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This study evaluates the implementation of diversion policy for children in Juvenile Justice; Policy Evaluation; Children
conflict with the law within the Indonesian juvenile justice system in the In Conflict with the Law.

context of restorative justice. Diversion is intended to protect children from o DR i ]S

the negative consequences of formal criminal proceedings while promoting /95%1_3 I ; VXE ﬁi:& .
accountability, recovery, and social reintegration. This study employed a FRERR; BRI BERREA
qualitative evaluative design based on Stake’s Countenance Evaluation
Model, which examines policy implementation through three dimensions:
antecedents, transactions, and outcomes. Data were collected through in-
depth interviews, observations, and document analysis related to diversion
practices and were analyzed using thematic analysis involving coding,
categorization, and theme development. The findings indicate that the legal
framework and institutional structures supporting diversion have generally
been established; however, limitations remain in terms of human resource
capacity, competencies in facilitating restorative justice processes, and the
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availability of supporting facilities and infrastructure. The implementation
process generally follows the procedural stages required by existing
regulations, although variations were identified in the quality of restorative
dialogue, levels of participation, inter-agency coordination, and the
consistency of implementation across cases. The findings further suggest that
diversion has generated positive initial impacts by preventing children from
entering formal judicial proceedings and creating opportunities for recovery
and social reintegration. Nevertheless, the sustainability of these outcomes
remains influenced by the quality of implementation, family support, post-
diversion monitoring, and broader social acceptance. In addition, monitoring
and follow-up mechanisms have not yet been implemented in a systematic
and standardized manner. These findings highlight the importance of
strengthening institutional capacity, enhancing restorative justice
competencies among practitioners, improving cross-sector coordination, and
developing sustainable monitoring mechanisms to improve the effectiveness
of diversion implementation for children in conflict with the law.
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1. Introduction

Diversion aims to achieve restorative justice by
emphasizing the restoration of the original condition, the
child’s responsibility for their actions, and the creation of
reconciliation between the child and the victim. The
implementation of diversion prioritizes the best interests
of the child by avoiding the negative consequences of
formal judicial processes. Through diversion, children

are required to take responsibility without compromising
their rights, dignity, and future prospects. This approach
places recovery and rehabilitation as the primary
objectives in handling juvenile cases (Munggardijaya et
al., 2025).

However, several issues continue to emerge in the
implementation of diversion, affecting the effectiveness
of achieving restorative justice objectives. One of the key
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challenges is the wvariation in understanding and
commitment among law enforcement officials regarding
the concept of diversion (Kurniawan & Puspa, 2025).
These differences are reflected in varying perspectives
and practices at each stage of the juvenile justice process.
Some officials still perceive diversion merely as a
procedural obligation rather than as a primary instrument
of restorative justice (Pirlina et al., 2025). Consequently,
diversion is often implemented in a manner that is neither
optimal nor substantive. Differences in levels of
understanding also influence the seriousness with which
officials facilitate deliberations involving children,
victims, and other relevant stakeholders (Panu et al.,
2025). As a result, the diversion process may not fully
reflect the principles of restorative justice and the best
interests of the child (Ghifari et al., 2025). his situation
also complicates the ability of probation officers to
conduct effective cross-sector coordination with law
enforcement agencies and related institutions (Musa et
al., 2025).

Limitations in the role and capacity of probation
officers also constitute a significant challenge in
ensuring effective diversion implementation. The
number of probation officers is often disproportionate to
the caseload, resulting in limited capacity to provide
intensive assistance to children (Virlando et al., 2025).
Constraints related to time, supporting facilities, and
opportunities for competency development also affect
the quality of social inquiry reports and the facilitation of
diversion deliberations. These conditions may hinder the
comprehensive identification of the needs of children,
victims, and families. Consequently, diversion processes
may not fully embody restorative justice principles or
adequately reflect the best interests of the child (Ghifari
et al., 2025). Such circumstances further complicate
cross-sector coordination between probation officers and
other stakeholders involved in juvenile justice processes
(Musa et al., 2025).

Another challenge arises from the relatively low level
of participation of victims and families in diversion
deliberations. The absence or minimal involvement of
victims and their families often results in unbalanced
dialogue during the deliberation process. This condition
makes it difficult to reach agreements that adequately
address the needs for victim recovery while also ensuring
the child’s accountability. Limited understanding of the
objectives and benefits of diversion also contributes to
this low level of participation. Consequently, the
outcomes of diversion deliberations may lack
sustainability and may be less effective in preventing
recurring conflicts. Emotional factors, such as anger and
a desire for punitive measures, often discourage victims
from participating in deliberations. In addition, limited
facilitation and guidance may affect the ability of
families to engage actively in the process.

Addressing  these challenges requires the
development of standardized frameworks for evaluating
diversion processes in order to assess the alignment
between legal norms and practical implementation at
each stage. Such evaluation should encompass the roles
of law enforcement officials, probation officers, and the
involvement of victims and families, while also
emphasizing the strengthening of human resource
capacity, enhanced cross-sector coordination, and
improvements in the quality of deliberation processes,
monitoring mechanisms, and the implementation of
diversion agreements. These efforts are necessary to
ensure that diversion is implemented more substantively
and consistently and in a manner that prioritizes the best
interests of children in conflict with the law and the
objectives of restorative justice.

The diversion process can be examined through a
comprehensive and staged evaluation, beginning with
initial  conditions, followed by implementation
processes, and concluding with the outcomes achieved
(Stake, 1967). This approach helps identify gaps between
the normative objectives of diversion and its practical
implementation. At the antecedents stage (pre-
implementation), the evaluation focuses on assessing the
readiness of diversion implementation, including the
understanding and commitment of law enforcement
officials toward restorative justice, the capacity of
probation officers, and institutional support and
infrastructure. At the transaction stage (implementation),
the evaluation focuses on the extent to which diversion
deliberations align with the intended objectives,
including the quality of facilitation, the participation of
children, victims, and families, and the dynamics of
interaction among stakeholders. At the outcomes stage
(post-implementation), the evaluation assesses the
changes and impacts resulting from diversion
implementation, such as the sustainability of agreements,
the restoration of social relationships, and the protection
and reintegration of children.

Previous studies on diversion and restorative justice
in Indonesia have generally focused on legal provisions,
normative perspectives, and policy arrangements within
the juvenile justice system (Ernis, 2016; F. Rahman,
2019; Supaat, 2022). Several studies have discussed the
importance of diversion as a restorative justice
mechanism and examined its legal implementation;
however, limited attention has been given to evaluating
diversion practices through a comprehensive evaluative
framework  that examines conditions  before
implementation, implementation processes, and
resulting outcomes. In this regard, the present study
adopts Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model to
examine diversion implementation through antecedents,
transactions, and outcomes. This perspective allows a
more systematic assessment of institutional readiness,
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implementation processes, and the outcomes of diversion
practices, thereby providing an evaluative perspective
that remains relatively limited in studies on children in
conflict with the law in Indonesia. Therefore, this study
aims to explore the implementation of diversion for
Children in Conflict with the Law at the Class I
Palembang Correctional Center, Indonesia.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Design

This study employs a qualitative evaluation research
design within a constructivist paradigm. The qualitative
approach was selected because the diversion process
represents a social and policy phenomenon characterized
by interactions among actors, values, perceptions, and
institutional contexts that cannot be adequately measured
through quantitative methods alone (Creswell, 2013).
The constructivist paradigm views social reality as being
jointly constructed by policy actors; therefore,
understanding the practice of diversion requires
exploration from the perspectives of implementers,
children, and other stakeholders directly involved in the
process. This approach aligns with the characteristics of
public policy evaluation in complex contexts, where
causal relationships are not linear and policy outcomes
are strongly influenced by implementation processes as
well as the dynamics of social and institutional
environments.

2.2. Participants

The primary sampling technique employed in this
study was purposive sampling, in which participants
were selected based on specific criteria determined by
the researchers in accordance with the research
objectives. In qualitative research, purposive sampling is
considered effective because it allows researchers to
select individuals who possess the most relevant
knowledge and direct involvement in the phenomenon
under investigation, rather than relying on statistical
representation (Ahmad & Wilkins, 2025). The purposive
criteria applied in this study included the following:

a. Direct involvement in the implementation of
diversion for children in conflict with the law.

b. Adequate understanding of diversion policies,
procedures, and practices within the Juvenile
Criminal Justice System.

c. Practical experience in providing supervision,
guidance, assistance, or decision-making related to
diversion.

d. Willingness to provide information openly and in
depth.

Based on these criteria, the main participants in this
study included probation officers, as well as supporting
informants drawn from law enforcement agencies and
other relevant stakeholders who interact with the Class I
Palembang Correctional Center, Indonesia, in the

implementation of diversion.

The selection of participants was based on their
specific roles and levels of involvement in the diversion
process. The probation officer was designated as the key
informant because of their central responsibility in
conducting social inquiries, facilitating diversion
deliberations, providing supervision, and monitoring the
implementation of diversion agreements. Meanwhile,
children in conflict with the law were included to provide
direct perspectives regarding their experiences
throughout the diversion process. The inclusion of
participants from different institutional backgrounds was
intended to obtain a more comprehensive understanding
of diversion implementation from multiple perspectives
within the juvenile justice system.

Given that this study involved participants directly
engaged in the diversion process, particular attention was
given to confidentiality and voluntary participation
throughout the research. Prior to each interview, the
researchers explained the purpose of the study, the scope
of participation, and the intended use of the information
to each participant. Participation was voluntary, and
participants were free to decline answering any question
during the interview process. To protect privacy and
confidentiality, all identifying information was removed
from the interview transcripts and replaced with
participant codes during data analysis and reporting. The
study focused on understanding institutional practices
and  participants’  experiences in  diversion
implementation, and no personal information was
disclosed in the publication of the findings.

Table 1. Categories and Roles of Research Participants in the
Diversion Process (Source: The authors, 2026)

Participant Role in Diversion
Category Position/Role Number
Process
(Code)

Conducts child
supervision and
guidance,

Key Probation Officer, Class facilitates

Informant I, Palembang diversion 1

(KI-01) Correctional Center deliberations, and
monitors post-
diversion
agreements
Coordinates

. Coordinator/Structural  >_PeTV!S10n

Supporting activities and

Officer, Class I . . .
Informant . diversion policy 1
Palembang Correctional . .

(SI-01) Center implementation at
the institutional
level
Initiates diversion

Supportin at the investigation

In f% ?man tg Juvenile Investigator ~ stage and

(S1-02) (Police) coordinates with

the Correctional
Center
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Participant Role in Diversion
Category Position/Role Number
Process
(Code)
Initiates diversion
Supportin during the
bp € Juvenile Prosecutor prosecution stage
Informant . . o
(Prosecution Service)  and facilitates
(81-03) inter-a,
gency
coordination
Initiates diversion
Supporting g;ruelga Itllzie trial
Informant  Juvenile Judge (Court) ge al 1
determines
(S1-04) diversion
agreements
Provides
Supporting ¢ . Worker / Child  PSychosocial
Informant Support Oreanization assistance and 1
(SI-05) PP & recovery support
for the child
Participates in
Additional diversion
o1 . deliberations and
Informant ~ Child’s Family 1
(AL-01) supports the
implementation of
agreements
Additional Primary subjects
Informant  Children in Conflict of ther(i,iver sJion 3
(AI-012-Al- with the Law rocess
04) P
Total Participants 10

Participant selection was based on the relevance of each
individual’s role in the diversion process. The probation
officer was selected as the key informant because of their
direct involvement in conducting community guidance,
preparing social inquiry reports, facilitating diversion
deliberations, and monitoring the implementation of
diversion agreements. Meanwhile, children in conflict
with the law were included to provide firsthand accounts
of their experiences during the diversion process. The
inclusion of participants from different institutional and
social backgrounds was intended to capture diverse
perspectives and obtain a broader understanding of how
diversion was implemented within the juvenile justice
system.

2.3. Data Collection

In-depth interviews were employed as the primary
technique for obtaining primary data from key
informants directly involved in the implementation of
diversion. This method enabled the researchers to
explore  informants’  perceptions,  experiences,
knowledge, and assessments regarding policy readiness,
the quality of implementation, and the initial outcomes
of diversion. The interviews were conducted in a semi-
structured format, allowing the researchers to follow a
systematic interview guide while still providing

sufficient flexibility for informants to express their views
freely and in depth (Saunders et al., 2019).

Table 2. Sample questions for semi-structured interviews
(Source: The authors, 2026)

No. Research Guiding Questions

How prepared is the Class I Palembang Correctional Center
1 (Balai Pemasyarakatan) to implement diversion for children in
conflict with the law?

How do probation officers and law enforcement officials

understand the concepts of diversion and restorative justice,

and what level of competence do they possess in

implementing them?

To what extent do technical guidelines, supporting regulations,

3 and available facilities and infrastructure support the
implementation of diversion?

To what extent does the implementation of diversion comply
4 with existing legal provisions and the objectives of diversion
policy?
How effective is the quality of diversion deliberation
5 processes, including facilitation, dialogue, and the formulation
of agreements?

What is the level of participation of children, victims, and
families in the diversion process?

How do coordination mechanisms and interaction dynamics
7 among law enforcement agencies and related institutions
operate during the implementation of diversion?
What is the level of success and sustainability of diversion
agreements?
How are post-diversion supervision and follow-up
mechanisms carried out by probation officers?
To what extent do diversion outcomes contribute to child
10 protection, rehabilitation, social reintegration, and the
prevention of reoffending?

In addition to interviews, non-participant observations
were conducted during the data collection process to
obtain contextual understanding of diversion practices
and institutional conditions. Observations were carried
out at the Class I Palembang Correctional Center and
focused on the implementation environment,
coordination  activities among relevant actors,
institutional facilities supporting diversion, and the
interactions that occurred during diversion-related
activities. Field notes were recorded to support data
interpretation and to complement information obtained
through interviews.

Document analysis was also undertaken to strengthen
data triangulation. The documents reviewed included
regulations concerning the Juvenile Criminal Justice
System, institutional guidelines related to diversion
implementation, social inquiry reports, diversion-related
administrative records, and other relevant documents
associated with the implementation of diversion for
children in conflict with the law. These documents were
used to examine the consistency between regulatory
provisions and implementation practices in the field.

All interviews were conducted face-to-face and were
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audio-recorded with the participants’ consent. The
interview duration ranged from approximately 45 to 90
minutes, depending on the participant’s role and level of
involvement in the diversion process. Following data
collection, the recordings were transcribed verbatim to
facilitate systematic analysis and interpretation.

Data collection was conducted until sufficient
information had been obtained to address the research
objectives. The process was concluded when the
information collected from participants became
repetitive and no substantial new themes emerged from
subsequent interviews, indicating that data saturation had
been achieved.

2.4. Data Analysis

Ten individual interview transcripts were used as
the wunits of analysis (cases). The researchers
independently conducted repeated readings of the data to
identify the meaning units embedded within the
transcripts. Subsequently, the abstraction process was
carried out through logical description and interpretation
of the data (Saunders et al., 2019). The analytical
procedure consisted of three main stages: coding,
categorization, and theme development. Codes were
assigned to label the abstracted meaning units. Codes
that shared similar characteristics were then grouped into
categories and subsequently formulated into broader
themes (Saunders et al., 2019). Throughout this process,
the researchers engaged in iterative discussions to reach
consensus regarding the grouping and interpretation of
the data.

3. Result and Discussion
3.1. Evaluation of the Antecedents Dimension

The evaluation of the antecedents dimension focuses
on the initial conditions and the level of system readiness
in supporting the implementation of diversion for
children in conflict with the law. This dimension places
institutional readiness, resources, regulatory
frameworks, and actors’ understanding as key
prerequisites before the diversion process can be
substantively implemented. Within the framework of
Stake’s Countenance Model, the evaluation of
antecedents aims to identify the extent to which the
existing initial conditions align with the objectives and
requirements of diversion implementation oriented
toward restorative justice.

The findings indicate that, structurally, the system has
provided an institutional foundation that enables the
implementation of diversion. The existence of the
Correctional Center (Balai Pemasyarakatan) as a
technical implementing unit with authority in the
guidance and supervision of children represents an
important element in the pre-implementation stage. The
organizational structure and clear division of roles

provide formal legitimacy for probation officers to be
involved from the early stages of handling juvenile cases.
This condition suggests that, from the perspective of
institutional structure, the intended antecedents have
been established in accordance with policy planning.

“In the diversion process, we at the Correctional Center
have a role from the very beginning. We conduct
assessments, accompany the child, facilitate diversion
deliberations, and monitor the implementation of
diversion agreements.” (KI-01)

However, this structural readiness has not been fully
accompanied by functional readiness. The findings
indicate that although roles and authorities have been
formally regulated, the implementation of these
functions still faces various operational constraints.
These limitations are primarily related to human resource
capacity, the availability of applicable technical
guidelines, and adequate infrastructurew support (R. A.
Rahman, 2025). his situation reflects a gap between the
initial conditions envisioned in policy design and the
actual conditions observed in practice.

From the human resource dimension, the evaluation
of antecedents shows that probation officers hold a
strategic role while simultaneously bearing substantial
responsibilities in the implementation of diversion. The
findings reveal that, qualitatively, probation officers
demonstrate a relatively good normative understanding
of diversion and restorative justice. This understanding
is reflected in their recommendations, which tend to
prioritize non-punitive solutions and the protection of the
best interests of the child. Nevertheless, such capacity is
not fully supported by an adequate number of personnel
compared to the volume of juvenile cases that must be
handled (Meru et al., 2025).

“Because the number of cases is quite high, we have to
carefully adjust the handling of each child. Ideally,
assessments should be conducted more comprehensively,
but in practice time is often limited.” (KI-01)

The limited number of probation officers affects the
intensity and depth of initial assessments of children.
Pre-diversion assessments are often conducted under
time constraints, which limits the ability to
comprehensively capture the psychosocial conditions of
the child. This condition may influence the quality of
recommendations regarding the feasibility of diversion
and the most appropriate forms of intervention for the
child (Sinaga, 2017). From the perspective of
antecedents, human resource readiness remains partial
and requires more systematic capacity strengthening.

The level of understanding among law enforcement
officials regarding diversion and restorative justice also
emerges as an important finding in the evaluation of
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antecedents. The findings indicate that law enforcement
officials’ understanding is not uniform. Some officials
view diversion as an alternative approach oriented
toward recovery and child development, while others
interpret diversion merely as a procedural obligation that
must be fulfilled administratively (Wright & Levine,
2021). This variation suggests that system readiness has
not yet been fully established at both the conceptual and
cultural levels.

“One of the frequent obstacles is the difference in
perspectives among institutions. Some see diversion as
the best solution for the child, while others still tend to
approach it in a more formalistic way.” (SI-03)

These differences in understanding influence the
attitudes and initial decisions taken in handling juvenile
cases. Officials with a restorative perspective tend to
provide  broader  opportunities for  diversion
implementation, whereas those with a formalistic
orientation tend to limit diversion to procedural
compliance. This condition demonstrates that system
readiness within the antecedents dimension is
determined not only by structural and regulatory
arrangements but also by the internalization of values
and paradigms among implementing actors.

The availability of regulatory frameworks
supporting diversion represents another important
element in evaluating initial conditions. The findings
show that, normatively, the regulatory framework
provides a clear legal basis for diversion implementation.
Laws and implementing regulations stipulate the
obligation to pursue diversion, the objectives of
diversion, and the roles of the respective actors. From the
perspective of policy design, this condition indicates that
the system has been structured to support diversion
implementation comprehensively.

However, the evaluation of antecedents also reveals
that these normative regulations have not been fully
accompanied by detailed and operational technical
guidelines. The absence of integrated inter-institutional
standard operating procedures causes the pre-diversion
process to depend heavily on the interpretation of
individual actors. This condition creates variations in
practice and inconsistencies in determining the readiness
and eligibility of diversion. Regulatory readiness
therefore  still requires strengthening at the
implementation level.

Infrastructure and facilities also influence system
readiness within the antecedents dimension. The findings
indicate that supporting facilities for initial assessments
and diversion preparation remain limited. The lack of
conducive counseling spaces, administrative facilities,
and information technology support affects the
efficiency and quality of probation officers’ work.
Although these limitations do not completely hinder

diversion implementation, they may reduce the quality
of the process from the earliest stages (Asmara &
Natalis, 2024).

Limited transportation facilities and logistical
support also affect the reach of field assessments
conducted by probation officers.  Suboptimal
assessments at the initial stage may result in incomplete
understandings of the child’s conditions and
environment. This indicates that system readiness is not
only administrative in nature but is also strongly
influenced by the availability of facilities that enable
effective task implementation.

The evaluation of antecedents also highlights the
dimension of initial inter-institutional coordination as
part of system readiness. The findings show that
coordination in the pre-implementation stage of
diversion has occurred but has not yet been fully
institutionalized in a systematic manner.

“Institutionally, we already have a structure that
Supports diversion implementation. However,
coordination across units is not always carried out on a
regular basis, so further strengthening is needed to
ensure more consistent implementation.” (SI-01)

Coordination often remains incidental and dependent
on personal initiatives rather than on structured
institutional mechanisms. This condition affects the
consistency of the pre-diversion process and the quality
of initial decision-making. Organizational culture and
institutional orientation also influence system readiness
in supporting diversion implementation.

“If the family is involved from the beginning, the child
tends to feel more comfortable during the process.
However, we still hope for clearer explanations from
officers so that families better understand their role in
the diversion process.” (A1-01)

The findings indicate that tensions still exist between
formal legal approaches and restorative social
approaches in the handling of juvenile cases. These
tensions influence how actors interpret the readiness and
urgency of diversion implementation (Forde, 2021).
System readiness is therefore determined not only by
technical dimensions but also by the alignment of values
and orientations across institutions.

Overall, the evaluation of the antecedents
dimension shows that the initial conditions and system
readiness for diversion implementation are relatively
adequate from structural and normative perspectives but
still face various limitations at functional and cultural
levels. The gap between planned initial conditions and
actual field conditions indicates that improving diversion
implementation requires comprehensive strengthening
of system readiness, including human resource capacity,
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operational technical guidelines, infrastructure support,
and the harmonization of understanding among actors
(Indradjaja & Nurhandy, 2024).

These findings emphasize that the evaluation of
antecedents plays a strategic role in improving diversion
implementation. Without strong initial conditions
aligned with the objectives of restorative justice, the

quality of processes (transactions) and outcomes of
diversion implementation will be difficult to optimize.
Strengthening the antecedents dimension therefore
constitutes a fundamental foundation for enhancing the
effectiveness of diversion implementation for Children
in Conflict with the Law.

Table 3. The full codes, categories and themes (Source: The authors, 2026)

Dimension Code Category Theme
Authority of th rrectional Center (Balai o tem readiness in rtin
Antecedents 5> oY O Hhe C.O ectiona’ Center ( - . Institutional structure Sys e rez diness supporting
Pemasyarakatan) in supervising and guiding children diversion implementation
Role of probation officers in pre-diversion social Institutional structure
assessment
Limited number of probation officers Human resource capacity
High workload of probation officers Human resource capacity
Uneven distribution of restorative justice training Facilitation competency
Differences in law enforcement officers’ understanding of .
L Law enforcement paradigm
diversion
Diversion regulations are normatively available Regulatory framework
Lack of integrated inter-agency standard operating Operational
procedures implementation guidelines
Limited counseling facilities and deliberation rooms Infrastructure and facilities
. . . rti ial
Limited family and community support Supp oriive socia
environment
. . N L Institutional coordination
Initial coordination among institutions remains incidental )
mechanism
Tension between formal legal approaches and restorative o
Organizational culture
approaches
. Diversion deliberations conducted according to legal . Variation in the quality of diversion
Transactions Procedural compliance . .
procedures implementation processes
Probation officers act as primary facilitators Facilitation competency
. . T . uality of restorative
Restorative dialogue occurs participatively in some cases Q Y
dialogue
Diversion deliberations sometimes become administrative . .
o Procedural orientation
formalities
Varying levels of child participation in dialogue Child participation
Victim participation not always active Victim participation
Family acts as either support or obstacle in dialogue Family dynamics
Inconsistent coordination among law enforcement o
. Inter-agency coordination
agencies
Limited time for deliberation processes Operational constraints
Non-standardized documentation of deliberation Administrative
outcomes documentation system
L . . . . Initial success of diversion but not yet
Outcomes  Diversion agreements achieved in most eligible cases Successful case resolution

Children protected from formal judicial proceedings
Agreements include apology or compensation.
Some agreements are minimalistic.

Varying levels of compliance by children

Family support influences the success of agreements.

Post-diversion supervision by probation officers is not yet

optimal.

Rehabilitation conducted through non-institutional
approaches

fully sustainable
Child protection

Child accountability
measures

Quality of agreements

Compliance with
agreements

Family social support
Post-diversion monitoring

Social reintegration
programs
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Dimension Code

Category Theme

The risk of recidivism still exists.
Lack of integrity

Long-term impacts

3.2. Evaluation of the Transactions Dimension

The evaluation of the transactions dimension focuses
on the quality and dynamics of the diversion
implementation process in practice. At this stage, the
focus of evaluation shifts from the system’s initial
readiness to how diversion is actually carried out by
actors in the field. The transactions dimension assesses
interactions among actors, the quality of facilitation,
levels of participation, compliance with procedures, and
the extent to which the process is oriented toward the
principles of restorative justice. Within the framework of
Stake’s Countenance Model, this stage becomes a key
determinant of whether the initial conditions available
can be translated into a meaningful and effective
implementation process.

The findings indicate that, in general, the
implementation of diversion has followed the procedural
stages established by regulations. Law enforcement
officials and probation officers, in principle, fulfill their
obligation to pursue diversion at each stage of the
juvenile justice process. Diversion deliberations are
conducted by involving the relevant parties as required
by normative provisions (Mogavero, 2025). This finding
suggests that, from the perspective of formal compliance,
diversion implementation has operated within the
established legal framework.

“From a procedural perspective, diversion has
generally followed the stages required by regulation. At
each stage of handling juvenile cases, we continue to
make efforts to pursue diversion whenever the legal
requirements are met.” (SI-03)

However, the quality of diversion implementation
shows considerable variation across cases. These
variations are influenced not only by the characteristics
of individual cases but also by the dynamics of
interaction among the actors involved. In some cases,
diversion processes proceed in a dialogical,
participatory, and recovery-oriented manner. In others,
the process tends to be brief, formalistic, and oriented
primarily toward procedural compliance. This condition
indicates that the quality of the process does not always
align with procedural adherence. The quality of
facilitation during diversion deliberations emerges as a
central finding in the evaluation of the transactions
dimension.

“ds facilitators, we try to maintain a calm atmosphere
during deliberations so that all parties feel comfortable
expressing their views. When discussions are facilitated
properly, children and other participants tend to be more
open in sharing their perspectives.” (KI-01)

The study shows that probation officers play a
dominant role as facilitators of the dialogue process. The
facilitator’s ability to manage the flow of discussion,
balance power relations, and accommodate the interests
of the involved parties greatly determines the direction
and meaning of the diversion process. Empathetic and
communicative facilitation has proven capable of
creating a safe dialogue environment, enabling both
children and victims to express their views and emotions
more openly.

Conversely, facilitation that is merely procedural
tends to produce superficial dialogue. Under such
conditions, diversion deliberations focus more on
achieving formal agreements than on restoring
relationships and promoting social learning for the child.
This finding indicates that the quality of facilitation is not
solely a technical matter but is also closely related to the
facilitator’s  value  orientation and restorative
understanding of the objectives of diversion
(Herlambang, 2025).

The level of participation of children, victims, and
families also serves as an important indicator in
evaluating the transactions dimension. The findings
show that the presence of the parties in diversion
deliberations is generally fulfilled. However, substantive
participation varies widely. Children who are facilitated
empathetically and provided with adequate explanations
tend to participate actively in dialogue and decision-
making. Conversely, children who experience pressure
or who do not fully understand the purpose of diversion
tend to remain passive and merely follow the direction of
adults.

“When children receive explanations in language they
can easily understand, they are usually more confident
to speak and participate during the deliberation
process.” (A1-02)

Victim participation is also influenced by emotional
readiness and perceptions of justice. Victims who
understand the concept of restorative justice tend to be
more open to dialogue and to seeking restorative
solutions. However, in some cases, victims attend
formally without actively participating in the
formulation of agreements. This situation indicates that
procedural participation is not always accompanied by
meaningful participation, which is the core principle of
restorative justice.

The role of the family in the diversion process also
influences the dynamics of implementation. The findings
show that the child’s family often serves as the primary
supporting factor encouraging the child to participate in
diversion. However, there are also situations in which
families adopt a defensive stance and overly protect the
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child, thereby hindering dialogue and acknowledgment
of responsibility. On the other hand, the victim’s family
may act as an emotional support system but can also
intensify negative emotions if not properly managed.
These findings indicate that family dynamics constitute
an important variable affecting the quality of the
diversion process.

Coordination among law enforcement agencies and
related institutions represents another prominent aspect
in the evaluation of the transactions dimension. The
findings indicate that coordination during diversion
implementation exists but is not yet fully structured or
consistent. Coordination often depends on personal
relationships and individual initiatives rather than on
formal institutional mechanisms. This situation leads to
differences in approaches to diversion implementation
and affects the consistency of process quality across
cases (Dixon, 2025).

“Coordination among institutions does exist, but it is not
always carried out in a systematic manner. In many
situations, the process still depends heavily on personal
communication between actors.” (SI-01)

In several cases, effective coordination among law
enforcement officials and probation officers results in
more structured and participatory diversion processes.
Conversely, weak coordination leads to fragmented and
less integrated processes. These findings indicate that the
quality of diversion implementation is influenced not
only by individual competencies but also by the
effectiveness of cross-sector collaboration.

The orientation of diversion processes toward

restoration, accountability, and the best interests of the
child constitutes a substantive indicator in evaluating the
transactions dimension. The findings show that,
normatively, these orientations are acknowledged and
used as references by the actors involved. However, in
practice, such orientations are not always consistently
internalized. In some cases, diversion processes
encourage children to understand the consequences of
their actions and foster a sense of responsibility. In
others, the process focuses primarily on rapid case
resolution without deeper exploration of restorative
values.
“Ideally, diversion should not stop at reaching an
agreement. The process should help children understand
the consequences of their actions and encourage them to
take responsibility for what they have done.” (SI-04)

Time constraints and administrative burdens also
influence the quality of diversion implementation. The
findings indicate that limited time often results in
diversion deliberations being conducted briefly. This
situation reduces opportunities for meaningful dialogue
and potentially diminishes the quality of the process
(Salindri & Hapsari, 2025; Susila & Yonar, 2024).
Administrative pressures also affect the focus of actors,

directing them more toward meeting deadlines and
fulfilling documentation requirements rather than toward
the quality of interpersonal interaction.

“One of the biggest challenges is time. Because
schedules are often crowded, deliberations sometimes
need to be completed within a limited period. At the
same time, administrative requirements must also be
fulfilled.” (KI-01)

Documentation of diversion implementation is
another component of the transaction evaluation. The
findings indicate that records of the deliberation process
and outcomes are maintained, but they are not
standardized uniformly. Variations in the format and
completeness of documentation affect accountability and
the ease of process evaluation. Although documentation
is not the core of restorative processes, the quality of

record-keeping remains important for supporting
oversight and institutional learning.
Overall, the evaluation of the transactions

dimension shows that diversion implementation has
generally followed the established procedural
framework, yet the quality and dynamics of the process
vary considerably. The quality of facilitation,
meaningful participation of the involved parties,
effectiveness of coordination, and the restorative
orientation of the process emerge as the primary
determinants of diversion implementation quality. These
findings emphasize that improving diversion
implementation cannot rely solely on strengthening
regulatory frameworks but also requires interventions
aimed at enhancing process quality and the dynamics of
interaction among actors (Yulia et al., 2024).

The evaluation of the transactions dimension also
indicates that the diversion implementation process
represents a crucial link between system readiness
(antecedents) and achieved outcomes. When the process
is conducted in a substantive and restorative manner,
diversion outcomes tend to be more meaningful and
sustainable. Conversely, processes that are purely
formalistic may produce fragile outcomes with limited
impact. Strengthening the quality and dynamics of
diversion implementation processes therefore becomes a
key strategy for enhancing the overall effectiveness of
the diversion system for children in conflict with the law.

3.3. Evaluation of the Outcomes Dimension

The evaluation of the outcomes dimension is
directed at assessing the results and initial impacts of
diversion implementation for children in conflict with
the law after the deliberation process has been completed
and a diversion agreement has been established. At this
stage, the focus of evaluation is no longer on system
readiness or the quality of the implementation process
but rather on the tangible outcomes produced by
diversion, including the success of agreements, the level
of compliance among the parties involved, the
sustainability of the results, and the initial impacts on the
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child’s behavior as well as social relations with the
victim and the surrounding community. In Stake’s
Countenance Model, the outcomes dimension serves as
an indicator of whether the diversion process generates
changes that are consistent with the objectives of
restorative justice.

The findings indicate that, in general, the
implementation of diversion has resulted in agreements
between children and victims in most cases that meet the
criteria for diversion. These agreements reflect the
acceptance of the involved parties toward mechanisms of
dispute resolution outside formal judicial proceedings.
The successful achievement of an agreement serves as an
initial indicator that diversion deliberations can function
as a socially and legally acceptable forum for conflict
resolution (Sahay & Pramita, 2025). However, this
success must still be examined more closely in terms of
the quality and substantive significance of the
agreements produced.

“In many cases, diversion can lead to an agreement
between the child and the victim. When all parties are
willing to sit together and discuss the issue, a mutually
acceptable solution can usually be found.” (SI-04)

In terms of substance, diversion agreements
typically contain obligations requiring the child to take
responsibility for their actions, such as offering an
apology, providing compensation, or fulfilling certain
social obligations. The findings suggest that agreements
formulated clearly and proportionally tend to be more
easily accepted and understood by children. In such
cases, the agreement is not only perceived as a legal
obligation but also as a form of social learning that
encourages children to understand the consequences of
their actions for the victim and the surrounding
community (Magafia et al., 2022).

The study also found that not all diversion
agreements demonstrate the same level of quality. In
some cases, the agreements are minimalistic and
primarily oriented toward fulfilling administrative
requirements so that the case can be terminated. Such
agreements tend to lack rehabilitative programs or
concrete measures that support behavioral change in
children. This condition indicates that formal success in
reaching an agreement does not necessarily correspond
to substantive success in achieving the goals of recovery
and child rehabilitation.

The level of children’s compliance with diversion
agreements is an important indicator in the evaluation of
outcomes. The findings reveal that compliance varies
significantly and is influenced by several key factors.
Children who actively participate in the deliberation
process and understand the meaning of the agreement
tend to demonstrate higher levels of compliance.
Conversely, children who undergo the process passively
or fail to understand the implications of the agreement

tend to fulfill their obligations only partially or merely in
a formal manner.

“When children actively participate from the beginning
and understand the content of the agreement, they are
usually more willing to comply with what has been
agreed upon.” (KI-01)

The role of the family emerges as a determining
factor in maintaining compliance and the sustainability
of diversion outcomes. The findings indicate that
families that provide consistent support, supervision, and
guidance significantly contribute to the successful
implementation of diversion agreements. In this context,
the family functions as the primary social environment,
ensuring that children carry out their obligations in their
daily lives (Wright & Levine, 2021). Conversely, limited
family support whether due to economic conditions,
relational challenges, or lack of understanding may
weaken children’s compliance with the agreement.

“Family support is extremely important. When parents
continue to supervise and remind the child, it becomes
easier for the child to carry out the obligations contained
in the diversion agreement.” (AI-01)

From the perspective of victims, the outcomes and
initial impacts of diversion are strongly influenced by the
extent to which victims’ needs are accommodated in
both the agreement and its implementation. The findings
show that victims who observe the fulfillment of the
child’s obligations tend to evaluate the diversion process
positively and show greater acceptance of the resolution.
In contrast, when agreements are not implemented
consistently, victims may experience disappointment
and lose trust in the diversion mechanism.

The evaluation of outcomes also includes the
monitoring and follow-up mechanisms after diversion.
The findings indicate that probation officers play a
crucial role in monitoring the implementation of
agreements and providing continued guidance to
children. Monitoring conducted through communicative
and persuasive approaches helps maintain children’s
compliance and allows early intervention when
challenges arise. However, the intensity and quality of
monitoring remain influenced by limited resources and
the workload of probation officers.

“After the agreement is reached, we continue to monitor
the child to ensure that the agreed obligations are
implemented. We also try to provide guidance whenever
difficulties arise during the process.” (KI-01)

The absence of standardized monitoring
mechanisms contributes to variations in the quality of
post-diversion follow-up. In some cases, monitoring is
conducted regularly and systematically, while in others
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it remains sporadic and administrative in nature. This
situation suggests that successful outcomes depend
largely on individual capacity and institutional support
rather than on a consistently institutionalized monitoring
system. Support for child rehabilitation and social
reintegration represents another important dimension in
evaluating the outcomes and initial impacts of diversion.
The findings indicate that post-diversion rehabilitation is
generally carried out through non-institutional
approaches, such as guidance provided by probation
officers and supervision by families.

“Our expectation is that, after diversion, children can
return to their families and social environment without
experiencing severe stigma. We want them to continue
their education, develop positively, and live their lives as
normally as possible.” (SI-05)

This approach aligns with the principles of child
protection by avoiding stigmatization and social
isolation (Munggardijaya et al., 2025). Nevertheless,
such rehabilitation efforts remain limited and have not
yet been systematically programmed. Children’s social
reintegration also faces particular challenges, especially
related to community acceptance and stigma. The
findings reveal that although diversion aims to protect
children from negative labeling, societal perceptions
toward children who have previously been in conflict
with the law do not automatically change. These barriers
may affect children’s self-confidence and hinder their
social  adjustment, particularly = within  school
environments and peer interactions.

Regarding the initial impacts of diversion, the
findings suggest that children who receive guidance,
family support, and a supportive social environment may
experience positive behavioral adjustment following the
diversion process. Participants perceived that diversion
provided opportunities for reflection and learning, which
may contribute to children's understanding of
responsibility and encourage more constructive behavior
during the initial post-diversion period. However, these
observations should be interpreted cautiously, as the
present study did not include long-term follow-up or
quantitative recidivism data.

However, the study also shows that the impact of
diversion on preventing reoffending is neither automatic
nor uniform. Diversion implemented in a formalistic
manner with minimal follow-up tends to produce limited
behavioral change. This finding indicates that diversion
outcomes depend heavily on the quality of the preceding
process as well as sustained post-diversion support.
Although several participants reported positive
behavioral changes following diversion, the findings
should be understood as reflecting initial and perceived
impacts rather than conclusive evidence of long-term
effectiveness. Further research involving longitudinal

observation and recidivism data is needed to assess the
sustainability of diversion outcomes over time.

The evaluation of the outcomes dimension also
reveals limitations in the system’s ability to measure the
impacts of diversion quantitatively and over the long
term. The absence of an integrated data system for
tracking compliance and recidivism among children
following diversion complicates comprehensive impact
assessment. As a result, the evaluation of success still
relies largely on qualitative observations and the
practical experiences of practitioners, particularly
probation officers.

Overall, the evaluation of the outcomes dimension
suggests that diversion implementation has generated
positive initial impacts, particularly by preventing
children from entering formal judicial processes and
creating opportunities for recovery and social
reintegration. However, these outcomes remain variable
and their long-term sustainability requires further
examination. The quality of agreements, the level of
compliance, the effectiveness of monitoring, and support
for rehabilitation and social reintegration emerge as the
main determinants of successful outcomes.

“Overall, diversion provides positive initial benefits
because children do not immediately enter the formal
Jjustice process. However, sustaining these benefits
requires continued support from families, probation
officers, and the broader social environment.” (SI-01)

These findings emphasize that the evaluation of
outcomes cannot be separated from the evaluation of
antecedents and transactions. Weaknesses in initial
conditions and process quality will directly influence the
results achieved. Improving the implementation of
diversion therefore requires a comprehensive and
continuous evaluative approach that positions outcomes
as the ultimate indicator of the effectiveness of the
diversion system for children in conflict with the law.

4. Conclusion
4.1. Summary of the Result

Based on the findings of this study, it can be
concluded that the implementation of diversion in
practice still faces several limitations across the
dimensions of initial readiness (antecedents), quality of
implementation processes (transactions), and post-
diversion outcomes and impacts (outcomes). Within the
antecedents dimension, although the legal framework
and institutional structure of the Correctional Center
(Balai Pemasyarakatan) are relatively well established,
the readiness of human resources and competencies in
facilitating restorative justice remain insufficient. The
limited number of probation officers, high workloads,
and uneven distribution of restorative justice training
affect the quality of social assessments and
recommendations regarding the feasibility of diversion.
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In addition, child-friendly facilities and infrastructure, as
well as support from families and communities as a
conducive environment for rehabilitation, have not yet
been fully optimized.

Within the transactions dimension, the
implementation of diversion deliberations generally
follows the procedures stipulated in legislation and
technical guidelines. Coordination among law
enforcement agencies has been carried out, and the
deliberation mechanism has involved children, parents,
victims, probation officers, and other relevant
stakeholders. Nevertheless, the quality and consistency
of the process vary across cases. In some instances,
diversion deliberations tend to function merely as
administrative formalities aimed at fulfilling procedural
requirements, thus failing to fully reflect a restorative
dialogue that is meaningful and recovery-oriented
(Simanjuntak et al., 2025). Uneven facilitation
competencies and limited time allocation also influence
the overall quality of the diversion deliberation process.

Meanwhile, within the outcomes dimension,
diversion has demonstrated tangible benefits,
particularly in protecting children from formal

punishment and preventing the negative psychological
impacts of the criminal justice system on child
development. Children who successfully undergo
diversion are generally able to return to their family and
social environments without having to proceed through
formal judicial processes. However, the findings also
indicate that post-diversion monitoring and evaluation
mechanisms have mnot yet been systematically
standardized. Oversight of diversion agreements still
relies heavily on manual reporting by probation officers,
while follow-up rehabilitation programs remain
insufficiently integrated. As a result, the risk of
reoffending (recidivism) persists, particularly for
children who return to social environments that are less
supportive of their rehabilitation and reintegration.

4.2. Recommendations based on the research finding

Based on the findings of this study, several
recommendations can be proposed to enhance the
effectiveness of diversion implementation for children in
conflict with the law.

First, within the antecedents dimension, it is
necessary to strengthen institutional capacity and human
resources involved in the diversion process. The
government, through the Directorate General of
Corrections, should increase both the number and
competence of probation officers through proportional
recruitment and continuous training in restorative justice
facilitation, mediation techniques, and social assessment
of children. Probation officers play a strategic role in
conducting assessments, facilitating dialogue between
offenders and victims, and supervising the
implementation of child rehabilitation programs;
therefore, the quality of human resources becomes a

critical factor in the success of diversion. In addition,
improvements in child-friendly infrastructure are
needed, such as conducive deliberation spaces,
counseling facilities, and supportive social environments
involving families and communities as part of the child’s
social reintegration process.

Second, within the transactions dimension, efforts are
required to improve the quality of diversion deliberation
processes so that they do not merely fulfill administrative
requirements but genuinely reflect the principles of
restorative justice. This can be achieved through the
development of more operational guidelines for
restorative  dialogue facilitation, enhancement of
facilitation skills among probation officers and law
enforcement officials, and strengthened inter-agency
coordination within the juvenile justice system.
Furthermore, sufficient time allocation for diversion
deliberations should be ensured to allow meaningful
dialogue and active participation from children, victims,
and their families. The involvement of community
leaders or social workers may also be considered to
strengthen mediation processes and promote more
sustainable resolutions.

Third, within the outcomes dimension, it is necessary
to strengthen post-diversion monitoring and evaluation
systems in a more structured and integrated manner. The
government should develop standardized data collection
and reporting systems to monitor the implementation of
diversion agreements, children’s compliance levels, and
the progress of their social rehabilitation after the
diversion process. In addition, follow-up rehabilitation
programs integrated with educational institutions, social
services, and community organizations should be
developed to support children’s effective social
reintegration. Strengthening family and community
support systems is also essential to prevent recidivism
and to ensure that diversion functions as a sustainable
mechanism for recovery and reintegration for children.

5. Limitations and Further Study

This study has several limitations that should be
considered when interpreting its findings. First, the
research employed a qualitative approach focused on the
implementation of diversion within a specific
institutional context, so the findings are context-bound
and have limited generalizability to other regions or
institutions with different characteristics. This is
consistent with the nature of qualitative inquiry, which
prioritizes in-depth understanding of social phenomena
within particular contexts but typically relies on a limited
number  of  participants, constraining  broad
generalization. Moreover, the study primarily explored
the perspectives of law enforcement officials and
probation officers as the principal actors in diversion
implementation, meaning that the subjective experiences
of children, victims, and affected communities were not
fully captured. The research also did not integrate
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quantitative analyses or longitudinal data that could
provide a more systematic assessment of compliance
with diversion agreements, trajectories of youth
behavior, and long-term recidivism  patterns.
Accordingly, future research should adopt mixed-
methods designs, expand the geographic and
institutional scope, and develop longitudinal studies to
more comprehensively evaluate diversion effectiveness,
particularly with respect to the sustainability of social
reintegration and the prevention of reoffending.
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