. With this possible exception, the youths of three 
:~comparison groups appeared to be even matched and' comparable at the outset of 
analysis. Ii 

Ii 
I 

!I ., Results. The °impact assessments for justi ce dispositions included both univariate and 

/

11 \ ' multivariate analyses. Comparisons were.made in terms of three sets of outcome varia-
I bies: negative labeling, social adjustment, and juvenile delinquency. Youths diverted 

I
II for servi ces were expected to experience greater improvement on the dependent var~ables 
I at subsequent measurement periods vis-a-vis the other two justice dispositionsl 
I . >, 

iJl 'A wi.de variety of _statisti cal te~hniques are appropriate for a rese~rch design using 
'jjan9ftlm assignment 'to treatment groups. In order to increase the likelihood of detect­
ing ttie programs' effects, we chose three techniques for analyzing the interview data, 

,f' ',' 

each most sensitive to a different pattern of effects. .. 
~ 0" 

The first technique used to determine if there were cha.ngesin the outcome variables 
that were related to justice dIspositions was a two-way analysis for variance (disposi­
tion by time period). Here an interaction effect would indicate that one disposition 
pad resulted in more change than another. ,~) ,.;:, <tJ 

A second test for dispositional effects involved an .analysis of~ variance on Time 3 
data, including selected respondent characteristics (age, sex, ethnicity, and socio­
economic status) and disposition as independent variables .i=lndthe interview measures as 
dependent variables. Since uthe dispositional groups were comparable at the first !TIea­
surement 'per iod on the dependent measures, any differences amongdisposrtions 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 assqciated with Time 3 comparisons but comparing changes 11;1 ~he 
dependent variables from the first to the third measurement periods. This analysis 
focus~ on raw change scores and determined if change occurred differentially for al­
ternative dispositions controlling jorage, sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic' 
status. 

G 

''T~e latter two .analyses also permitted tests for interac1:ion betwee'nsubject character- . 
istics and the effects crf>treatment. That is, they addressed the questions, ''Does the' 

Ii impact". of treatment vary with the age, sex, ethnl city, and socioeconomi c status of 
respondents?' An ackli tional test for differential effects of treatment was also con- . 

>' ducted, based on an empiri cal typology of youth formed using data from the initial in­
.,! terview. This typology, however, did not yield distinct types, arid there was no evi-
, dence that the programs were more successful for one type than another. 

The three univariate analyses w~re conducted on 19 labeling measures"to 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 semices?" A 
review of the few"instances in which significant effects were found revealed no pat- . 
terns "or trends~Juggesting that ,disposition had very nttleeffect 4pon the labeling 
experiences 'of ti{e youthsoin the three justice dispositions at the four sites. 

The same tests on 22 social adjustment measu~es, developed to determine if youthscdi­
verted ,out of the justi ce were stbsequently 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 di verted for services. 

. . 

Th€;~analyses conducted on the self-reported delinquency data to assess the effects of 
diversion disposition on later delinquent behavior indicated that ,youth diverted for 
services reported no less InvolvementinsLDsequentdelinquent behav)or than did youths 
lectured and released or those processed for further penetrati,on into the justice sys­
tern. Furthermore, for all three types of outcome, no interaction .effects were found 
between disposition and age, sex, "ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. 

A multivariate analysis"of varial]ce (MANOVA) was also used as a general test for the 
effects of disposition, controlling for age, sex,ethnicity, and socloeconomic status 
onacomposite of impact variables that included labeling, social adjustment, and self­
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 time. 

Of the orlgil)5lloutcome measures, 19were selectedi.or 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. 

One of tne eight'" assessments for effects (four sites at 6 months and 12 months) was 
found to ~ statisti call y sLgnifi cant and that was for v the Midwest,project. In order 
to determine whl chvariables were contributIng the most In differentiating between dis­
positions for the multi variate tests!n the MidWest, the unlvariatetests accompanying 

'the MANOVA:'were stltdled. The adjusted cell means (.adjustedfor Time 1 data as well as 
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age, sex, and ethnicity) for those univariate tests Which approached st~tistical~ig-. 
ti nifi cance (p<.lO) were analyzed to determine if youths divertedfor S?rVi ces ha? more 

positi ve outcomes than youths in other dispositions. The results prOVided ~o eVidence 
that di version was a more.

1
effecti ve disposition in the Midwest .. than were either of the 

,other dispositions. Instead, a slight trend toward more positi ve outcomes for ~ectured 
~::~md'released youths and towards more negative outcomes for one of the two serVice pro­

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

(, ',I' 

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~ of 
the interview data suggest that there is little reason to suppose t~at alternati ve JU~­
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 
more beneficial than release or penetration into the justice system. 

An acklitional measure of outcome was drawn from official records of rearrest. Two in-
"dexes were formed:: simple and multiple recidivism, as e~plained above. Analysis in­

vol ved three levelS of rearrest: felony arrests, felony-misdemeanor arrests, and fel-
ony-misdemeanor-status dffens'e arrests. 

Comparisons <;>f justi ce disposition for simple and multiple recidivism outcomes at 6.a~d 
12 months after the"date of the presenting offense were completed for all youths ini­
tially assigned to.the three experimental groups (eli~inating the probler:t of ~n~erview 
losses). The results indicated that there were no differences among dispOSitions for 
any recidivism measure in the Midwest or Lower South at either 6 or 12 months after the 
presenting offense. " 

In the Upper South an effect was found for felony simple rec~d.iv.is,m and misdemeanor­
felony m!Jltiple recidivism at 6 month~, showing the least recidiV::sm .among thepenetra-

. tion 'group and the most among no-serVice youths •. Both eff:ct~ ~!~appeared by 12 months 
after arrest. The eastern project wascharacten zed by Si gnlfl cantly greater numbers 

. of rearrests among penetration youths for status-misdemeanor-felony offenses fo~ both 
simple and multiple recidivism at 6 months as well as for misdeme~nor~felony simp~e 
recidivism at 6 months. Since this pattern matches diffe~ence$ In pr~or arrests, it 
might well be expected. In every instance, however! these dIfferences dIsappear by ~he 
12-month measures. Furthermore, when number of prior offenses was controll?d, no s~ g­
nificant differences in recidivism among dispositions were found for any tIme 'perI<;>d 
for' any. class ot, offense in the East. The results of the tes~ f~r eff:ct ~f .disposi­
tionson reciaivfsm using official return rates s~ggestth~t Ju~tl(;e .disposit-lons. had 
little effect inoreducing recidivism on the four impact Sites 10 Which comparisons 
were made. 

In slJmmary;J the univariate tests invol'ving 41. I abE;ling , . social adjustment" and s~lf­
reported deHnquency variables as we 1.1 as multi vana~e tests based upon a subs?t of 1m: 
pact measures indicate that youths divertedl!for serVices dovnot show &rea.t:r improve 
ment on the impact variables measured at 6 ,and 12 months after diversion than d<?, 

IThe Midwest Diversion Project used. two separate service components" each evaluated 
separately. 
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youths traditionally processed into the justi ce system. ~9mpar.isons of disposition 
groups on simple and multipJe recidivism at 6 and 12 months after the presenting of­
fense indicate that the recidivism rates for youths diverted for servic~~s are not lower 
than those for youths"di verted for no servi ces or for those processed to the next stage 
in the justi ce system. 

if) 

THE IMPACT OF DIVERSION SERVICES QON YOUTH 

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 servi ces, diversion with serv­
ices, and penetration into the juvenile justice system. The analyses for the effects 
of servi ces focusecJ upon whether outcomes differed for" youths who r::ecei ved servi ces 
(through either di version projects or community-based agencies) as compared with those 
who did not. ~ 

Although kindred, the two inquiries are not i denti cal, since assignment to a disposi - ' 
tion is only imperfectly related to the "treatment" that a youth ultimately receives. 
That is, assignment to divers~on with servic~s is no guarantee that services will be 
delivered, assignment to diversion without services does not preclude obtaiqing 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 h~ve an 
impact oh client outcomes. '. . . . 

Thedata collected in the National Evaluation offered two approaches to the problem. 
First, information about client services was. culled from project records for all 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 th~y re­
cel ved. Second, youths assigned to all three dispositions were asked to descril:)(:hheir 
servi ce experiences in the second and third wave questionnaires~ Similar comparisons 
were made based on these self -reports. - c 

The basi canalyses used to. assess the impact of services were cqmparisons of outcome 
between a group ·of respondents that had received services and a group that hag not, or 
between a group that had recel ved a parti cular kind of servi ce and a group that had 
not. Unlike the impact of disposition analysis in whi ch the initial comparability of 
groups Was reasonably assured by the random assignment procedure, the present analYSeS 
involved groups that were expect~d to differ initially. For this reason., it is 
necessary to retreat from the analysi~ of an experimental design to a post hoc analysis 
of nonequivalent groups. 

.All of the analyses followed the same basic pattern regardless of the independent vari­
able in question. First, a three-part analysis was conducted .using the variables as-

',- sessed in th~ interviews--Iabeling, social adjustment, and self-reporte~rdelinquency--
as measures of outcome. The approach was mq~ti variate. That is, sever;p,t dependent·, 
variables and covariates were considered simultaneously, and age, sex, ethnicity, and 
arrests prior to referral were controlled ~fore comparisons were made. Because wedid 

. not expect treatment groups to be initiaily equt~lent, the first part of the analysis 
. cor'~pared groups on Time 1 scores for all dependent variables. Knowledge of lnitia'l 
differ~nces was important in interpreting ,the results of the rest of the analyses. The 
remaining two analyses were attempts to take initial differences into account 10"C3.s­

.sessiJ1g treatment effects. One was a multivariate extension of gain-score analysfs in 
whi ch d iff eren ces between Time 3 and Time 1 s cores were used as the multi pI e dependent 
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variables. The other was a multi variate analysis of covariance in,whichTime 3 s!;ores 
were compared after the effects of Time 1 scor~s hadbeencovaried 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-

"lowing :the logic just described, treatment groups were compared after covarying out the 
effe<;:tsof age, sex,. ethnic1ty, and tota.l 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 variabler.l 

Dive~sion project records of services --One of the tasks of the National Evaluation 
was to collect'detailed descriptions of servi ces provided :::~9 clients from 'project 
records. . Apart from giving recommendations about what kinds of information might prove 
usefuJ 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 assum~tions a 
degree of comparability and completeness was achieved. The first analyses for the im­
. pact of servi ces on youth invol ved servi ces deli vere~ to youths as recorded by serv-
ice providers. 

In order to determine whether the amount of diversion services received affected out­
comes for project clients, youths were sorted into three groups based on the Tot~l Num­
ber of. Contacts recorde<i for them in project recdtds (low contacts = 1-6; medium = 7-
14; and high = 15 contacts and up). Ih this analysis, th~ medium ~n? high g:oups were 
collaIDsed in the East because of the small number of clients receivmg serVices. (In­
appropriate referrals and youths who movedorcdi,ed in the course of the study' were ex-
cluded from the analysis.) 

" 
Results of the analysis using the ~'nterview and arrest data indicated no signifi~ant 

"differences in the treatment outcornesuof clients rec~~ving varying amounts of proJect 
services at any of the four sites. < None of the ~~lti variate. t~s~s of dlffer.ences be­
tween change scores or between TI,me 3 scores adjusted for mit~al group differences 
were:!. significant at the .05 ,level. , Nor were th~ii.univariate tests on recidivism data 
Sigllifi cant at that level." fLo 

A similar analysis w~scoriducted tl:>assess the impact of parti cular kinds of services 
;,co .client outcomes. Three independent variables were constructed ~ dichoto~izing Num­
ber. of Counseling Cont€lcts (none or one vs. more )" Number of Job/Education Contac;:ts 
'(none vS'. some), and Nurnberof Req-eati(Jl Contacts (none vs. some). ~ote that rece.iv­
ihg one kind of service did not prec'lude receiving the others •. Analysis revealed Sig- . 
nifi,canteffectsfor one type of sen;~i ce--recreational activities--for the Midwest and 
EaSt projects. The MANOVA compari:Sons for differevce scores (Time 3 minus. Time 1). and 
for Tlme ,3 scores adjusted for initiitl diffe.rences i.ndicated that for the: Midwest Site, 
the two groups (those whoreceived}'ecreation serVices and those who did not) ch~nged 
difierentially'hver the year in ,¥hfd) the study was conducted. Both grou~s.had differ-
enfTime 3scqres when initial dJffelr. en.c.es. wer~. ~ntrol1ed •. Youths rec~lvmg recrea-

''-C;tion servi ces changed in thedirettlon of feeling Uess committed .to their par~nts ~nd 
more committed to, their peers, expressing lessudisapproval of.devlanc~, experle~cmg 
lesscounterlabeling, and perceiving their parents as more disapprovmg .o~ ~eviance 
r~,latiye to youths who.did0notreceivi~services. Overall, recreati<:nal activitH~S se~m 
to have had, a deleterious effect on ,clients. The effect was cons~stent across vana-

"'~bJes, but !twas not large. ." 
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For the East project none of tH~ univariate tests for adjusted mean differences were 
signifi cant, but the direction of the group differences Was the same as in the covari­
ance analysis (adjusted Time 3 means). Again, receiving recreation services seem2to 
have had a negati ve effect on client outcomes. Those receiving th~.rn .felt more laJ~led 
as 'bad" by others, labeled themselve~ as more ~isi tk~J' felt. more socially isol!3-ted, an~. 
perceIved their peers as more approvmgof deVIance relatIve to youths who dId not re-., 
ceive these services. No differences In recidivism were found at any of the four 
sites. 

Self-Reported Records of Service. Information about servic~s was also soli cited from 
the youths, themsel ves, a far simpler task than surveying project records. A 1I'" 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 extended the analysis of the impact of services to include respondents ~n 
the other disposition groups (no services and pen~tration) for whom, of course, no dI-
version pr0ject service records were available'; , 

In the analysis of the effects of amount of services, youths wer€tdivided into three 
groups based on Total Number of Contacts: None, Some (1-15 contact~.>r and Many~16 
contacts and up). In order to petermine whether the amount of communltY8;gency serv­
ices affected outcomes .for the total interviewed sample, a set of analyses~dent:~cal to 
those based on project records of services was conducted. " 

. . .... \\. ". . " 

Changes in outcome ,measures varied with the a':10unt of services rece~v~d from co~~t.nity­
based agencies in the Lower South, bt,Jt notm any of the other CItIes. Stat.lstically 
significant effects were found in the Lower Southfor 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 ~ev!ance, groups re­
porting no service contacts and many serVIce contacts were qUIte SImIlar. Both groups 
differed however from the group reporting an jntermediateamount of services. The 
extr:eme' groups hadbet.ter outcomes than the int~rm~diate gro~p in thfi-t they per:ceived 
their peers as less delinquent and reported engagmg In less mmor delmquency an~ drug 
yse. 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 relationshipbetw~en amount of services and outcomes is consistent with 
the notion that providing minimal servfces does more harm than g09d, that either inten­
sive interventions or none at all should be applied. 'Furth~rmore, itis conceivable 
that -some treatment, for example counseling servi ces, 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.absE7nce of signtfi cant 
findings for the other sites. Furthermore ,no significant effects of services on rear-
rests were found for any of the four 'sites. 0 

Based on you'ths' self-reports, one last set of independent variables ref!ectingdiffer­
ent kinds of services was found bY, ~ic,hotomi zing Number of co. unseling Gont~cts.{, n()ne 
vs. some), Numlii of Job 01" EducatIOn Contacts (none vs. some), and Number. ot Recrea-
tion Contacts ,(none vs. some). , . ",' :, , 

,.'Out of 24 possible multivariate comparisons (twoanalyses, three. kindSO~!~~S, 
four sites), onlydne WQ.S statistically significant at th~ .05 level:.; ':he 'Cov~qa!1~e 
ami lysis of Time 3 scores indIcated that clients who received counselIng servIc~s Ino 
the L()wer South reported less hormlessness, attached more importance to conventIonal c\ 
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goals, and ~ercejved their parents as less approving of delinquency than their counter­
pc:rts who ~hd not recei ve servi(ces. At the same time, they reported engaging in more 
mmor dehnquency and more alcohol and drug use. 

Again, no signifi cant differences in rearrests were found for any of the three k1nds of 
services at any sites. ,'. 

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 si.tes for the impact variables, including self-reported delin­
quency and official recidivism. Nor were any particular kinds of services found to be 
consistentl y more benefi cial than any other kinds, although there was some indi cation 
that recreational servi ces !'hight have had a negati ve effect upon client outcomes. 

Second, no significant differences in outcomes were found among respondents reporting 
different amounts of services on three of the four sites. On the IOUrth site there was 
some evidence, although slight, that the relationsliipbetween self-reported services 
and outcome may have been curvilinear--intermediate amounts of services may be less 
benefi cial than no services. or extensi ve services. Com par isons amoungse If ,..reported 
types of servi ces reveal ed no parti cuI ar servi ce type as more benefi cial 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 achieved and 
records 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 offi cial 'recidivism as measured in this research. 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND "SERVICE DELIVERY 

After the analyses 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 servi ces 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 aU youths referred to the projects in their first 2 years of op­
eration. Project records were searched for client Information including dates of ar­
rest, referral, services, and teqnination;Otype of offense; and reason for termination. 

.A smaller sample was select~,d of up to 350 cases per site for the first 18 months of 
project operations. A more <;;()mprehensiYe search of project records was conducted for. 0 

these youths for thepurpos~of acquiring more detailed information about diversion 
services. Official recidivism data werea1.so obtained for the youths of the smaller 

o sample. . 

. ~: 

o 

The review 0f these samples across 12 to 18 months of projectoperations indicated that 
the maJority of client referrals were'h1ales with considerable age .and ethnic diversity. 
Almost all of Nhe possible refer;ral sources in the justi ce system were represented 
among the ,shtes"of the study, as were the types of offenses for whi ch youths could be 
referred. Th~ proJects accepted very few cases referred from outsIde the justi ce sys­
tem; in fact" most projects acceptedoone whatsoever. Though oot all youths referred 

. for serv1ces received them, eoroUmentrates 'tended to be high, ranging from a lowoi 
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76 percent to a high of 98 percent. Interestingly, not all youths enrolled for serv­
ices recei ved s~rvi ces following the intake and enrollment process. Retention rates 
ranged from 58Tpercent to 96 percent of total referrals. The number of service con­
tacts for youtty1 receiving servi ces beyond intake varied from a medi.an of 6 to 37 (mean 

~::;.' number of contacts ranged from 10 to 53). The average length of the period in which 
youths actyally. recei ved servi ces fl uctuatedfrom 3 months to 9 months, with youths in 

&J,all but two projects avtraging slightly less than 5 months of services.. " 
\0 

~nalyses designed. to assess the distribution of types of ;ervi ces by age, sex, efhni c­
Ity, number of prIor offenses, and seriousness of presenting offense revealed few d if­
ferences 8;cross sites, although there was a tendency for nonwhites and younger clients 
t~ be .retaIned !or servic~s more .often than whites an~ older clients. The one excep­
tion Involved Job/education serVIces, where older cllents were more likely to be se­
lected •. Asessments for the ~~e~ts of servi~es on recidivism rates at all sites sug­
gested that, by and large, reCIdIvIsm was not Impacted by the number of contacts or the 
kinds of services youths received. " . 

CLIENT AND SERVICE PROVIDER VIEWS OF SERVICES 

The argument thatdi version programming reduces delinquency among juvenile offenders 
r~sts on t~e as~umption that there are important differences between the services pro­
v!ded by dlverslOn p~ogram~ and the s<;rvicesassocJated with more traditional. disposi­
tIons such as probatIon or IncarceratIon. These differences would not necessarily be 
~ound in t~e content of the services, such as whether youths'are counseled, participate 
In recreatlOnal activities, or receive school or job asi~tance, but rather in the atti­
tudes and practi ces of those providing servi ces. Di vers'ion servi,ce providers should be 
less coercive, less concerned with social control, and more oriented toward serving 
clients' needs than servi ce providers at justi ce agencies. They should also hold less 
stigmati 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 sqme ways. The pro­
grams must provide different experiences to clients if they are to have different ef­
fectsGonbehavior. 

Given these rather basic assumptions, practitioners from the juvenile justice and com­
fQunity youth servi ces systems for nine of the evaluation sites were assessed'to deter­
mine th~ir .opinions about the y?uthsand servlces with which they were associated. The 
results mdl cated perfect conSIstency across sites and were supporti ve of the di version 
rationale. Vis-a-vis justi ce personnel, diversion program personnel held less coercive 
and controlling opinions about their clients and serVices, were morce needs-oriented, 
and were less. pron.e to hold negative attitudes concerning the .emotionaland delinquent 
s~atus. of thel~ cllents. Comparisons of the attitudes of youths receiving justice and 
dIverSIon serVIces on these dimensions revealed similar trends favoring diversion serv­
ices, although statistically significant differences were obtained on only'one site. 

Comparisons ofservice provider and client opinions concerning the extent to which pro­
grammin~ was pe~ceived as stigmatic, coercive, etc., again produced cons!stent findings 
across SItes. Cl1ents expressed 1 ess favorabl e v lews, com pared with prograrn persohnel , 
relative to the attributes of their programs. That is, clients consistently described 
programs .as ?eing more.coerc i v~, more control~ ing, a. nd .less £ u .... If 1111.' ng in meetingthelr 
needs than dId the serVIce prOVIders •. InterestIngly, ,cllent reports about service pro::" 
viders' views of clients were substantially more positi Ve than were the sentiments eX­
pressed by the serviCe providers themsel yes, :suggesting that service providers communi-
cate more client support than they may actually feel. .... .' 

.' 

o , 
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Overall, cor~oboratlon was acqu~red for the assumptions supportive of diversion; Le., 
tha~ corr,tmunl~y-based youth serVIce providers are less controlling and less coercive in 
theIr o~lentat~on to y?uths t~an are agents of the juvenile justice system. Differ­
ences In. s.e~vrce provlde~s' vle~s about clients were less compelling, although the 
trend was In the hypothesI zed dIrection .'" ' .. 

\.::~ 

SYSTEM FLOW P. 

'~> or metho? to ~5S~SS ~he impact of diversIon programs is to evaluate the extent to 
'1;1 c~ the Juvend<; JUStl ce system has been impac~ed. By cal culating the propor:tion of 
J;,~venlle~ progress mg. to varlo~,s stages within a system both before and after a diver­
SIon project ~qan, .It car: be 'determined in part whether or not the di version project 
was successful 10 channelIng youths out of the system. A flow analysis is thus one'of 
several way~ to address the issue of "widening the nets." 

«( 

T.he analysis of the flow ,of youths through the justice systems of the National Evalua­
~lon produced mi~e~,. inc.on.~lusii'Ve findings. Althugh the data were &enerally insuffic­
Ient to make defInItIve Juagments, on three of the sites the probability of referral to 
increased pe,:etra~ion, a~ the point of di version, appears to have been reduced as a re­
sult of the d~v7rslo~ proJects. The available evidence at a fourth site was negative, 
and th: remaI~Ing SItes were chara~cteri zed by so much missing and ambiguous data that 
even s'peculatlon was prevented. - (j 

'i 

Some evidence em~r.gea indicat~n~'th~twq~n diversion takes place early in the justice 
process the probabIlIty of remaInmg In the system, once so referred, increases. It 
,:"as als~. cl.ear that changes in poli cies, his,,~ori cal events, or j usti ce procedures so 
Impact JUStl ce record systems as to seriously jeopardi ze their use':as a source for as-
sessing system impact. /. 

~~ 

THE COST OF DIVERSION 

Over 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 society. Cost studies are attractive as 
they provide. a method for organi ziIlgand comparing programs; descriptions are based on 
adoUar-defmed value system and offer a presumably objective way of measuring and 
?ompar i.ng effi ciency. The pro.cedures used in such studies, however, often require sub­
J~ctl ve Judgments and speculatlons about costs. As such, the results can vary substan­
tIally in terms ·of the reasonableness of estimations and lack of objecti vity. While 
the state-of...;the-art of cost analysis does appear to be improving, no such cost cStudy 
should be the sole ,basis of decisions about social programs. 

The primary focus of the cost analysis .of the NationalEval vation of bi version Projects 
was to. assess and compare the costs of the projects, to estimate juvenile justi ce Sys­
tem costs for selected areas, and to offer limited comparisons of di version versus tra-
ditio'1a1 processing through the juvenile justifce system. .. 

c:.; proj~cts expenditur~s 'Yer1f"calc~lated for the~irst 18 months for which clients were 
<p.. rece.I v:ed by the projects for serVl ces. ExpendItures ranged from $170,000 to $633,000 

across the 11 projects of the evaluation. The range of total number of referrals to 
theprojectf6r this peripd wasals~ extreme, with a low of 137 toa high of 791. 
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Roughly three-fourths of thos~ referred were enrolled for services, and the length of 
tlme for whi ch servi ces 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 cal culations 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 di version projects. 

It was difficult to draw hard, fast conclusions on the basis of comparing the cost 
findings of the projects of the National Evaluation with ea'ch other, with those of the 
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 studie~ re~ 
viewed, m'ore 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~ 
nati ve. 

CONCLUSION 
u 

The National Evaluation gathered considerable evidence that the projects supported by 
OJJDP's Di version Inititati ve succeeded at meeting many of the criteria of true di ver­
sion. Virtually all of the clients served were referred by justi ce!agencies as a re­
sult of a delinquent offense. The programs' were clearly distinct from the justice sys­
tem in that justi ce personnel did not act as servi ce provlders. Of the four programs 
for whi ch 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 meetingclients' needs than comparable justi ceagencies. 
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 di version programs on their clients were not favorable. A diversioii disposi­
tion was no more successful in avoiding stigma, improving social ~djustment, or reduc..; 
ing delinquent behavior than normal justi ce processing or outright release. Nor did 
di version services appear to be of consequence. In these areas, theeval uation did not 
support the rationale behind di version programs. Though these di version programs might 
still 0 have a place in the juvenile justi ce system, it would not appear to be because 
they represent a more effective way of dealing with troubled youth. 
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Finally, altholigh the findings of the National Evaluation cannot be generali zed to 
other specifi c di version programs they cannot be ignored either. Because these find­
ings were consistent across four repli cations 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 
U1important. To the contrary, the programs and research designs were especially appro;.;. 
priate to testing the effects of the essential characteristi c of diversion programs, 
their status as community-based alternati ves to justi ce prC)cessing. Thus, the findings 
associated with this research have serious implicatior,§' for the future of diversion 
programming. / 
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