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AESTRACT

The purpose of tais study was to deteraine the exis—
tence of <coercion in tne Essex . Lounty Diversion Prograa,

inc., A program ia which vclantary participatioa orf clien-

-

“tele makes it distinct fron the Provincial <Court (Family
Division), its pre-existing counterfpart. An exploratoery re—

search design was atilized i1a order to deteraine the exis-

tence of coercion eitner =structurally 1o the proqras itselr

Or 1n toe perLception crf ycutns wno have experienced the pro-
cess.

Tne data were obtalned Dy rKeads 0% a systematic selec—
tion of_files of vouths who participated in the Diversion
2Lo4gras 14 1ts 1580-81 I1S¢al year. Date analysis responded
to tue research Jgquestion whicih dealt with waether ccercion
was a rLeatdare buillt inte the fregranm, and whetaer c¢lients
percelved ‘the program as a CoeCDClVveE ODw.

The research Fipdings suggested that, sSince tﬁe inceg-
tion or the progrand, 1t 245 beccze more <¢losely linked to
the Court, retner taan Jdeveloping a4 distinct prorile of its
OWlle - wallie most‘Qoutns 11 this study did not perceive their
parcticipation 1n tne FrLogras as coerced, tue only éther-;l-

ternative was the CQULT fICcCess. .

- 111 -

>
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The matjor recomaenJdaticn to come Lort

+

Was that incrcased errorts sSaould be

tcoa tals study

Bade to estaklish a

Jdistinction between the Jiversicn 2raglam and tae Proviacial

Court (Family Division) wlth rCespect to the processing ol

youtns in ordeor foro the Qiversicn Program to function as 4o
o

aiternative To tae existing juvealle djustice system  and

ivolc Dpecoding 1 adjunct or preliarpary pCocess to the

court.
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Chapter I

REVIEW OF DIVERSICN LITERATURE )

1.1 = INTRODOCTION

Tne following litorature roview was undertaxen in an

<lfOort to gain an apprecratiol ot «here the Essox Ccunty Di-
VelsSi10n Progral stoou in relation to diversidn practices io

general. Iy this context, thereriore, a selective review ot

50m3€ Of the 1%5sSJdes Celevant to the WiVersion prcatan undor

tC Ce wiscussed are the logal sSta-

i)

stady. Amdng the i1ssuc

™
v

tus ¢©I pre-trial gaversion in Canada and the various ratio-

-

Nales advanced ror the levelopment and continued use o5 di-

rt,

VeLS100 -
As will be noted, sucstantial use is made ¢f nocn-Cana-

dian literatureae. AsS Mover ({138U) has noted, tocere i3 2 lack

or Canadian literature ou diversicn (p. 187). The somctimes
€Xtersive use oI acn~Cueaadran literature is, thereforc, o¥
defaclt ratner tueh LY chnoice. However, «nen possicle, Ca-

naglial SOULCeS dle Clted.

]

At the outser, 1t 15 a=cessary Lo -aefine the ccncept
s

under study 1In OLJer t0 Set paraboters oD tae torrc cf dis-

CUSS10Ci Howevel, 1t waes 5001 (iscovered that while diver-

3ion 1s a concCept wilCh is now relatively widely discussed,

i



2
depated, and practised, 1t has yet to be defined in precise,
universal terms. In eifect, there is no single, widely ac-
cepted definition of diversion. Stated otherwise, “No one

derfinition O0f aiversion seems capable cf ccaprehending ever—

Ythiog done in its name" (Law Reform Commirssion, 1975, p.

1) - /

Although a Jeneral definition is userul as a startiag
point, an operational derinition is required to delimit the
PUCVICW O the stuay. ThereZore, the following is not in-
tended as a comprehensive definition of all things called
"diversion®, LUt rather a reiirement of its meaulny ia rela-
tion to the specitic program under Study.

A sultasle starting pceint rrom which to begin the r;-
fznegent oI tae concept of Jdiversion is a general definition
WolCh encompasseS as many cr t;c'practices referred to as

"giversion" as possible. At that polint it will pe pcssible

to sSpeak oi dililrferent "Tyres" or diversion, as cutliped by

(41
|9}

the Law  ERefors Commissicn (1975). - The "type" which best

characterizes the subject of the study will then ke €xplored

in greater depth.

-

Xlein (1473) derines diversion in the foilowing general
terms: ) g

AnY process eaployved rCy coaponents of the criminal
justice systec (folice, prosecution, courts;, c¢or-
rections) to turn suspect aund/or orienders away
irom the rormal sSystem or to a lower level in the
Systema {p- 370)



3

The preceding dezinitiou ideatifies the éompcnents of
tae criminal justice systed o5 those having tne authority to
diveIrt sSusSpects Orf Olfenders. Katkin,k Hyman, ' aod Kraacr,
{1370) aca "individuals" apu "the comtunity 1L gJeneral™ to
this 1list, nuting taat these have a "primary nandate tc con-
trol and care for youag people wnd commit qelin;uent acts"
{p. 408). A genoral deltiniticn QI diversion t;erefore la-
plies that it is a DEOCEbS'Wq@Ch can be initiated at tué
discretion o:r a diversz apumber BL individuals, ofrficials and
_instiéutiong.

The ygeneral definliticn alsec igplies tikat diversion can
occur at any poini"in toe crfizindl justicd process. Again
xatkin et al. T{1970) woulid add alpre—system stage at wnich
diversion carn occur, that ceing 2t the point of identifica-
tion (p- 404).

The 1ritial Jeilnltior ldeuntiZies the Miuivertee" as a
suspezt or ofrfender. 'uis fuocther mighlignts tne fact that

diverslon <caa occul at, any polat between the lacatirfication
CI & suspect and sentence fuliillzent.

Toe Substantive aspect of CciverDslon 1S5 fel<eired to as
the avoldance 9I the forfmal 1ustice. Process or «at  leuast a
ceturn  to 2 'ioucr level oi thc. justice process. This,
thereby, ihplles that diversion can pe both "divorsicn to®
or “diversiorn away fﬁcm" sozethlng. The deriiition 15 not
very expliclt 48 to waut that "sScwetaing" entiils. Jensen

‘and woijex, {198V) are more exiplicit, Loting that aiversion



. 4
can mean "taking no action at all® c¢r "involving the in&ivi~
dual in formal diversion prograas" (p.x). Taererfore diver-
sion can presuaably be poth gnétructuréd or structured.

S0 iér we nave identified who can .dnitiate diversion,
wbhen 1t can oCccur, uho_can be diverted, and a4 jeneral idea
of wnat diversion eatails. Tohe general defini:ion.il;us-

trates that 4 wide variety or actions or inactlons Lky a nua-

v

per orf individuals can all be rererred to as diversion. For
the purposes of tals study however, this wide latitude of

. . — ‘ . . .
Zeaning 1s encuwberirg. At this stage, 1t 1s therefore pro-

—

pliticus to examine the diiferent "types" of divgrsicn, in
order to develop aa operaticnal view of tne concept.

In aﬁ CLIOLt to reamove the ambplquity surroundirng the
concept Qr diversion, the Law ﬁerorm Commission ({(1975) out-
linec four coaceptually difierent "types" of diversion:

1. Comrounity abscorpticn
2. Screening
3. Pre—-trial diversion
. 4. Alternatives to impriscoment (p. 1)
Tuls 31vision 0L 2 the concefpt into four +types is functional

and also retains the 1antegrity-of the general definition

m

previously cited. is w1l. be demonstrated, tae rour types
Righligot dirfierent i1ndiylcuals and «aifferent stages at
which diversion Cdil, 0CCuUurl.

Community absorgtion as generally defined Hy the lLaw

Rercra Commission (1975) 15 elther "ipndividuals c¢I 1nterest



\ | S
grours Jdealiny privately with trouble in taeir aceas, out-
. slde the police and courcts"™  [(p. 1) Illustiative Of thils
type or diversion 1S the deilguLiborhced Accountability EBroject

_walCh was estabiished 1o the teown of

(]

ssex, dJuntario. Tulis
prograz, tarough the actions ol "pelghberihvod mediators',
s?eks to "provide 4 aelghtcrucoa based acccuntarzility pro-
CesS as  an alternative to ‘the  juvenilie court processn
(Rolie, Note 1). "

The seconu type QL 21lVversSidl 15 SCLeenluy dad 1s char-
acterized oy the police referciay an incident pack to the
tanlly Oorf <¢oJdaunlty or sSimply 4ropping a case rdther.than
taying craiminal Caarges (Law Lefcrz Cormrssiou, 1975, gy 1)
Tie o5t 1aforgal foro Orf Scfewnlng occurs  waceh the pélice
simply declae ot t£o lay Charges. A 30re £0Cadl aggprcach to
SCLeelLINg WwilCn 48 Operatignal in Essex Zcunty 135 reiercing
tiue SUSpeCl at .tne pre-cnargJe lcvel to a4 prfograt wWhich zay
include a compénsatozy task, an apoloyy to tae victim, Tres-
titutiqn, aﬁd Coualbselling [(Gaspdar, NOte 2). Farticipation

— \

is volumtacy and a formal c¢harge 1s not 1laid in tals sScreen-

-

ing type of diversion.

A tuird forz of diversion 15 pre-trial Jduiversion . where
“instead oL proceeding Wwith Ccharfges LL "the c¢riminal court,
(a €as¢ 13 S“efercrel) out oL the pre—trial level to te ;ealt
wlth Dy tae Settlzgent or pmedlatlon procedures'" (Laew Reiora
Commission, 1373, p- 4) - alNusor':s version i £n15~type oL

diversion consists on juveniles voluntarglily agCeelny O Wi-
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dertake o« prograz coansisting of cne or more of the follow-
iaqg: a compensatory ﬁasx for the victim or the community,
an apology to the victia, | mcnetary restitution, apné coun-
selling (Lajeunesse, 1932, rp. 13-14). Cnce juveniles kave
fulfilled the requirements ¢ their participation, further
processing ny the juvenile justice system is disccntinued.

The fourtn type oi aiversion, alteranatives to iaprison-
ament, 1s applicaeble to adults only. It is descrited as "in-
cﬁuasinq the ase 0L such alternatives as absoiute or condi-
tional discharge, restituticn, fines, suspended sentence,
probation, coumunity service orders, parctial detentiop in a
comaunlty based resiugence, or?parole release pregracs" (Law

Refora Cowmission, 19753, p. 7). Tae main thrust c¢r such

senteacing options is the avoidance of the harsbest sanction
availlable, iLacarceratioan.

It 13 evident from the preceeding that the four *"typesH
ot civersioﬁ dre all distinct arfFroaches tc the ccncept of

diversion. They address themselves to different populations

at difierant sStayges of the rorral Jjustice process. The
types are adainistered differently, by differenc -individu~
als 1n the justice system. Yet, despite these differences,

r—

the zour "types" «ll adhere to tne qgéeral definition of di-

version discussed earlier.
- Siven tnat tae Essex Ccunty Diversion Prograz is. of tae

"pre-trial" type, the vredainder of this report will focus

excluslvely cn pre-triali diversiocn.

.



1.2 STATOS OF PRE-TRIAL DIVERSYON IN CANADA

Prior to receat legislative revision, the practice ¢f pre-

trial diversion was nct forrally recojmnized 1o Canadian law.

Bofore the peraissive legislation, diversion was "ncn—legal"”

in tlhat it was not zcraally recognized by law, but, at the

. ~

Sdane tide, L1t Wwas not "illegal™ 1n that it di1i aot run coa-

trary to existing legislaticn.. Althougl The Juvenile Delin-

Juent: Act, (197 allows Zor a variety of dispositions

tollowing adijudication, "it does not speciliically provide a
PLOC=5SsS 10 enavbie tne use ¢r ¢oraunity and other resources
PCLOT to the adijudicatiou" (Solicitor Generai Canada, 1975,
PR. ¥=10).

Due to tae aLsence oI pertinent legislaticn, diversion
nad an uneven Jevelop@ent 1n  canada. A rederal governaeat
Inventory ol pusSt=Ccndrge, FLe=-court diversicn pregrass for
juvenllies LIn Cabidada lists orly sSix an this category (Solici-—
tor General Cauasae, 1979, pe. 7). as 2 result of the arsence
or pertinent legislation, standardized crireria, gocals, and
procedures were not develcged. Theré 15, thegerore, a gen—
eral lack oI UuLLlLOrTity in the present  gperation of alver-

Sion programs 1n Canadg.

Ihe receatly passed Jouny Orfcaders jAct (19n2) nct oaly
recoynizes.the practice of diversica, but also =gets soae
Juidelines for toe administration of these prograscs. Tae
legisiation partrally 11135 the void whica purhaps celayed

tue consistent devzlopueat ot slversion in Canaaa.
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Althouqgh the federal legislaticn is permissive, its ac-

tual idmpleldentation reaaios a provincial responsitility.

Tne Young Offenders Act (1982) simply allows ior the use of
"alternative acasures': :

Alternative measures may ke used to deal with a
younq person alleged to have committed an otfence
1nstead 9f judicial greceedings. (Young JUtreaders
Act, 14982, 3Sec. 4 (A))

The "screening amecuanisa" by which the juveniles will re se-

iccted for Jdiversion and Whicn will process diversiern cases,

ir tue teras of ccapositicn and adaministration, will ke left

to the discretioca of the fprovinces (Solicigoc General Cana-
da, 1975, p. 27).

{0 conclude, thercriore, while the practice or diversion

has until tae present been unencuasered by legislation, the

/!

apsSence Vi pertinedt guaidelines nues perhaps delaved a swift-

er and aore unifora develorment or diversico in Canaaa. Tac

new Youag Orffenders Act (1982) will legalize the operation

or &iVe:siod, WalCuL aQay tzcvidg IOrL nmore copsisteat arplica-
tion of the diversion Friaciple. The Act (1982) estatlistes
several criteria for the use or "aLternatiye measures”™ in
Canada:

1. & pProyraa aust te sapnctioned by th: Atiorney General
orC Liwutenant SoverncL oI a province or perscos de-
Signated by them.

2. Particlpation iu the progras mast De voluntary.

3. The young perscn nas a rigiat to legal counsel.



4. The younqg person must accept responasibility for tae

otrfence (Young Qifepders Act, 1982, Sec. 4).

Additionally, tue Act (1482) also states that:

.

TAK1ag DO aeusSures Cr- taklhg Ddeasures other than

judicial procecedings... sShould be consirdered fors

dealling with youdq persons who have committed oi-

[CACESa. (foung QOrienders Act, 1982, 3ec. 3(d))
These and otnel PLovisiors ¢r  the new legislatioa would ap-
pear to promotye  tae develcrmeat cf measures sSucn asS diver—
slon, and provide basic Quidelines for the ioplementation or
sSuch progracs in Canada.

1.3  RBATIONALE FOR DIVERSION

Propenents 0I gdiversion have advocated its applicaticn and
cxpansion on sSeveral frents.. AR examination o7 the litera-
ture reveals that diversicn 1s  rreomoted on  thCfeve sSeperato
levels:

1.- Pallosophical

2. Theoretical S é .

3. Pragmatic.

1. 3.1 PHILOSOPHICAL‘BASIS OF DIVERSION
N ’

[ S

1t would be quite presdiptuocus tO eXpect there to ke a dis-

tinct "puilosophy ©Or J1VeErsion®  qgilven that 1ts profroneats
b

¥4l

have yet to settle tae mattel OI  an Overalli definition.
dowever, descriptive and analytic literature on diversion
115plays several recurriug theoes of priaclples wonicn appear

t0o be CharaCterlstlC O ZiVELS10i.. Tnese cownon themes or
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principles fora the kasis or a "puilosophy" which is defined
as "tkhe fundemental prianciples. of a particular tranch of
snowleige, [or] an activity" (Hdalsey, 1979, p. 756). If a

-

slaugle theme were required to describe this "philosophy" of

diversion, "social accountability® ﬁould.’probdnly e ad-
- /!
vagc2da.
First, diversicn rrograas stress that the ofifender

sinould be made to ve responsible, at least in part, for his
actions (Calnoun,” 1378, p. 43). In Candda; the legislation
whick formally recognizes diversion makes this point guite
clear:

wnile youLg persons should not inm all instances te
held accountable in the Sade nanner or Suffer the
S4ne conseuuences for tihelr Dehaviour as «dults,
younq Persons whe COLCit o¢ifences saould nonethe-—
less Lear responsipility for their ceatraventions.
(Xourny uffenders Act, 1582, Sec. 3 (1) a)

The concept oI "respcousibility" is a siqpnificant departure

from the spirit or the Juvenile Beiinquents Act (15970) aad

its view of the juvenile offernder:

As rfar. as 1s practicacle, every <juvenile delin-
Juent snail be treated, not as a criminal, but as

a4 2isdirected and misguided child, and one needing

ai1d, encourageament, Lelp and assistance. (Juven- -
1le velinguents Act, 1670, Sec. 33)

Ioe tnrust of the oew legislatior is to reflect pre-—
vailing <ttitddes and practices (Solicitor General Canada,
1979, p. 1. Taese attitudes and practices stress the de-
s1rabiliity tnat thebonfender be zeld accountaple for his ac—
trons (Lajeuna2sse, Note 3). Ials i3, thererore, the first
pt.1losopnic prianciple or diversion: individual responsibil-

ity for d4ction.
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The second <feature ¢ox sSocial accountability which is
present 1n diversion practices is a desircs to make tne coa-
mUn1ty in §encral more respoiusible for tae treatment and
care o- young ofIenders. This 1dea has its origir 1o tne
recognition cr the "soclal roots™ cf crime {Law ferora Coa-
mL3sion, 1975, p. 23). Carter (1975) refers to this ;s the
"rediscoverY Oif tae ancient truth that the community itsclé
314n1ticantly lepacts o9a tehaviour" {Carter, 1375, p. 373).
Glven thils prellse oL tnée sSoCldl wdasis of criae, Frograns
walch take 1nto «CCOunt  COEIURLLY 43d soclal responsikility
are seen as desirable.

Carter (197%9) beiieves tnat the populace 1s presently
predisposed and  eager. to cecoav  involved in~uhat has peen
until now, tae exclusive arraics of dovernment (c. 373).
Further, satkin et al. (1%70) cwelieve that not Only is so-
.cLety prcd;Spased o an crtidn sSuch as diversion, Lut that

1t uas bcen an active participant in diversion on an inrorc-

[ ]

nal basis for so03e tilde: *
Diversiob pedins in the ccecromunity where delingquent
acts occur. It 1s sociel iastitutions in  the
Eroader conounity--iacilies, cpurcnes, scnocls,
s0Cial- walzZare agencies, etC.—=#nlCh aaVe the pri-
LJCY danddate to contrcl and cafe 0L younyg Fegple
wWit0 Comalt aelinquent acts It 1s only waen indi-

viduals or institutaicns fail to uivert (or iecide
not to divert) that the formagl processes o1 the
juvenlle justlce sSystelm are called 1nto action.
(p- 404)

This awareness and «41llingness oo the paut of the coa-
nunity to be actaively ianvelved 1is reinforced py the addi-

tional belief thait dL3pUSitions Shouid "take imec accouat



’

12
not only the orfrender but tae ccempunity and £ne victim as
well"® {(Law-Refora Comzission, 1975, p. 23}). Finally, Elde-
fouse and Hartinger (1576) foint ocut that the divefsien lit-
erdgbre‘implies that an emphasis onp diversion alse suqgests
an emphasis on parental rcesponsipility for the behéviour of
their caildren (p. Zkai Tais iyphasis on parental responsi-
0ility 1is also uwentioned in the Young QOffenders Agt (1382,
Sec. 2 (h}). Tne seccna philosophic principle of diversion,
theretore, 1s ah <2paasais oOr communit? CesSponsipilitvye.

A taonird aund f£inal philcsophic principle o diversion to
Le discussed here 1s a desire to reduce or restrict the anm-
ouat of ofiicial state lnterQQntion into and control of the
lives os citizens. This principle ié convevyed in the fol-
lowing excerpt Zrom the Sclicitor- seneral's report on tae

Young Offenders Act (1573):

XL intervention 1in the life of a2 vyoung person is
justiiied oo the basis of the alleged comrissicn

QI an oiiwence, thea the opticn should be availatle

to ceal with a ycung ferson without the necessity

OI rLesorting to tae COUCt pProcess. (Pp. 13)
JLIVers1on 1S seen as a viable social alternative to  the
traditional justice systea (Jensen & Rojek, 1930, p. 334).

lhe rationale for auiversion in Canada is that tco auch
socially=-probleaatic Lenaviour 15 relferred to tie courts for
solution (doyer, 1980, p-. xvii). However, the ccurts can
anly provide legal rescluticns to  these socially defined

probleas (4oy=r, 1980, P.o4). Diversion 1s wovelieved to of-

fer soclial, Zdatner tnan legal sclutions:
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In eifect, uiversion seeks-to oirer the oitender a

set Oof social ccentrels

justice systen,

in lieu of tnhe criminal

our most drastic and overpowering

form Or social contrcl. The assaaptico 1s that
Jany who violate criminal laws are geople whese
pe.difzicult and wao necd con-

lives will always
tinuiug support

mental Services may

with its geatler,

1975, pp. 253-254)

and tkat supervision and suppler
be acre prozising thao the™ " -
combitationl 2f a sStig@ma 4and 4 cago. Jiversicen,

less Adebilitating controls, may
0Zfer The Dest hope cf
lasting capacity to deal with a coaplex aud dirfi-
cult society. {Vorenkbery ¢ ¥arenberg in JurlLney,

geveloping in such people a

The underlying phirloscpay of diversion tuereicorc <mpaa—

si1zes three- main points

-
-

1. -IZn¢reasiny the oitender's responsibirlity Lor his ac-

2. Iocreuasinyg socletyts

prosies 0f ¢crime;

3. DeCreusing tae

Aare in sany cases

g

lensa

. B
responsipility to deal with tae

State's role tfor interveniny 1in what

S&Clal, ratner than legal, prob-

1.3.2 THEOBETICAL BASIS COF DIVERSION

Proponents of civersicon 2dvaeunc? a nuabper of thwvoretical rpro-

cosltions to justiZy its Jevelopment aad conticued use. The

auvocates of liversion
WALCH the DCucLlCes QL

ten 4re based, qua 4t

CejeCt 2 number O assd

the traditional juvenile justice sy

the

5
T3
ot

icns upon

v

Sade tide, advanse an alternate

3€t CL assuzptlions tc Justilily tne use 0f Jiversioa. Some of

Lthese daszddpilons arlwe

f=

suwsuned froo wroltings of

2dde explicit, whilsz otners can ze

various practltlouers ané advo-
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cates. The first qroup of theories to be exaained 'are those

1
wvhich the proponeats of* diversion reject or protest against.

- -

.

The <first tneoretical arqument against the existing

'svs;em of juvenile justice is that it has failed cn all

rconts:

(It) is a 'negative arquient agaionst the existing
system. Tae assuxpticn s that the present jus-
tice systea 1s sufiiciently bad that any alterna-
tives for diverting offenders away from it is Eet-
ter tuan any taat wiil meve the offender further
iato it. (Niaaer, 1975, »p. 5%)

These alleged”shortcenmings ace specified by various autipors.

Jensen and Rojek  (1980) arqué_ tnat +toe concefpt of

‘treatment, uponR which the -Fuvenile justice systen is tased,

has railed to prove tec ke successful (p. 334). soyer (1580)
algg\makes this polint, ﬂotinq that the Jjuvenile court has
failed to orovide individualized trgatment, or to demons-—-
trate that 1t 1s efrective 1ln renabiiitatinq oftenders and
reaucing récidivism (pp. 60-u03). 3lomoerqg (1577) has also
remagxed tnat tae Jjuveniie court has failed ia its ofricial
goal of providing indiviﬁualized treataent duc to the re-
sJulrements 0 tae every day routinized processing of clients
{(p- 275). - :

Some pelieve that tae court afppearance itself is mara-
rul. Kobetz and sosactge ([1973) belleve that thlis zarm can
stem from the fact tapat over-crowded court docxkets often
lead to "plea bargaining”, and the child may taereby ccme to
velieve that Y"pe can get away with aaything" {p. 81). If

5180 13 the case, M"the efrectiveness of tahe juvenile court
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dS an agency of :ehabilléation 1s also nullified® (ﬁobetz &
Bosarge, 1973, p. 581).

A final criticisez o tae forzal juvenile justice pro-
Cess 1S that propation is Lnef:ective due to large case-
loads:

AS a result, ‘toe child gets no Gselp or quidance

irom the juvenile ccurt and tae proolens wuich led

to the initial Jdelinguent transqression are lert

unsoiveu. (Kobetz J 3Josarge, 1973, p. 31)

These arqﬁmcnts daJalnst the .formual systez of justice
are, At the sSage tlime, aryuzents in ifavcour oz diversiou.
These were teraed "theoretical™ arguments 1o that nct every-—
one concedes tne Zallures c¢f the rormal juvenile justice sys-
tem soO réadily. slein (1973) for exaaple, sStates that there
1s an Mabsence Of precof that insertion [iato the justice
process] 1s an unsuccessrul policyn {p. 377) .

The precediagy arguzents poiated to the Lfailures ¢f tae
traditional juvéélle justice System a5 reascns ror ccnsider-
1ng tae dlversion opticn. | Freponents of diversion atteapt
to 7justify tnis option oy fpointing to core formalized theo-
ries. The most prevalent tuecorctical justificatiown “for di-
Version 1s the aiverse e€ifects that are assumed tc Cesult

¥rom zorzal judicial sroceearngs ds outlined in "latelliny

¥

toneory".
reker, Cole, and Peaccck (1960) state that the consen—
- . . ) .

303 0x tne ilterature 13 toat "labelling theory 1S toe

stropgest tneolerical force pehind the dliversion =gevencnth

(Fe 38). Slven tne 1EZpcrtance that proponents or 4&iversion

(4
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‘place on this theory, a short summation of its major points
are preseated, as ocutlined ty Thorsell and Klcake (1579) =

The labelling theory approach to the analysis of
deviance depicts statle patterns oif deviant Lehav-
l10ur as products or cutcomes of the process of hLe-
ing apprehended in a deviant act and publicly
braended as a deviaat rerson. The 1involvement of .
an 1ndiviaual in this process is viewed as depend-
ing muck less upon what he dces or what he i3 than
upon what otiners do to hio as a consequence of bis
actions.  {p. 654)

Labelling theory postulates that as a result cf beiag
apprenended and laselled as a deviant {primary deviaéion), a
consistent pattern of ncn-conforming behaviouf (séccnda:v
déviation) evolves "cut cr adaptations and atteapted adapta-
tions to tue prorlews created by orficial reactions td the
original deviance" (Lemert, cited in Moyer, 1380, F. 67).

Tald

7]

Process nas alsc rteen referred to as the "self-fulsfili-
!nalprophecy" {Moyer, 1330, p. 65). -

advocates or diversion telieve taat formal court pro-
cessing of Juvenile cifenders results 1iu labelling as de-—
scriteé py tanis tneory. fLoponents of diversion telieve
"becoaing enmeshed in the juvenile justice systen increasés,
rather than decreases, the young person's cotzitment to de—
viant noras" ({Movyer, 1980ﬂ e 1L1l)e Diversion, seen as Yan
alternative 1less rormal than the ccurt process" (Solicitor
General Canada; 1978, p. 110), is believed to reduce the ef—
fects of labelling "bhy remcviag tne youth to anotaer or less

oiriclal program® (Mover, 1930, p. 739). -
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_Altnougn labelling 1is thé major theoretical fcrce be-
azind diversion, 1t must be recalled that labelling 1s a
theory wihich perioaps CeRalins oper - to qugstion. Some ques-—

‘tion tne theory 1itselr noting that "there 1s little eppiri-
cal «evidence walch 'Sdpports tace rproposition or  latkelliag
taeory" (Mover, 1939, p. 1i). Cther questions reqgacding

thls theory 1nclude tae poessipbilaity that "the proce

tn

s of ac-
gquiring a spoxrled 1l1dentity may be gradual, hegloning loag
bezore the first legal contact" (Mover, 19340, p. 79) .

Other writeis have Juestionel +tne c¢laia that diversion
pPrograas cald prevent the Ancursion cf stigaas

Creatinyg new lacels rcy new rrograms will nave iit-

tle ezfect oun the lazelling precgess or o tue sec—

ondary deviauce labeling is thought to eagendar.

{Zulliogton ez wl., 1873, p. o7) :

With tte expunsliouw of diversion, labelling may 3CCUrl as wa-
‘$1Lly in dJdiversion p£rograds us in the forzal court process:

The Toad KkK1d' sStigza 13 not necessarlly avoidea

erther sSinge tae youdagsiters 1o diversion program-

nes quilckly Come o identify thoenselves 4 con-

Sistiry oI a Zairly hcacyeneodus gLoup: a ¢ILoOup c¢f

£1ds #20 get iL2to troutle a4 lot, aad as a1 rcesult,

44ve t0 Take part 1o such Frogratiles. (Cuvouklar,

1979, p- 23)

Other thau lapelling theory, diversidsn auvocates a
reintegrative zodel Of treatacht. A relategcatlve model is
one whilh "is less concerned with specific cadses and ratner
edpnasizes the individual meeting taelr Lasic aeeds in order
to increase thelr abrlity tc tunction 1a sociery'™ (Calhoun,
1976, p- 43}). Suca 4 Touel places aore responsitility on
tne orfenders, rCeJulring them tO DpDe active participants

{C:lhoun, 1870, p. &43; Gicmer, 197uv, p. 143).
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A reinteqrative model, of which diversion is an exaa-
ple, rejects the "sickness" notion of criminality {Calhoun,
1870, p. 48). Iz this regard, Norrié {1870) , cited in Be-
noit ({1976) states that:

., Tue eviaence to suppolt such a view 1is lacking and

the contrioutions taat psycniatrists have made to

the problems of treating otfenders have been ex-

tremely rarce. (Benclt, 1976, p. 48)

Pre-trial dJdiversicn fprograms which nake use of such
devices as compensatory tas<s and restituticn would seen to
incorporate a aumpber of taecretical postulations. The con-
cept of agceptling responsibility for actions wés discussed
earller. In dcdit;on to this, compensatory tasks and resti-
tution seea to be based ¢n the acceptance of the idea that

"social success aepends on specific acceptanle kehaviours®

{Younqg, 1945, p-. H)a comrensatory tasks may be viewed as a

means Lo acguire such acceptable behaviours. They gay also
Be_emploved because proponents of diversion accept the fol-
lowiug:

Necessary therapy shculd ce task oriented -ased cn

daily activities waica provide ' the necessary Cop-

ing sxills and teach the individual to recognize

alternatlve behaviour choices. (Navotny, 19765, Fe

54)
It is aliso plausible that acvocates of diversion are not
unaware that gainrul eaployment 1s considered to ke tky sone
the most 1aportant factor iu  helping offenders lead law
abrdiay lives (Spencez, 1980, p. 343). Compensatory tasks
can sSipulacte tie experience or enplovyment and in scme cases

provide skiils wWwhich are zarketabple.

&
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To sSuamarize, diversion 1s seell as a response to the
perCcive; Lailures of the traditiorpal juvenile Hustice SYs3=
tea. Lanelliayg theory 15 the @major theory used to justify
an alternate respoase sSuch as aliversion. In practi;e, Cdi-
Vversion 1S a reinteqrative model which does cot seek to ua-
cover the causes of juvenile delinguency but 1astead uses
tuChnlgues Suca as CoIpensatory tasks and rcestituticn to il-
lustrate to orfeaders scclally acceptable and ‘respcnsinle

pehaviours.

1.3.3  PRAGMATIC BASIS OF DIVERSION

Otner taanl tne phiriosophic and thecretacal reascas proposed
tOo Justiliriy diversion, advcecates also point aut o numter of

consequences wuich would npnave lomediate utilictys Twe poten-

tial consegquences of diversion are:

1. & IeductloL 139 the aumeer O cases appeaCinyg Lo
court, therebdy cleariaq toe facklog;
2. A ilnancial saviag Lesulting i1rom zeder  ¢ourt and

related 24pesses.
3andhu (1977) rezacas that walle tihe juvenile gcUrt was
cleates as a1 dlversion rrew the criminal court, "since del-
ingueacy COchs 5i1cn 4 wlde€ SDECLLUm OI behaviour, 1t cecamne
izperative to aivert a wart of thois beaaviour to ncn-crimi-
nal chaurels”™ (p. 2u45). Kozetz -and Bosarge (1973) Lave oot-
ed tadt ouc. oI the court packlog 1s due $0 "tue nuge voluae

a

0I mincr orfwences"™ (p. t3)- Grven tanls pdc<iog, alversion

-
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1S an attractive alternative Lecause the courts Simply cah—
not handle the huge veclume of cases {(Quinney, 1975, p. 253).

Advocates or diversicen claim that such PLograms can re-
duce the Dpacklog of asincr crifences while at the same time

7

“ralrill the objectives or the administration of fjuvenile
justice" (Kobetz § Bosarge, 1873, p. 382).

Iﬁ reducing tae court tkacklog, tbe claim is made that
tnls will be accoapanied by @ reduction in cests,  both di-
cectly and iadirectly. Toere uoulﬁ be a direct sévinq in
tha£ the time and zesources oL the court would not be spent
on adjudicating the diverted cases {Kobetz % Besarge, 1873,
. ©62). Indiregt sav;nqs could result fream a reduction in
referrals to-agencies such as probatior, artercare and in-
stitutlons. The ceséurces saved couold pe rCechanelled o

Ot helr aCfeas.



Chapter II

BEVIEW OF CCERCION LITEEATURE

2.1 INTRODUCTION

3ivergion PLOYTads were developed to offer un alterna-
tive to tue juvealle justice sSystez and to trad:rticral del-
ingqueacy preveation, ccoticl and treatnent progracs. One
thionale I0r g@iversion is  tae beliei that Soercion is a
PLOR1IZent teature orf the traditioral justice Systexz and that
ilversion 13 d2 alternative veluntary program to this sys-—
ted. The Iollowiiny reviewd Or the lité;ature takes a circui-
tous approacsi to locatiay references regarding coerclon aad
the potentiecl ot sach ia a vcluntary program sSucn as the Rs-
sex {ounty Diversion Proyrad, ipccrporated. Ikhe primarcy
Leason IOor takiag such 4n  approaca is due to tae lack of
illterature  thaat aeals Specirically with tae coxistence of
COQILC10n 1n SO0Clal Services. its existenmce is acxncwledged
and ‘Lererred to but not explored in any deﬁth. Because of
this lacxk oL specifiic lzoicrzation “in Ccorreltioual and social
wOorx litecauture, it wa3 DEcessary to refer to legal ani so-
ciological literature tc Clarliy <CO=rClon aS 2 Concept.
Ih1s secarch «4ill comzprise tne first and Second part Or the

literature review.
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The third section deals with locating sources cf coer-

cion 1o social service proqrams Qenerally and in diversion
prograas specifxcally. Scme potential clieat resgonses to
diversion will alsc te explored ia order to- unaerstand thne

2rlects OL service-coerciorn on the client population it
-
SECVES.
The fourta sccticn ©f tke literature review focuses

upon tae new legislation replacing the old Juveaile Delin-

quents AcCt, R.S.C,,'1970, Ce J-3 . Thne Young Orfenders Act,

1482, 1is significant ia the context of this research tecause
it legalizes uiversioh pCcgraws fc; the Iirst time in Cana-
da. It sets out some standardization for prograc intake
procedures and p2tter derires the rights of young persons
net only in a youth courct but in divefsion prograns as well.
It atteoppts to eliminate administrafive discretion as nuck

i3 pcessibled

2.2 LEGAL DEFINITICHS CF COERCICN

Legalliy, c¢oerciloa 1S waet scmecne does to someone else; it
‘LS aL exercise o0 power. Bayles {1972) calls attention to

ticee [eatures or coercion: -

First, coercion ianvclves bpoth the success or the
Ccoercer 4nd in sScse sensc the voluntary actions g:f
the person coerced. Second, ccercion is an Lotér-
personal relation involving an  intention on/ the
part oI tae coercer. Tnird, coercion usually izo-
volves a threat oI harz and "pever iovolves a
promise oL benefit" (p- 13).
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Thus, rour elements zusSt be present for coercion to

take place. There mu#t first bé ﬁhe coercer or the agent,
secondly tuoe person to pe coerced or the victim, thirdly an
intention ou the pact cI the agernt, and fourtily a sanction
1nposes by the agent on  the victia. fhe intention usually
CONSLsts Orf A wW1sSa c¢n tae part—el the agent Sor the victino
L0 ¢Arry ©ut 4L act. agents use tnreats of hacre to get the
victizs to JuCUY Qut thelr wishes. In order ror tae coer-

Y

cion to¢ take place tae victia would have cChosen ctherwise
nad taeCe 40T Leen a  threat. Joerclon inveolves e negation

of trecdoz, 1adividuality and liberty. Success 1S an 1Gopor-

&

- I the wvictiom dces not carry out

tant fcature oL C2erCCcio
tue request 0r the 4gent, COECC1sn has not taken place.

The use 0. ¢oercion 1s usually viewead 4as tegative bo-

cause 1t i3 paysically or psycaciogically painful, or

=

becaeuse 1t laterreres witn  ladividual autonoay. Ccercion
N\

. . A
1S waeLe O3e PelsS0n ariedts tae LehdVior OL AnRotuerC.

lne use ©OL sSanctlons LY an agent c¢an tdke_twc foros—~-—
occurrent or Jdispositional. OQccurrcent coercion iavelves the
"ilrect appiication of physical force to get 4 perscn to be-
FAVEe 1n a4 speciilc aanaerY (Sayles, 1972, p. 17). Disposi-
tlonal coercior 135 wnere the agent tareatens 4 victim with a
SancCtlon 1L 4 [Legudest L1s nct carrizd aut. atl  exacple of
SLch an exéaan;e occurs 1o juvenile probatich. If{ the ju-
venllie Jdoes 2t aedaere tc tue copditions set out in the pro-
catlen order, +ta2 youtn «ill pe returped to court and tace

SANCTLON S Tuaufe L3 a0 pregise or beneiilt.
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As Pe;nock (1972) pcints out, the concept of ccercion
directs attént;on to ™"tne source of the coercion (since i£
rerers to the use of forceé rather than to its etfect)" (p.
3). Clearly, coercion is ﬁsed 4S ¢ means to an ead. It is

‘2 metaod of social control by which one person or group af-
Lects thé behavior oL ancther gerson -or GgLoup. The use of
coercion is not exclusive to the social services or qovern~-
ment agencies. It 15 utilized 1in everyday interactions in
sSach relationships 4s those between parent and child or
teacuer and student. To clarity tae rcle of coercion in so-—

v

cial control, the sociological literature is examined.

2.3 . SOCIOLOGICAL DEFINITICNS OF COERCION

Social coartrol ;efers to tne various means wuereby the be-
havior or taoc individual is "requlated so the the prevailing
50Ccial norms are adhered to® (icDowell, 1975, p. 1) . Coer-—
Cion 1s one method of social control. Et is tae power which
conpels people to act "aqaiﬂst their will, by uasiaq tcrce or
the tareat oi zorce'" (Westcn et al., 1977, p. 549). It in-
volves the coastraint of SoRe persons by others. The con-
Cupt or coerclen is closely felated to thcese cf fpower and
luiluence., Pover refers tc the ability of certain persons
to make taings u<ppen, to GCVe people to action. It is tae
apility of "people to realize tpeir will, ever against oth-
2Cst cpposition (Weston et al., 1$77,p.558)- Inzluence is a
morLe Subtle foram of power in which people are perstaded *o

do what they mlight nct otherwise do.



. ' 25

Contlict =taeorists ir sociology regard coercicn and

-

COCrCclve organizations as apsclutely essential elexzents in

Qur society:

the reality of social lize is rfound 1ip clashing
sets of individual and grcour interests. The ulti-
Zate glue holdiayg society together Zor the con-
flict taeorists is coercion, tnat is, the const-
raint oI sole by Otaers. (weston et al., 1377, p.
88) .

That the social order of.society rests oo the use 0L coer-
<cion 1s also a4 basic‘assampticn cf concilict tatory. )

¢oercion, tneCefore, 15 a type 0f SOCldl pCWCI 4s are
4utaority and 1arliuence. Autnority 1is sSonewhat dilfereat
thaa coercion and inrfluence. It reiies on veluntary ccapli-
dLCe, "tie COoLsent 6: tiie guvernedm, a power people recog-
nize a3 essential (veston et al., 1977, p. 293). Cﬁercion

does not Ceco3nlzZC CONSCenC.

Force or the thivat oL force is used [to compel people

re.

tO act 1n a %Nanuer thé COErces wWisheS thed| to act. In mo-
Jen socleties, governament tas "a pear moncpoly ot the major
geans of c¢oercion, sSuch as willitary and  pollice ¢raaniza-
tions" {wxeston et al., 1977, p. 2%0).

Izrlaence aud aorCe sSugtle £008S Or coervion arc some—
Times aifficult to distiaguisa LIO3 e24C¢h otner. Iofluence
nas to do with percepticns oI those persons  baing influ-
Qnced, wWalch @aey OC Aay pot iavoelve dircect ratercacticn bet;
weel the twd partins. ‘-Irrluence, therefore, 15 a milder‘
Iorm ©Of pOwWeE whllie coerciou 15 a stronger fora, W<herc "evan

subtle coercion will reveal arn refifort to maanipulite Or con-
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trol benavior by a hint of punishmenteo.." (deston et al.,

'
1977, p. 293).

Tne preceding discussion has been concerned with dispo-
e‘
siticnal coercion, where an agent threatens a victim with a

¢
J

Sanction 1L a reguest 1S not carried out. Paysical coe;c;paﬁ»/’/
3 i} f £ : . . . ,r',
15 a4 differcent matter. In our society, only “the pclice are

~

legitimized to use responsive force. It provides a "“cons-
tadt packdrop or ractor that makes a policeman's role diffe-
rent I{rom all other cccupatiosns” {Vincent, 1979, p. B6).

Brttner (1572) clarifies the use of paysical coercion by the

Folice:

The use 0L rfogce nct invelving firearms is almpest
¢atirely uncharterede... Withal, the exercise c¢rf
physical coercion 1s reparkably devecid of rodels,
precepts, or rules Perh4aps the main Leason why
tails area has been Lert unrequlated——and tc reccqg-
nize taat 1t is even ¢ little requlated...is tte
belief that Le wao risks life and limb sught not
to be unduly restricted." There are other reascnas
(Ssucu as)...tae hope that tear will inspire re-
Spect, and i1t iqnorance orf the rfact that it orly -
Causes hatred. {pp- 1C2-103).

+

The use of pﬁvsical coergion appears to be Jdiscretion-
dfyY Ly those dumninistering 1t. It can bé‘used for the pur-
Pose or restraint and to inspire respect, in other words to
"teach souweone a lesson®. lHowever, the latter use of physi-
Cdl Coercion 1s seli-deieating. Using force to teaca so—
Ieone & lesson Yis not oanly a violation or trust; it is also
3111y, <zfor there are scarcely any two other things that are
as ccmpletely opposed as violeuce and teachling™ (3ittner,

1972, p. 122).
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Police are orften required to work alongside social
WOCKers, physiciaens and psycniatrists. It is the bcsition
oI Biitnﬁg {1572} that total disenjagement of the police
wo@lu tean allowing 2any fprckblems "to move uahampered in tue
ui:ecﬁ%ﬂn 0 disaster" (Bittneo, 1972, p. 43}« Tae implica-
tion appears to be that a celftain &nount or rorce is neces-—
Sary to maintaiu tne social order.

2.4  THE USE OF COERCION IN SOCIAL PROGRANS
ixtensive rescarch on tae use of coercion 1in soci#l Service
PLOJIL¥S 13 woerully ligited. Joel Handler (i1v73) exaanlned
tone Use of  couns=lling Services by a findncial a1d ageacy,
‘pamely the Arzerican prograam "Aid to Families sith Depeadent

Chilidrean. idanaler (1973) points to two @mytus taxen as op-

s€rating trutus by the providers or social services. Tue

[

irst 1s that if clieats do not like the sServices, they carn
SO away. Taelr participaticn is not rorced. This a fallacy
hecause 1f social services have scmething to crrer, then
P20r people will be forced to SeLticlpate: they simply do
not have otner alternatives.

The seccad <faliacy haes to  Jo with personal or famiivy
counseliling tied L0 4 cash eranc. frovision ¢I casn grants,
guca 45 weliarfe payvaeats, includes the rigqut to Lavestigate
perscnelly scnsitive areas 3:r clients! lives. An€Ez€ there
15 OC CasSh yLaut, the cilent can walk dwdyY IZICO2 the fervice.
Flnarcial ald 1s 2he source or coercich in a PLoyram, tut by

AC DednsS tne 00LY One:
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The separation of financial aid from social
services does remove one pote&tiallv coercive ele-
ment rrom the exercise of coercion, but it is a
mistake to assume that because social services
will now bpe "voluntary" tae problea of protection
from governument lawlessness has Dpeen solved.
Nothing could be farther from the truthe. {dan-
dler, 1972, p. 13).

Another elemert of coercion ia service proqrawms is ad-
aroistrative Jiscretion. The coercive powver of (i.e., go-
verament) oIficials "varies with tae amcunt of discretion
they have Over the distribution-cf goods -and Services that
Other people need and waat" (dandler, 1573, p. 14). Howev-—
@L, saould a clieat crequire these services, he or sShe has ono
Cholce but to re subjected to cfficial control by them. Tae
justice of 3o0cial welfare prograns can he aeasured alcng two .
dimensions——tac level or quality of benefits and the condi-
tions attached to the legislation and regulations outlining
procedures ana conditions rfor accepting or rejecting appli-=
cations for atd. Suca regulaticas and legislaticn are open
to wide 1lnterpretatioa by the aeirectors of sSuch FLcqQrams.
.Hence, tuese directors are anle to exercise a great deal of
discr2tionary authority. Cornsiuer the £ollowing £frca Han-—
dler {(1973):

dost of thne comsuaers of public social services

4aCfe iR pOVerLty; taus Wwe are dealing with seriouns

guestions of the exercise or rpcwer over the lives

of dependent pzople. The poor in...welfare pre-

graas surzer Lrof manirpulaticn and coercion, invi-

Sible discretionary adoinistration, invidious dis-

criminatlion, aad a vdariety oI onerous rules of

venavior not reguired £or tae ncn-poor ia society
{(p-1) =
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In respoase to tnose cppcnents of social services and
cash Qféhig éd&bineﬁ--in,cqe_se;vice, tngre a4ve Lkeen some
dattempts at sSeparation. The'prlmacv-sipﬁoitéré‘of'éuch Se-
paration are weliare riqats groups.’ They view sccial ser-
vices as belny "coercive ainteraeddling and additional disre-
tiondary levers tbat toe welfare department can apeply to
Leclpients" (Handler, 1373, .12). Taey guestion thc effec-
tiveress of  50c1ial services in a coercive setting. Can
Suolic assistance recipients ignore advice and guidance 1t
loss of a qrdét 15 feared? .

The current trend 1n social services today is a zmove
away from the SO0It SerCvices to the provision of hard sercvic=-

€S,  SUuCh as SuUbsS1dlzed cay care, special aeassistance to pay

-

‘for oedicatlioun, Jdental care and vocational reharcilitatione

Jandler (1973} cossmernts ¢n the Lupdact of tals tread on reci-

plLeats:

T¢ the citent that this refora efrort is success-
ful poor people will De -less free to nmeiject the
"voluntary" Sservices. "Hard" sServices are tre
very thlags taat pocr  fedple peed. Tne "hardec®
the service that is distributed, the more social
services wlll ¢ccame tc rescmuvle in—Kiad welrere ' as—
Sistance. (p- 15)

it would appear that thls tread toward tiae provision of nard
services potentially exerts furtier ccentrcl over recipients
45 TheYy are 1n no positicn to reqedt sSUCA assSistance.

Oone furtaer element of c¢oercion in a social service
agenCy ils 1ts tneoretical Lbesls LOr intervention. I1f ic is

not clearly Jderflned conceptually Oor oOperdtional.y, almost
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ary kxind of intervention can be Hustified. Phrases like
"strenqthen and enhacce Zamily Stability" serve as neither

quides nor limits to constructive intervention.  They allow

for a great deal of discretion. The "assumptions for coun-

Selling aﬁdrmeidods'“fcrucqunsellinq and methods for imple-
mentling casSe wolk théorv are also unproven"‘(adndlér, 1973,
L 157).  Handler alss criticizes the lack of controls and
standards onigva;uaticn a5 Eeidq rudimentary at best.

'Hnile tue .pcecedinq Section hds-ﬁiscussed sourges of
coercion in solldl services'attached to finahcial aid pro-
grams, S$oclal service policv-nds‘distinct afriliations with
crime aad delinquehcv preventicn pregranms.  The assuaption

underlying this affiliation is that delinquency was the end

product or a disturbed ramily situation; tzat ir social work

coula get to thé'"rdmily 2anly enough, de;inquenév ccqld he
prevented".(ﬁand}er, 1973, p- 86)."The way to abate thg oc—
cu?fence of deviant nehavior is for éociai Qo:x iﬂtervention
#1th the disoryanized ramily to qet at the rodots oi such be-
navior. Family caseworK is prevalent in deiinquéncy FLeven-
104 projgrams because o¢f the youth of the offender and be-—
cause of tnex assuaptions unierlyinq. causes of vouthful
deviant pehavior. I aDp agency's approach is naot clearly
deiiped then almost any gind of iaterveantion can te justi-
Zied.

Cne of tae purposes C¢r juvenile diversiou proqrams is

to 2inlmize laterierence ty a Jjuvenille court, tkhat is, "le-

.

2
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gal, coercive interventions™ (Handler, 1573, p. 53). Ledert

(1331) criticizes diversion cecduse what DeJgan 4s 4d erfort

to reduce discretion in juvenile -justice oecame a warcant to

.

increase discretion and extend control where aone-existed
berfore. Tils author obijects to diversion programs on tae
tollowing grounds:

“* . Wlth pressures to produce cases for  Rprograms to
justity their funding or refuanding, police peranaps.
105t easily oy dippiag 1nto - this reservoir of
You ths wao otnerwlisc wouald have gone free in order
to make tae desired rererrals. In s3oze ilhstances,
this uds$ meant rilling up éiversion progranmes al-
105t entirely wita sStatus offenders. (Lemert,
1931, ‘p. 40=-%1) -

The 1aplication appedars to ce  that suco retrerrals are inap-
Fropriate ia that a1 lacge nuacer of youths would previousdiy
nave poenl sScreenael oat and Celeased wita & wWarnling acter a

brler contact wilta tne gelice. . Another criticism oI rerfec-

rinyg youths to diversion prograns bas to Jdo wici the discre-

*

tl10oa used Dby rerercal agents Iror thls S2leCtiol FLOCESS.

Hackler {1378) pelieves "diveisicer could lead to a pessible
inCCease of iajustice (r. 134) . Yodtas uay de sclected

- -

L0C a Jdiversion proyLul iCIL certain desirable characteris-
tics, sSuca 43 not R4ving previous police couatact. Those
wira luss desiraple Cuaracteristics would be left to: tae
formal systes Of justice. pestitutiou, 4i essentlal compo-

nent or dlversion, @may compounc this issue:

A @rcdle class cnild 2ay ke Letter aple to compen-
Sate the victie and be z2ctively involved ain updeo-
irg ais #rond. Toe lower class, poorly socialized .,
3light 02t Vizw ai3 LeadVior 45 «€rong. In otner
words, diversicn contains the sape poteltlal rias
toat have always existeu, and c¢could leald toc even
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- qreater stiqmatizaticn for taose not Jdiverted.
(Hackler, 19738, p. 134) 3

it'would seem that diversion cannot control for racisa and
socicecononlic inequalities any better tkan the formal <juven-
ile qjustice process cal. This ©Fposes. a contiauing risk for
thhe cfient Lo that eguaiity of treatment is not quaranteed.
.Early intecpreters of the Jdiversion ccocept maintained

tuat "veoluntary relerral was a ccraerstone of the apgroaca"

- .

(1o0ver, 1330, p. 34). Yet at tone same time there are those

Critics who suggest. that diversion can never be ccapletely
voluntary. sedjelskl (1974) expands on this issues

Wwuere participation 1o sc@;e preqram or treatmeat
1s requirex, veluntary diversion 1is a contradic-—
tion 1o terms. Tne coercive power or the state
and the court 1s a4lways presept in diversion. The
child and his parents "agree" to enter a particu—
lar program "recchnaoended®™ by scme state orfficial,
oecause tnpey c¢an pe crdered in the alternative Lty
a judge to accept thls Sale program - oL one which
is sabstaatially more unpleasant. {(Nejelski gquot-—
e 14 Moyer, 1980, p. £5)

aiclle the origlaal intert of diversion pregrams was volun-
tary client participeticn, there are a number of factors

tnat zay preclude such vcluntary -parcticipaticn or alter the

3
’

nature of 1it. Ozre significant proolenm as pointed out by
doyer (1930) involves the adrission or assuaption of guilt
cn the part oI tne youtbL Lcunc in many prejrass- The youth
©Ay percelve thdat aadission ledading to diversion may be a
less "drastic" interveption than demial and a coaurt refer-
ral, thus "pressuring taem to ackncwledge complicity in tae

"ofLreuce" (Moyer, 1580, p.E5). AL 1ssue related to this is
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as fqliows: "Can the state 1orce an unadjudicated individa-
dl to participate in a prcgraa beiore there 1s presented any
legal proof of the alleged otfender's quilt" (Mover, 1989,
P. 86)7? This could potentially place the vyouth in legal
jeopardy. A vouth may prefer to enter thé aiversion fErogran

rather than 9o to court, cut may Dot be coavinced that he or

She pas committed a delingquency. The alternative is to
caoose the court process, and essentially, to "take a
chancem, Moyer (1930) alse points to tne possibility that

So0me youths @2ay De wdliged to stav‘ih diversion prcgraas
with more restrictions and for a longer time than it they
nad been rererred tc coult and received a probaticn or@e:,
Ior exaaple. It 13 pecause of thls potential Jfor legal jeo-
pardy of the juvenlle that Grosaan (1978) considers diver-
510N to pe lastitutlicpaliized infcroal pre-trial diécretion.
He accuses Jd1vVersion pEroJrals of bureauccatizing discretion-
ALy power and @aklog iatak€ cdecisicns that run contrary o
legal process:

‘Progrars of diversion Cirected at Keeping propecty

oifenders, aacnqg cthers, cut ¢f the criminal jus-

tice System...nave developed witn little regard
tor legael values, tae [ule or tue law, or iodivi-

dual protections. The development oOF tuese con-
trol sSystems Lncreases the $ove  away Jroa the
law's concera with fgroor, guilt, iandifidual and

procedural rigyats, and tie protections aiforded Lty
& day 1n court. (Grcsmau, 1478, p. x)

grosman's objection to Jdiversion prograas ace directed
primarily at the intake level. Diversion progrems cely

heavlliy upon rererrals rrec social control agencies such as
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the police and juvenile courts. Moyer (1980) points to two
problems that arisse i1in this referral process. The first is
that social control agents are scmewnat reluctant to refer
youfhs over whoa they would-no longer have any jurisdiction.
The secbnd 1ssue 15 that c¢lient referrals draw upon otficial
soclial coatrol aﬁencies; the "voluntariness™ of client par-—
ticiration must be closely cuarded from the taint of subtle
or implicit coercion"™ (Rutherford and McDermott quoted in
¥over, 1980, bp. 35)-_

It appears toat the exercise of discretionary judgement
15 a major issue pot only in diversion proyraas but in all
police~juvenile deelings as well. The primacy activity of
the police 1is law enicrceament, "y highly rule-oriented ac-
tivity where individual police ofiicers exercise wide dis-
cretior wWwitn regard to howx the law will be enforced and‘even
whetker or not, under certain circumstances, to enferce ith"
(Grﬁsman, 197>, p. 77). Discretion for serious violations,
of ccurse, 1s severely limited in  that the police d&o not
have aay cholce but to lay charges ia these-C1:cumstances.
Juvenile matters, however, are c¢rten nandled dizferently.
Consider the Toronto Youdth 3ureau Statistics. Tonese statis—
tlics izodicate that tne police often taxe the initiative with
youth, in that "43 per cent of all pclice contacts wita ju-
venlles are not ¢riae-related" (Zaum, 1979, p. 3838). This

woulu ipdicate a major pcrtion of coatacts with the youths

night be ror thne purrpose of checking geperal oehavior., Dis-
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cretion 1S a “key element in  pelice-juvenile interaction™
(Leeson and Sayder, 1981, . 199). Baum (1973) alsc notes
an interesting ripding in terms or referrals out of the To-
roanto Youth Bareau:
about orcly ocae per cent o:f all =matters znat cuze
berore the police are referred to cther sccial
AJeEncCles. The rTeascp 15 that police s.imply are
not conitiaent tunat SUCh agencies such as the Cail-
dren's Aid can pandle the proolems (Baum, 1979, ».

335}

. _‘—.—-_‘-' . + v
This would sSuppors Maver?!s {138U) Qbservation tnat soclal
control ageats are reluctant to IL[efer yYoutihs over whom they
would fno Longer anave jurisdiction. The police arfgpear to
nave little  tuith Jn the ability of social service agencies
Or alternative prograeds tc nandle such procleas.

Coercion 1s.& prominent feature of the traditional jus-
tice system, a systex tual ze3 reen a subject of heated de-
pate as to its erfectiveness in dealind witih crime and oz-—
fenders, particularlily Jjuvenile oirenders. Diversion was
designed as an _ alternative to the traditiocral Hustice sys-—
tem. The objective was te deal Wity as many social rrobplems
as possible "ouisiae tnce system of courts ana corrections,
Ly encouraging tae ccmpunity to deal with tihese protcleas
atiliziny metaods of conciliation, restitution aund rr¥elen-
solving™ ({Humpnrey, 1977, p. 3). It was Lopea to finimize

the use Of discretioL 1n

ke juvenile courts, o consequence
of the "paLens patriae" dcctidine or the fcraer juvenile del-
ingquency legislation. et therfe lave beep questions raised

45 to whether suca ¢bjectives aave peen aet by diversion
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programs or if discretion has only Leen extenaed. Is coer—

cion alsc a proainent feature of diversion prograas, in parc-
»

ticular, the Essex County Diversion Proqram? Are diversion
programs “coercion in disguisem™ (Fox, 1977, p. 41)7 Wny
woula a youth and his or parents choose diversion over the
court process? 4hat rfactcrs afrected their choice? xas

there actually a cnoice, troa the Youth's point of view? It

245 been sujgested that a youtk who participates "in a spe-

CLflC Prograa with the kelief that it will increase the
likelinood orf early releace mdy have a qgredter interest in
manipulating tne celease p:oéess fhal a sincere desire to
crange" (Hackler, 1979, p. 211). What choice does diversion
present to youag rirst offenders? Waugh (71978) guestions
toe ability or corrections to develop alternatives to it-
selr:

True alté}nazlves ar€ cowpeting alternatives: the
correctional establisament 1is poorly prepared,
Lotk by tradition and ideology to nurture its Ccun
replacemerct. The surest way to dereat such a pro-
gram would be to place it under contrcl of those
Who have peen unable tc acknowledge or to correct
tneir own ruadamental error (waugqh, 1973, p. 535).

The rormer iegislatich regarding +uveniles did not re-
cogynize tae Jdiversion ccncept or  Erocess in this sense,

aiversion PLOJCAdRES werle acnlegal. The new Young Jffenders
Act does recognize "aiterndtive measures" apd atteapts to

provide rfor sone standerdization of procedure and aniformity
IOC Suca progracs. What follows 1s an examination of the

relevant scections of the new AcCt pertaining to tne coercive

e
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.elements 1n the legislaticno. Althouga tae old law does pre-
seat tae juvenile court judqe with a Cholice orf aispositions
. N . - . - - -
rollowing an aajudication o delinguency, "1t dces not spe-
cifically provide a fFrccess to ehable the use oI comamunity
and- other resources prior to tne adijudication®” (Sclicitor
General or Canada, 1975, F. 9-10).

Tae Younqg wirenders Act 1s based o a "personal ac-
countasility aodel" wnereby Youny persSons are to pe held ac-
countable for their actiens. It ILepresents a s5z21:it froa tae
"PALens patrilae™ J0Ctrine and the "treataeat oCientaticn" of
tae rcreer legislaticn. It was the position of the Solici-
tor General Canrada (1973) that "when emphasis for determia-
123 reiferrcals 1is placed on 2 case-py-case coasideration: or
PSYCDO-SOCLUl Cnaracteristices, the danjer exists that Di-
version Programs will pe hased on a coercive treatment moqel
Lathdx tndah o1 the CCOCefpt Cf personal responsisility” (Sol-
1citor General Cenada, 1974, ». 23). The new ACt 2lso re-—
Zlects tue growing opinion that a court dppedarasce is unpe-
Cessdry aud 1n some ¢d4ses, even saraoful:

Une objective of the aew lcgislaticao is that in :

ADpropriite cases alternative social and legal

Dedasures re Jdseud, especially in those cases which

involve less sericus Cirences. In order to ac-

hieve tals, the new law wall formally rccognize

and sanction screening and divecsion practices.

{Solicitor Gemneral Camnada, 197y, p. 7) -

The Youny Ofrenders AcCt Lecoyguizes the poterntial of Jju-
venllie Jiversion, aund provides for its exlistence "in areas

WheTe tie community SURports it"™ (Humphrey et al., 1977, po.

’

@
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4=-5). ~The screening mechanism proposed by the Act would

vary between provinces in_terms of its composition and ad-
mlhistration.. This screerinqg aqgency would "be the formal
mechanism to provide pre-court screening to facilitate tae
Jdiversion or young persons from the court process (Solicitor
GeneLul Canada, 1975, p. 7). Ihg new leqisldtionlstronqlv
epphasizes that a voluntary relaticnship be maintained bet-
uéen the vyouth aud the screcnlng agencye. The séreeninq
agency should bpe a rorum for the development aof veluntary
aqreemnents rdgher than "beccme a pre-court tribunal that is
characterized pvy elements ¢t compulsion and‘durdss" {(Sclicl~-
tor Geperal Canada, 1975, p. 31). In ciner sords, the
'screening dgency will not have amy real form ot'idﬁicidl
proce@dings nor could 1t order any yoath's arppearance before
1t. The agency will pot té aple to order anpny youtn's co—op-
erfation. The 3So0licitor General?s Committee {on froposals
for tae Younqg Cfrtender's Act) also reccnusends to the Attor-
ney ceneral that the procedures of a screening agency not Le
feviewable Dy a court "diue to tac voluntariness of the rela-
tionsialip between the screeniny dqencf and the young persoa"
(Selicitor General Canada, 11875, p. 32). & yvouth weculd also
nave the riqat to represeatation by a lawyer, parent, guarc—
d1an or <zriend during dealings ‘with the Scresning agency.

The Coamittee (1373) alsc récommends that a ceccrd of pro-

-

ceedinys pefore a screening agency be kept by the agency and

4 COPY De 3jiven "to the ycung person ané his parent, e€Xxcept
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that the vyoung perscn may request, 1ir he 1is at least 16
Yedrs Of age, that a4 COPYy be Jyiven to tis parent" (Solicitor
seneral Capada, 1975, p; 32).

It s hoped that tue 3creeniny dJency and the veung
persoa will arrcive at o gutually satisfyinq A4reedent as to
what should be yone to resclve the situation 4t hand. Tue
agyreenent saould we veoluntdry aod contaln reasonacle condi-
tilons.

ARl Qppedls wechinlsa sculd alse be available should the
youta :ee; ,conditions Or the agreement 4are toco ocnerous to
comply with or cdo not retflect c¢hanges Lin tne vouth's situa-
tion should taey ovcur. A formalized appeals procedure cur-

-~
rently does exist in tne lccal program, but 1t  jhas never
been used. TuLils may sudgest tnat cither youths,a:e noet nade
sufficiently awarse OI tue appeals prpcessdof-that there has
been no need [Or tae Frocess as vet. )

4 screenizyg agency will have the autnority tc determine
all agreezent YLoeCcessary. 1t would have two acntas to pro-
vide a recoczmendation ta the asttorney General tpat the youagq
Ferscn not be rurtaer preceeded against, '"the Attorney Gen-
erfal would taen De barred iccrm proceeding ﬁuz%ﬁer wita taoe
laying oz a charye" (Solicitor General Canada, 1375, . 20) -
Should tne youth breach the agreeament, the sScrcening agqency
DAy recosgeud thdi tne  Attorney General proceed with tone
charge. the  poteatial «will  therefore st1il ell1st for a

3Cre¢ning «gLncy Lo JsSe the “rtpreadat ¢cr possiosility of coa-

vl
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viction to encourage an‘accused person to supercvisioa" (Fox,
1977, p. 41). However, the Committee (1375) believes that
auy diversiondry process must te "credible from the ferspec-
tives of young persons" (SoliTItor General Canada, 1975, p:
3 . The sanctions must be Kept to a minimum ror two rea-
SONsS. The first is to ma;ntaip a ﬁoluntary relationship
tetween the screening ageascy and the youta. This approaca
15 supported 1in diversion literature. Kobetz and Bosarqe
(1573} bpelieve the @pature or participation on the part of
the juvenile oitender in diversion proqrams "aust be volun—
t4ry bDecause coercion often dereats the purpose ot rehabi;i—
tation: The juvenile ofrfernier musf want assistaﬁce with tae
problens wnica l;g\ﬁim to trespass against society" (p. 71)-
The second nas to do with the functioning oOf the screening
ajgency itselir. The Ccmmittee (1975) pelieves that-"the an—-
sence of sanctions will cause : the screening agency te care-
fully measure poSsible ccnsequences and Cisks in perfornoing
1ts ruactlions and bpelieves this 1S necessary to achieve an
erfective and etricient process" (Solicitor General Canada,
1375, p. 31 . o

The new leglsiation docs 'attempt to maintain diversion
pLoygrams as voluntary. It 1s difficult to assess how suc-
cessiul this attempt will ke until it 4is ioplezented. is
Jualiunay {1975)' comments, "compiulsory copmitment and treat-
ment 0L PpPeCsSOLs are 1o reality oot much dirfcerent whether

carried out in a PLlson 9L a mental hospital® (p. 255). A



41

Delre change of Setting dces not gqualify diversion as ap al-
N .

ternative ia the true sense of the word. Morcover, "“among

caildren at least, deviant tenavior seems to viela ketter to

trust, fairness, credicility, and affiliation-tzan to coec-

ciron" (Pennock, 1972, p. 3).

2.5 CONCLOSIONS

Altaough coercion is a promxinent rfeature oi varicus so-
cial service pLOJcams, 1t 1S an area that is little re-
Sedrched 1n  teras of its actual ' effects on clieats a3 op-
Posed to its intended eirfects.

Tae concept of c¢oercion aas botk social ~and iegal in-
plications. 1t r=2quires the 4ct or ore persom or greup at-
iecting  the bdenavior c¢i another for a specific purpose.
Coercxﬁn involves tne appliéation ¢f sanctions or physical
force. It 15 a widely used zethod of social control and a
IOCD QL power.

[

Tae coablnation oI ccunselling and service in social
prograns needs to pe exazined in zore depta. 4dhat o0ften re-
sults irem suca a combination is coercive treatment as dis-—

Cussed 1n the preceding literature review. Tals 1is pot to

Say that sucn programs are "wrong™ or "sad", out their iam-
pact on clients swould be hétter understood. Diversicn, for
eXample, cescribes -itSelc 35 4 "yvcluntary" alternative to
~tae traditiondal Jjustice systea for younq first cifenders.

But do the clients of a Jiversion PLOQLAall perceive "thelir
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participation as volantary? Are they in.a posit;on to make
4 voluntary decision regarding their participation? Or are
there influential or coercive rfactors affectihq their deci-

sion that a diversicn rprecgrar cannot or does not control

for? These are the quest}ons this study sSeeks to answer.



Chapter II1I

DESCRIPTION OF THE ESSEX COUNTY DIVERSION
EnQGRAM

lfae Essex County Diversion Qrogc&m IncC. is_an laccrrorated
sody which 1is responasiple for the administrationl cf‘three
separate "dive:sion" FICgrams. ibls body adzinisters tae
Nelqnboraood AcZountaalitV Progran {(N.A.P.) which orerates
iu Essex, uvutario. N.a.F. 1s a diversion program of tiae
"comzunity absorption'" type. The proqram rLeceives referrals‘
from the police, 4nd volunteer _mediators attenpt to recon-
ciie the offender and the victim (Lajeuresse, 1952, r. 18).
i} A second "qiversion" pregranm administerod cy this Dpody
1S Proiject :nterventLCn,_ ¢ FLE-ChaLge progqran, wuaich is oI
the Mscreeuing" type. The pclice refer orfenders to the
PLoqran instead of laying a cuarge. Participaticn is volun-—
tary ard aay inci&ie AnY oL alii di tae following:

1. Coapcusatacy task ior.tﬂé victim or comzunity.

2. Apology to the victim.

3. Restitution.

4. 4 domation tc & charity of the victiats Cholce.

(Gaspar, Note 2).
The talird program 2Inder thne aegis o0z tae Essex County
Divensi&n Projraa lnc. 15 a post—caarge, pre—tflal program.
—_ ;

It 1s this progran tnat 1S the subject of this study.
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The <following is an account of the develsopment aﬁd

adninistration ef tae post-charge, pre-trial prograas (here

atter referred to as t;e'“"niversion Progqram" or "Pregqram"). -

ALter-'a suaort account of the Prcqram's historical develop-
ment, a detailed description of the Proqran qJo0als, structure
and process 1s given. The 3daterial for this section was

gathered fron Program rerorts and zinutes of the Diversion

Committee acetlings.

3.1 HISTORICAL DEVEiO?HENg

The pssex Cogntv Jiversion Program is the product of tae
early efiorts of a windscr Family Court judge, Professor
Sernbard Kroeker who iavclved the Johr Howard Socigtv Jof
Alndsor, and the local Juvenile Propation and Aftercare peQ
partoment. ”Early in 1975, they jointly developed ar Lnterest
ie diversion. 4 planning group was formed, consisting of
Lepresentatives rrom both the public and private sector.
The planning group determined the initial prograa structure,
eligibility c¢riteria, aad adoinistration. The prcqram be—
Cane operatlional as a one vyear pilot project, within foucr
montns of the ipitial discussicns, ¢o June 18, 1375 ilajeu—
nesse, 14982, pp. 11-12).

Icitially, the Fanily Court <udge vdirected” tke pro-
§ras, Wwiich ¥was staifed DYy two Fart-time wcerkers from the
John Howard Society and one éull—time pecson from the Minpis-

try of Correctional Services, Juvenile Probation and After-

AY 3
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care. In tpe early parct of 1970, a DiVersion'Commiftee was
formed to "scrutinize and adend the administratiozn, Fpolicy,
préqcam; procedure, documentaticn and pPractice" of the Pro-
qtdm; a3 welk as.to.ﬁhear coaplainéﬁ" regardiag the Program
'tuxve;sion Co;mit;ee, Note 3). The Diversibn'Committee wWas
composed or t;preseniatives’rrom business, labour, and vari-

CUS LrofessSions.. A -

3.2 ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTOURE

3.2.1 FUNCTIONS OF COMMITTEE

siucé its iaception, the Jiversion Cormittee nas taken on
the zajor rcle or develcring the cverall directicn of the
thrée prograas it aircects. The following are Fhe fuactions
0r the Ccommlttee oS e€staniished in 1979 : ‘

1. To serve as tr€ advisory wcdy responsible for the ad-

L=

ainlstcatioua oL the Essex Coupnty Diversion Erograc.

and the Support servi

0

¢s for the windsor pPolice Youth
Branci. .rTne "SUFport 3crvices' préq:am tas since
been renazed "Project Iatervention™. In addition, a
third program nas since ceen added, tbe "Neighborhood

Accountability 2rcyrac" ] .
2. _To routinize tne progqrams in order to adeyuately res-—
pond to the needs cf the community.
3- TO cons3ider amendrcents, podirications andigdditiOHS

considered noecessdery LoOr the growtn and dJdevelcprent

0L tone pProyrlainsS.



46

4. To establish procedure, documentation and practice
desiqned to méet the 601ective$ of the proqrate.

5. To engage such staff as dé;med necessarcy and to have
autonomy over the directicn oi starf and functioning
of the programs.’

6. To establish pclicy ror the guidance of statf to max-
imizg thelir level oi efficiency. | ’

7. To accept and consider input from coacerned govern— -
ment orfficials and ccbnunmity agencies.

3. To secure runding necessary for the operaticon of tne

‘proqrans. .

9. TO act as ah appeal koara for the ycuag perscn and
nis{her'fdmilv'should a.problem arlise requiring arbi-
tration.

10. To meet reqularly as c¢alled by the Chaictpersecn to
deal witn business at hand.

11. 1o pake suckt appointaents within the comnittee as may
be necessary.

12. To replace or to &c¢d to the membership of the commit-
tee to maintain a croés-section of the ccrmunity

served (E2ssex County Diversion Program, Note 4).

3.2.2 PUNCTIONS OF THE ACMINISTEATOR

The Proqraa administrator i1s responsible for thne administra-—
tive duties of the tnrfee picqraams under the aegis of the Es-

ses County Diversion Program InC.. Presently, this pesition
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is stuifed oy qiqgvenile frotation and Atterccare Officer.
wnile tanis lndlvidﬁal 1s otficlally emploved py the Ministry
oL Cocomunity anq Soclal services, ne acts as Lull—time Ad-
mrnistrator of the proqrans. The £ollowing acre the func-
tions of thls position :

1. To provide professional leadership to carry ocut tae
aims und objectives c¢f thne Freqrad.

2. To mdnaie the Ariualrs of the Diversion Conaltteec

3. TOo act as 4 "eclearinq ihcuse™ for exteranal ipput.

4. To prepare and present reperts as rCequired Ly tae
Commlttee.

5. To ¥work in co-operation w;th_Chairpeﬁson to establisn
ageadas for meetings.

b. TO act as a "go-betweern" ror Comrittee with tuading
S0Urces.

7. To pe responsible for tre pubiic ilmnagje of the pro-

Jrausa.

8. To be irovolved in the hiring procedure Or new stafr.

9. To act as recording sSecretary until such time as Coan-
nittee sees otherwise.

10. To delegat: autpority, duties ana responsinilizies to
proygran director.

11. To Kkeep stafiri inicimed anrd he 1nforoed atout the

K,

Star

12. To develeop and establish procedures.
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16.

17.

15.

3.2.3
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To be responsible for the staff training aad develop-
ment. .
To mdin£ain “aarmopicus stazf relations, t¢ resolve
difierences.
To present to the Coumittee unresolvable statf is-

SuesS.

To be preseat at all Cormittee meetings.

To Le a meaper ot the Diversicn Cormittec.
[ Non=-Voting Status]
Other uuties as assiqgaed by the Corazittee ([Essex

County Diversion Proqram, Note 4).

FONCTIONS OF PROGEAM DIRECTOR

This iatermediate supervisory position entails responsibili-

;%f'fbr thg day to day administration of the post-charge

pre-tfigl ﬁrqdbam- Presently, in tie absence of a full-tige

Program Direéctor,. ;tne position is partially assumed by the

same individzal vie acts as Prograr Adpinistrator. The du-

ties orf the Progras Difector are tae follewing :

Te

To develop and estatlish procedures in conjﬁnction
Wita tae Administratcr.

To maiﬁtain afFpropriate statistical data-.

To supervise the wcrk pericrmance of staff arpd to en-
sSure proper aanudling 0oL cases.

To supervise students 1n accordance «ith University

regyulrements, act as a liliaison person with the Univ—

erCS31t¥e-
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11.

1d.

13.

14.

15.-

16.

~ : 43

To scrutinize apd mcaitcr ail potential incoming cas-,

es.

To 2asure contact 1s made with potential Cases as re-

guired LY Froqradx quidelires. -

TO be rcesponsible ror the developmeat of and negotia~
tion wWiti CODUULNLLY WOLK resgurces.

Staii traiuwing apg develogment in conjunction with
u‘

AdD1In13trator.

TO be iuyolved il the piring procedurle or aew Staff.
To 4aintain 1i4iSco pDetween Program aud aprpropriate
persons.

To suoait aonthly attendance Sheets and mcothly mile-

age reports to Adaministratcer.

TO a3315t 1o wmarntalaiag harmoni&us starzg felations

and Tesolve dirfterences. -

To pfesent to Adanibtistretor unresolvable stgqtr  is-

SUESe

To supait to Adainistrdtor topics for agensa for Coa-
zittee me2tlnygs wn€n theée need arises.

To attend Jornmlttee acetbings.

Other auties a5 assigoed py Admlnistrator {issaex

County D1veIsS10n Progras, hNote +) .
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3.2.4 PONCTIONS OF STAFF MEMBERS
Starf meﬁbers (Drversion sorkers) are responsible for the 
Processing of diversion cases. Presently, tneré is c¢ne Di-
Version W4orker, wno is emploved directly by Essex County Di-
versioun Proqram'lnc.. The Civersion Worker's dutiéé are tae
soilovwing :
1. Staff {(full-time cr cn loan) will be resgonsitle to
B the prograr mamaegyemeat ror program Jduties and -qot
thelr respective igencies.
<. To do intaxe and process cases as acco;dinq fsic] to
Progruim guidelines. | |
3. Té Subait wornthly attengance reports and monthly
BWileage Statements tc pregrasm director.
4. To suba;it moﬁthlv CasSe LepCrt L0 program zinagement.

'5.- Teo develop Ccomaunity work resources {(Essex County

Diversion Prograam, Note 4.

3.2.5  FUNCTIONS OF SECEETARY

The secretary is erplioyed directly by Zssex Courty Diversion
¥rodraa InC., anc 1S responsinle for clerical duties arisiag

fros tre operation of all its preograms. The duties o¢f thais

POsS1tion are ,the rollowing =

1. T0 aaswer telépanone andg schedule appointaments.
2. Responsible for filing and record—kKkeeping.
3. To do typing.

4. To maintain orrice Statiorery, foras anid Supplies.
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o

To subnit weexKly attendance saeet to Admpipistrator.

Other auties as assigoed {2ssex County Diversion

Prograa, Note d4)4A

Tie goals of tue Issex Ccunty Diversion Progran, as stated

i tne 1979 L[eport d4Ce tine folliowing:

1.

To allow tne ycung rerson  t¢ be actively inyolvéd in
undoiny Lhis wrcage i
To_invoivc tae v;ctims of dJdelinquent acts in the re-
solu{ian OL the prcrlez, 1e., ccnfrontation acd coa-
pehsaticl.
IO provide an inrorzal means of éﬁlv;nq problems in-
volving delinquent acts of young people.
To oifier ussistance to young perscas or  a voluntary
basis sitaout coart intercvention.

_ .. . N
TO give logedlate attenticn to the Drcblqm tC fFrotect
the cozzunity LCoa 4 yeung person‘s*continuéd delin-~-
queit Dehavioul.
To caq;qe parents 1n Iformulaticg and carcying out a
plan to deal wita their ycuny persen's benaviour.
To elicit the participation of communigy grcups aad
institthons in respcase to the yourang verson's tehav-
LOUr wWniCno @nn4nces the young persoa's sel:;ccucept.
To 1us3tlll the corcept ‘c: respoansibility for conduct
and to de—wappnasiic the cldssicalaconcepts or :unlsh;

ment {Leje2nesse, xote 53.
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3.4  ELIGIBILITY GRITERIA
Not all juvenile offeaders are eligible to enter the Diver—
sion Program. The original ériteria for eligibility to en-
ter the program have been mcdified over the years. The fol-
lowing criteria are those in etrect at the time of writing:
1. The youuq persoan who allegedly cozmaitted the cffence
muUSt not previcus.iy have appeared in court on a cri—l
mainal oifence.
2. The Crown Attorney wmust not ipsist ¢n  Court rrocess
on the oirfence.
3. Tae young perscn and the vyoung person's parents oust
admit gquilt and agree to enter Dijersion rather than
;o to court. |
4. The prosecutor's cdsS€ Qust DOt  become Stale Qr un-
provasle tarough the lapse of tirce.
5. Alleged ofrences of murder, rape, armed roLoery, ser-—
1023 arsou  and assault causing podily Larm are not
eligiole for Diversicn. }
. The youny pecscn has not seen found delinguent within
the last two ?eacs nor has he participated "unsuc-
cessrully" in the Diversion Proqraam withia that per-
Lod. {Essex County Diversion Proqrag, Note 6; Gas-

par, Note 2)



3.5 PROGRAM PROCESS o

]

3.5.1 SELRCTION OF DI¥ERSION CANDIDATES

The Progran adainistrator is -responsible rfor selecting can-

- b

didates tor the DJiversion Proyram. He does so bty reqularly
Leviewlnqg the court clerk's list ot javeailes charged .in Es-
sex County. Selection 1S based on the criteria ocutlined

apove {Lajeunesse, 1932, k. 12).

3.5.2 NOTIFICATION QF YCOUNG EERSGN

Once tue caadidetes have Leen selected, they are aotified oy
letter and are assxed to contact the Diversion Sccrctacy tg
arraeqye an 1ntake appcintzent (Arpendlx B). A LIocaure ex—
plalning tae 2roqgraa 13 sSent along with the initial letter!
{Appendix F). If a reply i1s not received withili 43 hcours of
the anticipated receipt of the letter, the Diversion Secre-
tary telepholes the youny person Lc aurfaage the intake ip-
terview. I tae Diversiorn Secretﬁrv-is reyeatedly unsuc-
cessrul 1n contacting tke vyoung persor, or 1t the vduaq
persoun and nis parents retfuse {o taxe part in ac interview,
the case 15 ceturaed to the court DEOCeQS {(Lajcunesse, 1982,

Pp. 12-13). - .

3.5.3 IETAKE INTERVIE#

At tke intaxe interview, the -Diversica WYorxer cxplains tne
Qileged OCCUrLfence and toe Cunalye tO the youay ferscan and

the fparents. Tae oprions availaelble to the young rerscn and

‘1
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the implicationé Or thecse options -are also explained; The
Diversion w~orker then leaves the room and is reglaced by
Dutf Counsel uhor"inrorm the Juvenile of tpe suﬁficiency ot
evidence and tae advisqbilitv cf enterirqg into the Diversion
Progran" (Corrent ¢ Young, Note 12).

once the familv unsderstands the available options and
thelr iamplications, the Diversicn Worker returns ts get tae
faally?'s decision. Iz the family reieéts tne Diversion op-
t;on, tne case 15 retferred tack to the formal court rrocess.
IZ tkhe Lawmily dccepts the Diversion option, the family is
taen required to sign a "General Admission of Facts" state-—
ment (Appeadix G), wnich indicates that the family has spo-

ken to legal counsel and that the ycuth admits quilt to the

Ccharge as stated 10 tane Infermaticon. At this time, the fa-
p1ly is also required to sign a "Release of Iﬁfcrmatign“
5

statenent (Appendix H), authorizing the Diversion Werker to
contact various ayeacies, individuals apd institutions re-
garding tHe cuild and Zfamily (Lajeunesse, 1982, p-13).

24 those cases When mcre tuan ooe coarge is laid and
tue cnild is sot williag te aduit guilt to all of them, oc,
woen .the child disputes the *facts contained in the Informa-

tion, thke Diverslon Worker contacts the police to determiae

1% tney are willing to arcend the Informaticn. If they
choose not +to do S0, . the case 1s returaned to the formal
Ccourt process. If tae police do agree to amend the Informa-~

tior, the diversion process goes on to the next stage {2ey-

nolds, Tyler acd Vanderzwet, 1975, pp. 183-134).



.3.5-H SOCIAL PBOFILE

At tikls stage Of the process, the Diversion HorkKer 1s re-
quired to dssemble\a 30C1ial protflle of the cnild. 1The Worxk-
er 1s guided 1m tals grocess Lty a étdndaraized Social Pro-
file foraat {Appendix J) which was adopted by tae Civersion

Proéraa, and ;nich is to cortain intormation coasidered per-
tinent tOo the purroses of the Prcoyran. Tne_.ﬁorker meets
with the caill, fawmily, any other iandividuals, institutions
oL agenciles that arce consﬁdered to have rel;vant intcrcaation
concerninyg the cnild®s functioning in  the home and the com-
aunity in general. Tae informdtipn contained 1ia the Social
frofile 1S intended to serve diagnostic and plenning purpos-
es (issex Counaty Diversion Program, Note 7).

3.5.5 VICTIN CONTACT

in tiuose cases w<aeCe tznere is an  identifiakble victim, tae
victiz 1s coatacted to ascertain tne extent of the loss,
Qadaqge and/Or 1LUCORVERlEDRCE caused by the oirfender. The
victia's willicgness te Farticipdate in the :b:mulaticn and
loplementation oI a4 plan for the otfender is also sclicited.

(Lajeunesse, 1982, p-1l4)

3.5.6 THE PLAN

fbaseq on the inforg4atlicr centained 1in the Sociael Prorcile,
and torough the CO-operatico of tae child, parents, victiz

)

and Liversion wOL<=L, & diversioL plarn 1s :rgraulated. This
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time—limited, individualized plan may ccntaip one Or moare of
the following clements. |
3;5.6.1 COMPENSATORY TASK FOR THE VICTIN
In those cases vhere the offence has a victim, and the vic-—
tia is willing to participate, a ﬁutuallv aJreeable éask for
the victia's benefit is arranged.  The terns of this task,
indicating tae number of hours tc De worked, the pature of
the work, scheduled tires and completion date are written
into a “Conpeasatory Task AqQUeement?® (Aprendix I) whicn 1s
siqned by the oﬁie&ée: aad his parents. The number c¢f hours
to be worked ma¥ not exceed 40, and the offeander's icvolve-
ment in the Prograo may nc£ e¢xceed nine months rrom the date
on wnich tpe coatruct ﬁaé £iqned. Factors waichk are consid—
ered in striking this aqfeement include police tiae, persoﬁ-
al suffering acd iaconvenience iacurred by the victim, ana
the child's age and vork capacity {Reynolds etal., 197s,

rp. 185-186) .

3.5.6.2 COHPENSATORY TASK FOR A COHBUHIT! BEESQORCE

In those instanées where the youth's offence: was ®victim-
less", or whea tae victin chooges ncht te participate or yhe-
Le the victiam is_the cozzunity at large, a compensatory task
Lo & coamuaity resSource may Le reguired. Tﬂe Same consid-
e¢rations, conditi@ﬁs apnd procedures apply ia this case as in
those Jnich are TrLOr the benefit. of arviccim {Reynolds

etal., 1970, pp. 185-1d8).
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3.5.6.3 VERBAL OR WBITTEN APOLOGY TO THE VICTIN QP TEE
- OPFENCE

h)

A verpal or «&ritten dpoquy may Le required in those cases

where there is an identiriable victim of the oirence. (Bs—

Sex County Diversion PrograR, sote J) .

3.5.6-4  MONETARY RESTITUTION TO THE VICTIN

»

In.those c¢se§ wWoere « victinm incgrred a loss .or damage to
property, resgitution by the oifendec uway ce :eqﬁi:ed. This-
optior may be selected in those cases “here tae yvyouth ias a
Ferscnal source or iacoze. Depending on the accunt or loss
incuzfed.bv the victim and the chi;d's financial rescurces,
partial or zull restitutiop nmay be required. Currently,
tLhere 1s no fixed maximur amcant of‘ restitutién prescribed

-

v
by the Diversion Prograa. (£ssex County Diversion Preograa,

Note 9)

3.5+6.5 BEEFERRAL TO A SOCIAL §EBVICE AGENCY

Wanere the Social Prorile incicates a need for more intensive
dsSsessmeLt or interventicen Ior the chaila or zazily, rererral
forF counselliing may npe inciuded as part of the plan. Where
54Cn @ oneed 1y deemed to ex1s5t, the Diversior werker ap-
Proacnes the pruspective ccunselling service to liscuss tae

Fropricty and reasipility cr referrai. If tue Diversion

<orker arnd tue L2LuerTal aGency are in agrcemenc, the f[amily

pt

. 1s ccasulted as to its willinguess to such a referral, aad

.

the rature acd extent of the propcsed referral. If aill par-
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ties are in aqreement, the cohditions are written into a
geferral Aqreement" (ApFendix G)- which 1is signed .bv the
child and pafénts. Tne duraticpn of the aqreement can not
exceed nine montas trom the date on whick the ccntract-was
signed. Tne policy of‘the piversion Progran is that the
_Qame resource caa not act as both the referral agency and
the site of the Eompensatcry task (Esséx County Diversion

Prograas, Note 7).

3.5.7 POLLCWE-UP

The worker is responsiple rfor assuring that the aqreedents
made between tne child and the Diversior Pregrar are upkbeld.
In the case oL tue Rererral Aqreemernt, Ireedback is required
from the referral ageancy on the child's progress at 1, 3, 6
and S moroth intervals. There are no specific guidelines £o
this-effeqt in tae case of a Coapensatory Task Aqreenment,
but the Diversion #orker is eipected to “systematically fol-
low—up on the youta's involvezent in the selected processn

{Reynolds et al., 1970, p. 187).

3.5.8 ADJOURNMENT OF CASES

The charge against the cnild remains pendiang until the child

tulfills the dqrgehqat of parcticipatior 1in the Prcgraan.

nhen tse agreezeent 1s rulzillied, and upos recowamendation of

the Diversion sorker, tne charge is adjourned "sine Jiew. A

closing letter incicating the <c¢hild's successiul corpletion



59 .
oL the .Program and recomdendaticn for "sine die" adjcurament
1S sSent to the child, tnhe court, the police and the referral

agency {appendix 3H) {iecynolds, et al., 1976, pp. 187-168).

.3.5.9 _ BRETURNING A CASE TO COURT

Since the effect of the Liversion P:oqra$ 1s to "temporarily
deilect/ or admrnistratively side-;:ack“ the formal court
process (Corrent & Youag, Note 12), the Fbarqe reldaias pend-
ing until tne progranm 15 successiully completed. Tihis means
that tane child aﬁy pe returned to court tc Jeal with the
charge at any pornt duriag the diversion PIOCasSSa The pro-
qrac literatuare 1aentiries sevé%al conditicns urndier which a
caild can ce returned tc¢ the court process:
1. Cnild-:efuses to attend initial intake interview.

-

2. Ch%ld_:eruses tc sign General-admissioa of Facts.
3; Child =15 generally "out o:r ccntrol". B
4. <Child Cefuses o Ccoperate within Progran quidelines.
5. Child ioes not fulzill tue terms of the Compensatory
Task Agreea=nt.
6. Child cdoes nrot f£ulfill the terzs oz tce seferral
Agreeanesnt. _
7. Child 1s <cnargeud wita an  oilence subsegquent to ais
acceprance 1n toe Diversior Proqrai.
In ali instaences wWhnere the Jcrker believes tne youth
sgould be returrned to court, tue case is L0 we conlierenced

Wwlth the P2royram Adginistrator to “optain Lkis concurrence
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prior to returning the chlild to court (Essex Cquntv Diver-
sion Prograa, Note.Q). If the Progran Administratcer does
aot agree, but tue.iorke: still relieves the case shcu;d be .
returned to court, toe worker nay appeal the Administratort's
dec;sion.to tne Diversion Cormittee. ' The Corzittee's deci-—
3100 is then‘implamehted.

Wwhern a child 15 te be returned to court, he is iaformed
oz the reasons why oy the Diversion Worker. Tne child has
the rigat to appedL-tnis decisicn tc the Diversion'Committee
1r he believes that ane 1is beigq trea;ed unjustly. The Com-

~

sittee has the f£ical decisico in such matters.

3.5.10  VERBAL CAUTICN

at any time 1o the Jdiversion proceés, the WorXer has the op-
tion Or issuing a "Vérb;l Caution™ to the child. A "Verbal
Caution" siqﬁifies that 1in tpc opinion ©f the Worker, the
ch1ld was not in aeed of furtner interventiown. It further
implies that any aiversion plan undertaxen by the child is
deexzcd to be fulf;lled upon the issuvance of the "Verkbal Cau-
tion". In such cases, tne€ wOrker recommends immeﬁiate Usine
die" agjournmeut to the court, and a letter indicating this
course or actlon 1s sent to the child, court, police, and
referral agency (Appendix 1l). Before a verbal caution may
™
Ze 1ssued, tue Preyram administrator?s concurrence is re-
quirced. Io tne awusence of sucCh concurrence, the Diversion
dorker may appeal to tne Diversicn Conmmittee for a rfinal de-

cisicn (Reynolds, et al., 1570, p. 188).



3.6 PROGBAN PERFOBRMANCE

The

[}

s3ex Cournty Diversior Program is currently in  its
erghtu year or operation. Durinyg its first six years of op-
LA .
eration, 4 phy¥YSical count ¢f the files reveals that 1t has
processed'1,105 juveniles. |
A cegearCn cozponent h4s not peen pulle iﬁto the pro-
.gram a5 nad Leen intended, walch makes the assesszent of its
effectiveness and Lmpact prozlematic. The Program has pro-
duced a nuabec of ";n—uause" reports, and aas copnducted soame
21neC sé@{}es OL 1ltS CwWiD. In additlon, the Progran was ;he
subject of a previous evaluation waich Cesulted In a tuesis
Zor the School of 30cial Work (heynolids ez al., 1?7&)- A
study by B:e;o: (1982}, also a thesis ror the University of
sindsor Scnool 0r Socral WGIrLK, evaluated the orogram utiliz-—
ing EEuT.
However, deIlnitive statements reqardiﬁq the overall eri-
Iectiveness and iapact of .thte proqgran basel on these studies

15 precluded, given tneir pleCe-meal nature and due to the

zact that they cover over-lapping tize frages.



Chapter IV

METBODOLOGY

Ta¢ pucrpose OL tnis study was to determine it Scurces of
COercion existed 12 a .voluaﬁary diversion program utilizing
the perceptlons oL youtns who had been involved in the Essex
County Diversion Prcgraa, Inc., in tne riscal vyear
1980-1981. I'ae Cescarca sougat to discover whetner clieats
perceived.tne;r Participaticn in the Frrogram as coerced and
if their perception of such was related to their perfcrmance
in tke program. ‘<
:nile'boezcxan 1s a fromiaent factor irn many vpublic
Service pgodrahs, Tew researct rrojects decumenting tihe
PLeSence Or coercion in véluntarv programs such as diversion
proqraas and 1ts e¢eifects on client response and pafticipa-
tion have been reported. It is a greatly misundecstccd con-

+

éept tcth socially and preifessicrally.

4.1 DESCRIPTION OP THE EESEARCH DESIGN

LY
A researcn design "is the arrangement of conditicns for

the collectioz anu analysis of date in & zmanpner tihat aims to
coaobine relevance to tue research purpose with eccnomy in
procedure” (Selltiz et al., 1576, p. 90). Tae selected de-

S14n for thls research was exploratory- Jescriptive, accord-
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o3
ing to Tripodi's (19639) Claxzsitication oi research desiqn.

- The research was descriptive in that it sougnt to deteraine

the existence.or coercion in the Essex County Divergion Pro-
gram Irc., tarouga explcriang and.describing in quantitative
terms how .the youtns iaveclved perceéived. theif participatiom

- “,.‘ - . n- . _" -
-~ BESEABCH QUESTION - o DT

- 27 The pesdarch. guestion tals Stuay seeks to auswer is as

£
L)

rollo¥s.) [ Do’ youths perceive the presence or -ccercion in

thelr participation in tue Zssex County Diversion Program?

§.3 OPERATIONAL DEFINITICNS

4.3.1 Dispositional Coercion

The central concept ia  this study was "dispositional
coercion™. Jdperationally derined, it 1is an intergersornal

relation wheCe a coercer (acent) thrL2atens 4 person (victim)

with & SanctionL 1- a reguest 1S not carried odso. "The sanc-—-
tion will not be generficial to the victia, Lut prcrises a
Jreater harm or neJatlve Cconsegience. In the context of

this study, possisle sources of dispositional coercion io-
cludcd thne youtns' parants, tae lawyer or Duty Counsel, tae
Diversion dorker, police, Follcles and practices of the Fs3-
sex County Dlversion Pioyrds, sSiblings and significant ota-

ClSa
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4.3.2  Perception

For the purpose of this study, perception is definéd

UJ'
(1]

the process in waich the individuwal 1S sensitized
toward, dJdirrerentiates an iapinging event, and
places it  psychologically in some sort of rela-
tionship to nis existing conceptual standards ty
-evaluating 1t as perrg in scme deqree either cco-
patible or incocpatible witn thea. Suca an act of
relating can  occur at varying levels of articu-
lateness or subject avwareness. {Harvey et al.,
1961, p. 51).

4.3.3 Essex County Diversion

21vers1ion 15 given a4 pultitude of defipnitions. N¢ sia-

4le derinition 13 all xinclusive. Xratcoski and Kratcoski

{1979) describ%ﬁﬁ;version as having two levels. These dre

nazed total and partial diversion.  Total diversion, as de-
Dr

scrited in Chapter Jne, 9Ccurs when & youth receives a‘warn-
ing iroa the police, scuccl or perhaps a neiqhboqr; There
15 n¢ court involvement Wwhatsoever, but there may be a re-
ferral to a social agency. Partial diversion includes lia-
itéd Eourt cdntact. The youth does attend court put is then
referred to a social agency woere “the youth is okliged to

Se@Kk the treatment indicated" {nratcoskli and Kratcoski,

1973, p. 212). The Essex County Diversion Prograx has ele-—
ments oL Dotk total and partial diversion. It maiotains a

ievel of totael diversion in  that a youth enters diversion

Wwithout a court order. It aisc contains an eleaent ¢rf parc-
- ;

tial diversion iLn that & youth can be ordered to enter the
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Essex County Diversion Prcqran Hﬁ the djuvenile court, taouzn

this Jdoes not occur freguently.

L

4.4  ASSUMPTIONS

r The first dSSJmﬁtion.udu to do with the youtn's‘éhilitv
to recall imiormation relateda to an eient thét, ICL nost of
them, toox place a yeal oI two previous. It Wwas assuned

that respondeats could remerber now they were Leeling, even

though 1t #¥ds sSo2e extended pericd of time

had cccurcrced. A further assumpticn of thi Study™is . that
tae answers given oy sSaaple neasbers are true and to thke best

OI thelr Knowleage.

4.5  THE SAMPLE : .

Toe sanple for this study was drawn rres «ll ycung per-
sons involved in the Zssex County Diversicn Program Ing.,
Cetween June 1, 1930 to May 31, 1541 by means of systematic

selection.

<

.o DATA COLLECTION INSTROUMENT AND INTERVIEW APPRQOACH

The youtns unosg names._uere selected systematically
. froa tre fiscal vyear 196(0-1881 Dx?ersion files were sent a
letter addressed to botu the parents ané toe youtas jcintlives
Taoe letter [sec Appendzf C) described the purpose and the

nature O tuv CeSearch 1avelved and why tane vyouths' sartici-

pat;on was pelng sought. It stLrongly empnasized trhe volaa—-



Y
tary nature of 'thlS study and that thé researcher would be
in contact with them by telerhone for the twofold purnose
or:

1. providing a- follow-ufr to the letter:
2. Settling up a canvenient date and timé for the inter-’
view should the youta consent to SucCh.
ALl 1nterviews were conducted in the youths' homes and took
placc during tue zonth of May, 1982. The interviews were in
" Jduration qﬁ oae-half hour tc forty minutes eaci.
Approximately 6.00% (n=06) Of the letters were returmed
because tkhe dddresseés néd mcved and left no forwarding ad-
decess., Ore youtu had left the prrovince and another had re-
cceuntly been incarcerated. Zignteen Youths could mot be
reached by telephone Etecause their teleracne pumkters had
teen chénqed and were pcn-published -
By the end of Mav, 1982 twenty-orne interviews had beeﬁ
completed. A secoad letter (see Appendix C}.Has sent cut to

those youths and thelr parents whose telephone =nupker was

unpuclisaed, or who had not vet been contactec. Eighteen
such letters 4eren sent out. These elicited oaly twe res-—
' N

ponses, both bpeing negative. 4t that point, it was decided

that 1t would not be reasible t¢ pursue this sagple any

further.,

[}

Irterviews were standardized ia that questions were

"presented witn exactly the same wording ana ia the sage

order, to all :espondents"‘(Selltiz.et al., 1576, p. 309) .
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The intervieu schedule consisted of 20 fixed alternative
questions, of waich 6 were "yes", fne" or "not sure" alter-
natives, and 19 questicns rrovided for various deqrees of
agreement or disagreenent.

Zignteen oOped-ended qQuestions were utilized. - Thne
"gpen-ended" question is désiqnca to Mperait a rfree response
from the subject rather than peing limited to stated alﬁer-
natives® (Selltiz et al., ©. 312). The purpose of using
this nmode of Qquestlons was to provide respoudenty wita the
cpportunity "to aaswer 1n topeir Oown teras amd 1n their own
rragnes of reference® (Selltiz et al., 1976, p. 312). Tao
gquestlions were aimed at ascertainiag racts, feelings, atti-
tudes, ard what respondents believed the racts to be. - To0
nave used fixed-aliernative guestions throughout would have
required the respondents tc zaie judgmects about, their atti-
tudes. This was not deenmcd desiraple for the purgcse of
tois research.

QOpen and rixed-alterpative questions. were used tc max-
izize efficiency. Selltiz et al. (1976) support the use of
this comilnation for tnrce reasoas: 1) to ontain coaplex
inforzation, 2) it is tae most etficlent style, and 3) "an
Lterview OorL guestionnairfe ne¢ed not consist of  one type or
the other" (Sellrtic et dl., f975, p- 3171). A ODlx of'ques-
tions was used to aold tae xegpondent's lntecest taroughout

toe lntervie w.

EN
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The interview method.&gs selected for tae reasons that
foilow:
1. Personal interviews tend to vield a higher response
Cate compared to railed questionpaires;
2. Interviews "can be used uigh almost all sequents of
the populiation" (Selltiz et al., 1976, p. 296):
3. People yenerally like‘to talk about therselves and
what they taink; .
4. It 1S easier to make sure the guestions are under-—
stood in a personal interview.
Also, as Selltiz et al. (1%76) gcint out, the flexibility of
an ioterview mekes for a "far superior teﬁnnique for the ex-
ploration or areas where there is little basis f£ér snowing
elither what questions t¢ ask ¢or how to formulate thea" (p.

247) .

4.7 LINITATIONS OF IHE STdDY

Since taere nag be en nc. leqislation tc standardize di-
ve:sion.proqrams, s0me of the Iindings which related to the
youths"perceptlons of their experience in the Essex County
Diversion Projrar may uot ke generalizable to other diver-—
slon proyrazss in opeidt;cn at present. Also, the sample is

a0t a random sanple of all diversion prograas. =
s

Iwo gfurtaer limitaticns of this study age related to

tLe rLesearch sample. it 1= not a represegtative sanple due

to 1t3 limited size and those who were senxt to court during
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thelr iaovolvenment with the Diversion Prograa were. not in-

cluued in the samplea



[t

Chapter ¥

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

5.1 INTHQDUCTION
The presentation and apalysis of the data will te dealt
with 1L IZOUr TdjOC SeCtlons. The <first seétion is a demo-
qraphic description ¢f the respohdents accordirng to the fol-
lowicg variables:
1. age;
2. sex;
3. duragion OL participation in the Diversion Prcqram;
4. sSchodol attepdauce;
5. education level attained:
6. domicile.
Tue secoad seczioq_df tnis chepter descripes toe Iespon-—
dents' general perceptions <L thelr participation and exper—
lLence in tae Diversion Prcgram  apnd documents tpeir expécta-
tions of it.
The thicd sectiorn is a Jdiscussion of the respcndents
experience at the 1intake 1interview and tha variables whickh
tnfluenced tne respondents' decision to enter Diversion.

a1}

The specific variacles aze as rfollous:

- 1. -parents; S

2. police;
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o

4. fear of Court:
5. Diversion uofke:;
6. <friends;
7. dﬁotner vqr}anle given By the respondent.
Section three also fepbf}é‘the cespQpses relétinq tc the in-
fluedcé of gpec1:1c persans apon the d&velopmeni 0f the res-
pondent?!s Task Plaa. Tuév are:
1. parents;
2. lawyer; - o
3. Diversion worxer;
4. respondent.

Seqtion four documents those variables as identified in
the revieﬁ o tue literature as seing 1) the goals of the Es-
sex {ounty ‘Diversoa Program and 2) potential sources of
coercion in a social’service prcgram. ° Section té&i}also

P :
PLOVides &4 twWOo-wWay analysis Of various cross—-tapbulaticns to
determine i cecftaln variailes are related to the youths'
participation in tne . pIcgranm. ' For exazple, 1s there any
signiiicant reliativnsiplp fetween the age of a youth and ihe -

- .t ’
duration of his or ner Participaticn 1L the diversion Pro-

gram? An iuncidentael fioding is #lso presented in this chap-

ter to. support toe youtas' fercertions oL the prograrn.

¢ @
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5.2  PRESENTATION OF THE BRESEARCH SAMPLE
As 1indicated previously in the methodoloqy chapter, the
research sample was selected systematically frecm those
fyouths who participated in thé Diversion Program in the fis-
cal yéar or June 1, 1980 ‘te May 31, 1981. it was possible
to complete twenty-one interviews, including the seven mea-

bers used in the pre-test.

5.2.1 Age
The research sSample cohsisted of twenty-one vyoung persons
ranqging iao age Iroa zourtecen to Seventee@n years as Shown in

-~

Table 1

TABLE 1 ‘ ~

Age of kespondents Ly Frequency and Percentage

Age 1n Years as of . ) >
Juze I 1322 _fresemey | ereemtase o
T4 3 14.29%
15 4 . 19. 0%
15 o 2é-57
17 ' 3 38.10

Total ‘\- .21 ' 106.00%

*n
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Tce largest age cateqory was the seventeen year—olds who ac-

s

counted for 33.103% (L=4d) of the research sample. The nett
largest aqgec cagéqory wvere those of age sSixteen years which
represented 23.57% (n=0) of the sampie. Fifteen year-olds
accounted [or  1Y9.05% {n=7f | ana fourteen Vcar;clds 14.29%
{n=3) of the research saazple.

Tae mear age or  the research sazple was 15.90 years
wnile the mode Wwas seventeen. Toe standard deviation was

1. 28.

S5.2.1.1 Izplications

‘The rescarch suggests taat pcolice nay exercise more ia-
rormal discretion with ycunger juveniles tnan'uitn the oldc:
ones ty eltuer repderiay a verral caution, seading toen

aoze, Oor rerierliny thaa tc 4 copzunity.ageacy.

5.2.2 Sex
Slightly more thar Y5.00. (n=20) of the semple were ma-—
les wnile only one sanmple meiber was female.

5.2.2.1 Implications

Ihe oversu=liing 2a}OrCity Or sSacple J€aperCs ¥ere zale,
with oLly one gember peing feZaie. This predomloant ratio
of males is not exclusive to  juveniles, but 20lds true for

ajults as welll There are, oY rac, a qreater nuacer of in-

carccrated males tnasn remales in Canedidn penal institutions



- ’ 74
ooth at the provincial aﬁd federal levels. 3uch a rhenome~
non may indicate a number ot speculations:

1. females commit rewer crises thaan males:

2. female criminal activxt% is not deteéted as firequent-
ly as. nale criminal activity: N

3. females are processed dJdifferently in the criminal

justice systemn.

5.2.3 Duratiop of ga;ticigatigg in Diversjon Program
The gurdtion 0L the youths' invcelvement in t%ﬁ Diversion
Program ranged rrom eight days to slightly more than five
nonths. Of the research sample, 36.855% (n=7): were 1in the
prograzr IOrL two months, «nd 21.05% (n=4) nad a one montn in-
volvepent ia tae Diversion Prograi. " The saae figure aolds
true for taree month and five month involvement.

Tne mean lenqth.of time spent by the research sample in
the trogram. was sixty-oaoe days Or ,approximately twc penths.

%0 or tae youtas did nct provide the data required for

thls question.

S5.2.4 School Attendance

Of the twenty—one youths in the research sample, 90.43%

(a=15) were atteadinqg schocl. .
. . - - . * b1

represented 3.52x» (n=2) of the research sample. There was

Those not attending school

Lo indication w&hy the two ycuths were not attendiang sScacol.
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5. 2.5 Education Level Attained

The education leve% attained by the vyczatas attending
school ia tae research sample ranged from grades sevén to
tvelve. Three youtns did nct answer this questioa.

Or £n¢ clqhteen youtLs who responded to this question,
77.784 (n=14) were attenaing hign ;chool (grades 49-12)

;nd 22.22% (n=4} were attepnding eleﬁentarv school in grades
seveq or eigat. 2
5.2.6 Domicile

Those youtis living in tne zaaily uwome waile in the Di-
_vergzon Program accounted for $95.24% (n=20) oF the research
)sample. Only one of the rescond.ants reporﬁed living outside

.

of the home at the tiae - of involvement with the Diversion

2rograme. Aill orf the twenty-one respondents ia the research
seaple were liviang wita their own families, orf W€ith cne of

thelr 2:10l0Gical paCents a4t tae ¢ime of data collection.

-

5.3 RESPONDENTS'PERCEPTION OF TBEIR PARTICIPATION IN
DIVERSION

5.3.1 How Respondents First Heard of the Diversion Frogram

Tae poirce und DiversSicn Program were the gprimary
sources oI iatroduction to the Lilversion PrLograsm for bé-@?%
(n=1%) OL tue LesQ@arcu sample. | Qnly Y.52% fn=2) ILrCst
learéed of tae Pragram throuyn a letter from tae Juvenilie

Court (presuwally from viversicn) and 19.05% (n=4%) Zfirst

ledrned of the ProgrLil LICa S0me other sources. These otner
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sources included a aigh school vprincipal and a social work-

el

5.3.2 Knowledge of Difference Between Court and Diversion

-Those youths who said they xnew the dirference hetueeﬁ.
Court and Diversion accounted for 85-11%‘{n=181. of the re-
Sedrca sanple. Those respcndents who did not kpow the dif-

ference accounted for 9.%52% (n=2), and one respondent was

S~
-

unsure as to the difierencec betvween Court and Diversion.
4 i
543221 Implications
-The maiog;tv 0of sanple menobers thought there was a dir-
{erence between Court and Diversion. Cnly taree youths diad
a0t xnow or Qere unsure as what those differenc;s WEre. The'
faCt that only three yvoutaos di%@pot know the difference bet-
“een the two processes may be attributed tc one .or rore of
the followlang:
1. the aye or ZatuTity ¢f the youtks at tae iime ¢t pro;
graa ingﬁivement; -
2. tne lntaxe process cxperienced by tne youths:
3. the nature of the taéx assigned to the.yquths-
Tue eiqhteen saample wembers who did think there was a
difrerence betw®en Court ana the Diversion Qroqraﬁ“stgtad

thdat Diversion 135 less severe or puanitive than the Court .

"process. Tuelr resgpcnses were based on the potentially ne-

- 1 .
Jatlve consequences of a Court aprearance. dccerding to
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these youths, one tould "qet a record”, a "senteacing”, be

“"charged", or be tue recirient or a "severe punisament" from

the courts. Most of the youtns believea one ¢r  acre of

thesc conseguenrces cculud nave peen the result rtor them had

they procewded to Court rather than participate ip Diver-

sion. /

0f the elghteen youths who said they did know the dif-

lerence betwecen Court and the Diversion Progran, 25.00%

* v

{n=8) said that Diversion 15 less severe tpan Court.

5.3.3 What Entering Diversion Meant to the Respondents

Some of the responients gave rpore than One  dJdnswer to
tals guestion, While ope youth chose nct to respond.
Zntering tue DiVersSlCL Preylal meadt additional work or

~

pressure tor 37.50% {(n=3) of

t
tr

Le fescarch sadple. Diversion

was also perceived as a means  to aAvoia Court ror 25.090%

{r=0) oI tke researchi sacplé. Another 12.%504 (n=3) indicat-

el trat Dlversion was aedant o "ieach thea 2 lesscu." The

Iollowing Te3ponsSes weIe €aca ygiven oy  cne of tre youtas in
tne research sample. The Diversion Program  aeant “punish-
aent", a "second chance”, a "Wway to pay baCk the COETURLILY
ﬁqr the youtu's. ectilons", & "“Icrm Of propation™, and a "por-

ing task". All responscs aCe S4CWD in Table 2

5.3.3.1 Implications

e
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TABLE 2
what Diversion ¥eant tc ﬁesbondents by Frequency and
Eercentaqge
_;;;Eonse e Frequency o 'E;rcen;;;e o
“OLk/Pressure - ~9 ~35.00%
Avoid Court 6 30.0¢
Tedach a lLesson 3 15.00
Ot her ' 5 T 25.00
Total —;3* -;:ETEOX*
CNote: Some Lespondents ave more than ome snswer. )

e e ———— T T e T — T T A _— ————— ——— — - — — e

Clearly, .tne sSampic meapers perceived Court as a fornm
OI runishment with negative conscqueaces, and Diversica as a

very 3iifferent process. 30th Court and DiversioR held vari-

OUus meanings £for sSampie mezhers. This m@may ode due to thne

.

youtis' inexperience with ttre §uvenile justice systea, their

lack of understanding c¢f teras such as a "record" or a

"Charge™, the paraer 1ia whichk they were introduced to the

prograas at intake, or amemery capacity over tige.

5. 3.4 How Respondents Felt Alout Bntering Diversion

Tnose youths who <relt positive about enterianqg the Di-

version Program represented 23.81% {ﬁ=5) cf tne research

sazple. fouths Saying they =relt negatively about entering

the program accounted for 2£8.57% (n=6). The latter figures
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hSld true for taose respcndents who felt neither positive
nor negative apout qoiny into Diversion. These voughs ex-
pressed 4n inzirference acout their pirticipation in the
pgoqcaa- Those youtns who iadicated being necvous ¢I unsure
wuel entering the prcgran represented 19.05% (n=4) of the

research sdaple.

S5.3.4.1 Inplicétions

The Cesearcher was iaterested in leacning how respon-—-
dents felt persorally azcut entering the prcgram. Lesponses
shoved that tpe youths? ieeiinqs were alpost egquadily divigdead
anong positive, azbivalent, nervous, and negative. It was
speculated that now the youths telt about enteriag tke pro-
graam was relatea to what exteriusg tpe .program meant tc them.
dovever, wipern these variarples were cross-— tabulatéd: no sig-.
nificantrzeLatioﬁsaip ¥as5 found.
5.3.5 Youths' Kpowledge of Alternatives to Diversijion

Iwo—-tnlrds o1 the LesSedrch salfle xKDew wudt could hap-
pen 1f taey Caose nct to participate in  toe Diversicn Pro-
graa (a=14)." Those vyoutns wno did not <pnow accournted ror
26.575 {n=6) 0L tae sSakple. Une Tespondent was UnRsSure of
what would nébpen 1r Diverslion was not cncsen.

Of the ZIouiteen youths wao responded arcirmatively to

tals question, Some gave ICLe thdah Cne ansWdeC. The FOSSinili-

ity of a Court appearance was given 3y 64.29% (L=9). Those



80
who Lelieved taey could have been frined or placed on proba-
tion represented 28.57% (n=4) énd those who thougat thkey ma#
have been charged dccéhﬁted tor 21.43% ({n=3) of thé r€search
§amp19. One respondent ipdicated placement in a résidentia;
treatment‘centre would have been a possibility. Another

youth believed 'nothing' wculd gave bhappened.

5.4  EXAMINATION OF VARIAELES THAT INFLOUENGED RESPONDENT
PARTICIPATION

S5.8.1 Initial Diversion Meeting

Some youths gave nmore taan cne respoanse to this ques-
tion. | \

Kien asked what happened at the initlallDiverson_meet-
1ng, 50.95x (n=17) of the research sarple said the Diversion
worker explained the program to them, the work to te done,
the tize allowed =for task ccmpleticsn and what wculd harppen
1t Diversion vas not cnosen. Thcse respondents wao indiéat—
.€d tkeir hoae lité was discussed acéounted for 19.05% (n=4),
and youtans who said phéir éifence was-talked aktout repre-
sented 14.29% (r=3) of the research sample. Only twc respon—
dents were unsure as to waat ;ranspirgd at the inpnitial Diw

versiou meeting.

S5.4.1.1 Inplications
The smail range oI answers to this guestion given by
saaple meabers suggests that the events that occur in the

inxtial Diversion meeting are c@%sistent. " Approximately
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80.00% (n=17) of t@e researcch sémple stated tnat the Diver-—
sion Program was explained to them at this peeting. It ap-
rpears that tbé goal c¢f irntrcducing the program to ycuths at .
intake is Dbeilng accomplished. The vyouths ia this sample
were provided witn adequate inrormation upon waich to tase a
decision a3 to whether they uili proceed to Court ¢r Diver-

sion.

The resea:;hér Was igteresteg in discovering what per-
s0nsS or ractors plaved a rclg in irfluencing i youth to en-
ter the Diversion 2rogqrad. ' Responses Showed that parents,
tear' or Coure, and tne Diversion Worxer were the <three
stropgest sources o£ inrluence o2 the youtas' decision to
ecter the program, wita lawyer, police and friends exertinq

the least intluence.

.
-

5.4.2 Pparental Inflyence to Enter Diversion j»

. all but three sazple wenbers indicated stroag parental
iafluence in tneir decisicn to car;icipate‘in the Diversion
frogran. Qne third {a=7) oi tne research sazple said their
parexts; ioflyence on thelr decision was "rather stroaq”.
Apother 28.57% (n=c). 3a1r4 thelr pdarents! influence was very
strong. Extrezmely strong parental influence was stated by
23-8Hﬁ (n=5) oI taoe research sacple. Toose wuo indicated
their parents' ilnfigence was not very strong accounted or
9.52~ (n=2), and only one youath said parenctal influcnce was

not strong at all.
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S.8.2.1 Implications

The stronq‘parentdl intlueuce suggests that parents and
youths are given the oppcrtunitvl ror d@scussion anongst
themselves at. the ihitial aceting. Two~thirds (n=174) of
sample members stated that they had an cpporthnity to dis-
cuss with their parents eatering Diversion at the neeting.

It is i1nteresting to note that Reynolds et al. {1576)

rounc parectal influeace in their researcha population was

A -

weaker. In their study, they —rfound that only "30.00%
(N=15)...felt that their rarents exerted a véry OC €Xtrenmely
stronﬁ influence upon thelr decision" {Revyaolds et al.,
1970, P 243). The difrerence bétueen the study ccnducted
d?”aeyholds et al. (1976) and the current research méy sag—-
Jest tnat nore opportunity is now being given to yvyouths and
their parents t§ discuss the decision to enter Diversion

azongst thcemoselves.

5.4.3 Police Influence to Enter Diversion
L]

Almost 20.00% (n=4) c¢If the research sazple indicated an
"extremely strong®” 1influence by the police on their decision
to enter Diversion. Those who stated a 'very strcong® influ-
ence accounted for 14.29% (n=3) of the research sample, wai-
le youths stating a ‘'rataner strong* influence represented
9.52% (n=2). |

Cne-third of the research saﬁple (n=7)" sai& pclice in-

Lluence to w«nter Diverslicn wvas "not very strong at all®.,
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Another 19.05& (n=4) said police iInfluence was "not very

strong™. One vouth did nct respond to this guestion.

5.4.3.1 Implications

Eesoonse§ show that mcre thanl half of the sanrle mem-—
bers were not influenced strongly by the police irn 3zaxing
the ueclsion waetaer to enter Diversion. This may be.due to

the ract that the Ppolice are rnot present at the initial

c

geeting. . Ta discussicn <t toe allegqed oirfense 1s Duty
Counsel'g'role during iﬁtake. |

In the study by Reynclds et al. (1976), police had even
less inrluence upon vyoutins' decision to enter tae FLOQrad.

Only ®i14.0u% (N=?) inditafed-that,police had a rather stroagqg
or qreater degree of inrluence™ (Zeynolds et di;, 1476, »p.
243y . Tnis dirference sdqcests police may be increasingly
aware af Diversion as 1 viable resource for the ycung effen-

ders they come intd contact witn and are actively commenting

on 1t to prospective juvenilos.

5.4.4 Influegce of lawyer to Enter Diversion

almost one-ualf (n=10) oz the reseércn sazple said that
the lawyer had a strong influence on ﬁfeir decision in varcy-
iLq cegrees on their Jecisicr to enterlaiversion. Those wao
indicated a ¥"rather stroag" inrluence by the ldw#er account-

ed for 23.81% (n=5) 0f the research sample. Another 13.05%

(p=4) stated an "extregely strcag™ inrluence, and one youtn
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salid the iawyer had « “very stronqg" influence. Almost
u3.bO% {n=9) said the lawyer's influence on the decion to
enter Diversion was “nct strong at all" and 9.52% (n=2)
Stated ihat_the lawyer had a "“not véry strong” influence on

“thelir decision to enter the Diversicn Proqrame.

SeBoll1 Implications

The wide ramge OI responses given by saaple members
would SuqQgest tae role of fhe lawyer to be varied at the in-
itial Diversion meeting. The fuaction of Duty Cocunsel at
this first meeting ccnsists cf the followings:

1. to advis€ the vyoung person and his family of the
iikelinaod 0L a rinding of Jdelinquency shetld the
Court process be chosen;

2. to explain to the youth that he wmust plead "quiltyn
to ais offense in order to gqualify for acceptance
into the Diversion.Proqram.

The youths' understandina of the role of Duty Ccunsel
nay te arffected py their ccgnitive matarity apd understand--

ing at the time of intaxke.

5.4.5 Influepce of Diversion #orker to Enter Diversion -

One-third (n=7) o©of the research sample said the Diver-—
sion dorker had a "rather strong" inrluence on their decli-
S10L to enter Diversion, 23.10% (p=5) irndicated the Worker's

irilvence was "extremely strong", and 14.2399 (n=3) said it
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was "very strong". Those wno indicated a "not very stroang®
and "not strong at all" 1influence each represeated 14.29%

(n=3) of the research sarrle.

5.8.5.1 Implications . : : /
Sespoﬁ%es shéw that, overall, the Diversion Worker has
4.stronq inflgeuce. on youtus' decisiop to enter the Diver-
s10n Progran. Tals 3ay ce due to the fact that the Diver—
Slon dorker is in charge of the §outns' pécqram, is respon-
sible for coaducting the initi;l .meetinq, and possibly
represents tne youtns' only alternmative to tue'.Court pro=
cess,’ While the youtn may not know what Court holds for
him, the Diversion worker clarifies the PTLogram ‘expectations.

and regquirezments, pOossibly alleviating some or the ycuths!

fedls OL the unexpected.

S.4.b Influence 2% Friends to Enter Diversion

Only two sample aembers stated that their friends! in-
Liluence wus "ratner strdnq". Cne youtn.said hkis f£riends®
iufluence was "very strong" and another youty sald it was.
"extremely strong"'. Huwever;'over three-quarters fn¥17) L
the resedrch Saaple stated thedr trienas had a0 intluence on

thelr decilslion to enter the DiLversion Proqrao.

S.4.6.1 Implications
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iesponses suygest that the friends ot sample members
aad liittle influence cu ycuths' decision to enter the Diver;‘
sion Progran. It 1is possiwvle that youths did 2ot discuss

dlversion wita thelr friends, Or that suca Jiscussion was

not possible due to the youths' lack oi xoowledge atcut the

1

.

pPLOGran. AlS0, ncne Or the Youths' friends wele present at

any 1nitial Diversion aceting.

5.4.7 Others' Influence to Enter Diversion

Four neaters of the rescvarch saprple nanmed persons other than
those 1n the 1nterview scoedule who irrluencel their deci-
51i0on to enter Diversion. Tuc people named are as zcllows:
a

"sister, a brotaer, a social worker, ata a teacher.

5.4.8 Fear oi Court

d0re thall two-thirds (nu=17) O0i tne research sazele ia-

diCaled Teat 4 rfear ¢ Court was a "“strong" influence on
‘ .

thelr declsion to enter Diversion in Varyiog dueyrees. They

aAre as [oliows: for 42.86% {(n=9), tnis fear was an "ex-—

tremcly strong" cacrtor, 15.05% (u=4) indicated 1t was a

"very™ strocy influence, &na the latter figqure helds for
those who sald o rear of Court was a Y"rather streng”™ infiu-
ence.

S.4.8.1 Inplications
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Responses suggest taat sample‘members were st:onq}v in-
fluenced by their perceivéd tear o©f Court in their décisiog
to enter Diversion. Ccurt posed a fear of tae ankncwn anﬁ
the possibility of'seQe:e tunishment in one form or another,
4whereas Diversionh 1S presented in ; non-thareatening DARNECa.

ilso, the Diversion Program 1s the only alterpative to

Court.

5.4.9 Kpovledge jboyt Diversion after Initial NMeeting

The vast wmajority of the research sausple, 85.71%
{(n=18), knew the difrecence between Court and Diversicn aft-
erC the initilal Diversion ceeting. - Those uhp did not know
the diifereace accounted fQr only Y.52% (n=2). One respon-
Jdent was unsure oI the ditierence between Court and Diver-

sion after the initial meeting.

5.4.8.1 Implications

nesSponses show  that respondents were provided with
enough information apout Liversion and the differences bet-—
waen tbe progiram and tae curt process during the intake
aeetinc to make an inforczed decision. It appears the goal
or providing the necessacry irzcrmation at intake is largely

feinl G accomplished.
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5.4.10 Diversion Task
Tiére Hds‘iittle variabilaity in the responses to this
Jquestion amdng saszple nemnters. fhg vast majority of the re-

Search sanple partrcipated in  maibtenance-related work in a

sSenlor citizens'apartaent tulilding. Jne youth was reguired

L

to Wwrite 4 sShort essay entitled "“Jdhy Criaoe Doesn't Pavy",
anotuer coached caildaren's games at the YMCA, d4ard crpe youth
had tane conbined tasks oL maintenance  wWorx and attending

Jroug counselling sessions at a local family agency.

5.4.10.1 Implications

Tne lack of varcianility b sScores may suggest that the

Jiversior 2ro5raa does nct ofter its clients a4 wide range of

tasx choices, Oor nas not develiopced a strong aetwalx ¢f com-
QURity Tesources to provide task chaolces. Tuis Service gap
coulc have SCIc important ilaplications as to how youths ex-

perience and percelve tue  [FrLCQran particuldarcly upon coadle-—

——
-

tion. Taese iaplications will fe elaborated ia following

sections.

5.4.11 Hours Allotted to Complete Diversion Task Plan

TWO youthg weIe unsure a3 to aow many Sours they were
aillotted aus part of‘tnclz Jiversion Task Plan.

Tue nuaver 0L task hours ellotted cy sazple ceabers
ranygec froiw leo to 52. Sligntly @cre than hali Of tane re-

SedCCh saeaaple {n=11) s2re allotted 16 o 32 tasK nours.
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Those who were allotted 35-62 task hours represented 38.10%

(n=8) of the research ;ple, with 42.862 {n=9) pbeing allot-
ted 32 to 40 task hours.

The mean number or task nouzs-al;otted was 32.84, with

R

the standard deviation of 10.82.

S.4.11.1 Implications
A — )
The wide rTange of hours allotted for the Task Plans

presents a nuaber of possible speculations:

1. Task Plans are designed to wmeet the individual necds.

O eaca youths: ’

2. the nuaber of aours assigned to youths is at the 3is-

cretion oI the Diversion worker nandling the case:

3. the npuaber of hours assigned 1is related to the age

and mpature of tae

)

trense.

A Cchi-square =as perforamed to test for the existence of a
relationship between tae 33e Of the child and the numter of
ta3X OOUrLS assigned and the orrense comhitted andéd the number
0f hours assigred. No signiricant relatiocnship was fouad in

21tner test.

Sedal2 Parental Influence on Development of Task Plan

Alzest 20.00x (n=4) Of the research sapmple stated thelr
Pparents had an extreuwely strong influence on the develcpment
oL thelr Diversion Task 2lan. Thcse who 1ndicated a “very

strong® anpd "ratner strong" influence each represcnted 95.52%
»

.
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=]

(n=2). Sliqﬂtly Zore taan halz oi-sample denbels telt their
parepts! Lnfiuence on the development oOf the youth's [iver-
sion Tasx Plan was "not strong et all"n. Those ycuths whao
Stated thelr puarents' LrLatflucace was "not veryvstronq at all"®

accounted ior 9.52. (n=2) of tne resecarch sample.

S.4.12.1 Implications

BESPONSCe3S ShOw that :aront;l inzrluence oa tne develop-
pment Of tue youtas?'! Task Plan was pot very streng. Less
than one-h}lﬁ OL tae resaicn saaple reportec thelr rcarents?
¢XerLting & stroag 1nfluence.

ihlle parentai inlLluence 1s strong wapen tae jecisian to
eLier the srogram 1s made, 1t 13 diainisped wacu it ccoes to
the Task 2lan. Speculatior suggests tudat the Diversiosn
worker plays tone Jreater role in determining Wwhat the vouth
11l ¢o wille in the ECCqyrLald. Setting Up the task ZCorums a

4

24J0OC Darft O the DiIVeCLSLCHO #4o0Cker's Jugies.

S.4.13 Influence of Lawyer on Development of Task Plan

Those respondents L[epPChtlhny @ "very strong' influence

Ly tone lawyer representeid 23.31% (n=5) O the resedarca saa—

. it
ple. Cne youth woellieved tne lawyer nad a1n  "extremely

Stronyg” inrfluence on  tne devulc;mgnt 0z the Diversion Task

2lan.

S5ligatly more tnan hali Of tae researgh sSarple {(n=13)

stated that tae lawyer's intluence was "not scrong 4t allrm,

4
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and youths reporting a "apot very strong" iniluence repre-
sented 9.52% (n=2) of sample members.

5.4..13.1 Implications
) The lawyer appeared to have <¢ven less iofluence on tane
develorment of the Diversior Task Plan than did toe parents.

1t would seed thut once Duty Counsel egplains the Court

PCOCedure to the youtas ana parents, his role has ended.

5.4.14 Influence of Diversion Worker on Developpent of
Task Plan ' —_

Slightly more tham one-thiru (néé] oL the research sag-—
ple indicatea <+that the Diversion ﬁorker hai an Yextremely
strooy" influeace on tae develcpment of their Diversion Task
CYlan- . -Anotner 23-313 (a=5) relt the Horker's influence was
“vaery strongh. Thase youths ceporting a Yrather strcng™ in-
filvence accountei ror 9.52% {(n=2). Almost 15.00% (n=3) of
sampie 2emders thought the Worker's intluence was "not very
StroLg"™ and tae same figure held true for tnoseézepcrtinq a

"ot strong at all" influence 5y the Diversicno Worker.

5.4, 141 Implications

Lespouses suygest tnat the Diversion worker plays the
strouger role ia developing the task than the ldL&é:, pa-
rents and the youtns thepselves.. The Diversion worker is
aWware of the. cesources availanle tg tnhe proqraam actcund which

tne PFlan 13 to be develored. .
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5.4.15 Influence of Youths on Development of Task Plan

Respondeats wuo rLelt tley nad a "very strong" irtluence

on tae, developaent of thelr Task Plan  accounted for 23.81%

(n=5} of the resedrch sangle. Tnis figure 2eld true for
) [

those youtus wno felt their influence was "gather stroang",
wille those who Stated an  "extremely strong" inrluence
:cbresentei 19.05% (n=4)-. ThosSe YyOUths w0 toought they nad
1 "pot strong at all" inrcluence acccunted for 23.31% (n=5),
and two sagple ﬁéhaers pweLcerved their ionilueace to ke “pot

veIoy strong.

5.4.15.1 Implications

51nCe two-talrds O the Cesearch saaple stated they gad
4 strong Jinctluence oo the developreat of the;: Flan, 1t
youlc 4ppe4ar  that 4 joint 2ILOCL 1S zade DY the Diversion
ﬁorkef and the youtia to Zcrmulate: a Plan icceptatle to hoth
the youth and the Diversicn r¢roqram. The rcsedaLCher specu-

lates tnat Ta3k Plan

in

are designed to meat tue lodividual
needs of wach youtn and tae youths believe Thaey are allowed

ample 1nput 10to tae Rrocess.

5.4.16 Cffense
The types of olrepnses cczbittel vy meabers of the re-
5€arcu sample varied considerubly. One youtn Jdid nct Know

which ,0ffcuse ue wd4s Cuarged withn.
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Of those wkho did Eespond to;this guestion, almcst one-=
third {(n=6) had been éharqed Wwith a break‘and enter offense.
The next ;drqest cateqories were "possession‘of stclen prop-
erty" reoresenting 20.C0% (n=4), “treak, enter and the:t_
over 3200.00" accounting for 1C.00% (n=2). T"Thettwcf an aa-
tomokile", "intoxication in a purlic place®, Vproperty daao-
age", "theft under 5200.00", anc "drinking under the aqge of
majority in a iicensed estatl;shﬁ;nt" wele the remaining orf-

N
Ienscs.

5.4.16.1 Implicatioﬁs

The pajority of cxﬁenseg cormitted by the youtis of tiae
LesSedrch sauple were otfenses against property, sith only
two ncn— property ofienses. In the study Pv Eeynolds et al.
{1570}, the vast majority of their research populaticn con-
sisted 6: property ofrenses as well. It would seea that the
progran »olicy ol non-diversion of cffepses . inhvolving vio-

lence continues.

5.4.17 Victim Igvolvement in Task Plan

51ightly more than aals (rp=12) I tue research samﬁle
iralcated that the victim oif tne ofrfense was no:t invelved in
any way ia thair Viversion Task. .Eor 28.57% (n=8), the of-

'fense dld not involve a victim, while 14.29% (n=3) indicated

the victia was involved ia the Diversion Task 2lan.
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S.4.17.1 Ilplications

The low incidence o:f victim involvezent in Diversion

Task Pians indicates that victim-oifégder reconciliation is
oCCcuUrriag in a very lialted nuober of cgsgs. Over half or
the research' sdample never bad any contact with tgpe victia
¥onatsoever auring theil iavolvemeat in tpe Diversicn Pro-
qfdm. A Ql
5.4.18  Nhy Respondents Pelt Required To Do Task

Almost one-nalf (na=19) of the research s4nple telieved
*uQy were ;equired tc cozrlete thear task in orger to avoid
Court. The next 20St COTLCD reason given by siaple neatcers,
28.57% (n=0), was to "repay the community"®, while 23.51%
(a=5) relt it 4as a "cese¢rved punishaent" for tae OLfense
théy nad comaliitted. For $.52+ (n=2), respondeats stated
tiat they were Eequxréa tc du the tasx to "teach therc a les-
son™. Other cessons given lucluded the toliowirg: in-order
tq avoié 4 Cecord, to stiy 02t orf jail and cne youtﬁ Was un-
sSure 1s  to #ay ué “da% ILeguired t¢ complete the inetsion
Task Plan. Some youtas davVe 20Ce tnan ohe response to this

question. hespouses to tnls guestion <as Se sSeen in Table

2, following.

5.4.18.1 . Implications
Kesponses to thls guestion 0 why Cespoucdeinls relt Oo-

ligea to 40 tue tusSK are CCn31steat Wity tae rCespcnsSes glven
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" TABLE 3

4LY Youths Felt Required to Do Task

Heason frequency ' : Percentage

To Avoid Court 10 47.62%
fepay Conmunity ) | 28457
Take Panishment . 5 23.81
Teacn me a lesson 2 ‘ 5.52
Stay out of jail | 1 4.76
Avoid a record 1 ' 4.76
Not sure - . 1 4.70
- EIRT

—-—...--_——-.--_—_—-—...-_——u———-..___—...._._.—_—_.—._—_—.—-—————-—.——_.———-————-————

T L e e . e S i S e e . . T Aok o Y it e —— —— e e —— s ———— — e .

ia pcevioﬁs qugst;ons wlth respect to how youths felt about
participatiag in gﬁe Diversicn Prograc. Avoidancé Qr a
Court aprpearance Jar a relatés consequence 1s 4 strong factor
ror the vyoutas in,tnis_studv. It is ioterestiag to cote
ihat while Court was a process voutsns wished to avoid almost
one-rourtn of the rescearch sample completed their +task ia
crder to "take thell punlsShmenth. Speculation suggests that
Sampie pembers perceived Diversicr as a oilder fcrm ¢f pun-

1shmeat than Court.
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5.4.19 Aow Youths Feel Now About Tgsk

One youta gave 20re than che 4aswer to this quest;an.

Yore tnuan  One-talra of the yresearch sample said they
enjoyed the Task they did, uhikg To. 19% (w=4) a1d not have
Stroagq feelingds adout it ODe way cr another. The sawme £ig-
ure held true :ror th;se ycutas wno sald they learaned nothing
in practizal terus, anug T4.29% (n=3}) stated that the work
Was “difricul;". Tuae latter figure keld true ror those
youtns whao said T2 Task was  "worth 1t" to avoid Court pro-
ceedings. Jone rescoadent said thele  was S03e  practical
learping involved Zor alo, another believed the Task was
"ieserved™, and Jhotne: youtn stated that the work was ™"not

difzicaltn,

5.4.19.1 Inplications

[

I't 15 i1nteresting to note the varied responses ccnsid-
ering that there was little varlability id tue Tasxk Plans
4nony saaple acacers. All zut three of tihe youths engaged

1. melntenance woEK Lo a

th

enior citizens' apirtrent tuild-

1LG. Speculation 3uggests that due to the passage cr tiaoe

SlnCe thelr 1avolvament 1o thve ProgLam®, the youtls aave aad

tLe cpportunity tO compare thelrl eXrperience with others they

34y have had.
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&

5.4.20 Youths'! Decision to Enter Program Their Own

-Almost one-half (8=Y) of the research sample did not
[}

rélieve the decision to enter the Diversion Program was com—

~— sletely their own.

Those respondents wao "strenqly®  disagreed with ~the
statcment Jiven cepresented"1u.29i (n=3) and those who
"211dly" disagreed acccunted for 9.52% (n=2). Aloost 20,00%.

0f sample members wWere "uandecided™.

=l

Cae—third (a=7).0f ,tne vouths "strongly" aqreed that it

Was taclr oW1 decisicn tc enter Diversion., while 23.81%

(n=5) "nildly" agreed. _ .

S5.4.20.1 Iaplications : ’

Thougl responses were divided, most or tikc sample mer-—
pers tasically agreed thaat tney made their own decision to
cnte:'the Progqram desplte the preseace or sStrong parental

1Lt luence.

5.4.21 Purpose of Diversion ¥as Not to Punish

T«#o-thirds (a=14) of the research saaple did nect agree
that tue purpose orx ?}versicn was nct to punish thm tor the
dLrernse they comaitted. Yore tanan one-quactar {a=&) of tae
responients “"scrongly" dis&qteed with the given statement,
9.52% (n=2) "mildly" disagreed, and 28.57¢% (n=38) were "unde-

cliuadr. . .
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Tnose youths who "strongiy"™ agqreed wita the gqiven
Statement represented 23.3%1+« (=5 o the sample, while

taose who "mildly" dagreed accounted for 9.525 (n=2).

S5.4.21.1 Iaplicatioans - fﬂaﬁ\
Tuls uds'anf\interestinu fLinding 113 that the maﬁcritE“Jbt
vyoutis 4132 not taink taat the Diversion Progrdam was a noa-
punitive alternative progran. 1t i; possiile taat tﬁe na-
ture or theilr ogiversion Task Plan was a factor in thelr per-
Cc2ption oM tae Prograr itself. As noted previguslv, nest of
the Diversiot Task Pluns were Taintonalce #ork coasisting of
cleaning, paiuting aad rakiaog tne greunds of a senicr citiz-
€3S apartment coaplex. Ihe tera "punisnment™ mav have held

different meaniags to individual satple meabers.

S5.4.22 Diversion Gave Youths a Chance to Resolve Their
Problems

One—thizd {n=7) o0z saxple nmembers d4did Lot entirely
agree #41th the given statement. Slightly Iess than 15.00%
(n#B) "strongly" disagreed and tae s&me iidure seld true for
those who "oilaliy" disagreed. Onejyoutn was "undecided.

One-tnird of the'resea:ch sapple ";trondﬁy" agreed that
Diversion 4yave toner & chance tc resclve thelr problens, whi-

.

i¢ anotiher one-third (a=7) "mildly" agreed.
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5.4.22.1 Implicatioas

hesponses suggest that yvyouths did perceive Diversion as
a means of providing them with & resource for resolving of-
ense  Lehaviour proolems outside of the +Hjuvenile Sustice

stem. . - -
. / '

Sel.23 Diversion Task was Fair in Relgtion to Offense

tnly one youtan "strcnq;v" disacﬁeed Wwith thls statement
and anotker voutu "mildiy" disaqgked- Two respondents said
they were "upndecided"

d{gost ome-half (n=10) of sample uwmembers said they
“"strongly" aqrecd that tne Diversion Task was fair cchsider—
ing fhe'orzense tney committeq, while one—third-(a=7) "pild-
iyn aqréed trat this was £he case. /

T

5.4.23.1 Implicatioas

It appedrs tonat sSatrle nembers did not find the terms.
OI their Task Plaa too cnerous to comply wita. The re-
searcher speculates this te ke a . result of the strone input
youtns had in the aevelopizent cf their Diversiou Task Elan.

~
Y

5.4.24 Diversion Gave Immediate Attention to Youths!?
Problenms ’

Alinost 15.03% (n=3) cf sample meambers "strongly® disa-
greed with this yiven sStatesent, while 9.52% (n=2) "maldly"®

dlsagreed. One youth was "undecidea".

"
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majority of tne research sampple aqreed with

tze given statement witu one-third. (n=7) "sironqu" agree-—

ing, and another one-thirad (n=7) "mildiy"® disaqzeeinq, Two
youths did not respond.
S.4.24.1 Implications

Responses suggest that youths perceive the pregram :o

provide swift Lnterventicu IGC the

oLlense Tue majority cf

Youtns iLndlcdted a

Crisis rnitiated by their

ccling Ccf Le-

lief after the tne initial Diversion aceting.

5.4.25

D;vegSLOn Trled to Make Youths Admit to

Proklems

+«They Did Not Have

Almost one-third {a=v) o:r

that Diversion was tCLyLhg TC LiKe

youtos Jid not believe thcy nad.

"strengly" agreea

who M"zildly" agreea.

Those wid "stronglyn
accouuted

oL 4Z.don (a=3) oO.

"ei1ldly® disaygiewu Ceciesented

CLOSE ;Ot

lowing.

Implications

The researcher

not agree that the DLversicr 2roqgrac

this was tue case
Cae Zespondent was
disaqreed

‘3alpl€ mepbers,

. Tespoad. 1espouses

tound tpat the

the research saaple agreed

tnen admit to proclems the

Arrroximately 15.CC% (n=3)

for thec as did those

"uncecided
witn the given statement

4nd thcse wao

15.05% {u=4) . Crne vyoutkh

dre shown 1n Tatble 4, fol-

ma jority of ycuths did

¥as tryling tc make then
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TABLE 4

Diversion Triec to Make Youths Admit tc Problems

— i e v o b

Response ) Freguency Percentage
Strongly D;quree : g ' : 42.86%
Mildly Disagree . ! 15.05
Undecided 1 - 4.70
Milcly Aqrge . 3 14.29
Stfonqlv Agree 3 14.29

No :esponsé 1 4.76%
Total 21 1¢C-003
-.‘_"_":_'?---_“‘—._ ---------------- - e mm———

x

adalt to proolens -they did noé have. Toe Diversion Prograx
Qas &esiqned to servé as a "buiter" bgtween the ycuth and

\
tae youth's comzurity, 1¢t as a4 ycuth ceunselling rrograme.

Speculation sucgests tane Lellowing:

1. the youtns® olIens€e Tehavior mayY not have been sya-—
bolic 0 a deeper emctional ditficultv,-but rather an
isolated event 1n. the youtns' life;

2. the orfense was comaitted in condjunction uith'his or
ner peer:s Of a$ theé result ot a "dare" at the encour-
ageaeent 0L peers.

Tue Diversiorn Program does anct provide a counselling service

to clilentele, put DIversion WOLKers may suggest ccunselling:
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to the yvoutas anu famillies. une vouth i1n the roesearch saan-
ple atternded groupy therapy sessichs weekly at « local family

SErvice adgency 4S part of hils Diversion Task Plan.

-4

S.4.26 Diversion Helped Youths Adwmit to Their Prohlems
One—thicd (n=17) of Sabple menbers disagreed «&ith tue
Jiveu statemeint. More-tondau  20.00x {(u=5%) Mstrocaly" disa-

greec aid 9.52% {n=2) tfalluly"™ disagreed. One youth did not
JLVC a CusponsSe.

Almost 4J.uds (n=J3) 4G1d aQ3ree with the given 3tatement.
Tnose youtas wao Ystrongly"  agqreed accoanted for 28.57%

(0=6), wiile Y.52% {n=.2) "mildly" agrecd.

S

S5.4.26.1 Iaplications

+-]

n€e varlatlon oI sScores i1ndlicates Soze mlxXed cyihions
a3 tc whether tae progras nelved yocuths adait to their oroo-
leas, Agaln, soIe yodtas aay not nave 5erce;ve4 their orf-
fenNse behavliour as preblemacic in  their lives. It 1s also
po;sinle tnat vyouths diz not _  sSee the Dﬁiationship Letween

theé tasSK 24a¢ thell OLLenSEa.

5.4.27 Would Youths Recgmmend Diversion To Friends ip
Trouple?

Tae vdast maijority {n=17) oL the resgarcuy '=Sd4ifple said
tLey would recormend tue Diversion Program to tuelir friends
in trouble. T40 youtas s3ald they would not, uhd t4C Lespon-
aents were uasdare 43 to  whether tpey would rcoecoraend bLiver-

3124 oT

10 Le

*
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0fZ the 17 vyouths whc would recommend Diversion, soRe

Jave dore than one reason. Almost 65.G0a (n=11) said Diver-
3lon was the bg;t,uaj t¢c avoid a Court appearaace, while
29.41% (n=3) said that Diversion can "help"™ or . "d;tér“ a
young of#ender. Some youths, 23.53% (n=4), would recocamend
vaeréion on the basis orf thelr personal experience 1n the
progran. The latter rigure held true fcr those wouo said the

™

Diversion T§sk wds MYeasy" and "run®. One respondert 1ndi-
cated that pa:ticipdgion irn Diversion provided a way to
"makKe up to sSocCciety¥, and another~youtkh would recoomend Di-
versi1on because 1t was "Lt a Seveie punishient".

GZ the two youths who said they would net recocmend Di-
version to their f£riends in trcublie, one sStated ihat a youth
really has "ao choice" 1in tuae mattér, and the other séid
that Diversion used youths IOoCL "Iree labour" pPULPOSESa

UL the sanmple memoers who wWere unsure, on% vyouth said
it should bp¢e uo Lo  the youth whether or not to‘ enter tiae
PLOJLAl. Tne other cespondent said Diversion was "too

casy".

S.4.27.1 . .Implications
Most Of Loe researcn sSample wculd recomiend the Diver—
sion Program to thnelr rriends primarily, to avoid the Court

DLOCESS. Speculation sucgqests that youth percelve the pro-

gram a5 a viable alteérnative to the COULt ProfussS.

&
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Ioe youths wao would not recorktend Diversion to their

Lriends pased tneir obijecticns on the tasks. One youth be-

lieved he was uscd as Yiree lLabour'. Aactnoer thought tue
FLOGral was apploplfiate fcor twelive and thirteen year olds

out was "too vasy" forc older youtns.
I

5.4.28 Hould Youths Chaﬁge Anything About the Prograa?

NoZe than 20.005% kn=5) or sample members saxd, 1f given
Lae¢ Crportunity, .they Qould like to maxe some chaaqges in the
pregram, walle 70.13% (n=1b) S41d they would aot cb;nqe tue
Jiversion Prograa.

o

5.4.29 Would Youths Change Staff or Volunteers in the
Diversion Pragram?

a5 with tue precedinyg guestica, 23.814 (n=S5S) of fae rTe-

search samplie would make =cuoe Stars or velunteer Changes it

H

- --." ’ . . > . -
Jiven tne opportuaaity. Those who would not amake sucn a

Crange accounted £or 7o.13% (n=1v) of saaple oesnuers.

5.4.30 ¥ould Jouths Make Changes in Diversion Tasks?

Teose youths Wwoo staeted they would nake chanqes.witb
Tejard to Diversion Tasxks Iebresented 35.10a (n=J) of tue
research saaple. aespondents wno dildl not bechVe they would
IaKe  such  Cchandes 1L given toe  opporltanity represented

0l1.92% (n=13}.
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.Sbu-30.1 Implications . :
| The area in which youths would like to see the nost
changes.was in the Divers=ion tasks. Most vyoutus ielt tney
were qQiven little choice in terms orf what -task ‘thev dida
The Diversioﬁ Program appears to have developed few resourc— -

@3 1n order to provide for relevant learalng experiences

during their involvement inh the Diversion Prograf.

5.5 Fnégueucr CROSS—TABULATICNS OF THE DATA
Tane rollowing rreqguency cross-—tapulaticans oif the data
were mnade: |
1. oifense with Diveorsicn Task Plang;
2. wvifense with time Speat i1a Jdiversion Program;

-

3. age oI youtas Hith: p
a) ‘uow youths felt about enterinyg the Diversico Pro-
gram;
b} perceived ‘coercive treatment;
Cc) parcental in;luence to enter the Diversion Program:
d) polic? influence to enter the Diversion Erogran;
e) lauyér's ioflucnce to enter the Diversion Progranm;
L) "fear or Courth influence to enter the Diversion
8 .
prograa;
g) 1ln:zlueace or Divérsicn worker to enter the Diver-
S1on proqram:

N

ft) inilaence of rLriends to enter the Diversion pro-

granms; »
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1) inrluence of "otaers!é‘to enter the Diycrsion pro-
qraa;

i) parental Lutlﬁence on the development 9f the Dij
-ve:sion Task flan;:

K} lawyer's inrclueuce on the develdsgmeut of the Di*‘

version Task 2laun; |

: \ .
- 1) Diversion worlKker's i1opfluedce on developaent of Di-
\
versioa Tasx Plan..’
0 the Zourteen Lreqaency- Cross—tasclulations made, no sta-
tistically significant relationships between variakles wecod:
tound. 3eCiuse  tae saaple S1zZe ¥Was so spall, tue cui-
squd:é DAY 0[Ot have Deen a4 valid test. |
The chl-sqQuare. procedure was utilized in an atteapt to-
Jeteraine the relatioasaic, 1f any, between the tollowWing
vucid:les:
1. 23e o: youtos witn: -
a) how youtas Lelt acout‘ eLtering tahe Diversion Pro-

‘gram;

8) respduse to che Stateaent "Drversion Prograz was
TLYL1nd Lo Bake 2e admit te probleas I aid pot
naver;

C) parental infliGence to cLter the Diversion Qroqrdm?

d) police iniluence to enter the Diversion Proqram;

¢) lawyer's intluence to “NTel the Diversion 2rograd:

€ear oL Ccourt® infliuence t0 <ncer the Diversion

i

:’) n

PrLoJraa;
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q) Diversion wWorker's influence to enter the Diver-
sion Pregram; | -
) £riends*' influepnce to enter the Diversion Program:
i) otners' influence to enter éhe Diversion Progranm;
§) parental influence on Diversion Task Plan;
k) .lawyer's 1ntluence oa Diversion Task Plan;
1) Diversion Worker'!s influence on Diversiocn iasx
Piqn: -
a) ?outns' inrluence oo Jiversion Task Plan.
No sStatlstically signiricant relaticnsnips tetween these va-
riatles were Zouna using the chi-square arnalysis.

-

5.6 INCIDENTAL FPINDING

An laciceuntal ripdipg was made Jduring the precess of
data collection. It was discovered that 23.3171% (n=5) zem-
bers or the researct sarple had peen througa the'Diversion
ProQram twice. dowever, Ulversicn Program policy states
that the proqraﬁ serves rirst otfenders. Obviously, these
five youths were gpot f£1rst citenders upon thelr second in-
volvement 1o the progracte. All :iﬁe youths said +they had
teen ordered to return tc Diversion by the Juveaile Court.
In order to explofe this iindinq‘in aore depth, a series of
Irequency Cross—  tarculaticns were done tg compare certairn
teatures of youtis wao nad keen through the D;versicn Pro-
grem once, dgd those wno nad been through the prograf twice.

k2
Cross-tabulations Were pericrmed oo the fellowing variables:
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dqe;
time spent 1n Diversion Proqram;
bow youtas felt.atcut entering the Diversion Proqram:
Diversion Tlsk;
parental inrtluence on diversion Plan:
lawyer's 1afluence on Diversion Plan;
youths? lnflﬁenCu ¢r Diversion Plan;

Lesponses to "Tne,purposé Of the Piversion Program
wWas not to punisa me for thc.ogtense I conaittedr:
Cesponsces to "Tie Diversion Program  «as trying to

Dahe ae gdait-tc prctleas I did not nave".

\

The purpose of attempting these c¢cross-tabula-
tions was to t€3t 10r the etffect of coerced partici-
pation'ds opposed t¢ voluntary pacfticipaticn. Tae
occurrecce of "criere<a" eptry into tae Diversicn Pro-
gram Ja.50 CalCrl€s adwlulstrative iaplicaticas im
teras ol wno is £caiiy in  contrcl ¢f  the fprogram.
Tae policy ena @ractice of uncoerced Particifpation is
essézzf§1 1f the proarea is to0 pmdalintaiu its vcoluntarcy

. &
nature. N0 siqoiricant relationsiips were fcund bet-

ween these variaoles.
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Chapter VI .

CONCLUSIQONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6-1 concLosIoNS

The conclusiorn is zade that the Essex County Diversion
Progrdan inc. 1s perceived by its clientele to obe a voluntary
program. ‘ddsea on client responses to the reseagéh guestio-
naire (see Aopendix B, nosi 21=-27, 44, and 439) youths ace
aware of parental, police 2nd Court inrfluence, but telieve
tue decislon® to enter the ﬁroqram is essentially their o¥n.
The implicatién to be draws 1 that youtns are allowed ade-
quate input into tae iatake process and are Ene primarcy fo-
Cus «t tane intake intercview. They are being encouraqeq to
Zpake responsible decisions concerning their pebaviour,-.which
.is a major Joal of the p:cqram-

Tne conciusion i3 zade that the Diversion Prcgram does
not gprovide an adeguiate range orf tasks rélevant to assisting
youths to Jeal wita their orrfease behaviour cfesponsitly and
PLeS<ent Youtns wita alternative behaviour caoices. This
conclusion is pased on tue :Qllouinq reseacch findings:

1. Nirneteen Jf the twenty-ocne youtas in the research
s&mpie wld mainténence work as their Diversiocn Task:

2. Prograa Tasxs das3 the area 1n which sacfyle menmters
wanted.to see the 1cst change (sce Appendix B, no.

Suc).
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Tae 1implication to bDe didwn 1S ;hdt thg Diversion Progran
has rot developed a strong COmQQBiiy Support’ sase to enable
the Civersion ProJgramz t¢ select tagﬁs ¥2iCh are suited to
the needé 0of the respective youtn.

.

Tiae conclusis>a 1is malde tth Erogras  1avolvenent does
not mean an  avoldance gf Court fer clientéle. During any
youthas' involveaent, the possibiriity of being seat back to
Court is always 1n tue sackground. The incidental rinding
in this study 2130 supports this coaclusion in that five
Tzenbers oI tae¢ resSearicu sasrle  npad been ordered to re—enter
the [Liversion Prografm Jdespite the fact ‘they hac -been re-
turfned to Court Lor ktredaca 9L thelir Diversicn Task. Furth-—
ermore,i 4 recent procedural development 10 the Diversion
Prograa reguires all clientele to attend Court even upon
successriul completion or tue Task £lan. Tue impiicatiod“of
these tindings 1s that ta< DiLvVversicn Program's audthority is
elther not recoygaized Oor 135, 902 occasion, siaply overlcoked
DY the Court. 1t epp€ars there 15 a real Jdanger JE tke pro-
Jram pecomiayg  aua adjunct Of  the Sxisting juvenile justice
system. However, Qiversicn prograas ;e:e developed as an
alternative to tae existing sSystea in order to reauce Court
~intervention axd control. lne program under stuay is quickly
.becominq a-p:elimxndry pLCCesSs Lo toe Court, tareaterning tae

volurntary ndtule oL the pLodrada.
The ConCcluslon 13 3ad€ that there is'na sukstantial

victia involveament in  tue Frogran under study.. ¥ore than
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halt of the smnple mencers indicated that the %ictim ‘of
their oifense was aot at all involved in their Task Plans.
Thls represents a Jdeparture from tae program Joal to include
the victim in Ta§k Plaus {in cases where there is an identi-
fliable victim) 50 yYouths can understand and take re#ponsi—
bility 1zror their otfense€ behaviour. +Freo the available
data, it is ditricult to determine if victiaos vere contacted
Ey thoe program, and if in faqt they were, Fhat their res-
poaxse wasS to sSucn~an invitation. while the Court grocess
does not fa;ilitate victim~orfendec-reconcilidtion, the pDi-
version Prpéram does not seem to do sSo either. One goal o:f
the program i3 to "iovolve the vicﬁims Of delirquent act in
the (esolution oK the protblea, i.e., <conrfrontation and cou-

-

pensation™ (Lajeunesse, Ncote 5).

6.2 RECOMMENDATIONS - /

Tﬁe recoazendation 1s made that Diéersion WCLkers con-
t;nué to {encouraqe Ofpeu discﬁssicn Letween youths  and pé—
Lents pertineat to tpe ycuth's entry and participation in
the program at the iaitial meetinq._ This isf;o ensure that
youths and parents may gain an understanding of the follow—
ing: | —

1. the differences tetween the Court process and the Di-

Verslion Proqrax;

2. the youth's rights and obligations snould participa-

tion wn tane pregram ke the choice.
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Tne purpose " or providing rprogram informatich and 2nsuring
that such 1s understood is the pest way to limit implied or
overt coerclion ia a vc;untaxv Frogran. In light 0f the new
Canadian Charter oi giguts and Freedoms, cthe protection of
individual raiga 1s an ares that gust -be addressed aand
dealt witn sensié vely. oy pioqram starff, administration, and
the Diversion <Comrpittee. The Ycung Ofrfenders Act (1¥32)
generally supports maintﬁininq a4 voluntary relationship bet-
ween youtus and DIiversich Frograms.

The recomaendaticn 1is made that the Diversion Erogram
Locrease ecforts to estaclish a sél;d netWCCK ©OI comaunity
résources i oraer to provide compensatory task cnolces for
clientele., Such an  expansion wculd be generficral te bo%h
tke pregran apd clieatele 1or the ;cliouinq I2asons:

1. 1t would »preseat a wider range or tasSk chclilces to
youths;,
2. it would help increase Zorrunity involvezeat and res-—
ponsizility £Gr CIfe€ctuer ceaaviour:
3. it wouiq 1nctease offender involvexzent and fesSpousi-
pility to the ccmaunictys
4- the progran dcﬁl ¢f asslsting youtas Lo held then-
| selves socially acccuntable for thelir pehaviour could
be oettgr aet.
P{;thermore,tbu youtkr 1a this £ES€dECh Study wa0ose Task Plan
was Dot Malntenance-reiated rpelieved hLe was contributiag
10re to "undoinq 215 Wwrong'" tihan those whose Tas< EFlan con-—

315ted of waintenance work.
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The recommendatiocn is made that the Diversion Comaittee
examine issues arising troam Court ordered participafiqn in
the Diversion Program and mandatory Court appearance for ali
youths upon completion of the Task Plan. | Snould such prac-
tices be Jdeterained as anacceptatle, the Court should bhe
made d4ware of sucn in order to clarify mandate and leqit;ma~
¢y and estaplish a form or autoncay. If such practices are
deemed acceptable, they shoul@ ce instituted as pregqraum po-
licy.

TIre recomzendation 1is made tbhat increased eficrts pe
-diiected at encouragying victim invelvement in the Diversiga
Tasx Plans 1n oraer to petter meet t%e prograu qcal-of en-
couraqling youths to ke acccuntable sor\their orfense kehav- .
lour. Victinm involvement may alse provide a Surther source
¢f Iasx 2lan penelficiaries.

The recommendation 1s made that counselling ¢r treat-
1ent not be instituted aé part of a vyouta's Diversicn Task
2lan. Treatnent c¢ould e dJdiscussed witn the vyouths anad
thelr fawilies in teras cf how sSuch gould be beneficial to
the rapily and waat comraunity agencies provide the Service
nost appropriate for thelr needs. Forced treataent zust be
avoiaed bpecause, as Kobetz aud Bosarge (1975) point out-

coercion orten dereats tne pPurpose of rehatilita-

tions thne juvenile oifender sust want assistance

with tiue propleas which led nig tc transgress
4Gainst SoCliety. (ra 71} .
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FOTURE RESBARCH .

The followlng are suggqestions [Oor areas [oC future re-

search on the zssex Ccuntv.aivergion Program: '

1.

How do tue parents perceive the Diversion Prcoqraa?
Do thev‘thxnk the Prcgram had any «rrect cn thé
vyouth's penavior? What dida they thinan of the Task
2lan their caild was invelved in? The rawily is di-
rectly 1avolved in dealing with theuar childrents pe-
naviour and may e able to orier some insight as to
i1t and LOw the ﬁrcq:um dltected youths' post—-rrogran
behaviour. dow dc cocmunity lawyers, judges and Di-
version sStarf percelve the prograxz? How Aoes tne

prograa asfect police, court, aod probation func-

tions? Is there ¢ relaticnsaip between various Task

Plans aud ouatgones? Is there a Lelationsalpr kctween
The auacer OI hours spaent ¢n a task and outcgomes? The

f12dingys oI sSuck Zes€arca may pe helpful 1n clarcify-

ing wLlch tasks are suited to the needs oI progran

clientale.

.

Is tnerc 2 dizference 1in cutccmes Letweoel those .Plans

J"
trat involved a victia and thosc that 111 agot? The
findicgs Ln a study of tunls nature could iandicate Lf
victia 1nvolveneat d4ffccts post-pragras  i1nvolvement

Lvehaviolr oI youtns.
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- Appendix A

VIIA AUCTORIS

&

Patricia =2l1izadbeth M¥orneaud was born. on Deceater 31,
1953, in ®indsor, JUntarciova. Her elementary sScnool education
was completed at st. GSregory's School 1in St. Clair Beaca,

S .
Jntario, and Ler 5gpcndqny education was ottqineﬁ at Belle’
Fiver High Scunool in Belle xiver, Ontaric, aund at Ste.
Anne's HF1gh School in Iécuﬁseh, cgtario.
+

MsS. .MoCfneel was graduated 1n 19871 witu 4 3.5.s. - deqree

and her 0d3¢ 4ppeirs on tiae Dean's Honour xoll. During her
rourta year of tne 3acneler of sSocial work Progiaa, She uu-
derctcok ner zield placement at Comnmunity Legal Ald, Faculty

0o Llaw, University oL wladscr, iu an efrort to estarlish so-
LY

A
Clal worx as a secundary service in this sSetting. Aiter re-

celiving her 3.5.+4- deyrfee, Ms. Horneau enroiled in the aAd-
m1nistrative concentraticu oL the Human Ju$c1:e and
COCLeCtlons SpeCclillizgaflcl Ol Taue Hastel O S50Cla. &CIK P;o—
gCam at the Univezsity or windsor and expects to Hraduate in
June, 1984. In tne course of tue acadenlc year, She undec-
TO0K a Directed rield Study at gue Jchn Howard Socicty, whe-
re she becaane Lnvolved 11 4 project of as3istiagy a local
cowmunity to plzn i Selianguency Prevention proyraa. In ad-

‘aiticn to aer regular course of studies, she neld. a Teacainy

- 129 - '
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Assistant position and undertook esployment at Leogal Assis-
. L
tance of Windsor on & grast basis rrom the Ministry of Com-
nunity and Social Servaices from May to September, 1982.

MsS. Mornedau 1s presently emploved at the Windscer-Essex
Jediation Centre as'éraqram Counsellor. The Centr?‘is a pi-
lot project sponsored by the Cﬁnadian Bar Assoclaticn coffer-
ing the coﬁmun;tv au dlterndtiye{ means of dispute resolu-
tidn. She 1s also a ceértitiec mejiatoc at her Flace of

enploymnent.



anpendix B

-

INTERVIEN SCHEDULE AND RAW DATA

1. 2aTd OF BIaTd {(PRESENIZI SY SANMNPLE

Soventesn years ¢ld

Sixteen ycars old

fifteen ¥eirs olu

fourteen yedrs old

AJMISSiGOhx TO 2aQaenad

. LIXE IN PRGCSGRAX (D

Jgne aonth

LWwO pootins

five zontns

5. SE4:

13)

21.35%
57.6(%
21.95%

271.957

35.10%
23.57x
19.05%

14.29%

(se¢ Qquesticn &)

(n=4)
{(n=7}
{(2=¢)

{(n=4)

AGES)
{n=3d)
{n=0)
(n=4)
{n=3) 2. CATE CF

(see guestion 4)



o. PRESEZNTILY IN SCHGCL:
ves 9J.433 (n=19)
no 9.52  (n=2)
7. iF YES, WdAT GaaddZE Adﬁ Yoo IN?
grade seven S5.503 {n=1)
grade eignt 1o.67% {(n=3)
Ggrade nine 11.711% {(n=2)
Jrade ten 53.}}% {n=06)
grade eleven 22.22% (954)
qradé twaive 11;113 (:=2)
3. WITH «fi0d W#E2RE TUU LIVING RHEN ¥YOU WERE IN THe LDIVERSION
EcOGEAN?
1« own ramily S5.245 {(n=20)
2. relative 4.97% (n=1}
3. qroup kcae g
L. Ifriends # 4]
5. foste: hoae d
' b. Otner {specify): 0
Ja WITH WHOM AZEZ YOUJU PRESENTLY LIVING?
T. own family 130.CC% (n=21)
2. relatave 0
3. Jroup home 0
4. frieands 0
5. <foster home 0

LY

Female H{4.76a {n=1)



s

6. othe

oy

NOTIFLICATION UF

Specify: ‘ )

&

PEOGHA Y

10. HOW DID YOU FIaSI LEMNAN OF THE CIVERSICN PﬁOGiAH?

11.

EEING IN

Do

1. police 33.3
2. letter Lrom Diversion worker 33.3
3. ietﬁcr Zroz Couct J.5
4. [Crieads
5. lawyer 4.7
o. other SpeC}rvz 19.0
de THIWX THEAE IS ANY CITFERENCE HED
DIVERSION?
Yes 85.71% {(n=13)
o 3.923% {u=2)
not sure 4.76- (=1
YES, PLZASE DISCUL3 wdAT YOU THINK Lz

in Court,
Ie Couact,
in Court,
In Coart,
l1a Courc,
Diversiorn
Diversion
Siversion

Diversian

one

e

ane

Clle

feceives a "record"
receives a Y"sentence!

is "runisped®

15 "cnarged"®

1s "“ordeced"

3 "l<sg severLe punishrment™
AQLe werLk {(tndan Court)

"paking Up to soclety"

A D€&aDSE to aveld prebation

3% (n=7)

3% {(n=7)
2% {(u=2z)
0

b (n=T1)
5% {n=4)

27.78%

To.67%

124
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13. WHAT @OULD HAVE 3EEN DIFFERENT IF YOU HAD SONE TO COURT?

not sure

probhation/rine

d¢ JOrC 3evere penalty

notaing

wéuld
would
would
wouald

would

nave
have
have
nave

have

AESPONDENT®'S

£20GaAH

received a “recordin
beenégaken ITOom home
be<¢a "chargedn

received “publicity"®

De€en sSent to Diversion

GENERAL DESCRIBTICN REGAADING

23.81%
4. 29%
15.29%
14.29%

3.52%

{n=1)

(n=1)

(n=1)

CIVERSION

Iz this section I az asking vyou to take a look at what

you rp=rsonally tanink about your

€xperience in +he Diversion

Frograasy Althougu y¢u are nc longer in the progcam, try to

thlnx back and remenler pow vou rfelt about that experience.

14. DESCRIBE

WOrk/pressure 42.30%
to avoid Court 28.37%
to "teach ae a Losson™ 14.23%
a "second chance® 4.70%
to "pay for what I gidn 4.70%
Pinisioent 4,76

‘e rorm of probaticn G.767%
19 Cesponse L.78%

wnHAT TEE DIVERSICX PRCGRaY MEANT T0 YOU.



126

borirng 4.75% (u=1)
15. la-da' DID YOU FEEL AZCUT. ENTERING THE PROGRAN?
neither positive zor. negative 55;57%‘(356)
negative 23.57% (n=§)
positive - 23.81% (a=5)
necvous/uansure | 19.05% (n=u)
16 . DiD YDU'RNOI wHAT ~CULC HATPEN IF YOU CHOSE NCT 'I‘O
ENLTER DIVEWS LON? ) -
T oyes bﬁ.é?ﬁ.(n=14} oo 23.57% (n=0)
not sure (n=1)
17. IF YEs, PLE&S&_DISQUSS.
ao to Court vid.2ya (n=Y)
Iine/prodation 29.37% (n=4)
"charged" | Z1.43% (n=3)
tdKen_iron hene 7.14% (n=1
notzlng T.14% {(n=1)
& .
B.1 RE: INITIAL DIVERSION MEETING
I az go1ay to 43K y¥ou to think back to the itirst tize
You met witu tue Diverscn wcrker wid the lawyer. Naxiog ce-
Ci51013, Sucn as toe cne ycu made to euter Diversion, is of-
ten daifficult. Ta=2 rollowing gquestions concercy how vou relrt
icout ¢nteriny toe FLOYLAD and nOw ¥You f£inally made this de-
&lsicnh.
AHAT TOOR PLaCZ AT THIS FISST MEETIUG?

18.



program was explained
talked about citense
talked avout amy hcme life

not sure

30TH PARENTS «DRE PRESENT. 28.57%

15.
ONLY MOTHER PEZSENT. 28.57%
ONLY FATHER 2a2SENT. 9.524
NEITHER PARENT FRESENT. 4.76%
CANNOT HEMZMBER. 253.57%
20 WHY WAS {WERZ) YOUSE PAKENT(S) ERES
Parents "told"™ to ke there
Parents wanted to be toere
to f1ind out abgcut fFrograc
Pareats were pot tiere

How did the following iniluence your 4

iversion Prograa?

1-rnot stroug at all; 2-not very strcng; 3-rataer strong;

Ve Yy strong; S-extrem2ly strong) .

Z21a YOQUR PARZNTS
T 47040 (R=1) 2 9.32% (n=2) 3 33
4 28.57% (n=6) 5 23.31% (n=5)
22. TH: ROLICE
1 33.33% (a=7) 2 19.05% (n=4) 3
4-18.29% (n=3) 5-19.0%k (n=4)
23. LasYEin
';42.35.: (n=9) 2-5.52% (a=2) 3-2

30.95%
19.05%
T4.29%

9.52%

(n=6)
(2=6)
{n=2)
(n=1)

{n=0)

TNT

)

ecision

~

(o=

127
(ﬁ=17)
(n=4)
{n=3}

(n=2)

{z=2)

{n=1)

to enter t:ze

{Tue key to nunpber codes 1s as icllows:

G-

«33% =7)
9.52% (n=2)
3-81% (n=5)



YGUJE&
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4=4.76A (n=1) 5-14.05% (n=4)

24. T2AR UF COURT

2% (n=2) 3-19.U5% (a=4)

4=19.055 (n=4) St42.80x {(n=9)"

1-9.52% (5=2) 2-3.

Wl

25. DIVEuSION WwCRXER

1-14.29x (n=23) 214,297 (u=3) 3-33.33% (n=7)
4-14.2?& (n=3) >~23.31% (n=Y) ‘
20.'”?31£uqs

1-71.430 (n=15)/ 2=9.823% (n=2) 3-9.52% (u=2)
4=¢.70% [(n=1) 5-4.7¢5% (n=1)

27. CTHER

1-00.005 (n=0)  2-00.C0% (n=0)  3-18.29% (n=3)

4-0d.Jdd .+ (n=y) S5-4.70% (n=1)
23. 3Y THZ ZA2 OF THE FIRST CIVERSION HEETING, I ENZW

DIFFERZINCES BETAEEN CCJED AND DIVERSION.

ves 35.71% (n=13)
o 3.323 (0=2)
Lot sdre w.75% (u=1)
25. COJLD ¥YOJ DESCalf: WHAT HAPPIEAMZL bEZalEN YOU aND

PALENT (3) BarfOus Ti1S FIAST HMLoTING?

discussed Diversicn, hut ay decision 23.57% (n=6)
Lo dLl3CUsSS100/00 Lestonse 20.5%4 (0=5)
parents ehsouraged diverslion 2i.81% (n=3)
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Parents upset abcut ofrense 23.81% (n=5)
30. COULD YOJ DESCRIEE NBAT HAFEENED BETWEEN YOU AND YCUR

BARENTS AT THLS FIRST MEETING?

little interaction ) 38.10% (n=38)
much interaction ' 28.57% (n=o5)
no interaction 23.81% (n=5)
no response h 9.52% (n=2)

31. COULD YoU DESCEIBE 4umT HAPPENED BITWEEN YCU AND

Yous
PARENT (5)° AFTER THLS FINST MEETING?
"discussed pmeeting/oifensc 33.10% [n=3)
pdrents and selr "relieved® 33.33% (n=7)
‘no discussion . 14.z98% (n=3).
cannot remembéz C14.29% (n=35
B.2 RE: DIVERSION TASK

Tig FOLLOWING QUESTICNS HAVE TC ©C WITH HCw. YOUX FLAN WAS

3.2, AEAT WAS _THE TASK QU DID WAILE YOU WERE IN
DIVERESION?
general maintecance ®xCLCK 85.71%
{n=13)
coacking sSporcts 4.76% (n=1)
counselling/maintenance work | 4.76% (n=1)
WCfite an essay 4.78% (n=1)



1o the best or your

lowlng stateaents. Tiey Lave to dg

enced the developaent &f yYcur Diversion Tas3k Plane

regol lecticn,

130
please rate the rol-
with who or what influ-

Tie xey

Lo tne nuaber codes 13 the same as used ror questions 231-27.

33. Mf PARENTS INFLUSMCZD THe DEVEL
1-52.33% (a=11) 2-3.52% (n52)
4-9.52% (n=2) 5-19¥.05% (a=4)
34. THE LAWYSR INFLUENCED IT.
1-51.91% {n=13) 2-3.52% (n=2)
4=23.31% (n=3) 5-4.76% (a=1)
35, THE JIVEsSICN WCRKEa INFLU

1=14.29% (n=3) .Z2-14.29% [(n=3)

CPMENT OF MY 2LAN.

3-9.52% (n=2)

3=03.00x (n=J)

NCZD 1T.

3=-9.52% (u=2)

4=23.81» (n=3) 5=-33.10:& (n=8)
36. I HELPED INFLUZNCE Tiobk DEVELUPYENT OF MY ELANS
1-23.51% (n=3) 2-%.32x (2=2) 3-23.31% (n=5%)
9=23.314 (r=5) 5-19.03. (n=4)
37. THERZ aRaE 2Ea30N3 CR A FZESCN AT TEE FIBEST
MEETING WO
I BELIEVZ SHQULLS NUT HAVE sCfabh LGVCLVED Ix FCRMULATING
xy
DIVEESION PLAN.
vyes J.U3x {(n=J) no  100.0g% [n=<1)
e
38. IF 85, wH0?
34, «iAT WAL THE UPFEN3SEZ YUU AEZRE CHARGED wITH?
Ereak and enter 23.08a (n=0)
POSSe3510a 0z stelen goods 192355 (n=4)
Erear and enter, toert>3200 14.2% (n=3)



Y

41.

theft > 3200

auto theft

intoxicated in a public place
property damage

theft < 32090

ﬁcinkinq under age

cannhot rcemaemcer

~

9.52% (n=2) —

4.76% (n=1}

4.76% (o=

1)

4.76% (nu=1)

L.76% (n=1)

4.76% (u=1)

4.76% (u=1)

“AS THE PcRSON YOU CEFENDED INVOLVED IN YOUa PLAN?

yes  14.29% (n=3) no 57.14

does not apply 28&.857:% {n=5)

«H5Y DID ¥OU FEZL IvU &

1)

52 REQUIR

L]

YOU wZRE GIVEN?
to avoid Court
Iepay community
to take punisaaent
to "teac¢n de a lesson®
tc stay out of Hail

-

to avoailid a recotd

-

not sure

42. WHY DID 70U AGXEZ TO DC THE

to avoid Court/record

task #as not di:ficﬁlt
parents "made" ge

o deter e from crime
iid not agresz

relicve guilt

%

{n=12)

47.02%
23.57%
23.81x
5.52%
$.7050
4.70«

4.706%

{nf15)

n
N
—t

(n
{n=1)
(a=1)
(n=1})

(2=T1)
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1t Was deserved 4.764 (o=1)

43. LOOKING BACK, HCA DC YGU FLEL NCA4 ABOUT TEE TASK

You

AGREED TO DO?

. elJoyed Lt "36.1TU4 (n=4)
Lo practical learning . 13.05% (n=4)
neitgér posltive a0r neqative 13.U5% {a=4d)
task was aard 1Wa2%a (n=3)
worth 1t to avoid Coure 14.2942 {0=3)
practical learning $.73. (a=1)
WOIrK not nard . “.704 (n=1
1t was deserved = 3.76% (a=1)

(.

B.3 ATTITUDE TOWARD DIVERSION

have to do witan wnat ycu tnink
' »

tulpk toe prograa aid for vou.

(The Xey to/tpe nuaber codes ace as follows: l-strengly d1-
Sayree; 2-nilaiy dlsagree; 3-undecideuy: 4=n1ldly agrece;
5-strongly agree) .

44, Ta

L3

DECISICN TC ENIEE UHIS PECGHA® A4S %Y CwN.
1-14.295 (n=3)  2-3.52% (n=2) 3-15.03% (a=4)
§-23.81% (n=3) 5=-33.33% (u=7)

45. Tiiz PURPUSE OF IHE DIVEESION EthEAM «a3 NCI TC
2UNISH ME Fux The OFFEN3Z I COFMITTED.

1-26.574% (a=o) 2-9.52% (a=2) 3-28.57% (n=o)

4-9.524 (u=2) 5-23.81% (n=3)



46 DIVERSION
PROBLEMS.
1=14.29% (L=3)
4-9.52% (u=2)
47. CONSIDERT
DID wAS
A FAI& ONE.
1-4.70% (n=1)
4-33.33% (a=7)
43. ODIVEaRSION
1=T4.29% (n=3)
4=33.335 (o=7Y)
49. IT WAS 2Y
1-19.U5 (n=4)
4=15.05 (a=4)
S3. I BELIEVE
4L
ADMIT TO PROSLE
1-42.86% (n=9)
4—14.29% (n=3)

51. THAE DIV

v

SnJuBLEYMS.
1-23.41% (n=H)
4=9.52% (n=2)
Gne or the ﬁurp

to raprove the Diver

133

FROVIDED ME wITH A CHAWCE TOC EESCLVE MY

2-9.52% (a=2) 3-28.57% (a=v)
5-23.312 {n=5)

NG THE CFFENSE I COMMILTED, THE TASK I

2-4.76% (n=1) 3-9.52% (n=1)
5-47.62% {n=10)
GAVE IMMEDIATE ATTENTION TO MY ERCBLEMS.
H*ﬁ.égé {n=2) 3-4.76% (n=1)
5-33.33% (n=7)" no response~4.76% (n=1)
CaN CHCIC® TC ENTER THIS QROGHAﬁ.'

2=13.85% (n=&4) 3-9.52% (n=2)

]

HE DLVERSICHN rROGRAM WAS THYING TC MARE

M5 I DID2 HWOT HAVE.
2=-15.05%% (n=4) 3-4.76% {n=1)
5=14.2%~ (B=3) no respoﬁse—4-76% {n=1)

#3ICN ERCGEAY  HELPED ME ADSIT TO MY

2—-9.52% (n=2) 3-23.81% (n=%5)
5-23.575 (n=8)

oses5 oI tuls research I's to Lind ways to

n;

S10n ZrcgrLad. As so3eon2 w20 has been



T a

involved 1n tia¢ PLOgrac, yCUur Oplbmicns ¢an help to make

134

soue
changes.
-
2. IF ONE OF YUUq FRIENDS wAS IN TROUBLE, wOULD YCU
/ﬁECCﬁHEND DIVZRSION TG HId OK HER?
yes  83.95a (n=17)  no  9.52% (1=2)
noT sure 3-52~ {n=21)
53. DI5CJSS wiY YuUU CHCSE THIS ANSWER.
to avord Court/record Z8.32% {n=10)
personal exparicace 25.53% {n=4)
Cal weter/aelp a vycutn “17.§31 {n=3)
34. IF 1ud Caulld CHANGE  TUINGS IN tHE DIVERSION
2a03hAN, .
wHAT AQOLD THEY 3E?
a) Proyraa: ves Z3.31% (n=3) . no 7o.19% (n=16)
) ngqp;e: yes  23.371Ta {n=9) noc 7Je.13% (o=16)
¢} Tasks: ves  33.10= (£=8) o 61.30% {n=13)
55. i HAVD 3LEIN QL) R &Y RIGEI NCT fC  ANSWER ANY
GUESTICONS

ASKED 3Y THE AINTERVIEAEn.

¥a3

YOU HaY

A5OUT YANY T

3U. 03 (n=13) no
E 5HAaZl0 A LoT UF
HINGS. dCa DU YO

GUCSL10ONsS Wele Clear

may aelp prograc

actailng to adsi

Lervous/ennarasseq

1

10.00% (n=2)

YOUX OU2INIONS

Frel ABCJT wiiAT Wi HAVE TZAEN
S7. 1L~ (I’:TZ)
33.33% {n=T7)
14. 29% (n=3)
4.32% =2}

{n



P~
SoRe gquestions unclear .

hard to remember some _things

proq:am godd Lol ycuager tcens

PLOgrams uses Youths ter free labour -
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make this “ecision alone tut will Aiscuss it with

another member of the Diversion team. If you or your

2

Parent-inint the decision of the team is unfair, :rou
can bring the matter to the Diversion Commities.

" If you proceed into the program and there are no
furiher changes in the plans, they are writien into
"eontracis'” which will be signed by yourself, ydur

parents an’ the Tiversion worker.

2y siming fhe coniracts, ou are sayins that you

asree with the work and ‘or counselling and will follow
the planms until fhey are completed. No one in the

oram can De aske” Lo wWork more <han a total of L -

ncurs. The coniracic are “ifferent for

=zt none will last 1 zZer ithan 2 months from <he -at
Tihzt ovou sirnm them,
Your co=cperztion in following the plan is‘izport—
ant. It Tecgnmes your respensitiliid to fo the work and
see the zounsellor. Jou may find 4Lhat trhere are Aif-

t Zc the work or <o not

o}
see the counsellor, withoui gcod reason, Lthen vou are

i“; your shared rESponsib*74ty.

-

™S e -4 -~ -
e Diversion %ezam. If memrers aof

the 2iversicon team desif

iginal charge

=]
in court, the charge will te sent

. v
- - - . -
mist te fezls wish

on Lo Court an” you must zppear zefore the Juiges

=
-

“nen this hapnens, 1T you 2n” your parents <isagree

WLt Tne iversion Ueam’s ~ecislion 1o return th

L)
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ADBISSICN OF PACTS FORM
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RELEASE OF INFOERMATION FORAM
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STATENENT OF INTENTIONS FORH
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Appendix K

LETTER TO POLICE RE: ENTRY OF YOUTH INTO
' EEOGRANM ’
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LETTER TO POLICE RE: VERBAL C.&_UTIOﬁ
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