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Abstract
Enacted in 2003, the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) began the transition into a new era of
youth justice in Canada (Bala 2015). As a result, the CJS saw a drastic increase in the use of
extrajudicial measures and decrease in the use of courts and custodial sentences for minor
offences (Bala 2003). The YCJA’s emphasis on the use of alternative measures has produced
many favourable outcomes for youth offenders, the legal system, and society (Bala 2015).
Despite favourable outcomes, when police officers—the gatekeepers of the CJS—hold
unfavourable attitudes towards diversion, diversionary measures are applied in an inconsistent
manner (Schulenberg 2015; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Prenzler and Hayes 2000; Maclure
Campbell and Dufresne 2003; Lurigio and Skogan 1994; Skogan 2008; Lumb and Brezeale
2003). Considering that the overall success of pre-charge diversion programs is limited to a
police officer’s willingness to apply diversionary measures, this study explores the perception
and attitudes of Durham Regional Police Service (DRPS) officers around the DRPS Youth
Diversion Program (YDP). An original 41-item anonymous online survey was administered to
36 DRPS officers. Findings from the survey suggest that officers generally hold favourable
views of the YDP and are willing to engage with the YDP. Officers are knowledgeable of the
YDP and believe that their diversion-related training is sufficient. That said, findings also
indicate that officers require additional training in order for the YDP to be implemented as it was
intended by the YCJA.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Prior to 2003, despite recognition from the Canadian criminal justice system (CJS) that
youth offenders should not be held accountable for violations of the law in the same manner as
adults, there was little recognition of the negative consequences of youth contact with the CJS
(Bala 2015). The enactment of the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) in 2003 attempted to
address the various consequences of youth CJS contact. For instance, after a youth has been
arrested and charged for a criminal offence, they are officially labeled as a deviant (Becker
1963). Criminological theory and empirical evidence suggest that even a minor infraction of the
law can lead to a stable pattern of deviant behaviour. Resulting from the deviant label, youth are
stigmatized by society and they may alter their self-image in accordance with that label. Their
deviant behaviour becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy (Becker 1963; Laub and Sampson 2003;
McAra and McVie 2007; Mears et al. 2016). Furthermore, pro-social groups exclude labeled
youth from their sub-culture, forcing youth into relationships with other deviants. New criminal
behaviors and techniques are learned (Becker 1963; Hagan 1993; Sutherland 1974), and thus
begins the youth’s spiral into deviancy (Wilson, Brennan, and Olaghere 2018; Wilson and Hoge
2013; Kroska, Lee and Carr 2017).
To address the consequences of labeling, the YCJA sought to balance court interventions
with alternative means of holding youth accountable by giving agents of social control (police
officers and the Crown) various alternative means of holding youth accountable (Bala 2003;
Wilson and Hoge 2013). Instead of laying a charge, police officers were afforded the opportunity
to divert youth offenders away from the CJS. Alternative options include: taking no further
action; providing the youth with an unofficial verbal warning; cautioning and releasing the
youth; and referring them to a community led diversion program or a Crown caution program
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(Bala 2003, 2007). Research has found that by diverting youth offenders, youth are less likely to
reoffend and more likely to transition into adulthood with pro-social values. The deviant label is
avoided, and underlying risk factors are better addressed (Bernburg, Krohn and Rivera 2006;
McAra and McVie 2007; Wilson and Hoge 2012; Wilson et al. 2018; Kroska et al. 2017).
Despite the positive outcomes associated with diversion, unfavourable views of diversion
by police can hinder the overall success of youth diversion programs (Bala 2003; Mears et al.
2016; Gaines and Kappeler 2011; Schulenberg 2015; Smyth 2011). Unfavourable views of
diversion by police lead to a higher likelihood of laying a charge (Ricciardelli et al. 2017), as
well as to diversionary measures being applied in an inconsistent manner (Schulenberg 2015;
Marinos and Innocente 2008; Prenzler and Hayes 2000; Maclure et al. 2003; Lurigio and Skogan
1994; Skogan 2008; Lumb and Brezeale 2003). To expand on the previous research surrounding
a police officer’s views towards diversionary measures, this thesis explores the perceptions and
attitudes of Durham Regional Police Service (DRPS) officers around the Youth Diversion
Program (YDP).
Chapter Two provides a literature review comprised of three main sections. The first
section discusses the history of youth justice in Canada, youth diversion under the YCJA, and the
theoretical support and criticisms of youth diversion programs. The second section discusses
police officer decision-making and the theoretical support for a police officer’s decision to arrest
or divert a youth offender. The final section discusses officer resistance to altering operational
practices in accordance with changes in youth legislature, and the factors which promote an
officer’s willingness to apply new programs. Chapter Three provides a description of the
research setting and a brief overview of the DRPS YDP. Chapter Four provides the details of my
research methodology and analytical framework. Chapter Five presents major study findings and
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Chapter Six discusses those findings. Finally, Chapter Seven presents a guide to direct future
research in policing and some concluding thoughts.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
HISTORY OF YOUTH JUSTICE IN CANADA
Developed from the understanding that youth are growing socially, morally, and
cognitively, most legal systems now recognize that youth should not be held accountable for
violations of the law in the same manner as adults (Bala 2015). Youth criminal behaviors are not
a consequence of inherent deviance; rather, they are due to limited metal capacity, immaturity,
lack of basic judgment, and various external forces (Bala and Lilles 2002; Bala et al. 2009; Doob
and Cesaroni 2004). Prior to the nineteenth century however, the Canadian legal system had no
age-based response to delinquency (Bala and Lilles 2002). Youth were treated in the same
manner as adults. In 1908, coinciding with the establishment of modern disciplines of
criminology, the Canadian legal system enacted of Juvenile Delinquent Act (JDA). This Act
resulted in the establishment of rehabilitation reformatories which focused on social
interventions, as well as resulted in the establishment of community-based alternatives to formal
charges (Bala and Lilles 2002; Bala, Carrington and Roberts 2009; Doob and Cesaroni 2004).
Despite the emphasis on community-based alternatives, the JDA gave youth justice practitioners
(e.g., the police and the Crown) broad discretionary powers and neglected to identify the
conditions for community-based alternatives. Consequently, the JDA resulted in discriminatory
and often arbitrary application of youth justice and critics began to argue that the JDA lack
impartiality and neglected public protection by not holding all youth accountable for their actions
(Bala 2015; Bala et al. 2009; Doob and Cesaroni 2004).
Beginning in the 1980s, youth justice professionals began to raise their concerns
surrounding the need for reform (Bala 2015). However, it was not until 1984 when these
concerns were finally addressed and the Young Offenders Act (YOA) came to pass (Doob and
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Cesaroni 2004). The enactment of the YOA not only abolished the indeterminate sentences of
the JDA, but it also regulated every stage of the youth justice process (Bala 2015). With this
increased regulation came more restrictive policies. The powers to create policies dictating the
use of alternative measures were given to provincial and territorial governments (Bala 2003).
Additionally, a failure to provide youth justice practitioners with a unified framework dictating
the use of alternative measures led to a lack of distinction between minor and serious offences
(Bala 2003). As a result, youth justice practitioners were inconsistent in their use of alternative
measures and over-reliant on custodial sentences for all youth (Carrington 1998; Bala 2003).
While the crime rate did not rise during the time the YOA was in effect, the over-reliance
on punitive measures led to high rates of custodial sentences, creating issues for both youth
offenders and the public (Bala 2015). For example, under the YOA, 80% of youth offenders
were incarcerated for minor or non-violent offences and placed within the same custodial
environment as youth committing serious or violent offences (Department of Justice 2004).
Consequently, Canada had the highest rate of youth incarceration in the Western world (Bala
2015; Tustin and Lutes 2005; Department of Justice 2004; Samuels-Wortley 2019; Maclure et al.
2003). The lack of emphasis on rehabilitation began to create turmoil among left-leaning critics
who argued that the negative consequences associated with incarceration for first time nonserious youth offenders was not only inappropriate for a majority of youth offenders, but that
custodial sentences were both costly and ineffective at addressing youth delinquency (Maclure et
al. 2003; Bala et al. 2009; Kroska et al. 2017; Wilson et al. 2018). In contrast, conservative
critics argued that the YOA took a ‘soft on crime’ approach that was not effective at reducing
recidivism and failed to protect the safety of the public (Maclure et al. 2003; Bala et al. 2009).
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Despite the critics contrasting political views, a consensus was reached that a reform of the youth
criminal justice legislation was imperative (Bala 2007).
YOUTH DIVERSION UNDER THE YOUTH CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT
The JDA and YOA failed to prioritize the use of alternative measures for youth offenders
(Bala 2003). Through extensive legislative reform, new policies and programs for the youth
justice system, were developed. In 2003, the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) came into effect
and thus began the transition into the current era of youth justice (Bala 2015). The YCJA
embraced the modified justice model which emphasizes holding youth accountable for their
deviant actions through alternative measures (Bala 2003; Wilson and Hoge 2013).
To ensure the failures of former statutes were not repeated, the YCJA took many
precautions prior to the enactment of the statute. For instance, the YCJA provided youth justice
practitioners with specific criteria for the use of diversionary measures. In particular, the YCJA
specified its emphasis on both accountability and proportionality and on the understanding that
the seriousness of the offence should take priority over a police officer’s decision to divert or
arrest youth (Marinos and Innocente 2008). The YCJA states that a youth’s criminal record
should never dictate their worthiness of receiving alternative measures (Bala 2003). This
emphasis drastically improved the treatment of youth offenders within the CJS, as the underlying
risk factors that promote delinquency were addressed (Marinos and Innocente 2008; Kroska et al.
2017; Goldstein et al 2019; Bernburg and Krohn 2003; Lundman 1976).
To reduce the over reliance on custodial sentences for nonviolent youth and to ensure the
safety of the public, the YCJA begins with The Preamble which states that the most serious
interventions are to be exclusively reserved for the most serious crimes (Youth Criminal Justice
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Act 2003). Moreover, to address the concern for the safety of the public, The Declaration of
Principal states that the YCJA is intended to ensure public safety by:
i)
“holding young persons accountable through measures that are proportionate to
the seriousness of the offence;
(ii)
promoting the rehabilitation and reintegration of young persons who have
committed offences, and
(iii)
supporting the prevention of crime by referring young persons to programs or
agencies in the community to address the circumstances underlying their offending
behaviour “(YCJA 2003 Section 3).

Three distinct mechanisms for applying alternative measures were put in place to reduce the
ambiguity as to when a police officer should apply alternative measures. First, subsequent to the
commission of a minor offence committed by a low-risk youth, a police officer can utilize
alternative measures through pre-charge diversion or extra-judicial measures (EJM) (Wilson and
Hoge 2013). Rather than applying formal interventions, a police officer may use their discretion
to divert a youth offender away from the CJS by taking no further action, providing the youth
with an unofficial verbal warning, cautioning and releasing the youth, or referring them to a
community led diversion program or a Crown caution program (Bala 2003; Bala 2007). In other
words, EJM encompass all measures other than traditional judicial proceedings to deal with
youth offenders (YCAJ 2003 s.2(1)). Second, post-charge diversion or extra-judicial sanction
(EJS) is used subsequent to a police officer laying an official charge (Wilson and Hoge 2013).
Instead of a youth offender being diverted by the police through EJM, the youth offender is
compelled to attend a court hearing where the Crown reserves authority to offer the youth
diversionary measures by: administering a caution, referring them to a community-led diversion
program, referring them to a youth justice committee or requiring them to fulfill community
service directives (Wilson and Hoge 2013; Bala 2003; YCAJ 2003 s.2). Third, post-adjudication
diversion, although very rarely used through the history of youth justice in Canada, is used as an
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extension of EJS (Bala 2007). During a court proceeding, assuming the Crown believes that a
youth offender does not require the most severe sentence available, but a formal punishment is
still required, they may utilize post-adjudication diversion to impose a more lenient sentence
(Bala 2007).
Regardless of the mechanisms for alternative measures taken, stakeholders agree that
diversion should be used to negate the consequences of the CJS by limiting a youth offender’s
involvement within the traditional CJS (Wilson and Hoge 2012; Kroska et al. 2017). Despite EJS
and post-adjudication diversion being beneficial for youth offenders, given that youth endure the
full court process, alternative measures through these means produce very few positive outcomes
for a majority of youth and are often counterproductive to the tenants of diversion (Wilson and
Hoge 2012; Wilson and Hoge 2013). In contrast, Tustin and Lutes (2006) argue that the CJS is
fundamentally criminogenic; therefore, EJM is the only ‘true’ from of diversion able to meet the
tenants of diversion. Consistent with this understanding, YCJA emphasizes the use of EJM for
the majority of youth offenders by placing few limitations for alternative measures. Section 4
states that:
(a)
“extrajudicial measures are often the most appropriate and effective way to
address youth crime;
(b)
extrajudicial measures allow for effective and timely interventions focused on
correcting offending behaviour;
(c)
extrajudicial measures are presumed to be adequate to hold a young person
accountable for his or her offending behaviour if the young person has committed a nonviolent offence and has not previously been found guilty of an offence; and
(d)
measures should be used if they are adequate to hold a young person accountable
for his or her offending behaviour and, if the use of extrajudicial measures is consistent
with the principles set out in this section, nothing in this Act precludes their use in respect
of a young person who
(i)
has previously been dealt with by the use of extrajudicial measures, or
(ii)
has previously been found guilty of an offence” (YCJA 2003, Section 4).

Objectives and Goals of Diversion Under the YCJA
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As stated in the Declaration Principal, the main objectives of diversion under the YCJA
are to hold youth accountable for the deviant acts, promote the rehabilitation and reintegration of
youth offenders back into the community and support the prevention of crime (YCJA 2003). To
further elaborate on the goals, Section 5 states that the YCJA is intended to:
(a) “provide an effective and timely response to offending behaviour outside the bounds
of judicial measures;
(b) encourage young persons to acknowledge and repair the harm caused to the victim
and the community;
(c) encourage families of young persons – including extended families where appropriate
– and the community to become involved in the design and implementation of those
measures;
(d) provide an opportunity for victims to participate in decisions related to the measures
selected and to receive reparation; and
(e) respect the rights and freedoms of young persons” (YCJA 2003 section 5)

It is important to note that the YCJA encourages the involvement of the family of a youth
offender, the community, and the victim in the design and implementation of meaningful
criminal justice responses. As such these parties must ensure that the response is meaningful,
proportionate to the crime, and respect the rights of the youth—as overly harsh or inappropriate
punishments have been found to result in the increased risk of re-offending (Maclure et al, 2003).
Indeed, research on the use of diversion demonstrates that diversion does provide youth with a
meaningful punishment that promotes long term social change, limits the use of custodial
sentencing for low risk youth who have committed minor nonviolent offences, addresses the root
causes of a youth offender’s delinquency, and provides youth with better access to treatment
services (Lundman 1976; Wilson and Hoge 2012; Wilson and Hoge 2013; Kroska et al. 2017;
Bernburg et al. 2006).
The prioritization of the goals and objectives of the YCJA has not only dramatically
advanced the treatment of youth offenders, but it has produced many positive outcomes for the
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CJS and society. For example, limiting the use of custodial sentences reserves CJS resources for
youth who pose a more serious threat to public safety (Samuels-Wortley 2019; Maclure et al.
2003; Bala 2003; Bala et al. 2009; Hoge 2016; Wilson and Hoge 2012; Brosseau 2019). In
regards to the treatment of youth, the year following the enactment of the YCJA, Statistics
Canada (2010) reported that the use of alternative measures increased by 18% and the rate of
youth being charged decreased by 15%. Additionally, UCR data indicates that there was a
substantial decrease in the proportion of apprehended youth who were charged, and the rates of
apprehended youth being diverted through EJM substantially increased (Carrington and
Schulenberg 2008). Statistics Canada (2019) reported that this trend has followed a similar
trajectory in recent years (2016 and 2017). Only 13% of the cases that resulted in court
proceedings ended in a custodial sentence. Moreover, it was found that over the past decade
there has been a significant increase in the use of diversion and a significant decrease in the rate
of youth being charged and the use of courts minor offences (Maclure et al, 2003; Statistics
Canada 2010; Bala 2007).
THEORETICAL SUPPORT FOR DIVERSION
Consistent with the main goals and objectives of diversion, the use of diversion is
primarily supported by Labelling and Differential Association theories which acknowledge the
criminogenic nature of the CJS. Relying on these sociological theories of criminality, this section
will first discuss the foundations of these theories. This section will then provide a
comprehensive discussion of the theoretical framework and apply the framework to the concept
of diversion.
Foundation of Labeling Theory and Differential Association Theory
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At the turn of the century, notions around biological bases for delinquency (see
Lombroso 1876) were rejected, and the explanation for criminality began to transition towards an
individual’s social environment as the primary explanation of criminality (Zembroski 2011).
Through his discussion of symbolic interactions, Cooley (1902) argued that an individual’s
behaviours are learned through the expression of symbols, such as gestures and words. In other
words, the transmission of delinquent values occurs when individuals communicate with others.
Building in this idea, Mead (1934) argued that people interpret the symbols others use to
describe them and those symbols are applied to construct a new self-image.
In his book entitled Suicide (1951), Durkheim began to shift the focus away from
communication as the cause of delinquency. Durkheim (1951) argued that simple societies were
unified by a ‘mechanical society.’ As such, simple societies had a collective consciousness built
into the fabric their existence. Due to the increasing division of labor, these simple societies
became more complex and the weakening of social controls led to the degradation of traditional
societies. Building on this understanding, sociologists at the University of Chicago (see Mead
1934; Shaw and McKay 1969) began to acknowledge the link between the levels of social
control within an individual’s environment and presence of delinquency. For example, Shaw and
McKay (1969) argued that the differences in economic status and demographic composition in
urban American neighborhoods led to the inability of communities to regulate deviance. As
simple societies became more complex and the collective consciousness began to decrease, the
overarching deviant norms and values within urban American societies became the explanation
behind why people became criminals. Developed from the observations of Shaw and McKay
(1969), Edwin Sutherland further advanced the study of criminality through the assertion that the
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transmission of delinquent values was a result of social interactions between one generation to
another (Zembroski 2011).
Labeling Theory
Founded on the Symbolic Interaction Theory, Becker (1963) argued that “one of the most
crucial steps in the process of building a stable pattern of deviant behaviour is likely to be the
experience of being caught and publicly labeled as a deviant” (31). As a result of being labeled,
Becker (1963) argued that these individuals develop a deviant self-image, begin to internalize
their label and develop a new identity. Thus, the process of being labeled a deviant is a selffulfilling prophecy that “sets into motion several mechanisms which conspire to shape the person
in the image people have of [them]” (34). In other words, labeling theorists (see Becker 1963;
Tannenbaum 1938; Lemert 1951; and Schur 1971) argue that individuals are transformed into a
criminal subsequent to an agent of social control apprehending and labeling them as a deviant.
This understanding was first conceptualized by Tannenbaum (1938) through his
discussion of the dramatization of evil. He argued that being identified as a delinquent stimulates
delinquent traits and transforms individual into the thing they are described to be. This implies
that when an agent of social control apprehends and publicly labels a youth offender as a deviant,
youth are stigmatized by society and the treatment they receive alters their self-image.
In his book entitled Social Pathology: A Systematic Approach to the Study of Sociopathic
Behavior, Lemert (1951) expanded on this idea arguing that the continuation of deviancy is a
result of the dramatization of evil. Lemert (1951) identified this process as primary and
secondary deviance. Primary deviance is understood to be the process of being appointed a
deviant label which defines youth being bad rather than good. Society begins to view labeled
youth as ‘outsiders’ who cannot be a trusted as functioning members of society. Youth begin to
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develop a new identity, creating a self-fulfilling prophecy of offending (Becker 1963;
Tannenbaum 1938; Lemert 1951; Schur 1971; Young 1999). This is what Lemert (1951)
identified as secondary deviance. Unlike the theories implying offenders possess inherent
biological traits that promote deviancy, he argued that the expectation that youth will live up to
their label alters their identity and influences further deviancy.
Differential Association Theory
While Labeling theory argues that the stigmatization associated with an individual’s
deviant label promotes further deviance, Differential Association theory contends that an
individual’s criminal behaviors and attitudes are learnt through the formation of relationships
with people and groups (Cressey 1952; Sutherland 1974). Despite this difference, Tannenbaum
(1938) argued that the link between delinquent peer associations and labeling is fundamental in
the explanation of why criminal behaviors flourish. Sutherland (1974) further conceptualized this
link stating that secondary deviance is the result of youth holding excessive definitions
unfavorable to the law, in comparison to definitions favorable to societal conformity. In other
words, Differential Association theorist argue that secondary deviance flourishes when youth
acquire new criminal attitudes and techniques through the exposure to peers exhibiting criminal
attitudes.
Schur (1971), through his discussion of role engulfment, expanded on this link by
emphasizing the negative outcomes derived from the possession a deviant label. In particular, he
argued that offenders join anti-social subcultures as a protective barrier from the negative
appraisals of society. Founded on the understanding of role engulfment, Hagan (1993) argued
that a youth’s secondary deviance is cause by their criminal embeddedness. Similar to Schur
(1961), Hagan (1993) argued that when labeled youth are excluded from pro-social groups, they
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are forced into relationships with other deviants where they learn new criminal behaviors and
techniques. In other words, these two theorists argued that secondary deviance is the direct
consequence of being labeled. Sutherland (1974), on other hand, argued that the association with
anti-social peers is not enough to promote secondary deviance. The maintenance of delinquent
behaviors according to Sutherland (1974) is understood to be a result of the frequent and active
contact with deviant peers who exhibit criminal attitudes.
Benefits of Diversion Supported by Labeling Theory and Differential Association Theory
The concept of diversion is consistent with major tenets of labeling theory. Diversion
programming rests on the understanding that the possession of a deviant label alters a youth’s
self-image, and their deviance becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy that impedes on their life
chances (Laub and Sampson 2003; McAra and McVie 2007; Mears et al. 2016). Since the
transition from childhood to adolescence is a crucial time in a youth’s life, labeling theorists
argue that being labeled as a deviant in adolescence is particularly concerning (Becker 1963;
Tannenbaum 1938; Lemert 1951).
A substantial amount of research has been conducted that supports the idea that the
process of secondary deviance is a fundamental element in the development of a deviant selfconcept. This process increases the likelihood of a youth offender’s deviance becoming a selffulfilling prophecy (Adams 1996; Bernburg et al. 2006; Kroska et al. 2017; McAra and McVie
2007). For example, through a longitudinal study exploring the impact of juvenile justice system
interventions, Bernburg et al. (2006) found that youth who had been formally charged during
early and middle adolescence were more likely to engage with serious crime in early adulthood.
The role of a deviant label in the development of a youth’s deviant self-concept is further
exemplified by McAra and McVie (2007). Their study explored the impact of being labelled
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during adolescence and the desistance from offending during the transition into adulthood. The
authors found that recidivism rates were not only significantly higher a year after a youth had
been given a deviant label, but there was a positive correlation between one’s involvement
within the CJS and their risk of offending. These findings suggest that the criminogenic nature of
the CJS alters a youth’s opportunity structures which hinders their transition into adulthood.
Research has also found that diversion is particularly beneficial for low risk youth who
do not already hold a deviant label (Wilson et al. 2018; Wilson and Hoge 2012). The findings
from the aforementioned studies suggest that because low risk youth are able to address their
underlying risk factors, they are less likely to engage with secondary deviance. Additionally, in
comparisons to traditional criminal justice proceedings, these findings suggest that low risk
youth are more likely to experience various positive outcomes through diversion.
Consistent with Differential Association theory, Young (1999) argues that when youth
are denied respect from pro-social groups as a result of their deviant label, youth face a crisis of
identity. To shield themselves from the negative appraisals of society, labeled youth are forced
into creating or joining subcultures that revolves around anti-social values. Adams (1996) finds
this particularly concerning as he believes that the migration into a delinquent subculture is the
final stage for a career of criminality.
In comparison to traditional criminal justice proceedings, when youth offenders are
diverted, research has found that the negative consequences derived from the involvement with
the CJS is negated (Goldstein et al. 2019; Wilson and Hoge 2013; Bernburg et al. 2006; Bynum
and Thompson 1992; Young 1999; Adams 1996; Brosseau 2019). For example, in their
assessment of the Philadelphia police school diversion programs, Goldstein et al. (2019) found
that because youth are provided with peer support and services to address their underlying risk
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factors, they are less likely to reoffend. Similarly, in a meta-analysis of 45 studies evaluating preand post-charge diversion programs, Wilson and Hoge (2013) found that the introduction to a
pro-social environment and the victim-sensitive nature of diversion programs resulted in lower
rates of recidivism compared to traditional justice interventions. These findings suggest that
youth are less likely to re-offend since they are provided with the opportunity to join pro-social
subcultures. Through diversion, youth are able to avoid the negative appraisals of society by
limiting their involvement with anti-social peers and becoming reintroduced to pro-social
physical and social environments. Therefore, when youth are diverted, they develop new prosocial values and are able to alter their deviant behaviors.
Criticisms of Labeling Theory and Differential Association Theory
Critics have argued that Labeling theory does not account for the factors that influence
individuals to commit primary deviance (Bordua 1967). Lemert (1951) himself acknowledged
this limitation stating that Labeling theory is inconclusive in the explanation for the origin of
primary deviance. This is to say, not all first time offenders engage in secondary deviance as a
result of a deviant label. This theory is also criticized for failing to acknowledge that because
youth are neglected from pro-social groups as a consequence of being labeled, youth may hold
favorable views towards their deviant label and undergo further labeling in order to increase their
reputation with their peers (Cressey 1952; Bordua 1967; Becker 1963; Kroska et al. 2017;
Brosseau 2019; Bernburg et al. 2006).
Differential Association theory has been criticized for being unable to provide empirical
evidence demonstrating the association between criminal behaviors and peer associations. The
theory cannot be verified or rejected as it fails to provide evidence that clearly identifies the
individuals from whom youth learnt their new anti-social values from (Cressey 1952). This
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criticism has been highlighted by the lack of empirical research able to accurately predict the
criminality of individuals based on the frequency, duration and intensity of contact with
individuals exhibiting criminal attitudes.
Criticisms of Youth Diversion Programs
Diversion is often criticized for being a coercive technique that expands the CJSs control
over youth (Sprott, Doob, and Greene 2004; Greene 2011; Mears et al. 2016). Critics argue that
diversion amplifies the net widening effect, it neglects the rights of youth, and that EJM is often
applied inconsistently by police officers. The net widening effect refers to criminal reforms
extending the scope of the CJS by inadvertently expanding the limits of social control (Sprott et
al. 2004; Greene 2011; Mears et al. 2016; Prenzler and Hayes 2000). It is argued that the referral
into diversion programs streamlines youth into the CJS rather than limiting their involvement.
For example, in an assessment of nine diversion programs, Osgoode and Weichselbaum (1984)
found that police officers without the option to divert youth would normally deal with youth
informally by ignoring them or providing them with an informal warning. In contrast, the
officers with the option to divert were more likely to divert youth.
In a more recent study evaluating the Toronto Police Service Youth Referral Program,
Sprott et al.’s (2004) result echoed those of Osgoode and Weichselbaum. The authors found that
the majority of youth being referred to the diversion program would normally receive an
informal warning by an officer. Additionally, within subsequent police interviews, the authors
found that the majority youth being referred would have never been court bound. This suggests
that police officers were more likely to refer youth to the diversion program even though they
could have dealt with the youth informally. Similarly, Greene (2011), in an assessment of pre-
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charge diversion under the YCJA, found that without the option to refer youth to diversion
programs, police officers would either ignore or release youth with an informal warning.
The due process of offenders is an integral element of the Canadian legal system (Bala
2015). However, the coercive nature of police led diversion is a direct infringement on the rights
of youth. For example, prior to being considered for EJM a youth must accept responsibility for
the offence. Once they accept guilt, the youth must also consent to diversionary terms (YCJA
2003). This raises major concerns as the acceptance of guilt and the diversionary terms are
typically done without the presence a legal guardians or lawyer (Bala 2003). In other words,
innocent youth, who are often fearful of the police, may be coerced into accepting, as a result of
fearing more severe consequences, without fully understanding the diversionary terms (Bala
2003).
The most frequently citied criticism of pre-charge diversion is the inconsistent nature of a
police officer’s discretion when applying divisionary measures (Mears et al. 2016; Gaines and
Kappeler 2011; Schulenberg 2015; Smyth 2011). Considering that all pre-charge diversion
programs are conducted by frontline officers, police officers are afforded an extreme amount of
power in regards to deciding a youth’s worthiness for EJM (Schulenberg 2015; Smyth 2011).
Critics argue that a police officer’s decision-making process is subject to their individual biases,
therefore, they may apply EJM inconsistently by discriminating against a youth’s race, class or
sex (Schulenberg 2015; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Prenzler and Hayes 2000; Maclure et al.
2003).
POLICE DECISION-MAKING
Police Discretion
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Founded on the British common law of independent constabulary, Canadian police
officers are afforded a great deal legal autonomy when preforming their daily duties (Goldstein
1977; Carrington and Schulenberg 2008). Consistent with this understanding, the Police Service
Act of Ontario (PSA) states that police officers are only mandated to enforce the law and not
required to lay a charge whenever sufficient grounds exist. In other words, the roots of Canadian
policing and the use of discretion is based on the idea that police officers, who are at the bottom
of the legal hierarchy, make legal judgments based on their implicit understanding of the law
(Reiner 1992; Carrington and Schulenberg 2008).
Although the foundation of police work in Canada is built on the use of discretion, the
lack of consensus around an exact definition makes ‘discretion’ a rather nebulous term. Kleinig
(1996) defines discretion is the capacity for a police officer to make a sound judgment based on
their implicit understanding of the legal options legitimately available to them. Hawkins (1992)
refers to discretion as the space between legal rules where police officers exercise a choice in
legal matters. Hawkins’ definition is close to that of Roberg et al. (2000) who defines discretion
as a decision regarding when and how a police officer intervenes given a specific situation. The
underlying theme unifying these definitions is the understanding that police discretion is a low
visibility action. Unlike other agents of social control within the judicial system, police officers
make legal decisions away from the direct gaze of society and free from immediate supervision
(Kleinig 1996; Allen 2005).
According to Carrington and Schulenberg (2008), the understanding that it is both
impracticable and unfeasible for police officers to take legal action for every violation of the law
solidifies the need for police to use discretion among Canadian law makers. The legal system
acknowledges that without the option for police officer to interpret the applicable laws and make
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decisions based on the immediate situation and mitigating factors, the resources of the legal
system would be strained as officers would have no choice but to impose formal punishments on
all offenders (Stewart and Smith 2004; Barberi and Taxman 2019; Griffiths 2019).
Like any legal policy, the use of discretion does not escape criticisms. Given that police
discretion is a low visibility action, and officers possess an extreme amount of power coupled
with their high level of autonomy, they are ostensibly the ‘gatekeepers’ of the CJS. Police
officers are responsible both for invoking social control over youth and for deciding the future of
youth offenders (Schulenberg 2006; Demirkol and Nalla 2019; Parker and Sarre 2008;
Schulenberg and Warren 2009; Samuels-Wortley 2019; Prenzler and Hayes 2000).
Personal biases of police officers may result in inconsistent use of discretion (Wilson and
Braithwaite 1995; McCarthy 1991; Griffiths 2019; Gaines and Kappeler 2011; Schulenberg
2015). Although the PSA does not dictate the use of discretion, the YCJA includes specific
guidelines for the use of discretion by mandating police officers to consider all possible
alternative measures available prior to evoking legal control over youth (YCJA 2003). This does
not fully account for an officer’s personal biases since the YCJA only mandates the
consideration of alternative measures, not the application of alternative measures. Moreover, the
YCJA states that an officer will not be reprimanded if they do not apply alternative measures
when the situation is appropriate (YCJA 2003). In sum, police officers, who are the gatekeepers
of the CJS, may be influenced by their personal biases and can make a wide range of decisions
that alter the life course trajectory of youth offenders.
The Decision to Arrest or Divert
A police officer who is required to exercise their power of discretion in regards to
diverting or arresting a youth offender is confronted with three investigative junctures
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(Schulenberg and Warren 2009; Gaines and Kappeler 2011). First, based on the current laws, a
police officer must consider the seriousness of the offence to determine if the incident requires a
legal or extralegal intervention (Schulenberg and Warren 2009; Gaines and Kappeler 2011).
Second, the officer must determine the means available that will restore order in society. They
must decide if they will utilize formal control through an arrest or charge, or informal control
through alternative measures to restore order in society (Schulenberg and Warren 2009; Gaines
and Kappeler 2011). Third, if an officer decides to charge and arrest the youth offenders, they
must determine the most appropriate technique available that ensures the youth will attend court
(e.g., fine, custody or a notice to appear in court) (Schulenberg and Warren 2009; Gaines and
Kappeler 2011).
Within these investigative junctures, to determine the level of intervention required, an
officer must take into consideration a combination of legal and situational factors pertaining to
the youth, the offence, and situation (Doob and Chan 1982; Schulenberg 2015; Gaines and
Kappeler 2011; Arcuri, Gunn and Lester 1979; Marinos and Innocente 2008). During the first
and third investigative junctures, an officer must consider the legal factors: the seriousness of the
offence, the degree of harm done, the presence of a weapon, and the nature of the crime
(Schulenberg and Warren 2009). During the second investigative juncture, an officer must
consider the situational factors which include factors surrounding the youth such as their age,
race, demeanor, and attitude; and the factors surrounding the offence such as the location/time of
day, a youth’s home situation, or the prior involvement within the CJS. Additionally, the
consideration of the situational factors includes elements independent of the offender, such as the
individual work load of the officer, the officer’s personal experiences with youth offenders, the
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type of victim or the victim’s preference (Gaines and Kappeler 2011; Schulenberg 2006;
Marinos and Innocente 2008; Doob and Chan 1982).
During the consideration of the legal factors that influence an officer’s decision to divert
or arrest a youth, a police officer must reference the current law prior to making a decision.
Therefore, this process does not require an officer to exercise their power of discretion
(Mastrofski et al. 2000). However, the varying nature of the situational factors requires police
officers to use a substantial amount of discretion. Mastrofski et al. (2000) argues that the
situational factors that influences an officer’s decisions explains the inconsistent use of and is the
strongest predictor for determining an officer’s use of discretion. Further, in an older study of 49
police officers in New Jersey, Arcuri et al. (1979) found that over half of their sample would
arrest a youth based on the situational factors such as a youth’s negative demeanor, negative
attitude towards an officer’s authority or prior involvement with the CJS. The authors also found
that officers were likely to use informal control to conserve their time and limit the associated
paperwork at the end of their shift. Similarly, in a cross-sectional survey study of 428 officer
from six police districts in Cleveland, Allen (2002) found that the decision to take a youth into
custody was influenced by a youth’s negative demeanor towards the officer’s authority, their
age, and the offence occurring at night. Finally, Schulenberg (2015) found that officers were less
likely to offer alternative measures if the youth offender was male, had a violent prior record or
was disrespectful to an officer’s authority. These findings ultimately suggest that an officer’s
decision to arrest or divert a youth offender is heavily reliant on their personal attitudes, not
solely based on the legal criteria of the offence.
Theoretical Support for the Decision to Divert or Arrest
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The fundamental premise of Labelling theory is that a criminal is created when they are
officially labeled as such by an agent of social control (Becker 1963; Tannenbaum 1938; Lemert
1951; Schur 1971; Young 1999). Considering that society is not harmed by every infraction of
the law and police officers are not mandated to arrest offenders under full enforcement statutes,
the decision to arrest a youth offender ultimately dictates the type of person and offence to be
criminalized and stigmatized as a deviant (Goldstein 1977; Becker 1963; Young 1999).
Within the context of a police officer’s decision-making process, police officers use a
youth’s pre-existing label to dictate the level of intervention taken. For instance, in their study
examining the factors influencing police attitudes, Marinos and Innocente (2008) found that due
to police officer’s perceptions of youth offenders, they are more likely to treat youth who have
been labeled as deviant and with less leniency during police-youth encounters. Similarly,
Schulenberg (2006) found that police officers are more likely to lay a charge if a youth is
perceived as a delinquent by the officer, and Parker and Sarre (2008) found that police officers
are less willing to divert youth based on their deviant label. In other words, the assumptions
officers hold in respect to youth offenders are “used as recipes for interpreting and labeling their
daily activities” and used to dictate and officer’s legal decisions (Cicourel 1968:105)
According to Griffiths (2019), the act of using past experiences to determine future
actions is a traditionally accepted method in police investigative work. Based on officers’ past
experiences with youth, officers create stereotypes and build constructs to predict youths’ typical
and future behaviour. Griffiths (2019) goes on to argue that despite stereotyping having its
advantages, it is often problematic. Similarly, Becker (1963) argued that although youth possess
many pro-social labels, youth receive harsher treatment from police officers since their criminal
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label is the most identifiable label, and often at the forefront of all encounters in society. In other
words, the criminal label becomes the master status.
Becker (1963) argued that “rules tend to be applied more to some persons than others”
(12). Not only do police officers decide the type of youth and offence to be criminalized based
on a criminal label, but police also use additional master statuses to dictate their use of
discretion. For instance, given identical offences, Becker (1963) found low income or minority
youth were more likely to be assigned a deviant label in comparison to upper class, White youth.
Becker concluded that a youth’s race, gender, or socio-economic background are additional
master statuses that dictate a police officer’s use of discretion. In recent studies, there has been a
substantial amount of evidence supporting Becker’s argument that a youth’s additional master
statuses result in harsher treatment from police officers. For example, in their study on race and
gender divides in juvenile court sanctioning, Cochran and Mears (2015) found that a youth’s race
was a determining factor in dictating the inconsistent use of discretion. The authors found that
Black youth were less likely to be diverted in comparison to White youth. Similarly, both Allen
(2002) and Dai and Nation (2009) found that girls were treated with more leniency and were
more likely to be diverted. In particular, Dai and Nation (2009) found that when holding all other
dependent variables constant (e.g., age, race, social class and disrespect), being female was the
only statistically significant predictor of police leniency. In relation to a youth’s economic
status, even though police officers did not automatically define low income youth as delinquents,
Schulenberg (2006) found that police officers perceive youth from low income families as
individuals who will eventually develop a criminal record or have poor attitude towards the law.
In line with these observations, while examining the use of alternative sentencing provision,
Engen et al. (2003) found evidence that suggests a combination of various master statuses result
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in harsher treatment during police encounters. As a result of an officers preconceived notion that
minority males are dangerous and more likely to offend, the authors argue that when a youth’s
gender and race are coupled, youth are less likely to receive alternative sentences and more likely
to receive harsher treatment during police encounters.
RESISTANCE TO CHANGE
Changes to economic, political, or legislative frameworks directly impact the operational
practices of every organization (Brookfield 1990). Since humans find routine and habit strongly
appealing, employees often demonstrate resistance towards transition by exhibiting emotions
such as anger, anxiety, or non-compliance (Kaufman 1992; Brookfield 1990; Lumb and Brezeale
2003). Therefore, it is not surprising that the enactment of the YCJA is associated with negative
officer perceptions of diversionary practices and a widespread resistance to change. However, a
police officer’s resistance to change is not arbitrary or a mere protest against the change process.
Rather, an officer’s unfavorable views of diversion and resistance to change is a consequence of
various legitimate factors (Dent and Goldberg 1999; Cohen 2017; Skogan 2008).
Fear of Failure. In his book entitled Why Reforms Fail, Skogan (2008) argues that police
officers are primarily trained as enforcers of the law and the requirement to attempt unfamiliar
tasks by collaborating with elements of the community to solve legal problems leads to a fear of
failure. In other words, because police officers perceive the application of diversion beyond the
scope of their training and qualifications, they are doubtful of their ability to perform these new
tasks effectively and lack the confidence to apply extrajudicial measures (Lurigio and Skogan
1994; Skogan 2008). Rather than believing that they are experts at their job, they begin to believe
they are novices (Skogan 2008; Lurigio and Skogan 1994; Kaufman 1992). To protect
themselves from the negative potentialities of the change and remain experts at their job, officers
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tend to retain the old policing techniques and do what they ‘signed up for’ (Skogan 2008;
Kaufman 1992).
Fear of Economic Consequences. Traditional measures of police performance were
developed as an effort to professionalize the police force (Alpert, Flynn and Piquero 2011). Such
measures include number of arrests, number of citations, amount of contraband seized, and
average response times for calls of service (Alpert et al. 2011; Alpert and Moore 1993; Sparrow,
Moore and Kennedy 1990). In contrast, community-oriented policing attempts to achieve the
opposite. For example, instead of a bureaucratic process of crime control, community-oriented
policing aims to solve problems of disorder and improve the quality of life of residents by
identifying and rectify problems through the use of the community (Alpert et al. 2011). In other
words, policing under a community-oriented framework is less interested in crime fighting and
more interested in problem solving.
Alpert and Moore (1993) argue that the traditional measures of police performance fail to
capture the intricacies of community-oriented policing. Police officers are not evaluated by the
quality of their interactions with citizens or their problem solving approaches when addressing
crime (Alpert et al. 2011). As a result, police officers hold unfavorable views towards the use of
diversion due to the fear that their performance will not be accurately measured and that their
ability to advance their careers will be hindered (Skogan 2008; Morabito, Watson and Draine
2011; Barberi and Taxman 2019; Alpert et al. 2011).
Fear of Unknown Consequences. In his book entitled Management, Kreitner (1992)
argues that the change process is much like a stone that is thrown into a still pond which creates
a change in the environment and produces unpredictable ripples. Conklin (1984) stated that the
unknown consequences derived from a change in occupational practices produces a culture
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shock that breeds a sense of anxiety, confusion, and disorientation. In a policing context, the
enactment of the YCJA created a change in the police officer’s environment in which police
officers were met with unpredictable consequences, influencing feelings of anxiety and
confusion (Dent 1999; Kaufman 1992; Skogan 2008; Conklin 1984). In order to reduce these
negative feelings, Skogan (2008) argues that police officers often resist altering their behaviour
and choose to police the ‘old fashion way’ to maintain their familiarity with assigned tasks.
Threat to Established Resource Allocations. Compared to formal interventions,
diversion requires officers to commit more time and effort to each individual case. Therefore,
officers who believe that they are being overworked tend to hold unfavorable views of diversion
(Arcuri et al. 1979; Skogan 2008; Green et al. 2020; Schulenberg 2006). For instance, Arcuri et
al. (1979) found that police officers were not keen on diverting youth because diversionary
measures are more time consuming and result in an increase in paperwork. Similarly, through
their research of 25 police officers in Australia, Green et al. (2020) found that majority of
officers believe their most valuable resource to be time. Considering that applying diversionary
measures requires officers to make a more detailed assessment of the situation, the authors found
that police officers resist applying diversionary measures in order to limit their workload and
conserve their allotted time.
Lack of Consultation. Kreitner (1992) argued that individuals who are directly affected
by the change process will demonstrate the highest level of resistance. It is unsurprising that
front line police officers are most resistant in altering their occupational practices considering
that they are directly affected by the changes in youth legislature. Scholars believe the resistance
among front-line officers to changing their practices is a consequence of the lack of consultation
prior to the change (Skogan 2008; Barberi and Taxman 2019; Morabito et al. 2011). For
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example, Barberi and Taxman (2019) argue that being excluded from this process influences
officers to develop a hostile attitude towards the change and influence unfavorable attitudes
towards new innovations. The authors note that an officer’s hostile attitudes is derived from: the
belief that they are plagued by out-of-touch programs outside of their scope of training; that
these new innovations are passing fads invented by civilians who do not understand the
intricacies of day-to-day police work; and that the new occupational practices are both
impracticable and a direct infringement on their crime fighter image (Morabito et al. 2011;
Reuss-Ianni 1983; Lurigio and Skogan 1994; Skogan 2008; Barberi and Taxman 2019).
Police Subculture. The most prevalent factor influencing a police officer’s unwillingness
to alter their behaviour is police subculture (Griffiths 2019; Schulenberg 2006; Skogan 2008;
Cohen 2017). The current police subculture is one of police as crime fighters. Police subculture
dictates that the local response to crime holds more importance than a ‘packaged’ solution that is
soft on crime. For instance, in an evaluation of the Crisis Intervention Team in Chicago (CIT),
Morabito et al. (2011) found that since police subculture indicates that programs encompassing a
community-oriented philosophy challenge their ‘crime fighter’ label, officers tend to hold hostile
views of community-oriented policing. Additionally, in Prenzler and Hayes’ (2000) study of
police officers in Queensland Australia, the authors found that low referral rates for youth
conferencing were associated with the widespread belief that alternative measures were too
lenient and that an excessive amount of youth were being diverted when more serious measures
were appropriate. Finally, Schulenberg (2015) argues that the overarching machismo valuing the
police subculture influences officers to believe that diversion is no more than social work, and
that being tough on crime holds more importance than community-oriented policing. These
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studies ultimately suggest that an officer’s unfavorable views of diversion are derived from the
fear that their subculture is being infringed upon.
THE WILLINGNESS TO APPLY NEW PROGRAMS
The current literature suggests that a police officer’s resistance to alter their operational
procedures is a consequence of various fears generated by the change process. These fears are
the cause of the negative perceptions police hold towards diversion. To understand how police
officers develop positive perceptions of diversion, this section discusses the two main factors that
influence a police officer’s willingness to change. First, the individual characteristics of police
officers is explored to demonstrate the reasoning behind why certain police officers are more
receptive to change. Second, the methods police agencies should introduce to promote favorable
attitudes towards diversion programs and reduce the fears generated during the change process is
discussed.
Individual Characteristics of Police Officers
Length of Service. Contrary to the conventional understanding of the police subculture,
police officers with greater lengths of service are more likely to hold favorable views of
diversion. For example, through an analysis of the Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy,
Lurigio and Skogan (1994) found that higher ranking officers and officers with greater lengths of
service were both more receptive to the transition to community-oriented policing and
significantly more likely to be optimistic towards new programs. Similar results were found by
LeClair and Sullivan (1997) in an assessment of the attitudes of police officers towards
community policing. The authors found that higher-ranking officers with greater lengths of
service were much more supportive towards community policing initiatives and front line
officers with fewer years of service were much more likely to support traditional law
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enforcement techniques. These findings were echoed by Barberi and Taxman (2019) who found
that in comparison to officers with fewer years of service, officers with greater lengths of service
were more willing to consider applying diversionary measures.
There are two possible explanations for the relationship between length of service and
views around discretion. First, consistent with the fear of unknown consequences and the fear of
failure, police officers with greater lengths of service have experienced many changes during
their careers, therefore, they may realize that the change in operational procedures will not result
in the negative outcomes anticipated by officers with fewer years of service (Novak Alarid and
Lucas 2003). Second, unlike new officers, officers with greater lengths of service are already
accepted members of the police subculture and may not be as keen on fitting in, therefore, they
are more willing to contradict the cultural values and alter their behaviors to demonstrate
compliance towards the change process (Paoline 2003).
Personal Characteristics. Individual-level factors are argued to be crucial in the
receptiveness towards applying new programs. For instance, Sun and Payne (2004) found that
Black officers were more supportive of community-oriented policing and were more likely to use
alternative measures. Similarly, while examining the relationship between the characteristics of
officers and their use of discretion, Paoline (2003) found a significant association between
minority officers and optimistic views of community policing initiatives. These findings suggest
that minority officers are often less distant from minority communities since they have often had
firsthand experience with the detrimental consequences of aggressive policing due to their racial
background. They are therefore more optimistic regarding community policing initiatives and
show more sympathy towards residents of minority communities (Novak et al. 2003; Paoline
2003).
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Paoline’s (2003) findings draw an additional conclusion linking a police officer’s
individual characteristics to their receptiveness towards applying community-oriented initiatives.
The authors argue that since minority officers often find it difficult to assimilate within the police
subculture due to their race or sex, these officers are more likely to reject the cultural values and
are less likely to embrace the non-compliance attitude other officers hold.
Methods That May Promote a Willingness to Apply New Programs
Change in Performance Methods. Of all the fears police officers face during the
transition into new occupational practices, the fear of economic consequences, derived from the
ineffective measures of performance, is argued to be the most legitimate explanation for the
resistance to change. Although there is a lack of empirical research surrounding performance
measures under a community-oriented framework, Alpert et al. (2011) believe that a change in
performance measures encompassing the intricacies of community policing will reduce fear of
economic consequences and promote a willingness to apply diversion programs. One example of
this change is The National Reassurance Policing Programme introduced in the United Kingdom
(Fielding and Innes 2006).
The National Reassurance Policing Programme was created as an alternative measure of
performance (Fielding and Innes 2006). Instead of relying on the old measures of police
performance, the program distributed ongoing surveys to individuals who held detailed
knowledge of communal life, designated as the Key Informant Network. The intent of these
surveys was to measure various elements of community-oriented policing such as an officer’s
demeanor, disposition, their emphasis on partnering with the community, how attentive they
were with partnering agencies, their effectiveness in utilizing resources to address community
problems, and how prepared they were to create effective resolutions rather than arresting
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suspects (Fielding and Innes 2006). Despite not being rigorously tested, Fielding and Innes
(2006) found that police officers who were provided with measurable indicators through this
program were less likely to fear any negative repercussions when engaging in communityoriented initiatives.
Alpert et al. (2011) made a recommendation for the development new performance
measures similar to that of The National Reassurance Policing Programme. The authors argued
that police agencies should rely on gathering data through interviews from a neighborhood watch
or the media; the ratios of arrests to investigations; and recording if police officers are
discovering and addressing the root causes of crime. Regardless of the means of gathering data,
the authors argue that police supervisors should clearly identify their expected outcomes, create a
unique action plan with a series of strategies and objectives designed to solve the problem, and
provide officers with routine and constant feedback regarding their performance.
Opportunity to Use New Programs. In their research of warehouse workers, Hampton,
Summer and Weber (1982) found that the opportunity to use the new procedures was a key
factor in the willingness to apply new programs. In a policing context, various scholars have
made similar arguments suggesting that the officers who use new initiatives more frequently are
more likely to have favorable views of the new initiative. For instance, in his assessment of four
community-oriented strategies in New Jersey, Wycoff (1988) found that officers with a greater
frequency of using community-oriented initiatives gained personal experience with the programs
and as a result they were more willing to apply those programs. The authors also found that these
officers were not only more likely to believe that their role as a police officer was more
important, but they began to acknowledge that this program increased their job satisfaction.
Similarly, Wycoff and Skogan (1993), in an evaluation of a Wisconsin neighborhood policing
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project, found that officers directly involved with the initiative altered their views of community
policing for the better. The authors found that because the officers utilizing the program were
more engaged in an initiative that positively impacts the community, they were more likely to
support problem solving approach to address crime. Finally, Novak et al. (2003) found that
officers who did not actively participate in community policing initiatives failed to recognize the
utility and benefits of the initiatives, and therefore held unfavorable views. Alternatively, their
findings suggest that the officers who used community policing initiatives more frequently held
favorable views and favored a problem solving approach to address crime.
Although not specifically mentioned, the current research implies that the fears that
influence unfavorable views of diversion are reduced when officers gain the opportunity to use
new programs. As an officer’s experience using a program increases, they become aware of the
associated benefits and hold favorable views of community-oriented policing. Additionally, the
research implies that officers who use these programs more frequently are able to predict the
possible consequences of the change and are able to transition from a novice to an expert.
Ongoing Training. In his article entitled Patterns of Organizational Change, Greiner
(1967) argues that employees are more likely to have favorable views of a new program if they
are knowledgeable of the program directives and specific protocols. Consistent with the
opportunity to use the new programs, Lumb and Brezeale (2003) argue that police agency must
provide extensive and ongoing training to ensure officers are knowledgeable of the initiatives to
integrate community policing philosophies into the daily operation of police work. Similarly,
Kelling (1974) argued that by providing officers with constant training opportunities throughout
their careers, the fear of community policing will be alleviated. Finally, through additional
training, Cohen (2017) argues that police managers can directly target officers who have the
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traditional policing procedures instilled in their work habits by demonstrating how certain
elements of the old procedures are still possible using the new procedures.
Police Subculture. Policing scholars argue that despite proposed changes, to achieve an
internalized commitment among all officers, police managers must alter the police subculture by
influencing the hearts and minds of individual police officers (Cohen 2017; Dent and Goldberg
1999). However, these same scholars argue that it is only possible to change the police
subculture once the aforementioned changes are made (Cohen 2017; Dent and Goldberg 1999).
In an optimistic view, Dent and Goldberg (1999) believe that when these changes are made, the
dominant discourse surrounding community oriented policing within the police force will
become favorable.
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Chapter 3: Overview of the DRPS Youth Diversion Program
RESEARCH SETTING
The Durham Region is a municipality within Southern Ontario, Canada that consists of
both rural and urban areas covering approximately 2,500 square kilometres (Durham Region
Health Department 2018). As shown in Figure 1, the Durham Region is situated to the east of
Toronto and is comprised of: 1) the cities of Oshawa and Pickering; 2) the towns of Ajax and
Whitby; 3) the municipality of Clarington and; 4) the township of Brock, Scugog and Uxbridge
(Durham Region Health Department 2018).
Figure 1: Map of the Durham Region.

Note. This figure illustrates the boundaries of the Durham Region in relation to the Greater Toronto Area.
Adapted from: Durham Region (2021).

Within the Durham Region, there is an approximate population of 683,604 residents,
83,530 of which are youth (Statistics Canada 2018). It should be noted that the values provided
above only provide an estimate of the Durham Region youth population. The YCJA defines a
youth as individuals between the ages of 12 and 17 years old, and Statistics Canada collects its
data for age populations in increments of 4. For comparison, the Greater Toronto and Hamilton
Area (GTHA) (the largest metropolitan area in Ontario and in Canada, and which Durham is part
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of), and Ontario as a whole, have populations of youth residents that are similar to that of
Durham. For instance, 18% of residents are youth in Durham, while 16.4% of Ontario residents
and 19.6% of GTHA residents are 15 years old or younger (Durham Region Profile 2020).
Profile of the Residents Within the Durham Region
According to the most recent census data, the ethnic or cultural origins of 94% of
Durham resident are either European (65.2%) or North American (28.8%) (Statistics Canada
2016). The Durham Region Profile Technical Report of Demographic and Socio-Economic Data
(2020) reported that in 2011, only 17.7% of residents were Asian, 7.7% were Caribbean, 3.2%
were Indigenous and 3.1% were African. Moreover, as of 2016, approximately 27.1% of
Durham’s population is comprised of visible minorities (Durham Region Profile 2020). Thus, the
majority of Durham residents are not visible minorities. While the majority of Durham residents
have European origins (65.2%), only half (50.9%) of the residents of the GTHA do (Durham
Region Profile 2020). Therefore, there are significant differences in regards to the proportion of
visible minorities in Durham in comparison to the GTHA.
To determine the severity of youth crime within a given jurisdiction, Statistics Canada
measures the presences and relative seriousness of youth crime by multiplying the number of
police-reported incidents by the weight of the offences to generate a Youth Crime Severity Index
(YCSI) score out of 100 (Moreau, Jaffray and Armstrong 2019). According to the DRPS, there
has been a gradual decline in the severity of youth crime nationally, however, there has been a
gradual increase in youth crime in Durham (DRPS 2007). For instance, in 2015, the DRPS
reported that the YCSI was 42.7 and increased to 46.6 in 2016 (DRPS 2017). In comparison to
similar sized cities within Southern Ontario, the YCSI in Durham is notably higher. In 2019, the
YCSI in Kingston, Toronto and Peterborough was 54.4, 54.8 and 54.4 respectively (Statistics
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Canada 2019; Moreau, Jaffray and Armstrong 2019). Alternatively, in 2019, the DRPS reported
that the YCSI was 66.2 (DRPS 2019).
The most common crime types engaged in by Durham Region youths are minor offences
such as thefts from motor vehicles, theft under $5000, street-level violence, and drug related
offences (DRPS 2009, 2010). Comparatively, Moreau, Jaffray and Armstrong (2019) found that
youth in Canada generally commit relatively minor offences such as theft under $5000, mischief,
common assault, cannabis possession and offences related to the administration of justice. In
recent years however, Public Safety Canada (2012) reported that youth are committing more
serious offences such as break and entry and unarmed robbery.
Considering that the YCJA protects the privacy of youth offenders, the DRPS does not
provide data on the age or gender of youth accused of criminal offences. According to national
police-reported crime data, 12-year-olds are the least common age group committing criminal
offences (Statistics Canada 2014). Moreover, the peak age at which youth are accused of crimes
is 17 years. According to Statistics Canada (2014), 17-year-olds are accused of crimes at a rate of
nearly six times more than 12-year-olds. Statistics Canada (2014) reports that the highest rate of
all youth accused of criminal offences are boys. For instance, in 2014, 72% of youth accused in
criminal offences were boys and only 28% were girls.
Given the increase in youth crime within Durham in early 2000s, (Durham Regional
Police Service 2006), the residents of Durham became increasingly concerned for their personal
safety. To address these concerns, in 2005, the DRPS re-evaluated their youth crime strategy and
introduced the Youth Strategy. This made the DRPS the first municipal police force in Southern
Ontario to offer an official pre-charge diversion program under the YCJA (DRPS 2006).
However, as the increase in the presence and severity of youth crime in Durham continued to
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grow into the end of the decade, there was a backlog in court proceedings and the concern for
public safety re-emerged (DRPS 2008). Therefore, the DRPS was forced to re-evaluate their
youth crime strategy once again.
YDP OVERVIEW
Based on the lessons learnt from the Youth Strategy, in 2007, the DRPS introduced the
Youth Diversion Program (DRPS 2008). The overall objective of the YDP was to: intervene and
address a young person’s delinquent behaviour before further delinquent and anti-social habits
were learnt; reduce the back-log of court proceedings; administer swifter resolutions for all
parties involved; limit the lengthy court process for youth offenders; and provide youth with
opportunities to address the underlying risk factors that promote delinquency (DRPS 2008).
To provide a youth offender with extrajudicial measures, the DRPS states that their
officers must first have reasonable grounds to believe a youth has committed a minor offence.
Once the officer has determined that the offence is eligible for extrajudicial measures they must:
1) instruct the youth that the diversion process is entirely voluntary; 2) inform the youth of their
specific diversionary measures; 3) ensure that the youth understands that failing to adhere to
these measures will result in the DRPS perusing a formal charge; and 4) draft a contract outlining
the diversionary measures which must be signed by the officer and the youth prior to the youth
being released (DRPS 2008).
According to DRPS, soon after the implementation of the YDP, the DRPS’s new youth
crime strategy began to gather a substantial amount of support from CJS practitioners, the
victims of youth offending, and the community at large (DRPS 2008). More importantly, the
YDP gathered a substantial amount of support from the DRPS officers. For example, despite the
DRPS intending to divert 360 youth per year, 467 youth were diverted in 2008 and 649 were
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diverted in 2010 (DRPS 2008, 2010). Moreover, both the victims of youth crime and the
community began to vocalize their support for the YDP. According to DRPS, victims have
indicated that their support was based on youth receiving swift justice while being able to
address the root causes of their delinquency (DRPS 2008). As a result of the support received,
the DRPS began to receive funding from the Ontario Ministry of Children, Community and
Social Services and was able to partner with various community organizations to provide youth
with a broad range of community-based services in hopes of addressing the underlying issues
that influence their delinquency. (DRPS 2007; 2008). The various community-based services are
described briefly below. Providing an indication of the empirical evidence surrounding each of
these programs and/or services is beyond the scope of this thesis.
Restorative Justice Programing. The aim of restorative justice programing is to
facilitate a meeting between youth offenders, their families, the victim(s), and the community by
providing the youth offenders with the opportunity to acknowledge and repair the harm their
actions have caused (Shippen et al. 2012). Through the referral to the Eastview Boys and Girls
Club, Durham youth are provided with the opportunity to meet with the victims and members of
the community to discuss the harm their offence has caused and the way in which the youth may
repair the harm (DRPS 2007). Restorative justice programing through the Eastview Boys and
Girls Club aims to restore the relationship between the youth offender and the victim by
instructing the youth to complete various tasks. For instance, the youth may be compelled to
complete community or personal service work, write apology letters, apologize in person, write
an essay, or create a crime prevention project and/or participate in life skill programming.
Additionally, as initiated by the Ministry of the Attorney General, the Eastview Boys and Girls
Club provides additional restorative justice programing through their Youth Justice Committee
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(Lakeridge Health 2014). Through the Youth Justice Committee, youth are required to meet with
trained community members, the victims and the youth’s parents or caregivers to negotiate the
conditions needed to repair the harm their actions caused.
Addiction and Mental Health Treatment. Through the referral to the Pinewood Centre,
Durham youth are provided with the opportunity to participate in a variety of addiction and
mental health services to address their underlying risk factors that promote delinquency (DRPS
2007). The Pinewood Centre assigns youth offenders to a personal therapist to discuss individual
risk factors that promote delinquency and develop a specialised treatment plan for the youth.
Upon completion of the treatment plan, the DRPS is notified that the youth has met their
diversionary terms and the youth is no longer required to attend their therapy sessions. However,
to aid in rehabilitation, the Pinewood Centre allows youth to continue with treatment services
voluntarily (Lakeridge Health 2014).
Personal and Group Counselling. John Howard Society of Durham Region offers youth
both personal and group counselling (DRPS 2007; Lakeridge Health 2014). Personal counselling
is usually reserved for youth who require extra assistance or a modified program. Through
personal counselling, youth offenders are provided with individual treatment plans to address
any and all risk factors promoting delinquency. Since youth who require personal counselling are
more likely to reoffend, the DRPS maintains close communication with the John Howard Society
to ensure the participants follow-through with their expectations (Lakeridge Health 2014).
The John Howard Society also offers group counselling for youth who at a low-risk of
reoffending. Doob, Marinos, Varma (1995) note many youth commit acts which are considered
to be criminal offences according to the law, but they tend to be relatively minor offences.
Therefore, for low-risk youth, the John Howard Society provides weekly group-based education
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programs which are intended to assist youth in the development of skills to manage anger; learn
about the social, financial, and personal costs of crime; improve communication skills; and
develop alternative coping strategies (Lakeridge Health 2014). Through these weekly meetings,
youth are provided with a pro-social support network that holds favourable views of the law.
Therefore, youth learn about the effects of their actions while avoiding the negative peer
associations they may develop within the CJS (DRPS 2007).
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Chapter 4: Methodology
PURPOSE OF RESEARCH
The YCJA’s emphasis on the use of alternative measures has produced many favourable
outcomes for youth offenders, the legal system, and society (Bala 2015). Despite favourable
outcomes, when police officers—the gatekeepers of the CJS—hold unfavourable attitudes
towards diversion, diversionary measures are applied in an inconsistent manner (Schulenberg
2015; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Prenzler and Hayes 2000; Maclure et al. 2003; Lurigio and
Skogan 1994; Skogan 2008; Lumb and Brezeale 2003). Considering that the overall success of
pre-charge diversion programs is limited to a police officer’s willingness to apply diversionary
measures, this study adds to the expanding literature of police-led diversion by exploring the
perception and attitudes of Durham Regional Police Service officers around the DRPS Youth
Diversion Program.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESIS
To gain a deeper understanding of DRPS officer perceptions and attitudes towards applying
diversionary measure, this study examines the following research questions:
1. What is the relationship between officer attitudes of diversion and their willingness to
engage with the YDP?
2. What is the relationship between officer perceptions of formal control and attitudes of
diversion?
3. What are the most important factors that influence DRPS officers’ decisions to arrest or
divert youth offenders?
4. What is the relationship between an officer’s perception of their qualifications and their
willingness to engage with the YDP?
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5. What is the relationship between officer opportunity to use the YDP and their perception
on their qualifications?
6. What is the relationship between officer opportunity to use the YDP and their willingness
to engage with the YDP?
In 2003, all police agencies within Canada were required to alter their operational
procedures in accordance with the goals and objectives of the YCJA. Research suggests that
when police officers are required to alter their operational procedures, they endure various fears
such as the fear of: failure, negative economic consequences, unknown consequences, their
established resources being infringed on, and their new responsibilities being beyond the scope
of their training and qualifications (Lumb and Brezeale 2003; Skogan 2008; Dent 1999;
Schulenberg 2006; Morabito, Morabito et al. 2011; Cohen 2017; Lurigio and Skogan 1994;
Alpert et al. 2011; Conklin 1984; Green et al. 2020; Arcuri et al. 1979). As a result of these
fears, the aforementioned research suggests that police officers tend to hold unfavourable
attitudes and perceptions of diversionary practices. Therefore, I hypothesize that DRPS officers
will both perceive the YDP negatively and perceive that their level of diversion-related training
and qualifications to be inadequate.
When reviewing previous studies on the relationship between an individual’s attitudes
and behaviors, Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) found a positive correlation between an individual’s
attitudes and their behaviours. In other words, individuals who hold favourable attitudes towards
something will preform favourably, while individuals who hold unfavourable attitudes towards
something will preform unfavourably. Based on my first hypothesis, I hypothesize that the DRPS
officers will also be unwilling to apply the YDP.
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Existing research suggests that police officers consider various situational and legal
factors surrounding the nature of an offence during their decision-making process (see Gaines
and Kappeler 2011; Schulenberg 2015; Smyth 2011; Arcuri et al. 1979; Allen 2002; Schulenberg
and Warren 2009; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Schulenberg 2015); however, the legal criteria
of the offence is the primary factor considered by Canadian police officers during their decision
to divert or arrest a youth offender (see Doob and Chan 1892; Caputo and Kelly 1997; Doob and
Cesaroni 2004; Carrington and Schulenberg 2005; Carrington and Schulenberg 2003; Marinos
and Innocente 2008). Therefore, I hypothesize that when exercising their discretionary powers,
determining the seriousness of the offence will be the first consideration made by the officers.
However, I also predict that several situational factors surrounding the offence will play a major
role in the officers decision-making process.
In comparison to police officers who demonstrate unfavourable attitudes towards the use
of youth diversion, research suggests that the belief that diversion programs are implemented
successfully results in higher levels of support and favourable attitudes towards the use of
diversionary measures (Lurigo and Skogan 1994; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Ford et al. 2003).
Therefore, it is hypothesized that there will be a positive association between police officer
attitudes of diversion and their willingness to engage with the YDP.
The increased opportunity to use diversion programs has been found to be positively
associated with higher levels of willingness and support towards a problem solving approach
when addressing crime (Wycoff 1988; Wycoff and Skogan 1993; Novak et al. 2003). As a result,
officers receive additional on-the-job training which affords them the opportunity to gain
personal experiences with the associated benefits of youth diversion. Consequently, they are
more likely to demonstrate favourable views towards diversionary practices and believe that their
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level of training is adequate (Morabito et al. 2011; Cohen 2017). Informed by this research, it is
hypothesized that there will be a: 1) positive association between the opportunity to use the YDP
and an officer’s attitudes of diversion; 2) a positive association between the opportunity to use
the YDP and an officer’s perception on their qualifications and; 3) a positive association between
an officer’s perception on their qualifications and their willingness to apply the YDP.
The final hypothesis is focused on the perceptions of formal control in relation to an
officer’s attitudes and perceptions of youth diversion. Research has found that officers who
favour traditional policing techniques tend to believe that the local response to crime is more
important than a ‘packaged’ solution which is soft on crime (Morabito et al. 2011; Chan 1992;
Griffiths 2019; Schulenberg 2006; Skogan 2008; Cohen 2017). Therefore, it is hypothesized that
there will be a negative association between police officer perceptions of formal control and their
attitudes toward diversion.
STUDY DESIGN
When exploring the nature or frequency of a phenomenon, Maxfield and Babbie (1995)
suggest that the most appropriate technique to be used is an exploratory study. Within the context
of criminal justice research, Maxfield and Babbie (1995) also note that a cross-sectional design is
the most commonly used design when conducting an exploratory study. A cross-sectional design
is a time-efficient and inexpensive technique used to gather current data of a phenomenon,
establish the associations between variables and often used prior to conducting a longitudinal
study to determine cause and effect (Adler and Clarke 2003). Due to the limited time frame for
this study and the lack of research on the YDP, a cross-sectional exploratory design is the most
appropriate design.
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Cross-sectional exploratory studies are very common in policing scholarship. For
example, Novak et al. (2003) explored the acceptance of community policing among patrol
officers. Using a cross-sectional exploratory approach, the authors distributed a fifty-item selfadministered questionnaire. Mastrofski, Willis and Kochel (2007) also employed a crosssectional exploratory approach by distributing a national mail-out survey to large municipal and
county police agencies to explore police officer perceptions towards the challenges they face
implementing community-oriented initiatives.
Cross-sectional designs have also been used in studies specifically exploring the
perceptions and attitudes of police officers towards the application of youth diversion in Canada.
For example, by conducting surveys and interviews with 70 police officers over a duration of six
months, Marinos and Innocente (2008) used a cross-sectional exploratory design to explore the
factors influencing police attitudes towards extrajudicial measures under the YCJA. Similarly,
Ricciardelli et al. (2017) used a cross-sectional exploratory approach to determine the influence a
police officer’s perceptions of diversion have on their decision-making process. The time frame
and design of the Ricciardelli et al. (2017) study is similar to the present study. Finally,
considering that this current study is conducted for a master’s thesis, a review of graduate level
policing research was conducted (see Smith 2007; Wook 2012; Glowatski 2013; Hooper 2017;
Cox 2017; Holloway 2018). This review revealed that many students exploring the perceptions
and attitudes of police officers employed a cross-sectional exploratory study design.
Limitations of Design:
Although an exploratory cross-sectional design was determined to be the most
appropriate approach for this study, the study design brings issues of validity. First, internal
validity is threatened as I can only determine the association between variables, not causal
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relationships or explanations as to why these relationships exist (Mann 2003; Bryman and Bell
2016; Weisberg 2008; Choy 2014). Second, this study lacks external validity as the data was
collected during a single point in time from a specific sample of a specific population (Weisberg
2008). Therefore, the findings from this study are only representative of the DRPS officers
captured by the sample, and do not reflect the attitudes and perceptions of all DRPS officers or
police officers within Canada.
SAMPLING STRATEGY
Population of Interest
The DRPS is currently the 10th largest municipal police service in Canada with 904
sworn in police officers (Statistics Canada 2018). The DRPS police five divisions across the
municipality as depicted in Figure 2. These divisions are separated by the geographical borders
of the Durham Region and include: 1) West division (Ajax and Pickering); 2) Central West
Division (Whitby and Western Oshawa); 3) East Division (Clarington, Oshawa and Scugog); 4)
Central East Division (Oshawa) and; 5) North Division (Brock, Scugog and Uxbridge) (DRPS
2019).
Figure 2: Divisionary Boundaries.

Note. This figure illustrates the divisional boundaries of the DRPS. Adapted from: The Durham Regional
Police Service (2014).
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Sampling Strategy and Gaining Subject Access
The sample for this study was drawn from all 904 sworn in DRPS officers. Since the
distribution of the questionnaire was administered solely by DRPS personnel and not disclosed
to myself, the exact sampling frame for this study is unknown. Prior to beginning research, it was
assumed that a portion of the 904 sworn in officers may not have heard of the YDP due to their
position within the DRPS. Accordingly, the population of interest for this study was limited to
DRPS officers who have heard of the YDP. These officers were specifically targeted since they
were more likely to hold detailed knowledge of the YDP and thus be able to provide current and
accurate information regarding their perceptions and attitudes of the YDP. As such, this study
employed a purposive sample.
According to Tongco (2017), a purposive sample, often referred to a judgment sample, is
a type of non-probability sampling technique used to solicit prospective participants to explore a
certain cultural domain and provide an illustration of a larger population. A purposive sample is
“most effective when one needs to study a certain cultural domain with knowledgeable experts
within.” (Tongco 2017:147). To solicit prospective participants, I developed an inclusion
criterion to specifically target DRPS officers based on their knowledge of the YDP.
Prior to beginning this study, it was understood that there are unique difficulties
researchers face in gaining access to police officers (Skogan 2015; Reiner 2000; Gravelle and
Rogers 2014). A purposive sampling technique was determined to be the most feasible sampling
strategy able to address these difficulties for two reasons. First, police officers are a close-knit
group within a niche demographic, therefore, police officers are often distrustful of outsiders. As
an outsider, it is likely that the officers are highly suspicious of participating in a research study
as they do not know if the researcher or their supervisors have any ulterior motives (Gravelle and
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Rogers 2014; Brunger et al. 2016). Second, when studying police officers, researchers must
acquire special access and formal approval from police supervisors (Skogan 2015; Reiner 2000).
A purposive sampling technique is a common practice within policing research (Nix et al.
2017). Although studies exploring the attitudes and perceptions of police officers towards youth
diversion have rarely used a purposive sample, purposive sampling has been used for a number
of studies surrounding police attitudes and perceptions in general. For example, Morabito et al.
(2011) deliberately targeted officers who were involved with the Chicago Police Department
Crisis Intervention Team to explore their attitudes towards the program. Similarly, Doob and
Chan (1982) deliberately targeted Youth Bureau Officers to explore the factors affecting police
decisions around youth offenders. A purposive sample was also used by Barberi and Taxman
(2019) who targeted police chiefs who offered drug related diversion program to understand the
overarching police perceptions on substance users.
Prior to beginning research, I was required to submit a research proposal to Mr. Vidal
Chavannes, the Director of Strategy, Research & Organizational Performance at DRPS, which
included: 1) the purpose of the study; 2) the methods to be used; 3) ethical concerns; 4) the risks
and benefits to the participants; and 5) a copy of the measurement instrument. Approximately
two weeks after the submission of my research proposal, Mr. Chavannes and myself had a
formal meeting where I provided him with a further explanation and rationalization of my study,
and he provided me with both the initial approval to conduct research and a research agreement
that was to be accepted by the DRPS Chief of Police. Following the completion of the research
agreement, Chief Paul Martin granted me the final approval and I was requested to send my
recruitment letter and consent form to Mr. Chavannes.
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According to Gravelle and Rogers (2014), the preferred technique to gain rapport and
interest from officers is through a snowball sample. Moreover, Skogan (2015) notes that
researchers can avoid the difficulties faced when attempting to access police officers by enlisting
the help from insiders. Due to a lack of personal ties with DRPS officers, and the confidentiality
concerns of the DRPS however, the sampling strategy was limited to a purposive sample
administered by Mr. Chavannes. However, since Mr. Chavannes was enlisted as my direct
contact to the officers, I did not face any difficulties accessing the officers.
In contrast, gaining interest from the officers posed a significant issue for this study. The
lack of interest may be partly to do with how often police officers are required to complete
mandatory surveys (Skogan 2015). Alternatively, gaining interest from the participants may have
been due to the items within the survey. Given the context of this study, the questionnaire asked
the officers to respond to many questions surrounding youth offenders. As such, some of the
items within the questionnaire involved sensitive topics. Police endure a great deal of scrutiny
over their code of conduct (Skogan 2015; Reiner 2000), thus it is possible that many officers
were unwilling to participate to protect themselves from any possible negative potentialities that
may result from participation (Skogan 2015; Reiner 2000).
Prior to recruitment of officers, Mr. Chavannes tested the functionality of the
questionnaire on DRPS computers to ensure the officers would not encounter any technical
issues accessing Qualtrics (the online survey application use in this study). Upon completion of
the functionality test, on September 7th, 2020 my recruitment letter was distributed for the first
time via email by Mr. Chavannes. Two respondents completed the survey following this first
recruitment attempt. Two weeks later, I asked Mr. Chavannes to distribute the recruitment letter
for a second time, and six new responses were submitted. Seeing that recruitment was becoming
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a major concern for this study, I had a brief meeting with Mr. Chavannes to discuss this concern.
He forwarded the details of my study to Sergeant Will White from the Durham Regional Police
Education & Innovation Centre. Although neither Mr. Chavannes nor Sergeant White disclosed
information detailing which DRPS officers the questionnaire was distributed to initially, after an
email correspondence with Sergeant White, it was decided that he would distribute the
recruitment letter service wide. Sergeant White distributed the recruitment letter on three more
occasions, the last being on November 31st 2020. A total of 36 officers completed the
questionnaire.
Limitations of the Sampling Strategy:
Given the scope of this study, a non-probability sample was the most feasible approach. It
is a time efficient technique to gather respondents based on the knowledge they have about a
phenomenon (Bryman and Bell 2016). That said the sampling technique used threatens external
validity in five ways. First, due to a non-probability sample, some officers were more likely to be
selected than others (Gravelle and Rogers 2014; Bryman and Bell 2016). Although the officers
who have never heard of the YDP were excluded as it was assumed they would not have detailed
knowledge of the YDP, they may have been able to provide valuable insight into the attitudes
and perceptions of the larger population regarding the application of youth diversion in general.
Second, it is possible that the officers who have used and support the YDP were more likely to
participate in this study (Tongco 2017). For example, the officers who were supportive of the
YDP may have been more willing to participate in this study and the officers who were not
supportive of the YDP may have been unwilling as the study was voluntary. Therefore, the
results may be biased towards the officers who are supportive of youth diversion (Singleton and
Straints 2004). The results from this study are only representative of the subjects who were
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included in the sample, and inferences cannot be made about subjects who were not included
(Maxfield and Babbie 2006).
Third, according to Tongco (2017), the participant’s competency and reliability poses
dangers to a purposive sample in two ways: 1) Since the researcher uses their judgment to
develop inclusion criteria, the quality of data rests in the selection of the participants. In other
words, there is no way to determine if the respondents were truly knowledgeable on the subject
(Tongco 2017). Moreover, because I did not have a direct role in the selection of the participants
and the survey was anonymous, I cannot determine if all respondents fit the study criteria. 2) The
unequal chance of being selected due to the non-probability sample became evident when
observing the descriptive statistics of the sample. Over half of the sample is responsible for
patrolling major cities within the Durham Region and have a length of service of 11-20 years.
The data from this study are limited to a small proportion of DRPS officers which limits the
generalizability of the findings (Bryman and Bell 2016; Maxfield and Babbie 2006).
Fourth, due to the attrition rate of this study, non-response errors occurred. Of the 71
respondents who began the questionnaire, 18 respondents opened the questionnaire and did not
respond to any questions and 17 respondents failed to complete more than 50 percent. Only 36
respondents completed more than 50 percent of the questionnaire. Given that the latter half of the
survey was used to develop a deeper understanding of the respondent’s perceptions and attitudes
towards the use of diversion, the high attrition rate did hinder the quality of the data. As such, the
generalizability of the findings is limited.
Fifth, due to several factors, this study relies on a very small sample size; thus, the ability
to reach statistical significance of the findings is limited (Maxfield and Babbie 2006). As a result
of the COVID-19 global pandemic, DRPS officers were confronted with an increase in
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responsibilities during their shift. Consequently, many officers may have been unwilling to
commit additional time during their shift to conduct a voluntary survey. Further, due to the
current political climate surrounding issues with police legitimacy, despite the constant assurance
of anonymity, the officers may have feared negative recourse from their supervisors, fellow
officers, or society. Although I attempted to limit posing highly sensitive survey questions,
certain topics were unavoidable. As such, it is possible that the officers were hesitant to
participate to protect themselves from any negative outcomes.
Sample Characteristics:
Table 1 provides information on respondent positions within the DRPS. The sample is
predominately comprised of DRPS officers who are typically responsible for implementing the
YDP (86.1%) (Police Constables, Detective Constables and Detectives or Sergeants). Of the 36
respondents, Police Constables (47.2%) make up the largest proportion of respondents. A lesser
proportion of respondents indicated that they were Detective Constables (22.2 %) or
Detectives/Sergeants (16.7%). The remaining respondents did not identify their rank (11.1%) or
are senior officers (2.8%). In terms of the respondent’s division, over half of the sample (55.6%)
is responsible for patrolling major cities within the Durham Region (Oshawa, Western Oshawa,
Whitby, Ajax and Pickering). The remainder are either currently employed within a specialised
unit (22.2%), responsible for patrolling smaller cities or townships (11.1%) or did not respond
(11.%). Finally, the respondent’s length of service ranges from 2 years to 27 years with the
average (mode) length of service being 11-20 years (41.6%). Slightly over a third (36.1%) of
respondents have a length of service of 0-10 years and 13.9% have a length of service of 21-27
years. Therefore, 36.1% of respondents have been employed with the DRPS for less than a
decade and 55.1% of respondents have been employed with the DRPS for more than a decade.
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Table 1: Frequency Table: DRPS Population By Rank, Division and Length of Service.
Division

Rank

Length of Service

North
East
Central East
West
Central West
Specialized Unit
Not Stated
Total
Police Constable
Detective Constable
Detective/ Sergeant
Inspector
Not stated
Total
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-26
27+
Not stated
Total

Frequency
1
3
6
8
6
8
4
36
17
8
6
1
4
36
9
4
7
8
3
2
3
36

Percent
2.8
8.3
16.7
22.2
16.7
22.2
11.1
100.0
47.2
22.2
16.7
3.1
11.1
100.0
25.0
11.1
19.4
22.2
8.3
5.6
8.3
100.0

DATA COLLECTION TOOL AND MEASUREMENT
Data Collection Tool
Within policing research, there are countless studies exploring the perceptions and
attitudes of police officers towards community-oriented policing. Of these studies, only a handful
explore the perceptions and attitudes of police officers towards the application of youth diversion
and even fewer are within a Canadian context. Finally, from the limited pool of Canadian
studies, not a single study explores the perceptions and attitudes of DRPS officers towards the
application of the YDP. As such, I developed an original research instrument to meet my specific
needs.
Babbie (1995) states that “survey research is probably the best method available to the
social scientist interested in collecting original data for describing a population too large to
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observe directly” (257). Similarly, Bryman (1988) suggests that research should employ a survey
when the subject matter is both specific and familiar to the participants, and Singleton and Straits
(2004) suggest that surveys are the preferred tool for accurate generalizations about a population.
Although Reiner (2000) notes that the traditional method of observing police officers is through
ethnographic participant observations, in a more recent review of police research, Nix et al.
(2017) found that there has been a substantial shift from qualitative ethnographic studies to
quantitative studies using surveys.
Despite the benefits of survey research, there are several concerns associated with
surveying police. First, as a result of the scrutiny police officers face from their supervisors,
fellow officers and society, police officers are extremely distrustful of outsiders (Reiner 2000;
Skogan 2015). Consequently, gaining access to this population is a particularly difficult task.
Second, the DRPS emphasised that the anonymity of their officers in granting access to complete
the study. Third, because police are regularly asked to complete surveys, Skogan (2015) states
that officers often suffer from survey fatigue and are resistant in participating in voluntary
studies. Based on these concerns, an anonymous self-administered online survey was determined
to be the most appropriate data collection tool for several reasons. Despite in-person surveys
achieving the highest response rate compared to mail-in, online, or phone surveys, Nix et al.
(2017) found that anonymous self-administered online surveys have the potential to achieve the
most accurate self-reports and provide respondents with the highest level of anonymity. Nix et al.
(2017) also found that anonymous self-administered online surveys are the least time-consuming
mode of observation, and achieve a substantially higher response rate while demonstrating the
least amount of social desirability.
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Quantitative research is often used by researchers to generate numerical data—or data
that can be converted into numerical data —to quantify attitudes, perceptions, opinions and
behaviours (Watson 2015). Through the collection of numerical data, a quantitative approach
tests hypotheses in order to make generalizations about a population (Watson 2015; Sukamolson
2007). In other words, quantitative research is a deductive technique used to explore a
phenomenon within the subject’s natural environment, conduct an analysis on the findings and
draw conclusions by uncovering patterns within the data (Watson 2015; Sukamolson 2007).
Although open-ended questions afford the respondents with a greater degree of freedom in their
responses, unlike with quantitative data, open-ended questions are difficult to interpret and
categorize (Singleton and Straits 2004). In contrast, because all respondents are provided with
identical response options, close-ended questions have a higher degree of reliability (Singleton
and Straits 2004). Additionally, considering that the lack of subject interest was a major concern
for this study, close-ended questions were used to increase the response rate of the survey
(Skogan 2015; Reiner 2000; Singleton and Straits 2004). According to Singleton and Straits
(2004) however, the increase in the response rate is only possible provided the respondents have
knowledge of the topic being studied. Since the participants were selected based on their
knowledge of the YDP, close-ended questions were deemed the most feasible option.
To improve lack of interest from the officers, considerations were made regarding the
type of close-ended questions asked. Although binary (yes/no) questions ensure ease in
comprehension, they do not fully measure the respondent’s range of attitudes and perceptions
(Singleton and Straits 2004). In comparison, Likert scale questions are particularly beneficial
when measuring attitudes and perceptions. Alwin and Krosnick (1991) state that a seven-point
scale is preferred when measuring the attitudes of participants. Although there is a monotonic
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increase in the scales reliability when a scale greater than three-points is used, Alwin and
Krosnick (1991) note that there is no statistically significant difference between a two and fivepoint scale in regards to reliability. As such, both binary and four to six-point Likert scale
questions were used to balance the length of the survey with comprehensive data. Finally,
Singleton and Straits (2004) state that when researchers use close-ended questions, because the
responses are limited to the options provided, the quality of the data suffers. To account for
potential issues with the quality of data, all multiple choice questions (excluding Likert scale
questions) provided the respondents with an option titled ‘other.’ This gave the respondent the
opportunity to elaborate on their response or provide a response which was not included.
Survey Construction
The survey was constructed by compiling items used in previous research adapted to
reflect the perceptions and attitudes of DRPS officers towards the YDP. First, the most
appropriate demographic questions were identified. Although researchers have used varying
types of demographic questions, to protect the anonymity of officers within smaller police
forces, Nix et al. (2017) suggest that researchers avoid posing specific or an excessive number of
demographic questions. Nix et al. (2017) further notes that police officers are aware that their
identity may be compromised through their demographic information. As such, many officers
may be skeptical and refuse to participate, regardless of being assured that their identity will not
be compromised. With these concerns in mind, the current research on police attitudes and
perceptions were consulted (e.g., Morabito et al. 2011; Parker and Sarre 2008; Novak et al. 2003;
Carrington and Schulenberg 2008; Prenzler and Hayes 2000), which led to the decision that only
the officer’s division, rank and length of service would be requested. Although close-ended
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questions are used for most of the questionnaire, all demographic questions were open-ended and
recoded during analysis.
The remainder of the survey construction heavily relied on Caputo and Kelly’s (1997)
work entitled Police Perceptions of Current Responses to Youth Crime. To measure the
seriousness of youth crime, Caputo and Kelly (1997) provided their respondents with a preselected list of offences and asked them to select what they believe to be the most common crime
committed by youth. The format of this question was adopted and the most common crimes
committed by youth was sourced from national police-reported crime statistics (see Statistic
Canada 2012; Moreau, Jaffray and Armstrong 2019; Public Safety Canada 2012) and DRPS
youth crime statistics (DRPS 2009, 2010). The final items which measured the officer’s
perceptions of youth crime was adopted from Doob, Marinos, Varma (1995) who developed a
survey for the Department of Justice. I adapted questions from Doob et al. (1995) to capture
officer perceptions of the age, gender and race of offending youth.
To explore the officer’s perceptions and attitudes towards youth diversion, various
studies were used as a foundation (Stewart and Smith 2004; Lurigo and Skogan 2008; Wycoff
and Skogan 1994; Ford et al. 2003; Lord, Kuhns and Friday 2008). Based on the literature, the
most effective way to measure the officer’s attitude towards the YDP is to measure their support
for the YDP, their belief that the YDP is effective, and the belief that diversion is a meaningful
experience for youth offenders (see Wycoff and Skogan 1994; Ford et al. 2003; Caputo and
Kelly 1997).
Through a meta-analysis of research examining the effectiveness of youth diversion,
Wilson and Hoge (2013) found that diversion programs are significantly more effective in
reducing recidivism than the traditional justice system. Informed by these findings, the YCJA
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and the work of Caputo and Kelly (1997) was referenced to develop the items exploring the
officer’s perceptions of whether techniques of formal control are more effective than the YDP at
reducing recidivism. Since the YCJA outlines various techniques of formal control, the three
most common techniques used by Canadian police officers was adopted (Statistic Canada 2012).
According to Goldstein (1987), it is crucial for police officers to understand the
philosophy of community-oriented policing in order to successfully implement communityoriented initiatives. To explore the officers understanding of the philosophy underlying the
YCJA, current research on Canadian youth laws (see Bala 2003, 2007; Wilson and Hoge 2013;
Maclure et al, 2003; Bernburg et al. 2006; Mears et al. 2016; Bala 2003; Prenzler and Hayes
2000; Wilson and Braithwaite 1995; McCarthy 1991; Griffiths 2019; Gaines and Kappeler 2011;
Schulenberg 2015) were referenced to create a list of benefits, goals and limitations of the YDP.
Lurigo and Skogan (1994) found a positive association between the opportunity to use
diversion programs and favourable attitudes of youth diversion. Thus, the opportunity to
incorporate the YDP into their daily work routines was measured. Additionally, while some
studies suggest that the legal criteria of an offence are the most influential factors in an officer’s
decision-making process, other studies suggest various situational factors are (Schulenberg and
Warren 2009; Gaines and Kappeler 2011; Arcuri et al. 1979; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Doob
and Chan 1982; Schulenberg and Warren 2009). When developing the items exploring the
officers decision-making process regarding their decision to divert or arrest a youth offender, the
aforementioned research was referenced to develop a list of factors which have been found to
have the largest impact on an officers decision-making process.
In developing items able to measure the officer’s willingness to engage with the YDP, the
existing literature on police perceptions did not provide a clear conceptualization on the
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willingness to apply diversion programs. As such, the work of Ajzen and Fishbein (1977), along
with research on the implementation of diversion programs was consulted (Wycoff and Skogan
1993; Wycoff 1988; Novak, Alarid and Lucas 2003; Lumb and Brezeale 2003; Kelling 1974).
The observations of these scholars were adapted to develop the items measuring the willingness
to engage with the YDP. Additionally, to measure an officers experience using diversion or
community-oriented programs, surveys generally provide the officers with various scenarios and
asks them to indicate how they would normally respond (Caputo and Kelly 1997; Stewart and
Smith 2004; Novak et al. 2003; Marinos and Innocente 2008). In the interest of time, to explore
the YDP in action, the current study only asks respondents to indicate if they have experienced
any favourable or unfavourable outcome when using the YDP.
Finally, the work of Caputo and Kelly (1997) was adapted to develop various other items
to get a general understanding of the respondent’s attitudes and perceptions towards the YDP.
First, Caputo and Kelly (1997) posed various questions which indirectly explored the idea of
diversion acting as a deterrent for youth offenders. As I avoided posing scenarios, I directly
asked the officers to indicate if they believe the YDP deters youth from delinquency. Second,
considering that the inconsistent nature of a police officer’s discretion when applying divisionary
measures is the most frequently cited criticism of pre-charge diversion programs (see Mears et
al. 2016; Gaines and Kappeler 2011; Schulenberg 2015; Smyth 2011), the work of Caputo and
Kelly (1997) was referenced to develop an item which asks respondents if they felt that there is a
lack of consistency among officers who apply the YDP in terms of diversion options chosen.
Third, Caputo and Kelly (1997) asked the officer’s if their views of youth diversion changed
during the transition from the YOA to the YCJA. Since the study is only concerned with the
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YDP under the YCJA, this item was adapted in order to measure any changes in the respondent’s
views since the inception of the YDP in 2007.
According to McIntyre (1999), the words used in a survey should be consistent with the
education level of the respondents. Straub (1989) notes that this may be achieved through a pilot
test. As such, prior to the questionnaire being disseminated, I piloted the questionnaire with an
Ontario Provincial Police officer. Based on their feedback, I made slight adjustments to the
wording to be more reflective of the language used by police officers. Additionally, the length of
the survey was a major concern during the development of the survey. Although an
approximation for the timeframe of the questionnaire was provided by the survey platform that I
employed (Qualtrics), by conducting a pilot test, I was able to provide the respondents with a
more accurate timeframe based on a human trial (Straub 1989).
Limitations of Data Collection Tool:
The data collection tool posed two main issues. First, there is no way to determine if the
respondents were genuine in their responses (Nix et al. 2017; Mann 2003; Adler and Clarke
2003). Given the nature of this study, it is possible that the officers may have responded in a
particular way to ensure that they do not reflect poorly on themselves or the DRPS. Second, Nix
et al. (2017) found that anonymous self-administered online questionnaires have the lowest
response rate. Therefore, in an attempt to obtain accurate self-reports while protecting the
anonymity of the respondents, the sample size suffered.
Measurement
The final questionnaire consisted of 41 questions which aimed to explore the perceptions
and attitudes of DRPS officers around the DRPS YDP (see Appendix A). The measures used for
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this current study are described in detail within Table 2, which outlines the independent and
dependent variables. Table 3 further describes all other variables used in this study.
It should be noted that the indicators of the dependent variables Willingness to Engage
with the YDP and Perceptions of Formal Control shown in Table 2 were combined to create a
single variable. To assess the internal consistency of the indicators and to determine how closely
the indicators are related as a group, Cronbach’s Alpha was computed. Field (2009) recommends
that a value between .7 to .8 is within an acceptable range. Additionally, an exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) was conducted to create a smaller and more concise variable. Williams, Onsman
and Brown (2010) recommends that a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
(KMO) should be greater than .5 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity should be significant at .05 to
consider the factor suitable. Finally, in order for the factor to be retained, Costello and Osborne
(2005) state that a factor must have at least three items successfully loaded.
In regards to the concept of Perceptions of Formal Control, Cronbach’s Alpha
determined the indicators to be internally consistent (.732). Moreover, when the EFA was
conducted, the variable achieved a KMO of .640 (p=.000). Considering that there are three
indicators for this concept, the items were combined into a single variable. When Cronbach’s
Alpha was measured for the concept Willingness to Engage with the YDP, a value of .692 was
achieved. Since a value of .692 is questionable, the recommendation of Costello and Osborne
(2005) to conduct iterative analysis was used and various configurations of the items within the
willingness to apply the YDP were conducted. When the item engagement was removed,
Cronbach’s Alpha computed a value of .8 and the EFA computed a KMO of .706 (p=.000). As
such, the items commitment, eagerness and enthusiasm were combined into a single variable.
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In regards to the inclusion criteria question, if the respondent selected ‘No,’ they were
directed to the end of the questionnaire and thanked for their time. Since the demographic
questions were open-ended response questions, these questions were recoded during analysis.
Division was coded as: 1: North, 2: East, 3: Central East, 4: West, 5: Central West, 6: Specialized
Unit, 7: Not stated. Rank was recoded as 1: Police Constable, 2: Detective Constable, 3:
Detective/Sergeant, 4: Inspector, 5: Not stated. Length of Service was recoded and presented at
the aggregate level: 1: 0-5 years, 2: 6-10 years, 3: 11-15 years, 4: 16-20 years, 5: 21-26 years, 6:
more than 27 years and 7: not stated. Finally, for the following items: 1) goals of the YDP; 2)
benefits of the YDP; 3) limitations of the YDP; 4) most common crime committed by youth in
Durham; 4) most common race of offending youth and; 5) factors influencing the decision to
charge or divert a youth offender, the officers were provided with a pre-selected list of options to
choose from. This list can be found in Appendix A.
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Table 2: Independent and Dependent Variables.
Concept
Attitude
Towards the
YDP

Variable Type
Independent
Variable

Opportunity
to Use the
YDP

Independent
Variable

Perception of
Formal
Control

Dependent
Variable

Willingness to
Engage with
the YDP

Dependent
Variable

Perception on
Qualifications

Dependent
Variable

Survey Question
Is the YDP important?
Is the YDP a meaningful
experience?
Is the YDP effective?
Frequency of use in the
last year.
Frequency of use since
inception.
Are Crown referrals more
effective at reducing
recidivism than the YDP?
Is laying a charge more
effective at reducing
recidivism than the YDP?
Are conditional discharges
more effective at reducing
recidivism than the YDP?
Level of Eagerness when
applying the YDP
Level of Enthusiasm when
applying the YDP
Level Commitment when
applying the YDP
Belief that I am equipped
to make a sufficient
risk/need assessment to
select an appropriate
diversion option.

Measurement
Nominal

Attributes
Yes and No

Scholarly Support
Lurigo and Skogan 1994; Marinos and
Innocente 2008; Ford et al. 2003; Stewart and
Smith 2004; Lord et al. 2008; Caputo and
Kelly 1997; Skogan 2008

Nominal

Often, Not Often

Lurigo and Skogan 1994; Stewart and Smith
2003; Novak, Alarid and Lucas 2003

Ordinal

Strongly disagree,
Disagree, Slightly
disagree, Slightly
agree, Strongly agree

Wilson and Hoge 2013; Caputo and Kelly
1997; Statistic Canada 2012

Ordinal

Not at all, Moderately,
Slightly, Very,
Extremely

Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Wycoff and Skogan
1993; Wycoff 1988; Novak et al. 2003; Lumb
and Brezeale 2003; Kelling 1974

Ordinal

Strongly disagree,
Disagree, Slightly
disagree, Slightly
agree, Strongly agree

Lurigo and Skogan 1994
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Table 3: All Other Variables.
Concept
Inclusion Criteria
Question
Demographics

Survey Question
Have ever heard of the YDP?

Measurement
Nominal

Attributes
Yes or No

Scholarly Support

Rank
Division
Length of Service

Nominal

Open response

Knowledge of the
YDP

What do you believe the top 3 goals of the YDP
to be?
What are the top 3 benefits of implementing
the YDP?
What are the top 3 limitations of implementing
the YDP?

Nominal

Pre-selected list of 9
goals
Pre-selected list of 14
benefits
Pre-selected list of 11
limitations

Personal
experience Using
the YDP

Have you personally witnessed a situation(s)
where there have been favourable outcomes
for the youth
Have you personally witnessed a situation(s)
where there have been favourable outcomes
for the victim
Have you personally witnessed a situation(s)
where there have been negative consequences
for the youth
Have you personally witnessed a situation(s)
where there have been negative consequences
for the victim

Nominal

Yes or No

Nix et al. 2017; Morabito et al. 2011;
Parker and Sarre 2008; Novak, Alarid
and Lucas 2003; Carrington and
Schulenberg 2008; Prenzler and Hayes
2000.
Bala 2003, 2007; Wilson and Hoge 2013;
Maclure et al, 2003; Bernburg et al.
2006; Mears et al. 2016; Bala 2003;
Prenzler and Hayes 2000; Wilson and
Braithwaite 1995; McCarthy 1991;
Griffiths 2019; Gaines and Kappeler
2011; Schulenberg 2015.
Caputo and Kelly 1997; Stewart and
Smith 2004; Novak et al. 2003; Marinos
and Innocente 2008.
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Table 3 continued
Concept
Perceptions of
Youth Crime

Survey Question
How serious is youth crime in Durham?

Measurement
Ordinal

What is the most common crime committed by
youth in Durham?
Most common age of offending youth.

Nominal

Most common gender of offending youth.

Most common race of offending youth.
Factors
Determining the
Decision to Divert
or Arrest

The YDP Serving
as a Deterrent

What are the 3 most important factors that
influence your decision to charge a youth in
conflict with the law?
What are the 3 most important factors that
influence your decision to divert a youth in
conflict with the law?
Do you believe that the YDP deters youth from
delinquency?
In their opinion, do your fellow officers believe
that the YDP deters youth from delinquency?

Nominal

Nominal
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Attributes
Not serious at all,
Somewhat serious,
Serious, Very serious
Pre-selected list of 13
offences
under 12 years old,
12 years old, 13 years
old, 14 years old, 15
years old, 16 years
old, 17 years old,18
years old, All age
categories equal.
Boys, Girls, Equal
number of boys and
girls
Pre-selected list of 8
races
Pre-selected list of 20
factors

Scholarly Support
Caputo and Kelly 1997; Statistic Canada
2012; Moreau, Jaffray and Armstrong
2019; Public Safety Canada 2012; DRPS
2009, 2010; Doob, Marinos, Varma
1995.

Pre-selected list of 20
factors

Schulenberg and Warren 2009; Gaines
and Kappeler 2011; Arcuri et al. 1979;
Marinos and Innocente 2008; Doob and
Chan 1982; Schulenberg and Warren
2009.

Yes and No

Caputo and Kelly 1997.

Table 3 continued
Concept
Other Items

Survey Question
Have your views of the YDP changed?

Measurement
Nominal

Do you feel that there is a lack of consistency
among officer who apply the YDP in terms of
the diversion option chosen?

Ordinal

Do you feel that the YDP is beyond the scope of
the role of a police officers?

If the Youth Diversion Program did not exist, I
would be concerned that youth were not being
diverted away from the CJS?

Attributes
Not applicable,
Remained the same,
Yes, changed for the
worse, Yes, changed
of the better
Strongly disagree,
Disagree, Slightly
disagree, Slightly
agree, Strongly agree
Strongly disagree,
Disagree, Slightly
disagree, Slightly
agree, Strongly agree

Strongly disagree,
Disagree, Slightly
disagree, Slightly
agree, Strongly agree
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Scholarly Support
Caputo and Kelly 1997.

Caputo and Kelly 1997.

Lumb and Brezeale 2003; Skogan 2008;
Dent 1999; Schulenberg 2006; Morabito,
Morabito et al. 2011; Cohen 2017;
Lurigio and Skogan 1994; Alpert et al.
2011; Conklin 1984; Green et al. 2020;
Arcuri et al. 1979.
Caputo and Kelly 1997.

Limitations of Measures
In quantitative research, a researcher must consider the reliability and validity of the
measures used. Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure (Heale and Twycross 2015).
Since all participants were provided with identical questionnaires, the data for this study was
internally consistent (Maxfield and Babbie 2006). That said, although the respondents were
provided with identical questionnaires, if they did not respond truthfully, the accuracy of this
study suffers.
Validity refers to the extent of which a concept is accurately measured (Heale and
Twycross 2015). As a result of the measures used, this study faced measurement validity issues.
First, I was extremely cautious towards developing a concise survey to limit attrition and
increase participation. Sukamolson (2007) notes that in quantitative research, only the variables
provided by the researcher are used. Therefore, since unexpected variables, patterns or theories
did not emerge, the entire domain of police attitudes and perceptions were not measured. As
such, this study lacks content validity (Teherani et al. 2015; Choy 2014).
Due to the lack of research tools available for this study, an original pool of questions
was developed based on the current literature of police attitudes and perceptions. Therefore, the
measures made sense on their face (Choy 2014). However, as the research tool has never been
used before, it is difficult to determine how well the questionnaire measures what is supposed to
measure. In other words, the great deal of complexity and subjectivity when measuring attitudes
and perceptions makes it difficult to make inferences based on the concepts and indicators used
(Choy 2014; Sukamolson 2007). As such, this study lacks construct validity.
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DATA COLLECTION
Data collection was completed using Qualtrics—a cloud-based platform used to create
and distribute online surveys. An online questionnaire via Qualtrics was the preferred method to
disseminate the survey for a variety of reasons. First, Qualtrics is highly customizable. As such, I
was able to tailor survey paths in order to limit participation to only those officers who fit my
study criteria. Second, due to the ongoing pandemic, it was not feasible to administer the
questionnaire in person. Through the use of Qualtrics, I was able to conduct my study without
being required to conduct research in person. Third, Qualtrics allows the researcher to distribute
the questionnaire through an anonymous link and does not collect any identifying information,
such as the respondents IP address. Therefore, the anonymity of the respondents was protected
during the entire data collection phase. Fourth, the self-administered online questionnaire
afforded respondents the opportunity to conduct the questionnaire away from their workplace so
that their fellow officers or supervisors would not know they participated. Fifth, Qualtrics is
compatible with SPSS, the statistical package used to conduct the analyses.
ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
SPSS data analysis software was used to explore the attitudes and perceptions of DRPS
officers. Once the survey had been closed, the results were downloaded from Qualtrics to SPSS,
cleaned, coded and prepared for analysis. This process included: 1) naming and labeling the
variables; 2) checking for errors within the variables and ensure all variables fall within the
normal range; 3) entering missing values; and 4) reverse coding the variables when applicable.
Chapter 4 of this thesis presents the findings of this study in two sections. First,
univariate analyses were used to provide a description of the data. This was done by running
descriptive statistics for all variables in the dataset. Second, bivariate analyses were used to
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determine if the associations between the independent and dependent variables were due to
random chance or not (Babbie 1995). Although multivariate analyses are preferable to that of
univariate and bivariate analyses, due to the lack of statistical power as a result of the low sample
size and the predominance of ordinal and nominal variables, Fisher’s Exact test was used to
determine the non-random associations between the independent and dependent variables. To
determine the strength of association between the variables, and directionality, where applicable,
Cramer’s V (fc) and Kendall’s Tau-C (tc) were used.
ETHICAL AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
This study was granted ethical clearance through the Queen’s University General
Research Ethics Board (see Appendix B) and the DRPS. Respondents were provided with a letter
of information and consent form on two occasions: once in their recruitment email and again on
the first page of the questionnaire. This letter of information and consent form informed the
respondents about the purpose of the study, all potential risks and benefits, that the study is
entirely confidential and voluntary, that their responses could not be traced back to them and that
they would not face any career implications as a result of participating Additionally, the first
page of the survey required the officers indicate that they have read the letter of information and
consent form and asked any question prior to beginning the survey by clicking ‘accept’ at the
bottom of the page (see Appendix C).
Note on Earlier Research Plans
Prior to conducting research with the DRPS, it was my intent to explore the attitudes and
perceptions of Toronto Police Service (TPS) officers towards their Youth Pre-Charge Diversion
Program. Similar to conducting research with the DRPS, I was required to submit a research
proposal outlining the purpose of the study, the methods to be used, ethical concerns, potential
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risks to the participants and a copy of the research instrument. Approximately two weeks
following the submission of my research proposal, without a clear explanation as to why, my
application to conduct research was denied. For the original study, the methodology was quite
similar to the current study. However, rather than solely relying on a quantitative research
design, the data collection process was to be competed through both a quantitative and
qualitative approach. First, I would have conducted a survey to collect data on the attitudes and
perceptions of the officers around the Youth Pre-Charge Diversion Program. Second, I would
have conducted semi-structured interviews with a sub-sample of respondents to capture rich
descriptive data of the personal experiences of individual officers. Additionally, the sampling
technique for the original study utilized a convenience and snowball sample, rather that solely
relying on a purposive sample. As a result, the limitations faced in the current study may have
been less prevalent had I been able to continue with the original research plan.
The present study is limited by the accuracy and quality of data. Although I was able to
gather numerical data for quantitative analysis, the current study lacks rich, descriptive data
pertaining to the personal experiences of individual officers. By utilizing semi-structured
interviews as was initially planned, I would have been able to explore the officer’s attitudes and
perceptions in a more in-depth manner (Teherani et al. 2015; Watson 2015). Further, it is
assumed that the present study faces social desirability of responses and with an anonymous selfadministered online questionnaire, there is no way to determine if the respondents were genuine
in their responses (Nix et al. 2017; Mann 2003; Adler and Clarke 2003). For the original study
however, the suggestions of Waddington (1999) were taken into consideration. Waddington
(1999) notes that researcher must be extremely cognizant of a police officer’s front- and backstage personas when exploring their attitudes and perceptions. He goes on to state that there are
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often discrepancies with a police officer’s self-reports and their practices. Informed by this
understanding, the use of semi-structured interviews would have afforded me the opportunity to
better differentiate between the officer’s front- and back-stage self by not only observing their
responses, but also observing their disposition when responding.
The present study suffers from a lack of interest from participants. The sampling strategy
of the originally planned study was developed to somewhat control for the lack of interest from
participants. First, I would have contacted the unit commanders of all 16 divisions and requested
that they disseminate my survey to all the officers they command. Second, I would have
recruited TPS officers who I had a personal relationship with and asked them to complete both a
survey and a semi-structured interview and introduce me to other officers who may be interested
in participating. To account for the lack of interest, increase participation and gain rapport with
police officers, Gravelle and Rogers (2014) suggest that researchers use a snowball sample.
Moreover, Skogan (2015) notes that researches must enlist the help from insiders of the police
subculture to increase participation. Although the current study enlisted the help from Mr.
Chavannes and Sgt. White, Nix et al. (2017) states that higher response rates are often obtained
when researchers receive recommendations from officers who are deeper within the police
subculture. By receiving personal recommendations from the police officers deeper within the
police subculture, potential participants may have viewed me differently. This is to say, since my
motives may have not been scrutinized as harshly, the officers may have been more willing to
conduct an interview and provide more honest self-reports.
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Chapter 5: Results
Overview of the Sample
Of the 36 officers represented within this study, the sample is predominately comprised
of Police Constables (47.2%), Detective Constables (22.2 %) or Detectives/Sergeants (16.7%).
Additionally, the majority of the sample is responsible for patrolling major cities within the
Durham Region (55.6%) and have been employed by the DRPS for over a decade (55.1%).
Although the findings from this study reflect the attitudes and perceptions of DRPS officers who
are typically responsible for implementing the YDP on a daily basis, the results are skewed
towards longer serving DRPS officers who patrol the major cities within Durham.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS
Perceptions of Youth Crime in Durham
The first concept explored in this study is the officer’s perceptions of the social
dimensions of offending youth in Durham. As illustrated in Figure 3, the largest proportion of
officers believe that boys (72.2%) are the most common gender of offending youth in Durham.
Interestingly, although very few officers believe girls (2.80%) are the most common gender of
offending youth, 22.2% of the officers indicated that both genders are equally in contact with the
law.
Figure 3: Bar Chart: Most Common Gender of Youth in Conflict with the Law.
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While the greatest proportion of officers indicated that all races are equally in contact
with the law (41.7%) when there were asked about the most common race of offending youth,
the officers were essentially split between the belief that either Black youth (22.2%) or White
youth (30.6%) were the most common race of offending youth in Durham. Additionally, as
shown in Figure 4, two officers (5.6%) selected the option titled ‘other.’ One officer wrote that
the most common race is determined by the racial majority of the division, while the other wrote
that the most common race is split equally between White and Black youth.
Figure 4: Bar Chart: Most Common Race of Youth in Conflict with the Law.

While the data suggests that the officers generally held varying perceptions on the most
common race and gender of offending youth, when asked about the most common age of
offending youth, the officers reached an almost unanimous decision. Virtually all of the officers
believe that youth between the ages of 14-15 (44.5%) and 16-17 (44.5%) are most likely to come
into contact with the law (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Bar Chart: Most Common Age of Youth in Conflict with the Law.

To further explore the officer’s perceptions on the social dimensions of youth crime, the
officers were asked to indicate how serious they believe youth crime to be and what they believe
to be the most common crime committed by youth in Durham. In regards to the officer’s
perceptions on the seriousness of youth crime, almost half of the officers indicated that youth
crime in Durham is somewhat serious (48.5%) (Figure 6). Moreover, slightly over one third
indicated that youth crime is serious (36.4%) and very few officers perceive youth crime to be
very serious (9.1%) or not serious at all (6.1%).
Figure 6: Bar Chart: Perceived Seriousness of Youth Crime in the Durham Region.
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When asked about the most common crime committed by youth in Durham, the officers
were provided with thirteen possible offences. Of the thirteen options, the data in Figure 7 only
presents the seven offences which were selected. The majority of the officers believe that theft
under $5000 is the most common crime committed by youth (61.1%). Although common assault
(13.9%) and mischief (11.1%) received a small proportion of responses, the six remaining
options only accounted for 39% of all responses.
Figure 7: Bar Chart: Perceptions of the Most Common Youth Crime.

Frequency Using the YDP
When exploring the officer’s opportunity to incorporate the YDP into their daily work
routines, the officers were asked how often they use the YDP. The data presented in Figure 8
shows that over half of the officers have used the YDP often, both in the last year (52.8%) and
since the programs inception in 2007 (66.7%).

76

Figure 8: Bar Chart: Frequency Using the YDP.

Attitudes Towards Formal Control in Comparison to Diversion
When exploring the officer’s perceptions on the techniques of formal control, they were
asked to indicate their level of agreement with Crown referrals, conditional discharges and
charging and arresting being more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism. Table
4 suggests that the officers have conflicting beliefs on the techniques of formal control being
more effective than the YDP. For example, although the officers generally believe that Crown
referrals are more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism (64.4%), they also
believe that charging and arresting youth (67.8%) is less effective. Interestingly, the data shows
that the officers belief on conditional discharges being more effective than the YDP is not
skewed in a particular direction. Although a slightly higher proportion of officers believe that
conditional discharges are more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism (43.3%),
more than half (56.7%) believe that conditional discharges are not more effective than the YDP.
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Table 4: Frequency Table: Perception of Formal Control.
Level of Agreement
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Formal Control
Charging and
Arresting
6.5%
41.9%
19.4%
19.4%
12.9%
0.0%

Conditional
Discharge
6.7%
23.3%
26.7%
20.0%
23.3%
0.0%

Crown
Referrals
0.0%
9.7%
25.8%
32.3%
32.3%
0.0%

Attitudes and Perceptions Towards Youth Diversion
When exploring the officer’s overall attitudes and perceptions towards the YDP, the
findings suggest that the majority of officers hold favourable views towards diversionary
measures and the YDP. For example, when asked about their perceptions on the importance of
the YDP, the majority of officers either believe that the YDP is very important (41.9 %) or
important (35.5 %) (Figure 9). Surprisingly, only 3.2% of officers believe that the YDP is not
important at all.
Figure 9: Bar Chart: Perceived Importance of the YDP.

When asked about the YDP being a meaningful experience for the youth involved and if
the YDP is effective at reducing recidivism, Figure 10 shows that virtually all of the officers held
favourable views of the YDP. For example, 92.9% of officers believe that the YDP is a
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meaningful experience for the youth involved and 88.2% of officers believe that the YDP is an
effective technique at reducing recidivism.
Figure 10: Bar Chart: Perception on the Effectiveness of the YDP and the YDP being a
Meaningful Experience for the Youth Offender.

To explore the officer’s personal experiences with the YDP, the officers were asked to
indicate whether they had personally witnessed any favourable or unfavourable outcomes for
both the youth offender and the victim. As shown in Table 5, the data suggest that the officers
have witnessed more favourable than unfavourable outcomes when using the YDP. For instance,
the majority of officers have never personally witnessed an unfavourable outcome for a youth
offender (81.5%) and only 18.5% of the officers have. Moreover, although a small proportion of
the officers have never personally witnessed a favourable outcome for a youth offender (24.1%),
the majority have (75.9%). When asked about their personal experiences with the YDP in
relation to the victims of youth crime, 70.4% of officers have never personally witnessed an
unfavourable outcome for the victim and 29.6% of officers have personally witnessed an
unfavourable outcome for the victim. Finally, in regards to the officer’s experience with
favourable outcomes for the victims, 50% of the officers have never personally witnessed a
favourable outcome and 50% have personally witnessed a favourable outcome.
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Table 5: Frequency Table: Favorable and Unfavorable Outcomes
of the YDP.
Outcome
Favorable
Unfavorable

Yes
No
Yes
No

Individual
Victim
50%
50%
29.6%
70.4%

Youth
75.9%
24.1%
18.5%
81.5%

To explore the way in which officers perceive YDP and to gain an insight into the
perceptions of the police subculture as a whole, officers were asked if they feel as if they YDP
deters youth and if they feel as if their fellow officers believe that the YDP deters youth. As
illustrated in Figure 11, the data shows an interesting response pattern. Although the majority of
officers within the sample believe that the YDP serves an effective deterrent for youth offenders
(63.3%), an almost identical proportion of officers also believe that their fellow officers do not
feel the same way (60.7%).
Figure 11: Bar Chart: Perception on the YDP serving as a Deterrence for Youth Offenders.

When asked about the extent to which they agree that youth would not be diverted away
from the CJS if the YDP did not exist, over three thirds of the sample (76.6%) agreed, to some
degree, that they would be concerned (Figure 12). In contrast, only 23.3% of officers disagreed
to some degree.
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Figure 12: Bar Chart: Extent to Which the Officer Agree that Youth Wound Not be Diverted
Away from the CJS if the YDP Did Not Exist.

When the officers were asked if their views of the YDP has changed over the 14 years the
program has been in force, the data suggests that the officers views have remained unchanged.
For example, Figure 13 shows that over half of the sample (57.1%) indicated that their views of
the YDP has remained the same. Additionally, although there were no officers who’s views of
the YDP changed for the worse, a small proportion of the officers indicated that their views have
changed for the better (34.3%).
Figure 13: Bar Chart: Change in the View of the YDP.

The final question exploring the officer’s overall perceptions and attitudes of the YDP
asked the extent to which they agree that the YDP forces officers to engage in activities that are
beyond the scope of the role of a police officer. While the largest proportion of the officers do
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not believe that they YDP forces them to engage in activities that are beyond the scope of the
role of a police officer (83.3%), Figure 14 shows that a small proportion of officers do (16.7%).
Figure 14: Bar Chart: Belief that the YDP is Beyond the Scope of the Role of a Police Officer.

Willingness to Apply the Youth Diversion Program
When exploring the officer’s willingness to apply the YDP, the data presented in Table 6
suggests that the majority of officers are generally willing when in comes to applying the YDP.
Although the officers level of engagement when applying the YDP was removed from the
concept of willingness to apply the YDP, it should be noted that the majority of officers were
either moderately engaged (42.2%) or not engaged at all (24.2%) when applying the YDP. When
exploring the officer’s eagerness, enthusiasm and commitment when applying the YDP, the
majority of officers, to some degree, are eager (84.1%), enthusiastic (72.7%) and committed
(84.4%).
It should be noted that of these three indicators, the officers seem to have an extremely
high level of commitment when applying the YDP. Not only are 46.9% of officers extremely
committed, only 3.1% are not committed at all. In comparison to the three indicators of the
officer’s willingness to apply the YDP, the officers who were not committed at all represented
the lowest proportion of officers. When analysing the officer’s enthusiasm when applying the
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YDP, an interesting response pattern was found. Although the greatest proportion of officers
were extremely to moderately enthusiastic when applying the YDP, the officers were virtually
split between being extremely and very enthusiastic (21.2%) and slightly and not enthusiastic at
all (27.3%). Similar to the officer’s level of enthusiasm when applying the YDP, over half of the
sample (65.6%) was moderately to very eager when applying the YDP. However, an almost
identical proportion of officers indicated that their level of eagerness was on either end of the
scale. In other words, 9.4% were not eager at all and 12.5% were extremely eager when applying
the YDP.
Table 6: Frequency Table: Willingness to Apply the YPD.
Level of Willingness
Not at all
Slightly
Moderately
Very
Extremely

Indicators of Willingness
Eager
Engaged
9.4%
24.2%
12.5%
15.2%
25.0%
42.4%
40.6%
15.2%
12.5%
3.0%

Enthusiastic
12.1%
15.2%
51.5%
18.2%
3.0%

Committed
3.1
12.5
37.5
0.0%
46.9%

Perceptions on Training/Qualifications:
When exploring how the officers perceive their level of diversion-related training and
qualifications while engaging with the YDP, they were asked about the extent to which they
agree they are equipped to make a sufficient risk/need assessment to select an appropriate
diversion option for youth offenders. The data presented in Figure 15 suggests that the officers
generally believe that they have received sufficient diversion-related training. For example, over
three-quarters (83.9%) of the officers agree, to some degree, that they are equipped to make a
sufficient risk/need assessment and only 16.2% of officers disagreed or slightly disagreed.
Interestingly, there were no officers who indicated a strongly disagreement.
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Figure 15: Bar Chart: Level of Diversion-Related Training and Qualifications.

Goals, Benefits and Limitations of Diversion:
To explore the officers theoretical understanding of the YDP, the officers were asked to
indicate what they believe to be the top three goals, benefits and limitations of the YDP. The
findings suggest that the officers are quite knowledgeable of intricacies of the YDP and that their
theoretical understanding of the YDP generally matches the current research on youth diversion.
When asked about the main goals of the YDP, almost half of the responses (48.8%)
selected were: 1) encouraging youth to acknowledge and repair the harm caused (19.5%); 2)
reducing recidivism (17.1 %) and; 3) promoting rehabilitation (12.2 %). A smaller proportion of
the responses also indicated that the YDP holds youth accountable for their delinquent actions
(9.8%), limits a youth offender’s entrenchment into the CJS (8.5%), increases community-based
responses for crime (8.5%) and reduces the reliance of charging or incarcerating youth (7.3%). It
should be noted that very few officers indicated that the some of the YDP’s goals are addressing
the underlying causes of youth crime (6.1%), dealing with the root causes of delinquency (2.4%)
or promoting social change (2.4%). Finally, the response options “support the prevention of
crime” or “provide the victim with a chance to participate in the decision on the reparation” was
not selected by any officers.
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When asked about the main benefits of the YDP, over half of the responses (53.4 %)
indicated that the top three benefits of the YDP were: 1) reducing the reliance of charging or
incarcerating youth (17.8 %); 2) holding youth accountable for their delinquent actions (17.8 %)
and; 3) deterring youth from future crime (17.8%). A smaller proportion of responses also
indicated that the YDP: 1) is less costly than other CJS proceedings (16.4%); 2) allows youth to
avoid being labeled as a criminal (12.3%) and; 3) promotes social change (8.2%).
In regards to the officer’s perceptions towards the limitations of the YDP, the top three
limitations which were selected were: 1) the lack of ‘good’ community-based programing
(23.1%); 2) the YDP not being applied consistently across youth due to officer’s discretionary
powers (23.1%) and; 3) diversion being an easy way out for youth (15.4%). Interestingly, a small
proportion of officers also indicated that there is a lack of training among officers (12.8%).
Additionally, several responses also shed light on the coercive nature of youth diversion. For
example, 9.0% of responses indicated that youth may feel coerced into entering the program
when they have not been charged of a criminal offence and 6.4% of responses indicated that the
YDP is a coercive tool that results in a net widening effect. Finally, three responses (3.8%)
included the option titled ‘other’. Of those three responses, one response indicated that “certain
youth are too far out of reach for this program” and the other said that “officers rely on the YDP
in lieu of charges.” The last response, although not a limitation of the YDP, indicated that “if [the
YDP is] done right none of these [limitations] exist.”
Officers were also asked if they believe that the YDP is being applied inconsistently due
to an officer’s discretionary powers. Consistent with the officer’s perceptions on the limitations
of the YDP, slightly over three-quarters (75.8%) of the officers agree that the YDP is being
applied inconsistently due to an officer’s discretionary powers.

85

Factors Affecting the Use of Discretion to Arrest or Divert:
When exploring the factors which have the largest impact on an officers decision-making
process, Figure 16 and 17 suggests that the seriousness of an offence is the most influential
factor in the officer’s decision-making process both during the decision to arrest (31.2%) or
divert (28.4%) a youth offender. Interestingly, the findings also suggest that a youth’s prior
contact with the police and a youth who accepts responsibility for their actions bears almost the
same weight during the consideration of which form of social control to utilize. 24.7% of officers
indicated that a youth’s prior contact with the police influences their decision to arrest and 22.2%
of officers indicated that a youth’s prior contact with the police influences their decision to
divert. Furthermore, 17.3% of officers indicated that a youth who accepts responsibility for their
actions influences their decision to arrest and 22.2% of officers indicated that a youth who
accepts responsibility for their actions influences their decision to utilize divisionary measures.
Further examining the officers decision-making process, as illustrated in Figure 16, the
officer’s decision to arrest a youth offender is also influenced by: 1) the presence of a weapon
(11.1%); 2) the demeanour of the youth (7.4%); 3) the age of the youth (3.7%); 4) the type of
victim (1.2%); 5) the use of drugs or alcohol (1.2%) and; 6) a youth’s home situation (1.2%).
Additionally, Figure 17 shows that some influential factors that determine an officer’s decision
to divert a youth offender are: 1) the demeanour of the youth (9.9%); 2) the youth’s home
situation (6.3%); 3) the victim’s preference (3.7%); and 4) the age of the youth (2.5%).
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Figure 16: Bar Chart: Factors that Influences an Officer’s Discretion to Arrest a Youth Offender.

Figure 17: Bar Chart: Factors that Influences an Officer’s Discretion to Divert a Youth Offender.

BIVARIATE ANALYSIS
Attitude of Diversion and Willingness to Apply the YDP
The data presented in Table 7 reveal that the officers who believe that the YDP is
important are more likely to demonstrate a willingness to apply the YDP. For example, of the 13
officers who believe that the YDP is very important, all are willing to apply the YDP. More
specifically, 23.1% are extremely willing, 69.2% are very willing and 7.7% are moderately
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willing to apply the YDP. Similarly, of the 10 respondents who believe that the YDP is
important, 18.2% are very willing and 50.0% are moderately willing to apply the YDP. Of these
officers, only 20% are slightly willing and 10% are not willing at all. On the other hand, of the 5
officers who believe that the YDP is somewhat important, 60% are moderately willing and 40%
are slightly willing to apply the YDP. Fisher’s exact test revealed a significant relationship
between the respondent’s willingness to apply the YDP and the perceived importance of the
YDP (p=.001) and Tau c revealed that there is a positive, moderate relationship between the two
variables (tc= .666).
Although the findings presented in Table 8 reveals that the relationship between the
officer’s willingness to apply the YDP and their belief that the YDP is effective is weak and not
statistically significant, the data suggests that officers who demonstrate a higher levels of
willingness when applying the YDP also believe that the YDP is effective. For example, of the
26 respondents who believe that the YDP is effective, 88.4% are extremely, very or moderately
willing to apply the YDP. Additionally, only 11.5% of those officers indicated that they are
slightly willing or not willing at all when applying the YDP. Of the 3 respondents who believe
that the YDP is not effective, all are either moderately willing (66.7%) or slightly willing
(33.3%) to apply the YDP. Although the relationship between the officer’s willingness to apply
the YDP and their perceptions on the effectiveness of the YDP is weak, the relationship is not
statistically significant.

88

Table 7: Cross-Tabulation: Willingness to Apply the YDP by Perceived Importance of the YDP
Willingness
Not at all
Slightly

Moderately

Very
Extremely

Total

Count
% within Willingness
% within Importance
Count
% within Willingness
% within Importance
Count
% within Willingness
% within Importance
Count
% within Willingness
% within Importance
Count
% within Willingness
% within Importance
Count
% within Willingness
% within Importance

Importance
Somewhat
Important
0
0.0%
0.0%
2
50.0%
40.0%
3
33.3%
60.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
5
17.9%
100.0%

Important
1
100.0%
10.0%
2
50.0%
20.0%
5
55.6%
50.0%
2
18.2%
20.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
10
35.7%
100.0%

Very
Important
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
1
11.1%
7.7%
9
81.8%
69.2%
3
100.0%
23.1%
13
46.4%
100.0%

Total
1
100.0%
3.6%
4
100.0%
14.3%
9
100.0%
32.1%
11
100%
39.3%
3
100.0%
10.7%
28
100.0%
100.0%

τc= .666; Exact (12) Exact value, p= .00
Table 8: Cross- Tabulation: Willingness to Apply the YDP by Perceived Effectiveness of the YDP
Effectiveness
No
Yes
0
1
0.0%
100%
0.0%
3.8%
1
2
33.3%
66.7%
33.3%
7.7%
2
9
18.2%
81.8%
66.7%
34.6%
0
11
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
42.3%
0
3
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
11.5%
3
26
10.3%
89.7%
100.0%
100.0%

Willingness
Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very

Extremely

Total

Count
% within Willingness
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Willingness
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Willingness
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Willingness
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Willingness
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Willingness
% within Effectiveness

φc= .378; Exact (4) Exact value, p= .470
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Total
1
100.0%
3.4%
3
100.0%
10.3%
11
100.0%
37.9%
11
100.0%
37.9%
3
100.0%
10.3%
29
100.0%
100.0%

The results presented in Table 9 show that regardless of the officer’s willingness to apply
the YDP, the majority of officers believe that the YDP is a meaningful experience for youth
offenders. For example, of the 24 officers who believe that the YDP is a meaningful experience
for the youth involved, virtually all of the officers (91.6%) are either extremely willing, very
willing or moderately willing to applying the YDP. Only 8.4% of the officers are either slightly
willing or not willing at all when applying the YDP. Alternatively, of the 2 officers who believe
that the YDP is not a meaningful experience for the youth involved, all are slightly willing when
applying the YPD. Fisher’s exact test revealed a significant relationship between the officer’s
willingness to apply the YDP and their belief that the YDP is a meaningful experience for the
youth involved (p=.037). Additionally, Cramer’s V revealed that there is a strong relationship
between the two variables (cv= .799)
Table 9: Cross- Tabulation: Willingness to Apply the YDP by YDP Being a Meaningful
Experience.
Meaningful Experience
No
Yes
0
1
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
4.2%
2
1
66.7%
33.3%
100.0%
4.2%
0
8
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
33.3%
0
11
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
45.8%
0
3
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
12.5%
2
24
7.7%
92.3%
0
100.0%

Willingness
Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very

Extremely

Total

Count
% within Willingness
% within Meaningful Experience
Count
% within Willingness
% within Meaningful Experience
Count
% within Willingness
% within Meaningful Experience
Count
% within Willingness
% within Meaningful Experience
Count
% within Willingness
% within Meaningful Experience
Count
% within Willingness
% within Meaningful Experience

φc=.799; Exact (4) Exact value, p= .037
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Total
1
100.0%
3.8%
3
100.0%
11.5%
8
100.0%
30.8%
11
100.0%
42.3%
3
100.0%
11.5%
26
100.0%
100.0%

Perceptions of Formal Control and Attitude of Diversion
The data in Table 10 shows a negative relationship between the officer’s perceptions of
formal control and their attitude of diversion. For example, of the 13 officers who believe that
the YDP is very important, the majority (84.7%) do not believe that formal levels of control are
more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism. Of the 11 officers who believe that
the YDP is important, more than half (63.5%) either slightly disagree or disagree with the
statement and smaller proportion of officers slightly agree that formal levels of control are more
effective than the YDP (36.4%). In comparison, of the 4 officers who believe that the YDP is
somewhat important, all, to some degree, believe that formal levels of control are more effective
than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism. Fisher’s exact test revealed a significant
relationship between the respondent’s perceptions of formal control and the perceived
importance of the YDP (p=.000). Additionally, Tau c revealed that there is a negative, moderate
relationship between the two variables (tc= -.578).
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Table 10: Cross- Tabulation: Perceptions of Formal Control by Perceived Importance of the
YDP
Formal Control
Count
Strongly
% within Formal Control
Disagree
% within Importance
Count
Disagree
% within Formal Control
% within Importance
Count
Slightly
% within Formal Control
Disagree
% within Importance
Count
Slightly
% within Formal Control
Agree
% within Importance
Agree
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Importance
Strongly
Count
Agree
% within Formal Control
% within Importance
Total
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Importance

Importance
Somewhat
Important
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1
14.3%
25.0%
3
100.0%
75.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
4
14.3%
100.0%

Important
0
0.0%
0.0%
1
14.3%
9.1%
6
54.5%
54.4%
4
57.1%
36.4%
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
11
39.3%
100.0%

Very
Important
0
0.0%
0.0%
6
85.7%
46.2%
5
45.5%
38.5%
2
28.6%
15.4%
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
13
46.4%
100.0%

Total
0
0.0%
0.0%
7
100.0%
25.0%
11
100.0%
39.3%
7
100%
25.0%
3
100.0%
10.7%
0
0.0%
0.0%
28
100.0%
100.0%

τc= -578; Exact (15) Exact value, p= .000

Of the 26 officers who believe that the YDP is effective, the majority (69.2%) do not
believe that formal levels of control are more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing
recidivism (Table 11). Alternatively, of the 3 officers who do not believe that YDP is effective,
all agree, to a certain degree, that formal levels of control are more effective than the YDP in
terms of reducing recidivism. While Fisher’s exact test revealed a statistically significant
relationship between the respondent’s perceptions of formal control and their perceptions on the
effectiveness of the YDP (p=.043), Cramer’s V revealed that the correlation between the
variables is moderate (cv= .556).
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Table 11: Cross- Tabulation: Perceptions of Formal Control by Perceived Effectiveness
of the YDP.
Formal Control
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Slightly Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

Total

Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness

Effectiveness
No
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
0
0.0%
0.0%
1
14.3%
33.3%
2
50.0%
66.7%
0
0.0%
0.0%
3
10.3%
100.0%

Yes
0
0.0%
0.0%
7
100.0%
26.9%
11
100.0%
42.3%
6
85.7%
23.1%
2
50.0%
7.7%
0
0.0%
0.0%
26
89.7%
100.0%

Total
0
0.0%
0.0%
7
100.0%
24.1%
11
100.0%
37.9%
7
100.0%
24.1%
4
100.0%
13.8%
0
0.0%
0.0%
29
100.0%
100.0%

φc=.556; Exact (5) Exact value, p= .043
Of the 25 officers who believe that the YDP is a meaningful experience for youth
offenders, the majority (68%) do not believe that formal levels of control are more effective than
the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism. Surprisingly, the data in Table 12 also shows that the 2
officers who do not believe that the YDP is a meaningful experience for youth offenders either
slightly disagrees or agrees that formal levels of control are more effective than the YDP in terms
of reducing recidivism. Although the relationship between the officer’s perception of formal
control and their belief that the YDP is a meaningful experience for youth is weak to moderate
(cv= .489), this relationship is not statistically significant (p=.265).
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Table 12: Cross- Tabulation: Perceptions of Formal Control by the YDP Being a Meaningful
Experience for Youth.
Formal Control
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

Total

Meaningful Experience
No
Yes
0
0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0
7
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
28.0%
1
10
9.1%
90.9%
50.0%
40.0%
0
7
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
28.0%
1
1
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
4.0%
0
0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
2
25
7.4%
92.6%
100.0%
100.0%

Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness
Count
% within Formal Control
% within Effectiveness

Total
0
0.0%
0.0%
7
100.0%
25.9%
11
100.0%
40.7%
7
100.0%
25.9%
2
100.0%
7.4%
0
0.0%
0.0%
27
100.0%
100.0%

φc=.489; Exact (5) Exact value, p= .265

Opportunity to Use The YDP and Perceptions Towards Diversion-Related Training and
Qualifications
Of the 17 officers who have used the YDP often in the last year, virtually all of the
officers (94.2%), to some degree, agree that they are able to make a sufficient risk/need
assessment in terms of selecting an appropriate diversion option for youth (Table 13). Only one
officer (5.9%) indicated that they slightly disagree. In comparison, of the 13 officers who have
not used the YDP often in the last year, 69.2% either agrees or slightly agrees that they are able
to make a sufficient risk/need assessment and only 30.8% either disagrees or slightly disagrees.
Fisher’s exact test revealed a statistically significant relationship between the respondent’s level
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of agreement regarding their ability to make a sufficient risk/need assessment and the
opportunity to use the YDP within the last year (p=.006). Additionally, Cramer’s V revealed that
there is a moderate relationship between the two variables (cv= .605).
Of the 21 officers who have used the YDP often since the program’s inception, almost all
(90.5%) feel that they are able to make a sufficient risk/need assessment in terms of selecting an
appropriate diversion option for youth. The data presented in Table 14 also shows that the 8
officers who have not used the YDP often since the programs inception generally believe that
they are also able to make a sufficient risk/need assessment (62.5%). Interestingly, 37.5% do not
believe, to some degree, that they are able to make a sufficient risk/need assessment. Analysis
revealed a weak to moderate relationship (cv= .472), however, this relationship may be due to
random chance (p=.104).
Table 13: Cross- Tabulation: Ability to Make a Sufficient Risk/Need Assessment by Frequency
of Use in the Last Year
Frequency of Use
Not Often
Often
0
0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
2
0
100.0%
0.0%
15.4%
0.0%
2
1
66.7%
33.3%
15.4
5.9%
1
0
100.0%
0.0%
7.7%
0.0%
8
8
50.0%
50.0%
61.5%
47.1%
0
8
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
47.1%
13
17
43.3%
56.7%
100.0%
100.0%

Risk/Need Assessment
Count
Strongly
% within Risk/need assessment
Disagree
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Disagree
% within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Slightly
% within Risk/need assessment
Disagree
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Slightly Agree % within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Agree
% within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Strongly
% within Risk/need assessment
Agree
% within Frequency of Use
Total
Count
% within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use

φc= .605; Exact (4) Exact value, p= .006
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Total
0
0.0%
0.0%
2
100.0%
6.7%
3
100.0%
10.0%
1
100.0%
3.3%
16
100.0%
53.3%
8
100.0%
26.7%
30
100.0%
100.0%

Table 14: Cross- Tabulation: Ability to Make a Sufficient Risk/Need Assessment by Frequency
of Use Since Inception
Frequency of Use
Not Often
Often
0
0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1
1
50.0%
50.0%
12.5%
4.8%
2
1
66.7%
33.3%
25.0%
4.8%
0
1
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
4.8%
5
10
33.3%
66.7%
62.5%
47.6%
0
8
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
38.1%
8
21
27.6%
72.4%
100.0%
100.0%

Risk/Need Assessment
Count
Strongly
% within Risk/need assessment
Disagree
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Disagree
% within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Slightly
% within Risk/need assessment
Disagree
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Slightly
% within Risk/need assessment
Agree
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Agree
% within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Strongly
% within Risk/need assessment
Agree
% within Frequency of Use
Total
Count
% within Risk/need assessment
% within Frequency of Use

Total
0
0.0%
0.0%
2
100.0%
6.9%
3
100.0%
10.3%
1
100.0%
3.4%
15
100.0%
51.7%
8
100.0%
27.6%
29
100.0%
100.0%

φc=.472; Exact (5) Exact value, p= .104

Opportunity to Use The YDP and Willingness to Apply the YDP
Of the 22 officers who have used the YDP often since the programs inception, almost all
of the officers, to a certain degree, also demonstrate a willingness to apply the YDP (95.4%). For
example, although a small proportion of officers indicated that they are moderately willing
(31.8%), the majority of officers are either extremely or very willing to apply the YDP (63.6%).
Moreover, the data presented in Table 15 shows that the one officer who has used the YDP often
since the programs inception is slightly willing to apply the YDP (4.5%) and no officers
indicated that they are not willing at all. On the other hand, of the 8 officers who have not used
the YDP often since the programs inception, all generally demonstrate low levels of willingness
when applying the YDP. Despite a half of these officers indicating that they are moderately
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willing to apply the YDP, the other half are either not willing at all or slightly willing to apply
the YDP. While Cramer’s V revealed a strong relationship between the officer’s willingness to
apply the YDP and their frequency using the YDP since the program’s inception (cv= .662),
Fisher’s exact test revealed that this relationship is statistically significant (p=.004).
Table 15: Cross- Tabulation: Willingness to Apply the YDP by Frequency of Use Since
Inception.
Willingness to Apply the YDP
Count
Not at all
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Slightly
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Moderately
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Very
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Extremely
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Total
Count
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use

Frequency of Use
Not Often
Often
1
0
100.0%
0
12.5%
0.0%
3
1
75.0%
25.0%
37.5%
4.5%
4
7
36.4%
63.6%
50.0%
31.8%
0
11
0
100.0%
0.0%
50.0%
0
3
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
13.6%
8
22
26.7%
73.3%
100.0%
100.0%

Total
1
100.0%
3.3%
4
100.0%
13.3%
11
100.0%
36.7%
11
100.0%
36.7%
3
100.0%
10.0%
30
100.0%
100.0%

φc=.662; Exact (4) Exact value, p= .004
Regardless of the officer’s frequency using the YDP in the last year, Table 16 shows that
the officers demonstrate a medium to high level of willingness when applying the YDP. More
specifically, of the 17 officers who have used the YDP often within the last year, the majority are
either very willing (47.1%) or moderately willing (23.5%) to apply the YDP, while a sizable
proportion of these officers are extremely willing (17.6%). Similarly, of the 13 officers who have
not used the YDP often within the last year, the majority are either very willing (23.1%) or
moderately willing (53.8%). In comparison, of the 13 officers who have not used the YDP often
within the last year, 7.7% are not willing at all and 15.4% are slightly willing to apply the YDP.
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Although Cramer’s V revealed a moderate relationship between an officer’s willingness to apply
the YDP and their frequency using the YDP in the last year (cv= .662), according to the Fisher’s
exact test, the correlation between these variables is not statistically significant (p= .177)
Table 16: Cross- Tabulation: Willingness to Apply the YDP by Frequency of Use in the Last
Year.
Frequency of Use
Not Often
Often
1
0
50.0%
0
7.7%
0.0%
2
2
50.0%
50.0%
15.4%
11.8%
7
4
63.6%
36.4%
53.8%
23.5%
3
8
27.3%
72.7%
23.1%
47.1%
0
3
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
17.6%
13
17
43.3%
56.7%
100.0%
100.0%

Willingness to Apply the YDP
Count
Not at all
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Slightly
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Moderately
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Very
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Count
Extremely
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use
Total
Count
% within Willingness
% within Frequency of Use

Total
1
100.0%
3.3%
4
100.0%
13.3%
11
100.0%
36.7%
11
100.0%
36.7%
3
100.0%
10.0%
30
100.0%
100.0%

φc=.662; Exact (4) Exact value, p= .117

Willingness to Apply the YDP and Perceptions Towards Diversion-Related Training and
Qualifications
According to the data presented in Table 17, the officers who believe that they are able to
make a sufficient risk/need assessment in regards to selecting an appropriate diversion option for
youth offenders are more likely to demonstrate higher levels of willingness when applying the
YDP. For example, of the 23 officers who either slightly agree, agree or strongly agree that they
are able to make a sufficient risk/need assessment, the majority are either very willing (39.1%) or
moderately willing (34.8%) to apply the YDP. Additionally, although being extremely willing
and slightly willing represents a smaller proportion of officers, 13.1% are extremely willing to
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apply the YDP and 3.1% are slightly willing to apply the YDP. In comparison, of the 6 officers
who believe that they are not able to make a sufficient risk/need assessment when selecting
diversion options for youth offenders, Table 17 shows that the officers are generally split
between the levels of willingness when applying the YDP. For example, while 33.4% of officers
are slightly or not willing at all when applying the YDP, the other two thirds of officers are either
moderately willing (33.3%) or very willing (33.3%). Fisher’s exact test revealed a significant
relationship between the respondent’s willingness to apply the YDP and the perceived
importance of the YDP (p=.009). Additionally, Tau c revealed that there is a positive, weak
relationship between the two variables (tc= .360).
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Table 17: Cross- Tabulation: Willingness to Apply the YDP by Ability to Make a Sufficient
Risk/Need Assessment.
Willingness

Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very

Extremely

Total

Count
% within
Willingness
% within
Risk/Need
Count
% within
Willingness
% within
Risk/Need
Count
% within
Willingness
% within
Risk/Need
Count
% within
Willingness
% within
Risk/Need
Count
% within
Willingness
% within
Risk/Need
Count
% within
Willingness
% within
Risk/Need

Risk/Need Assessment
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
0
1
0.0%
100.0%

Slightly
Disagree
0
0.0%

Slightly
Agree
0
0.0%

0.0%

50.0%

0.0%

0
0.0%

1
25.0%

0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

Strongly
Agree
0
0.0%

1
100.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

3.4%

0
0.0%

2
50.0%

1
25.0%

0
0.0%

4
100.0%

33.3%

0.0%

13.3%

12.5%

0.0%

13.8%

0
0.0%

2
20.0%

0
0.0%

8
80.0%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

10
100.0%

0.0%

66.7%

0.0%

53.3%

0.0%

0.0%

34.5%

1
9.1%

0
45.5%

1
9.1%

5
45.5%

4
36.4%

0
0.0%

11
100%

50.0%

33.3%

100.0%

33.3%

50.0%

0.0%

37.9%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

0
0.0%

3
0.0%

0
100.0%

3
100.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

37.5%

10.3%

2
6.9%

3
10.3%

1
3.4%

15
51.7%

8
27.6%

0
0.0%

29
100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

0.0%

100.0%

τc= .360; Exact (20) Exact value, p= .009

100

Agree

Total

Chapter 6: Discussion
OVERALL ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF YOUTH DIVERSION
When exploring the officers’ overall attitudes and perceptions towards youth diversion, it
was hypothesized that the officers would hold unfavourable views of the YDP. Contrary to
previous research (see Lurigio and Skogan 1994; Skogan 2008; Dent 1999; Kaufman 1992;
Arcuri et al. 1979; Green et al. 2020; Schulenberg 2006), the findings suggest that rather than
holding unfavourable views of diversionary measures, most officers hold overwhelmingly
favourable views of the YDP. Although I am unable to provide an definitive explanation behind
these results, several explanations emerge which may shed light on the reasoning behind why
DRPS officers do not perceive the YDP in the same manner as other officers perceive youth
diversion programs.
Goldstein (1987) and Hayes and Prenzler (1998) argue that police officers who do not
understand the theoretical framework of diversionary practices tend to hold unfavourable views
of diversion. Therefore, by exploring the officers theoretical understanding of the YDP, it was
assumed that the findings may provide an explanation for the officer’s favourable views of the
YDP. According to the Declaration Principal of the YCJA, the goals of diversion are: holding
youth accountable for the deviant actions, promoting the rehabilitation and reintegration of youth
offenders back into the community and supporting the prevention of crime (YCJA 2003).
Moreover, research surrounding youth diversion has found that some of the benefits of diversion
are: providing youth with a meaningful punishment that promotes long term social change;
limiting the use of custodial sentencing for low risk youth who have committed minor nonviolent
offences; addressing the root causes of a youth offending; and providing youth with better access
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to treatment services (Lundman 1976; Wilson and Hoge 2012; Wilson and Hoge 2013; Kroska et
al. 2017; Bernburg et al. 2006).
When asked to indicate the top three goals and benefits of the YDP, officers tend to
believe that the top three goals of the YDP are: encouraging youth to acknowledge and repair the
harm caused; reducing recidivism; and promoting rehabilitation. Additionally, officers believe
that the benefits of the YDP to be: reducing the reliance of charging or incarcerating youth;
holding youth accountable for their delinquent actions; and deterring youth from future crime.
Thus the data suggests that the officers have an accurate comprehension of the theoretical
framework of the YDP. In line with the observations of Goldstein (1987) and Hayes and Prenzler
(1998), the findings suggest that since the officers are quite knowledgeable of the theoretical
framework of the diversion measures, they also hold favourable views of the YDP.
According to Ferguson and Bargh (2004), researchers in social psychology argue that an
individual’s behaviour is directly influenced by their subconscious knowledge of their physical
environment. To put this in a policing context, Cicourel (1968) states that the theories police
officers hold of youth offenders are used to develop recipes for action. In other words, a police
officer’s crime prevention behaviors are influenced by their perceptions and experiences with
crime (Madero-Hernandez 2020; Griffiths 2019; Chan 1992). The findings suggest that officer’s
favourable views of the YDP may be a result of their accurate perceptions of youth crime in
Durham. For example, Data from statistics Canada and the DRPS found that youth are generally
involved in relatively minor offences (Moreau, Jaffray and Armstrong 2019; DRPS 2009, 2010).
In particular, the most common crime being theft under $5000. When asked to indicate the most
common crime committed by youth, despite being provided with thirteen options ranging from
minor to serious offences, the data shows that the officers generally believe that youth engage
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with relatively minor offences. More specifically, the majority of the officers believe that theft
under $5000 is the most common offence committed by youth in Durham. Consistency was also
found between the officer’s perceptions on the seriousness of youth crime and official policereported data. The Durham Regional Police Service (2019) reported that the YCSI was 66.2 in
2019 and the officers generally believe that youth crime is between serious and somewhat
serious. Finally, although the officer’s perceptions on the gender, age and race of youth was
difficult to verify given the privacy laws of the YCJA, in comparison to the national policereported crime data, the results show that the officer’s perceptions on the gender, age and race of
offending youth is quite accurate (Allen and Superle 2016). Considering that the officer’s
perceptions on the social dimensions of crime are accurate, the data may ultimately suggest that
the officer’s subconscious knowledge of their physical environment promotes their favourable
attitudes of the YDP. Officer behaviours are reflective of their attitudes.
Wycoff and Skogan (1993) found that police officers who were directly involved with an
initiative where they personally witnessed positive outcomes within their community often held
favourable views of the initiatives. Consistent with these findings, the results suggest that the
officer’s favourable views of the YDP is a result of their personal experiences with the YDP
being generally favourable. For example, when the officers were asked about their personal
experiences regarding the outcomes of the YDP, the data suggest that the majority of officers
have witnessed a favourable outcome for a youth offender when using the YDP. Perhaps more
important than witnessing favorable outcomes, virtually all of the officers have never witnessed
an unfavourable outcome for a youth offender. In regards to the victims of youth crime, although
the officers were split on their experiences with favourable outcomes, the majority have never
witnessed an unfavourable outcome for the victims of youth crime.
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It should be noted that in the same study, Wycoff and Skogan (1993) also found that
officers who were directly involved with an initiative in which they were able to personally
witness positive outcomes within their community often altered their views of the initiative for
the better. Despite several officers indicating that their views of the YDP has changed for the
better, more than half of the officers indicated that their views of the YDP have remained the
same. Therefore, contrary to the findings of Wycoff and Skogan (1993), the data suggest that
being directly involved with an initiative which produces positive outcomes for the community
may not have an effect on the officer’s views of the YDP.
The final explanation for the finding that the officer’s do not perceive the YDP in the
same manner as other officers perceive youth diversion programs rests in the culture of the
DRPS. Although the existing literature on policing does not provided a clear explanation for the
relationships between the culture of a police force and an officers views of diversion, Lurigo and
Skogan (1994) argue that the success of community-oriented policing initiatives is determined by
the existing culture and climate of a police department. Similarly, Dent and Goldberg (1999)
state that in order for the dominant discourse surrounding community oriented policing to
become favourable, the entire culture of a police department must be supportive of communityoriented initiatives. In more recent studies, Mastrofski et al. (2007) found that cultural challenges
were the most common issues in the implementation of community policing initiatives and
Demirkol and Nalla (2019) found that the culture of a police force affects an officer’s attitudes.
Shortly after the YCJA came into force in 2003, the DRPS became the first municipal
police force in Southern Ontario to implement a pre-charge youth diversion program (DRPS
2008). However, the presence and severity of youth crime continued to be a concern for Durham
residents. As such, the DRPS revaluated their youth crime strategy and implemented the YDP in
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2007 (DRPS 2008). Not only does the DRPS have a history with providing legal programing for
youth, the DRPS also has a long history with assisting youth before they have a chance to spiral
downwards into the CJS. For example, the DRPS has implemented various social initiatives such
as DRPS basketball tournaments, outdoor wilderness adventure trips and the youth in policing
initiative. Additionally, on a yearly basis, the DRPS holds hundreds of presentations targeting all
youth in Durham (DRPS 2017). Through the use of both legal and social programming, the
DRPS has significantly increased their youth interaction scores. In 2010, 22% of community
members surveyed rated the DRPS’ interactions with youth as negative. In 2013, this rate
decreased to 15%, and is following the current downwards trend (DRPS 2013, 2018, 2019).
Consistent with the previous research, the officer’s favourable views of the YDP may be a result
of DRPS’ history with youth diversion and social programs creating a culture with the DRPS as
one which favours youth programing.
WILLINGNESS TO APPLY THE YOUTH DIVERSION PROGRAM
Based on the observations of Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) who found that an individual’s
attitudes are directly related to their behaviours, the second hypothesis predicted that officers
would be unwilling to apply the YDP. Although the DRPS has generally seen a constant increase
in youth diversion rates since the inception of the YDP, it is possible that the increase in youth
diversion rates is a result of the officers fearing negative repercussions as a consequence of not
diverting youth. However, considering that the results suggest that the officers hold favourable
views of the YDP, it is understandable that this hypothesis was disproven.
In line with the first two hypotheses, the third hypothesis predicted that that there would
be a positive association between police officer attitudes of diversion and their willingness to
engage with the YDP. Informed by the previous research on a police officers attitudes and
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behaviours, it was assumed that the officers who held favourable views of the YDP would
demonstrate higher levels of support for the use of diversionary measures (Lurigo and Skogan
1994; Marinos and Innocente 2008; Ford et al. 2003). Despite the hypothesis being partially
disproven, the results reveal that there is a statistically significant association between the
officer’s willingness to engage with the YDP and their perceptions on the YDP being important
and a meaningful experience for youth offenders. Consistent to the results of the aforementioned
research, the findings suggest that the officers demonstrate higher levels of willingness when
engaging with the YDP because they believe that the YDP is important and a meaningful
experience for youth offenders.
FORMAL CONTROL AND ATTITUDE OF DIVERSION
The fourth hypothesis predicted a negative association between the officer’s perceptions
on formal control being more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism and their
attitude towards the YDP. Although the relationships between the officer’s perception of formal
control and the belief that the YDP is a meaningful experience was weak and not statistically
significant, the analysis revealed a moderate and statistically significant association between the
officer’s perception of formal control and their perceptions of the YDP being important and
effective.
One explanation for the negative association between the officer’s perceptions on formal
control being more effective than the YDP and their attitude towards the YDP may found in the
observations of Goldstein (1987), who stated that when police officers do not understand the
theoretical framework of diversionary measures they tend to hold unfavourable views of
diversion. The findings suggest that because the officers understand the tenants of the YCJA,
they are more likely to hold favourable views of the YDP. Furthermore, in line with the
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observations of Ricciardelli et al. (2017) who found that officers who have a greater knowledge
of the YCJA are more likely to use extrajudicial measures and less likely to lay a formal charge,
the findings suggest that since the officers are hold greater knowledge of the YCJA and are hold
favourable perceptions of the YDP, they are less likely to favour formal levels of control.
Moreover, as previously mentioned, favourable views of new initiatives are often derived from
officers witnessing positive outcomes in the community and the existing culture and climate of a
police department (Wycoff and Skogan 1993; Lurigo and Skogan 1994; Dent and Goldberg
1999). Since the officers generally hold favourable views of the YDP, it is not surprising that the
data suggests that there is a negative association between the officer’s perceptions on formal
control being more effective than the YDP and their attitude towards the YDP. However, upon
further analysis, the indicators of formal control individually, a few issues with this relationship
become evident.
Of the three indicators of formal control, the data indicates that the officers believe that
Crown referrals are more effective than the YDP in terms of reducing recidivism. This belief
may be explained when analysing the limitations of the YDP. Of the eleven limitations provided
to the officers, the third highest ranked limitation of the YDP was that ‘the YDP is an easy way
out for youth.’ Research has found that the current police subculture perceives police officers as
‘crime fighters’ and believes that the local response to crime holds more importance than a
‘packaged’ solution that is soft on crime (Morabito et al. 2011; Chan 1992; Griffiths 2019;
Schulenberg 2006; Skogan 2008; Cohen 2017). Since the officers believe that Crown reveals are
more effective than the YDP and that the YDP is an easy way out for youth offenders, this may
suggest that the officers prefer certain techniques of formal control more than others. Given the
scope of this study, a definitive explanation can not be given. However, it is possible that
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because the officers believe that the YDP is packaged solution that is soft on crime, through
Crown referrals, youth face the legal repercussions of their actions which serves as a more
effective deterrent.
Although the findings suggest that the officers believe they have a sufficient level of
diversion-related training opportunities, the belief that Crown referrals are more effective than
the YDP reflects poorly on the officer’s level of training. Section 4 of the YCJA states that most
youth can be held accountable for their actions through the use of several pre-charge
extrajudicial measures. Moreover, through a meta-analysis of research examining the
effectiveness of youth diversion, Wilson and Hoge (2013) found that diversion programs are
significantly more effective in reducing recidivism than the traditional justice system.
Considering that the officers believe that the YDP is soft on crime, despite being quite
knowledgeable of the tenants of the YCJA, the data suggests that the officers behaviours may not
reflect their understanding of youth diversion. It is possible that the officers understand the need
and utility of youth diversion, but resist applying the YDP since the application of diversionary
measures are more time consuming than formal levels of control (Arcuri et al. 1979; Green et al.
2020).
This leads to two additional conclusions. First, since the process of diversion is a
lengthier process than formal levels of control, the officers may feel that the Crown can analyse
the case in more detail to make an appropriate decision. This in turn would be more effective at
reducing recidivism. Second, Green et al. (2020) found that officers hold negative perceptions of
diversionary measures because diverting youth is more time consuming, therefore, their
resources are threatened. Considering that police officers often resist applying diversionary
measures in order to limit their workload, these findings may suggest that the officers believe
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that Crown referrals are more effective than the YDP since they are able to reduce their workload
by diverting youth through Crown referrals.
While these two explanations seem plausible, the association between the officer’s
perceptions on formal control being more effective than the YDP and their attitude towards the
YDP may be a result of the observations made by Carrington and Schulenberg (2005) and
Marinos and Innocente (2008). In both studies, the authors found that informal and formal levels
of control are not perceived to be independent dimensions of law enforcement by many police
officers. Rather, police officers often view the two forms of social control as interrelated
elements in their ‘tool belt.’ In other words, the negative association between the officer’s
perceptions on formal control being more effective than the YDP and their attitude towards the
YDP suggests that the officer’s favourable views of the YDP does in fact increase the likelihood
that they use extrajudicial measures since they do not view informal and formal levels of control
as conflicting techniques of control.
USE OF DISCRETION TO ARREST OR DIVERT
According to the YCJA, during the decision to divert or arrest a youth offender, police
officers are required to consider the seriousness of the current offence rather than a youth
offender’s history with the CJS. Therefore, the fifth hypothesis predicted that the seriousness of
the offence would be the first, and most important, consideration made by the officers during
their decision-making process. In line with the literature on a police officers decision-making
process (see Doob and Chan 1892; Caputo and Kelly 1997; Doob and Cesaroni 2004; Carrington
and Schulenberg 2005; Carrington and Schulenberg 2003; Marinos and Innocente 2008), the
findings suggest that the seriousness of the offence is the first consideration made by the officers
when either diverting or arresting a youth offender.
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Doob and Chan (1982) found that when making a decision, while the seriousness of the
offences is the first factor considered by police officers, their decisions are also influenced by
various situational factors surrounding the offence. Given the extreme subjectivity of police
officer discretion, it was also predicted that the situational factors of the offence would play a
major role in their decision-making process. Previous research on police officer decision-making
found that: past record of offending, negative demeanor, negative attitude towards an officer’s
authority or home environment all play a predominant role in an officer’s decision regarding the
youth’s eligibility for extrajudicial measures (Marinos and Innocente 2008; Arcuri et al. 1979;
Schulenberg 2006). Consistent with this research, the results show that a youth’s prior contact
with the police was the second most common factor which influences the officer’s decision to
divert or arrest.
Despite these findings corresponding with the current research, use of a youth offender’s
past history by the police to determine their eligibility for diversion is concerning. According to
section 4 of the YCJA, a youth offender’s past involvement with the police, a pervious guilty
verdict, or being previously dealt with through extrajudicial measures should not effect the
eligibility for diversion. Although the officers hold favourable views of the YDP, are wiling to
apply the YDP, and generally favour the YDP over techniques of formal control, this may
suggest that the YDP is applied inconsistently. According to Mastrofski et al. (2000), the
situational factors influencing an officer’s decisions is the strongest predictor determining an
officer’s use of discretion when deal during the consideration of diversion. Therefore, while the
officers are knowledgeable of the YCJA when applying the YDP, youth may receive inconsistent
treatment based on the officer they encounter.
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This assumption is further explained when analyzing the officer’s perceptions of the
limitations of the YDP. The majority of officers believe that the YDP is being applied
inconsistently due to an officer’s discretionary powers. Despite the officer’s favourable attitudes
towards the YDP, in practice the YDP may not be applied in the manner in which it was
intended. As such, these findings suggest that the officer’s level of diversion-related training may
not be sufficient. This is to say, the officer’s decision to divert or arrest a youth offender may not
reflect their understanding of the youth diversion or their attitudes towards the YDP since their
actions contradict an integral element of diversion under the YCJA.
PERCEPTION ON TRAINING AND QUALIFICATIONS
Since it was assumed that the officers would hold unfavourable views of the YDP and
would be unwilling to engage with the YDP, the sixth hypothesis predicted that the officers
would believe that their diversion-related training and qualifications were not sufficient. This
prediction was made on the understanding that when officers are required to change their
occupational procedures, they face various fears. In particular, officers often fear failing at
specific tasks due to their inability to sufficiently make appropriate decisions (Skogan 2008;
Lurigio and Skogan 1994; Kaufman 1992) Additionally, officers often fear the unknown
consequences of the change process due to a lack of training. Although the results are not in line
with this hypothesis, they are in line with those of Lurigio and Skogan (1994), who found that
the officers they surveyed felt fairly qualified to engage with community- oriented programs.
The seventh hypothesis predicted that there would be a positive association between the
officer’s perception of their diversion-related training and their willingness to engage with the
YDP. Although this relationship was weak, the analysis revealed that the officers who believe
that they are able to make a sufficient risk/need assessment in regards to selecting an appropriate
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diversion option for youth offenders are more likely to demonstrate higher levels of willingness
to engage with the YDP. In line with the previous research, these findings suggest that officers
who believe that they have sufficient diversion-related training are also more willing to engage
with the YDP. For example, Morabito et al. (2011) found that that providing police officers with
additional training opportunities produces the strongest support for new programs. Additionally,
Cohen (2017) suggests that police officers are able to gain self-confidence with their assigned
tasks through diversion-related training, therefore, the officers who receive additional training
are more willing to apply diversion programs.
OPPORTUNITY TO USE THE YDP
The eighth hypothesis predicted that there would be a positive association between the
opportunity to use the YDP and an officer’s perception on their diversion-related training and
qualifications. Additionally, the ninth hypothesis predicted that there would be a positive
association between the officer’s opportunity to use the YDP and their willingness to engage
with the YDP. These hypotheses were informed by several studies which have found that the
opportunity to use new programs influences favourable views of new innovations (Stewart and
Smith 2003; Novak et al. 2003; Wycoff and Skogan 1993).
When exploring the officer’s opportunity to use the YDP and their willingness to engage
with the YDP, despite the hypothesis being partially disproven, the findings are consistent with
previous research which suggest that when police officers gain first hand experience with
diversionary measures, they are more likely to experience the associated benefits of diversion.
Therefore, they are more willing to engage with diversion programs (See: Novak et al. 2003;
Stewart and Smith 2003). Since these findings correspond with previous research, the findings
were not particularly surprising. When exploring the officer’s opportunity to use the YDP and
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their perceptions on their diversion-related training and qualifications however, the findings
indicate that the officer’s perceptions of their level of diversion-related training and
qualifications may not be accurate.
The analysis reveled a moderate association between an officer’s opportunity to use the
YDP in the last year and their perceptions of their diversion-related training and qualifications.
Although statically insignificant, the data also suggest that regardless of the officer’s opportunity
to use the YDP since the programs inception, the officers believe that their level of diversionrelated training and qualifications is sufficient. Despite this relationship being insignificant, two
main questions arose: 1) are the officers diversion-related training and qualifications truly
sufficient?; and, 2) although the officers believe that they have received sufficient diversionrelated training, in practice, are the officers effectively applying the YDP?
It is possible that the results suggest that the officer’s belief that their level of diversionrelated training is sufficient based on a social desirability bias. However, since it was found that
regardless of the officer’s opportunity to use the YDP they believe that their level of diversionrelated training and qualifications is sufficient, the data was further analysed. Following this
analysis, it is assumed that officer perceptions regarding their training may not be accurate. As
previously discussed, the majority of officers believe that Crown referrals are more effective at
reducing recidivism in comparison to the YDP. This may indicate that the officers believe that
the Crown can make better decisions in terms of the diversion options chosen for youth
offenders. It was mentioned that officers do not view formal and informal levels of control as
independent levels of social control. Because this explanation can not be sufficiently argued, it is
helpful to view the officer’s beliefs on the limitations of the YDP as well.
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In their study, Carrington and Schulenberg (2003) found that police officers believe that
the main limitation of youth diversion is the lack of suitable programs. Considering that their
study was conducted shortly after the introduction of the YCJA in 2003, the lack of suitable
programs was a well known limitation. However, during the 14 years the YDP has been in force,
the DRPS has built partnerships with many community organizations. The officers’ belief that
the biggest limitation of the YDP is the lack of good community programs suggests that they
lack the specific training required to refer youth to diversion programs.
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
This current study was intended to explore the attitudes and perceptions of DRPS officers
towards the YDP. However, through the analysis of data, some additional and interesting
findings were uncovered. First, the due process of offenders is an integral element of the
Canadian legal system (Bala 2015). This is to say, every citizen is innocent until proven guilty.
Consistent with the guidelines of the YDP, to be eligible for diversion, the youth must accept
responsibility for their actions at the time of the offence. In line with the guidelines of the YDP,
the data suggests that the third highest ranked factor which influences the officers decisionmaking process is a youth accepting responsibility. Although a youth accepting responsibility for
their actions is within the guidelines of the YDP, using a youth’s acceptance of guilt is
concerning. For example, innocent youth, who are often fearful of the police, may be coerced
into accepting guilt due to the fear of more severe consequences or not fully understanding the
diversionary terms (Bala 2003). This reflects more on the guidelines of the YDP than the views
of the officers. The YDP may need to be re-evaluated to address its current issues surrounding
the rights of youth offenders.
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Second, the coercive nature of diversion, despite being concerning for many critics, does
not seem to concern the officers. In fact, the findings suggest that there is a lack of concern for
the coercive nature of diversion among the majority of officers. When asked about the
limitations of the YDP, very few officers indicated that youth may feel coerced into entering the
program when they have not been charged or that that the YDP is a coercive tool that results in a
net widening effect. Additionally, the option ‘youth may make an uninformed decision to enter
into the program’ was not selected by any officers. Going back to the discussion on the officer’s
level of training, this may suggest that the officers’ theoretical understandings of the YDP, while
seemingly sufficient, is merely surface level knowledge. This is to say, the officers may not have
as detailed of an understanding of the YCJA as the findings suggest.
Finally, this thesis was primarily concerned with the participant’s perceptions and
attitudes around the YDP, however, one item asked the officers to reflect on the views of their
fellow officers. When asked if the YDP serves as a deterrent for youth offenders, the majority of
the officers were in agreement. Alternatively, when the officers were asked to reflect on the
beliefs of their fellow officers, the exact opposite was found. Despite the findings suggesting that
the officers held favourable views of the YDP, this may shed light on the police subculture as a
whole. As stated by Paoline (2003), while a police subculture promotes a shared understanding
among its members, a police officer’s attitudes are not homogenous. Therefore, although these
findings suggest that a select few DRPS officers hold favourable attitudes, many DRPS may still
hold unfavourable views of diversion.
LIMITATION OF THE FINDINGS
Maxfield and Babbie (2006) note that all research on human subjects contain weaknesses
which are inherent in their design. Considering that this study used a cross-sectional approach
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and gathered participants through a non-probability sample, the ability to infer causality is
limited (Mann 2003; Bryman and Bell 2016). Due to the inclusion criteria, certain officers were
more likely to be selected than others. Moreover, since this study was voluntary, only the officers
who were supportive of the YDP may have been willing to participate. Therefore, the findings
only represent the attitudes and perceptions of a small sub-section of DRPS officers, not the
views of all DRPS officers (Gravelle and Rogers 2014). The accuracy of the data also posed a
limitation to this study. When using a survey, there is no way to determine if the respondents
were genuine in their responses (Maxfield and Babbie 2006; Nix et al. 2017; Mann 2003; Adler
and Clarke 2003). It is possible that the officers may have responded in a particular way to
ensure that they do not reflect poorly on themselves or the DRPS. Finally, the data for this study
was limited to the questions asked. Since a qualitative approach was not used, it was impossible
to gain a deeper understanding of the officer’s views towards the YDP as unexpected variables,
patterns or theories did not emerge (Teherani et al. 2015; Choy 2014). Despite these limitations,
the results provide a valuable insight into the attitudes and perceptions of a few DRPS officers.
However, given these limitations, the results should be viewed with caution.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion
IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS
This current study explored the perceptions and attitudes of 36 DRPS officers around the
YDP. Considering that this research is exploratory in nature, it was not intended to provide
conclusive results. Rather, this study was intended to gain insight into the way youth diversion
programs are viewed by Canadian police officers. Based on these findings however, one major
theme should be further addressed. Although the officers hold favourable views of the YDP and
are willing to apply the YDP, their level of training may not reflect their views or willingness to
apply the YDP.
While the findings suggest that the officers are quite knowledgeable of the YCJA, the
officers understanding of diversionary measures may not be adequate enough to successfully
implement the YDP. It is suggested that the DRPS provide its officers with additional and
specific diversion-related training opportunities to ensure the YDP is being applied as the YCJA
intended. Additionally, it is suggested that this training address the inconsistent nature of a police
officers use of discretion when applying the YDP. For example, the officers should understand
that a youth’s prior history with the CJS should not be considered during their decision to divert
or arrest a youth offender. Moreover, the officers require additional training on the community
programs available to divert youth. The fact that the majority of officers believe that there is a
lack of good community programs is concerning considering the many partnerships the DRPS
has created with community organizations. The findings from this study suggest that the officers
were not concerned about the coercive nature of youth diversion or the consequences derived
from the involvement within the CJS. Therefore, DRPS officers should also be provided with
training opportunities outlining the negative outcomes of the CJS.
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By providing the officers with additional training, the officers can be further exposed to
the philosophy of youth diversion to better understand the application of the YDP under the
YCJA. Through additional training, the officer’s favourable views of the YDP and willingness to
apply the YDP may reflect their level of diversion-related training. As such, the DRPS will be
able to better address youth crime in Durham.
FUTURE RESEARCH
This study provides valuable insight into the perceptions and attitudes of police officers
towards the use of pre-charge diversion programs. Considering that this study was exploratory in
nature and relied on a relatively small sample, I was unable to determine any casual relationships
or generalize these findings. Therefore, several recommendations are made to help further
researchers advance the knowledge of police perception and attitudes towards diversionary
measures.
First, although I acknowledge the difficulty researchers face when attempting to gain
access and interest from police officers, similar studies should make all attempts to expand the
sample size. Researchers should consider two main factors. First, gathering participants from
various police agencies across Canada to ensure the data is generalizable. Second, and more
important, officers within this study were chosen based on their existing knowledge of the YDP.
However, officers who have not used diversion programs should also be studied to gain an
understanding of the perceptions and attitudes of all police officers.
Second, similar studies should be mindful of the balance between brevity and the
collection of data when developing an original questionnaire. Since this study was highly
concerned with limiting the officers survey fatigue, the entire domain of perceptions and
attitudes was not explored. Although interesting findings emerged, some findings could not be
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explained further. Third and most importantly, all attempts should be made to conduct semistructured interviews. Without providing opportunity for further elaboration from the officers,
this study was unable to capture the officer’s personal experiences using diversion to better
understand their views of the YDP.
FINAL THOUGHTS
Although the findings from this study cannot explain the reason why certain youth are
diverted while others are arrested, it is clear that officer perceptions and attitudes towards
diversionary measures determine willingness to engage with youth diversion programs. Youth
diversion programs will only succeed once police officers fully understand the programs they are
implementing and the implications derived from the involvement within the CJS. Failing to
possess this knowledge, youth diversion programs will fail to achieve its intended goal of
negating the consequences of the CJS.
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Appendices
APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONS
Inclusion Question:
1. Have you ever heard of the Youth Diversion Program?
a. Yes
b. No
i. If no, respondent is redirected to the end of the survey and thanked for
their time.
Section One: Descriptive data questions/ background questions:
1. What division are you currently assigned to?
2. What rank do you currently hold?
3. How many years have you been employed as a police officer in DRPS?
4. How often during a 1-week period do you encounter youth in conflict with the law?
a. Less than once a week
b. 1-2 times a week
c. 3-4 times a week
d. 5-6 times a week
e. More than 7 times a week
Section Two: Is there an association between officer perception of youth crime and officer
decisions to use the Youth Diversion Program?
1. In your opinion, how serious of a problem do you believe youth crime to be in the
Durham Region?
a. Very serious
b. Serious
c. Somewhat serious
d. Not serious at all
2. In your opinion, what is the most common crime youth are committing in the Durham
Region? (Choose one)
a. Theft under $5000
b. Theft over $5000
c. Disorderly conduct
d. Common Assault
e. Aggravated Assault
f. Break and Enter
g. Robbery
h. Mischief
i. Taking a motor vehicle without consent
j. Drug offences
k. Administration of justice violations
l. Possession of a weapon
m. Other (Specify)
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3. In your opinion, what is the most common age of youth in conflict with the law?
a. Under 12 years old
b. 12 years old
c. 13 years old
d. 14 years old
e. 15 years old
f. 16 years old
g. 17 years old
h. 18 years old
i. All age categories are equally as likely to come into conflict with the law
4. In your opinion, what is the most common race/ethnicity found among youth in conflict
with the law?
a. White
b. Black
c. Latino or Hispanic
d. East Asian
e. South Asian
f. Indigenous
g. All race/ethnicities are equally as likely to come into conflict with the law
h. Other (Specify)
5. In your opinion, what is the most common gender found among youth in conflict with
the law
a. Boys
b. Girls
c. Equal number of boys and girls
Section Three: What are front line police officer’s perceptions of the Youth Diversion
Program?
2. In your opinion, how important is the Youth Diversion Program?
a. Very important
b. Important
c. Somewhat important
d. Not Important
3. In your opinion, what do you believe the top 3 goals of the Youth Diversion Program to
be? (Choose three)
a. Reduce recidivism
b. Support the prevention of crime
c. Encourage youth to acknowledge and repair the harm caused
d. Deal with root causes of delinquency
e. Increase accountability for youth in conflict with the law
f. Promote rehabilitation
g. Limit the youth’s entrenchment into the CJS
h. Provide the victim a chance to participate in decisions on the reparation
i. Reduces the reliance of charging of or incarceration of youth
j. Holds youth accountable for their delinquent actions
k. Increases community-based responses to crime
l. Addresses the underlying causes of youth crime
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m. Promotes social change
n. Other (sepcify)
4. In your opinion, what are the top 3 benefits of implementing the Youth Diversion
Program? (Choose 3)
a. Less costly than other CJS proceedings
b. Reduces the reliance of charging of or incarceration of youth
c. Holds youth accountable for their delinquent actions
d. Increases community-based responses to crime
e. Addresses the underlying causes of youth crime
f. Promotes social change
g. Deters youth from future crime
h. Avoids youth from being labelled as a criminal
i. Other (specify)
5. In your opinion, what are the top 3 limitations of implementing the Youth Diversion
Program? (Choose three)
a. It is an ‘easy way out’ for youth
b. Youth may make an uninformed decision to enter into the program
c. Youth may feel coerced into entering the program when they have not been
charged
d. It is a tool to expand the amount of youth under the control of the CJS
e. Youth become more entrenched in the CJS than they would have had this program
not exist
f. There is a lack of ‘good’ community-based programing
g. Youth becomes labelled as a criminal
h. There is a lack of training among officers
i. The program is not applied consistently across youth due to officer’s discretionary
powers
j. Other (specify)
6. In your opinion, is the Youth Diversion Program effective?
a. Yes
b. No
7. Have you personally witnessed a situation(s) where there have been favourable
outcomes for the youth that arose from this program?
a. Yes
b. No
8. Have you personally witnessed a situation(s) where there have been favourable
outcomes for the victim that arose from this program?
a. Yes
b. No
9. Have you personally witnessed a situation(s) where there have been negative
consequences for the youth that arose from this program?
a. Yes
b. No
10. Have you personally witnessed a situation(s) where there have been negative
consequences for the victim that arose from this program?
a. Yes
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b. No
11. In your opinion, is the Youth Diversion Program a meaningful experience for the
individual youth who receive the program?
a. Yes
b. No
12. Have your views of the program changed since its implementation?
a. Yes, changed for the better
b. Yes, changed for the worse
c. Remained the same
d. Not applicable
13. A Crown Referral refers to the Crown holding a conference in order to decide on an
appropriate measure for a youth in conflict with the law. How strongly do you agree with
the following statement: Crown Referrals are more effective than the Youth Diversion
Program in terms of reducing recidivism?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
14. How strongly do you agree with the following statement: Charging and arresting a
youth in conflict with the law is more beneficial than the Youth Diversion Program in
terms of reducing recidivism?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
15. Conditional discharge refers to a youth in conflict with the law who pleads guilty or is
found guilty but does not receive a criminal record after carrying out conditions set by the
Crown. How strongly do you agree with the following statement: A conditional
discharge is more beneficial than the Youth Diversion Program in terms of reducing
recidivism?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
16. In your opinion, do you believe that the Youth Diversion Program deters youth from
delinquency?
a. Yes
b. No
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17. To your knowledge, do your fellow officers believe that the Youth Diversion Program
deters youth from delinquency?
a. Yes
b. No
18. How strongly do you agree with the following statement: I feel that the Youth Diversion
Program forces officers to engage in activities that are beyond the scope of the role of a
police officer?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
19. How strongly do you agree with the following statement: I feel I am equipped to make a
sufficient risk/need assessment in order to select an appropriate diversion option for
youth in conflict with the law?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
20. How strongly do you agree with the following statement: I feel there is a lack of
consistency among officers who apply the Youth Diversion Program in terms of the
diversion options chosen?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
Section Four: Is there an association between front line police officer perceptions of the
Youth Diversion Program and their willingness to engage with the program?
1. How often in the last year have you applied the Youth Diversion Program?
a. Very often
b. Often
c. Rarely
d. Somewhat often
e. Never
2. Since the inception of the Youth Diversion Program, how often in your career have you
applied the Youth Diversion Program?
a. Very often
b. Often
c. Rarely
d. Somewhat often
e. Never
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3. Indicate how strongly you agree with the following statement: I am eager to apply the
Youth Diversion Program.
a. Extremely eager
b. Very eager
c. Moderately eager
d. Slightly eager
e. Not at eager all
4. Indicate the extent to which you engage with the Youth Diversion Program when you
apply it.
a. Extremely engaged
b. Very engaged
c. Moderately engaged
d. Slightly engaged
e. Not at all engaged
5. Indicate your level of enthusiasm around the Youth Diversion Program while you are
applying it.
a. Extremely enthusiastic
b. Very enthusiastic
c. Moderately enthusiastic
d. Slightly enthusiastic
e. Not at all enthusiastic
6. Indicate the extent to which you are committed to applying the Youth Diversion
Program.
a. Extremely committed
b. Very committed
c. Moderately committed
d. Slightly committed
e. Not at all committed
7. How strongly do you agree with the following statement: If the Youth Diversion Program
did not exist, I would be concerned that youth were not being diverted away from the
CJS?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Slightly agree
d. Slightly disagree
e. Disagree
f. Strongly disagree
8. What are the 3 most important factors that influence your decision to charge a youth in
conflict with the law? (Choose three)
a. Prior contact with the police
b. Seriousness of offence
c. Age
d. Gender
e. Ethnic identity
f. Demeanour
g. Peer group
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h. Presence of adult co-offender
i. Youth accepting responsibility
j. Home situation
k. Sole offender
l. Use of drugs or alcohol
m. Relationship between youth and victim
n. Type of victim
o. Victims preference
p. Location
q. Presence of a weapon
r. Time of day
s. Other
9. What are the 3 most important factors that influence your decision to divert a youth in
conflict with the law? (Choose three)
a. Prior contact with the police
b. Seriousness of offence
c. Age
d. Gender
e. Ethnic identity
f. Demeanour
g. Peer group
h. Presence of adult co-offender
i. Youth accepting responsibility
j. Home situation
k. Sole offender
l. Use of drugs or alcohol
m. Relationship between youth and victim
n. Type of victim
o. Victims preference
p. Location
q. Presence of a weapon
r. Time of day
s. Other
10. In your opinion, what are the 3 most important factors that influence your fellow
officer’s decision to divert a youth in conflict with the law? (Choose three)
a. Prior contact with the police
b. Seriousness of offence
c. Age
d. Gender
e. Ethnic identity
f. Demeanour
g. Peer group
h. Presence of adult co-offender
i. Youth accepting responsibility
j. Home situation
k. Sole offender
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l. Use of drugs or alcohol
m. Relationship between youth and victim
n. Type of victim
o. Victims preference
p. Location
q. Presence of a weapon
r. Time of day
s. Lack of training
t. Other
11. In your opinion, what are the 3 most important factors that influence your fellow
officer’s decision to charge a youth in conflict with the law? (Choose three)
a. Prior contact with the police
b. Seriousness of offence
c. Age
d. Gender
e. Ethnic identity
f. Demeanour
g. Peer group
h. Presence of adult co-offender
i. Youth accepting responsibility
j. Home situation
k. Sole offender
l. Use of drugs or alcohol
m. Relationship between youth and victim
n. Type of victim
o. Victims preference
p. Location
q. Presence of a weapon
r. Time of day
s. Lack of training
t. Other
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APPENDIX C: LETTER OF INFORMATION AND INFORMED CONSENT

Study Title: Law Enforcements perceptions of the Youth Diversion Program: A Case Study of
the Durham Regional Police Service
Name of Principal Investigator: Luke de Sequeira, Department of Sociology, Queen’s
University
Name of Supervisor: Victoria Sytsma, PhD, Assistant Professor, Department of Sociology,
Queen’s University
Hello. My name is Luke de Sequeira. I am an MA student in the Department of Sociology at
Queen’s University.
I am inviting serving or recently retired DRPS officers to take part in a research study. The
purpose of this study is to explore the attitudes and perceptions of front line DRPS officers’, in
regards to the Youth Diversion Program, to assess their willingness to apply the program.
If you agree to take part in this study, by clicking ‘Next’, you will begin the questionnaire that
will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. The answers on the questionnaire will be
recorded and later used in this study.
There is minimal risk pertaining to participation in this study. However, certain questions posed
require you to reflect on your professional experiences, and those of your peers, in dealing with
youth in conflict with the law. You are reminded NOT to divulge any information that may
identify a specific case or specific individual, particularly a young offender. Your participation in
the study should be approached individually and confidentially, ensuring your responses are
authentically your own. For your convenience, the study is accessible to you both on or off-duty.

All data gathered through this study will be used for my MA thesis. This data will be
downloaded and transferred to a password protected hard drive. The data will only be accessible
to me, my immediate supervisor and the Queen's General Research Ethics Board (GREB). The
GREB, who are bound by confidentiality, may request access to study data to ensure that I have
or am meeting their ethical obligations in conducting this research. The questionnaire is being
distributed through Qualtrics—an online data collection tool, which complies with data privacy
laws by treating all data as highly confidential and safeguards the data using industry-best
security practices to prevent unlawful disclosure. Qualtrics ensures that the data provided will
not be sold or made available unless requested by a valid court order. Additionally, 90-days after
the backed up data is deleted by me, it will be permanently deleted from Qualtrics servers. The
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anonymous dataset will be made freely accessible in the Queen's University's Institutional
Repository after a 5-year embargo period.
The benefit to you as a survey participant is to contribute toward a locally-focused assessment of
youth diversion efficacy. The greatest benefit of this research will be to the research community
and the society as a whole. This research will contribute to literature on police officer’s attitudes
towards youth diversion programs. The findings from this study has the potential to provide the
DRPS with insight on the strengths and weaknesses of this program in order to better serve youth
in conflict with the law.
You are not being provided with an incentive for participating in this study and participation is
completely voluntary. If you decide not to participate there will not be any negative
consequences. Once you have commenced with completing the questionnaire, you may leave the
study at any time by closing the browser. You do not have to answer any questions you do not
want to. If you wish to skip a question, you may do so by simply not answering and moving on
to the next question. However, since this questionnaire is anonymous, once you have submitted
your responses, you cannot withdraw from the study.
I plan to publish the results of this study in academic journals and present them at conferences.
Following the publication of my research and for the purposes of further research, the data
collected will be stored in the Queen’s University Library Data Repositories and Archives.
If you have any ethics concerns please contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America) or email chair.GREB@queensu.ca.
If you have any questions about the research, please contact my supervisor Victoria Sytsma at
victoria.sytsma@queensu.ca or (613) 533-2172 ext: 32172
This Consent Form/Letter of Information provides you with the details to help you make an
informed choice. All your questions should be answered to your satisfaction before you decide
whether or not to participate in this research study.
You have not waived any legal rights by consenting to participate in this study.
By clicking ‘NEXT’, I am verifying that: I have read the Consent Form/Letter of Information
and all of my questions have been answered.
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