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AN ANALYSIS OF STATEWIDE IMPACT
OF ASSEMBLY BILL 3121

IN -THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

by
Pierre Landry
Sccial Science Research Institute

University of Southern California

I. INTRODUCTION

The perception of an increase in serious crime was one of the
major public concerns in the Seventies, and the pressure to "do
scmething" led to all sorts of governmental reactions, from
reinstituting capital punishment to buying surplus Army helicopters
for police. So when studies showed that a significant portion of
predatory crime is committed by minors, there was a movement in
mid-decade to increase the severity of the sanctions for juvenile
crime. Concurrently, there was a growing national awareness that
perhape that part of the justice system designed to deal with problem
youths should now concentrate on those who commit serious crimes and
should relinquish some control over those children whose behavior was
deemed an "offense" solely because of their legal status as minors.
In California these two ideological forces came together in one
overarching piece of legislation that provided for the harsher
treatment for criminal behavior by juveniles, while it met (and in

some respects exceded) a federal mandate for the
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deinstitutionalization of status offenders.

The compromise legislation — Assembly Bill 3121 — was debated
and passed during the 1976 session, to be implemented on the first day
of the next year. With the risk of oversimplifying, it can be
characterized as cracking down on the seriocus juvenile offender while
easing up on the non-criminal status offender, urging instead the

develeopment of alternative resources outside the juvenile justice

system (JJ8).

This study addresses the impact of the bill on juvenile justice
systems in the 58 counties of California. Of the many provisions of
the legislation, it addresses only the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders. The larger study from which this one was drawn also
looked at the development of alternative resources for dealing with
status and delinquent offenders, the prosecution of law-viclating
juveniles, and the remand of certain juvenile felons to adult court
(see Table 1). The development of alternative resources was verbally
urged in the bill but not funded, so not surprisingly there was no

such development to speak of.

Data for these analyses are taken mainly from computerized
records supplied by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BC3) for two
years prior to and two years after the implmentation of AB3121. These
consist of individual arrest records sent to tﬁe BCS by law
enforcement agencies. These are then aggregated by county and month.
To complement these offender files, data on the demographic, economic,
political, and bureaucratic characteristics of the counties and county

justice systems were gathered for the time periods of interest.
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Cross-sectional multivariate interrupted time-series analysis will be
used to determine the form and magnitude of the impact (if any) of
AB31271 on selected juvenile justice system rates, and to identify the
role (if any) of the various county characteristics in determining the

impact.
II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Mayer and Greenwcod (1980:126) suggest a general framework for
conceptualizing the interrelationships among social pelicies, the
problems these policies address, and factors which impinge on the

effectiveness of the solutions.

Their model requires a statement of the "problem", and in the
present case, the problem might be generally stated as juvenile
delinquency. If we take government officials as the policymakers in
the model, we can discuss some of their options. Among various policy
alternatives available to them is harsher enforcement of existing
juvenile law (by the executive branch) or more severe juvenile court
dispositions (by the judical branch). AB3121 represents, however, an
effort by the legislative branch to change the processing of juvenile
offenders. For those who have only discbeyed rules set down for
Jjuveniles (status offenders), the lawmakers in 1976 sought to divert
them away from formal processing by the juvenile justice system (JJS)

and back under the parens patriae umbrella of supervision. In

contrast, for those young people who have committed criminal acts,
especially serious criminal acts, the legistature intended that
henceforth they be treated more like criminals, not merely unruly

children.
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As stated earlier, this research will focus on the first area:
protection of status offeriders from harsher features of JJS
processing. That is, "secure detention" was deemed by the framers of
AB3121 to be appropriate only for delinquent or criminal offenders.

We will examine JJS processing before and after implementation of this
change, with an eye to its differential impact in the various

counties.

Constructing the framework.

Given the problem, construction of a conceptual framework using
the Mayer and Greenwood scheme next requires a listing of alternative

courses of action, and the objectives of each alternative. These

policy objectives (the "deperdent variables" of the system) can be

facilitated by two classes of intervening variables. The first are

implementation variables, which are specific administration strategies

adopted for the program. The second are bridging variables, which

measure intermediate outcomes that must occur as prereguisites of the
policy objectives. Finally, any supplemental policy the lawmakers
might formulate to enhance the effectiveness of the program will be

included in the model as adjunct variables. These auxiliary actions

can be instituted independent of the "alternative courses of action",

and so must be distinguished.

AB3121 contains two provisions relevant to this problem. The
first prohibits the placement of status offenders in secure

facilities; the other encourages the development of alternative

facitilities for beth delinquent and status offenders. The objective,

then, of these two policy directives is to change the type of system
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response to status offenders. Specifically, the legislation seeks to
eliminate status offender (S0) placements in locked facilities while
encouraging an increase in the enrollment of SOs in programs that do

not include scme form of involuntary incarceration.

Success of the major policy ébjective was strongly required. As
Teilmann and Klein (1979) point out, encouragement of a line of action
is one thing but an unequivocal mandate is another. The prohipition
of secure detention for SOs was clear, and it was followed statewide
virtually without exception. The accomplishment of this objective was
a function of the dissemination of the meaning of the law tec officers
in the field and the adherence of those officers to the new law. With
no discretion allowed, law enforcement officers 1egally could not (and
so, as professionals, would not) securely detain arrested status

offenders any longer.

The intended alternative was tc send them to non-secure
facilities. To enhance the probability of this outccme, the
legislation included a verbal encouragement to the counties to
increase their use of alternative facilities. This adjunct policy
statement carried neither the weight of the above mandate nor any
funding provisions. The lawmakers felt that the money saved by
ceasing one activity could be rerouted to the new activity. But
without direct funding, implementation of this auxiliary action was
unsuccessful. Alternative programs were not developed to any
significant degree. (The single exception - Los Angeles county --
was not as a result of this provision.) Thus, there were few

alternative places to put status offenders. In terms of the medel
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being described, the influence of this adjunct variable proved to be

nil.

Other outcomes of the policy.

In the past, many status offénders had been routinely released to
the custody of their parents, and most would continue to be after
AB3121. But some (especially children who had runaway from home)
formerly were sent to juvenile hall, a secure facility. Since police
could no longer do this, they were left with essentially three other
choices. The first two are called "relabeling", i.e., altering the
description of the presenting behavior so that the juvenile can be
classified as other than a status offender. This is possible because

some cases involve more than simply "status offenses". The juvenile

might also be charged with some misdemeanor offense, and thus be
treated as a delinquent (and securely detained). Prior to AB3121,
police could hold such status offenders without having to file the

delinquency charges.

In other situations, a status offender might be redefined as a
"dependency" case, permitting greater intervention by the juvenile
Jjustice system (including secure detention). Or the parents might
make an "inveluntary commitment" of the juvenile to a mental health
facility once it is discovered that the justice system will not take

their unruly children off their hands.

Finally, when presented with a status offender, a police officer
might simply choose to do nothing: no arrest. Indeed, scme officers

believed that legally they could not arrest 30s; other officers
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thought that they could arrest them, but not send them to court.

While it appears that every misinterpretation erred on the side of
restricting police beyond the provisions of the bill, it may be that
law enforcement officials felt that it just wasn't worth the effort to

process SOs if they were going to be released anyway.

The result was an unintended consequence of AB3121's prohibition

of any secure detention of status offenders. Specifically, the
existing trend of increasingly excluding SOs from the JJS would be
accelerated by specific legislation that restricted law enforcement
authority. Detention rates and probation-referral rates were expected
to decline, and figures for the state as a whole indicate that they

did. Not surprisingly, arrest rates did, too.

The above interpretation rests on several assumptions, including
that the number of status offense behaviors by the juvenile members of
the population remained constant over the time surveyed. If it
dropped, one would expect to find the decline in the status offense
arrests that did appear, and there would be no indication of changes
in Jjustice system handling of status offenders during these pre-bill
years. Another possibility is that age-specific status offense rates
remain steady but that the age distribution changes; i.e., one might
wonder whether the adolescent segment of the population is getting
older as the baby bocm dwindles, resulting in the bulk of the
juveniles aging into the later, delinquency (vs. status offense)
years. This latter proposition can be checked, but there are not the
data on status offense rates among juveniles in the general population

that would be necessary to test the former proposition.
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There were some reports that status offenders themselves reacted
to the change in juvenile justice policies, using the system of
non-secure facilities at their convenience. For example, teenaged
prostitutes were supposedly using the county homes as "ecrash pads",
good for a night's sleep and a shower. Mayer and Greenwood.
distinguish such "latent consequences" of the successful achievement
of a policy objective from "unintended consequences" of policy
implementation. Another such latent consequence would be the freeing
of beds in secure facilities, enabling a rise in number of secure

placements of delinquent offenders.

In the larger project these phencmena have been explored using
data from four large Southern California counties. But those case
studies leave unanswered some questions about the relationships
between these unintended consequences of AB3121 and distinguishing
characteristics of California counties. The objectives of the two
provisions of the bill were met statewide with virtually complete
success for the prohibition of secure detention and with universal
failure for the encouragement of alternative facilities. Were all the
counties alike in their responses? Unlikely. Where the counties
might differ is in the unintended consequences of the bill, e.g., the

S0 arrest and probation referral rates.

Control variables.

The heuristic device developed by Mayer and Greenwcoed includes
control variables to account for rival hypotheses. While the lack of
variation in the original explananda is not very enlightening, if we

recast the "unintended" consequences as the phenomena to be explained,
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tien the sane charactaristics of the ccunties that aigat nave vied
with AB3121 as s¥planans cf the changaes in placsments cculd ba
plausibly presented to zxplain variaticns ameng ccunties in the ways

they reacted aside frca the irrefutable manlate or the unfunded wish.

Basically there are tinres categeries of conbrel variables in
their mcdel., We have already Jdiscussed an adjunch peliey: the
unfunded and net surprisingly impetent verbal enccuragement te devalep
alternative pregrams.  Mayer and Greenucced ildentify twe cother types
thay call "ecenstraining variables" -- factors influencingz the pclicy
implementation precass cver whicn the lawmakers have ne coatrel (as
copesed te the suppleaentary pregram wiich thay chese net te fund).
The first grcup of constraint variables ceonsists of characteristics of
the tarzet pepulaticn whicﬁ aignt impact the peliey cbjective., Fer
these provisicns of AB2121, status cffenders ccaprise the tarzet
ocpulation, In each of tue ccunties, thian, we will contrel fer the
vreperblen off Lhe pepulatien that 1s young encuzh te b2 ot risk for
status offznses. Scme variables that could contribute te the
axplication ef thase rolaticnships are simply unavailable or theilr
neasurement is preohibitively axpansive in terms of time or nenay
(2.3., rate of comissicon of status offensses by the tarist
pepulaticon). Others, such as the pre-AR3121 arrast rates for status
cffendars, will be part of the statistical centrels in the bime-seriss

antlysis. The analyses will b2 restricted te aals adelesconts,

-

The cther greup of constraining variablas are sccial or physical

anvircrnaental characteristices.  ferz2 we will be interastad ia

(@]
9]
cr
a3

sceic-zomneal

tus, urbunizatien, opclitical oliaate, pelic:
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prefessicnalization, axisting alternatives te secura detention fer

status offenders, and the theer size of the county'’s justice system.

Secic-Eeenemic Status.

S o

Geldman (1953) has ccompared tha differential precessing of

Juvenile justice coff=nders awmeng four comuunities. Hz found that the

[

typz of ccﬁmunity was 2sscceiated with how the juvenile justice system
espended te offenses.  ilis case <descriptions hignlizhtad such
f2atures as the typs of industry, the cccupaticns of residents, the
quality cf eusing, =2tc. Thers wéere clear Jdiffarancas oy
sccic-eecacnmic level, althcuzh he cculd only sp2culatz abcut bthe
nechanisms eperating te influsnce the pelicz. Feor example, pelice in
the wealtniest ccumunibties were mere likely te arrast for nminer
cffensas (but nere likely to send a sericus case Lo ccurt) than less
wealthy cemnunities. Oc, befers assessiag any extracriinary
influsness, we nead te centrel for tha 4ifferoees in juvenila arr2st
and referral rates that can be atbributed te differencaes in
sceic~-2conenic level., Sinez cur unit of analysis is Eaz county, the
madian inceme of thz2 ccuaty will serve as cur sccic-zeencaic status

dzasure, fe acccunt for further variation thab would net b2 expocteld

te be influznced by the naw lezislaticena.
Urbanizaticn.

Sesides diffarencas bebwaen sccic-2concnic statuszes, eldnan
(1353) identifizi variaticns in juvenil: preecassiag tazat a3 atoribotzd

e oth2 siza of the community. Feor axsnple, in the sanllest conauniiy,

Yopny s et . S P b O U
ey tae residents parsconally, juvonile arcesis

10
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for miner coffenses were handlad rslatively infermally by the chief

i

4]

nimself. Lemert (197)0) suzzestzd that this rural sppreach aay

¢}
G

detarmine in part the dearee of ccapliance with the preovisicn of naw
legislation. In a study of Califcrnia ccunties and thelr compliance
with juvenile ccurt referms in 1951, he feund that ninimal or ne
compliznes was raticnclized by Ya convictieon that thay wers chénges
primarily @eant Lo serve the aseds of taz larzer cowitizs"

(1977:152). Tc tap this ccneept, =ach county's dagree of urhanizsvieon
will bDe included in the analysis, with the expectaticn that smaller,
rural ccuntizs will show smaller changes in "the way things are dena2"
(i.e., arrests and refzrrals tc prcehaticon). Th2 tebal pepulaticn size
will be includad, but because it ceorrzlates so highly (r > .39) with
other iadicaters, such as thes2 for criminal Jjustice sxpendivures and
fer the number of swern law enfeorcement officers, thesa lattar

measuras will be expra=ssed ner capita.
Peclitical Climate.

An cbvicus pradicter c¢f consequencas, 3iven tha ccudromise nature
of the bill, is ths pelitical sentiments of the veters., Because
pclitically ceonservabive ccuntias will prebably be nera andicus azout
rataining contrel cver juvenile offanlers of all typas, they would be
expectad te exhibit lassser decrzasss in the rates of 50 arrests and
rafarrals te prebaticn, as cemparadl e acre liberal ccunbies in the

ur indicater we yill use tha parcanbage of the rajisterad

v
(.
(W]
(us
7
"
N

vebars identifiad as Republican at fhe time of tho 1975 elactien.

11
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Prlicz Prefassicnalisna,

Wilson (1953) describas several varieties of pelice beaiaavier,
2ach te De expacted to respend to AR3121 Adifferently. In the
"yatehman-style departments, pclice cencentrate on maintaining public
crider, anl they handle mest Jjuvenile offenses infernally witheud

arrest.  In the "sarvice-style!, tce, Juvenile arrest are aveided, but

3

viclaticns of the law are nct cverlecked; hewaver, attempts are uade
te settle matters in the departaant. Finally, in the
"legalistic-style" depzartment all juvenile infracticn are taken
sericusly, with a greatar rsliance on ormal, court-centerad

oreezdings and an 2aphasis on enfereing the sane standards for

svarycas, Juvenile or not.

Fer status offensas, then, after the implementaticn of AB3121 we
sienld Pxpect less change aacng the former twe dapartaznt types
beeause thay tand te Mandlz 30s infermally anyway. For the legalistic
departments, thoush, cempliaace with the new law may have required
scme changes, aspaelally since we nave seen mueh confusicn about the
neaaing of "ne secure dzbtenticen. 2 suspzet that if a lezalistic
nolice departaent canner deal with a status coffender formally My
taxing “ia or her iate custedy, then tho prehability iacroases that
thr officars will net deal with tae juvanile at all, and arrests will

danline.

Jde suspact, thouga, £hnt the rate of arrestess referred te

“J

robation ainat 2ven incroase in legalistic departaents, bacause only

cr

acse e tne pelice intand teo precess fermally tarcush thie systen

4111 L2 likely te be arrestzd. 0Oa the cbtiaer nnnu, tha ctaer twe
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styles of departients snould sxhibit further cor ne lowering of alroeady

lcw levels of referrals to prebaticn of status offanders.

Hew de we identify "legalistie™ departments fream tae others?
¥ilson suggests several characteristies, cne of waich we will use teo
indicate this style cf fermal enfercemant of the law: a relatively
hizh nuaber of misdemeancr arrests, Hebz that dairees of this trait
are conezivable; ne denartment, wmuch less an entire county, weuld be

expacted to exhivit any ong styla exclusively.
Alternative raescurces.

A relatel issus is the availability of alternative rescurcss,
the pelicz have some other way of dealing with th2 status cffender
that de=s net invelve sscure detentien, it is reascnable to assuae
that they mizht cot for arrest plus this alternacive dispesitien
rather than teotal sbdicatien of contrel covar juvenila coffenlers, We
ﬁcte! 2arlier the féilure cf AB3121 te stiaulatz tha dsvalepnent of
alternative rescurces, bubt such rascurces have alrealdy been in
2xistence for years. The availability of such rescurces should
influence tha pest-=A33121 likelihced of beth arrest and referral to
prebatien — tending bte waintain the fermer and diminish the lattoer,
As an indicater of the availabiiity cof these rascurces, w2 will use

the nuabsr of noental | th prefessicnals par thcusand pecple 1n tha

h &

councy.

cnpenant ora

it
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Size ¢f the bureaucracy.

In the study of a 1951 Califcrnia law ﬁenticned earlier, Lemart
feund that "in ccunties nest removed frem tas bureaucratic medel...the
revisicn of the juvenile ccurt law brought up preblems of
'cemplianca'™ (1972:153). Wasby (1973) addressasd the direct
rzlaticnsaip between the amcunt cf bureaucratization and size,
pcinting cut that smaller pelicz departments cannct afferd te assign
evan one persen whos: sele respensidility weuld be te interprat and
comnunicata legal changes. We mizht expsct, than, that the degree te
which thes arrest and referral rates reflect ceompliance with ths law
will be relatzd te the degrez of bursaucratizaticn of thz pclice
department. In zdditicn te using some "average! size of the

department as the indicater, we will include a variaticn taac

b

incerperates the netien of specializaticn cof reles: the preperticn cof
law enfcrcement empleyees whe are civilians (nct swern officers).

ais infermaticn is availavle by ccunty. Finally, asby (1973:113)
sugiested that, altheugh sawallar departuents cannct devete persennel
sclzly te the tas« of dissaminating lagislated changes, the preblam cof
Lransanissicn may be lessened‘where there is a pessibility of
foce-te-face cocamunicatieons. Te explere this, we will includz a
carvilinzar conpenant, cconsisting of the absolute deviaticn frem tae
medlan .lepartment size. Thus, very small departments as well as
"hizhly Dureaucratized" departaents aizil beth be expected tc =xhibit
fuller compliance. nils compliance per se was virtually ccaplete
statawide, cemprehensien was act.  The unintanded conseguences cof

decreas2s in status coffense arrasts and refarrals to prebatica,

rerefere, shonuld be lesszr for ccunzies with cod comunicaticn
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pctential.
ITI. DATA SOURCES

The RBureau of Criminal Statistics (8CS), Califcrnia Department of
Justice, has prcvided data cn arrasts for the years 1974-1973, but
these Arrest Register data vary in ccmpletaness of coverage. Law
enfcreement agancies in the state gradually adeptad thz reanerting
ferms necessary for the autematzd data ccllection precedures and for
the cconstruction of the Arrest Register. Table 2 sumnarizes feor the
state the preperticnate reperting of arrest data in the Register

fermat for the five years.

Fcr censistancy in the analysis, we decided in tae larger preject
tc use only these pelice Jurisdicticns for whica there are data for
sach y2ar of thz analysis.' de alsc decidad that the 31% figure was
tce lew; instead, we used cnly four years (twe pre- and twe
20s8t-AB3121) sc that at least 307 of ths arrasts in each y=zar are
available. Frem thase racords on ihiivduals, arrests feor each ccunty
ill be aggragzated by wmenth, yielding fizures for 45 menths in 57

counties.

Jther indicaters were taken from figures and statistics publisned

by varicus Califcrnia state offices (see Appendix fer a complate

list).
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IV, CETHODOLOGY

Crcss-Sectionzl Research,

Mest sceiclegical researca is cress-secticnal. Tne cbservad
values of empirical indicaters cf scocial phencmena ara comparad for a
given c¢ress—-secticn of the flew of time. Any Jdiscevered statistical
relaticnship acrcss subjects is Laksn to represent the achual
relationsihip ameny the phencmena. 3y implicaticn, this is usually

assumad te held fer all time, or at least for near aistery.

An exammple wculd be any "X -=> Y" relaticnship of the scrt
comncnly examinad in scciclezical researcn., The value cf the
"dependent" variables (Y) is estimated frem knewledze of the valuz cof
the "independent'" variable (X). With twe variablass, the ragression
2quaticn (Y = a + bX) is ugually assumed te take the zecmetric feora of
a straizht line. With nere than cna ¥, the multiple regr;ssion
aquatien is neb sc neatly Jdiagramned, but the principles are the sane

-- a mathamatical linear ncdel of the empirical rzlaticaships.

wWhen the relatienships of sev
2 Suen LAt 3012
varihles are souvetimes detaraminants and cther times detzrmined {(=.3.,
"y -=> 3 -=> CM), than the set of simultanzcus squaticns necessary te
descrinez the structure of the intarrelaticnships are ccllectively
called structural squsaticns. licts, hewever, that nc matter how
ccaplicated the hypethesizad structure, thess cquaticns usually .acdel

cross-sectional relaticnships.
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Time Jeries Analysis.

A time series, on thz ctiaer hand, is a set cof cbservaticns ¢f the
sane phencasnen taxken cver a pericd of time, usually at regular
intervals, The number of juveniles arrested each month in a

Jurisdiction is cne example of a time series. Hete that therz is nc

"oradictor™ here, just a ssries of cbservatiens.

If we take inte acccunt any regular patterns, like upward and
dewnward trends and seascnal cyclzs, w2 can develep a matheznatica
medel of the romaining prceecass, in much the same way as 2 rejrassicn
line medels tne relaticnship betwsen tuc variables. Y2 want to
suotract frem the observed tine series these compenents that can be
reasonadbly hypethesized., For example, tho pericdicity of anmal
cycles is frequantly a sound hypethesis. Ancther is autceerrelaticn
-- a tendency for the value cf one cbservaticn te be assceiated with
the value cf its immadiats prsdecesser(s). Positive autccerrelaticon
can be likened te insrtia; ths system cannct change mueh frem one tine
poricd teo ancthar, so high values tend te be fellewal by nizn values.
Yecative autcecrrelaticon can be thought of as compensaticn; a high
valuz in cne pericd is balanced by a lecw valuz in the next. Depending
on the system in questicn, cn=s or tne cther can b= a plausible
hynctiesis. In the sccial sciencss, we rarely sze nszative

ayteecrrelaticn.

Jithout ever speeifying the causses that "drive" tha tiues series,
i.a., that acccunt feor the [luctuaticns, we can offen develep a fairly
gced nathamatical medel of a time serizs by adjusting for such things

as long-tera trends, seascanal variaticns, and autcecrrelsticn, until

17
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tne reamaining fluctuaticns are indistinzuishable frem randen variaticn

or "whitz neise®.

Iinazine a plot of cbservaticns cver time that reseambles a fuzzy
sina wave. 4We can say that the equaticn fer a sine wave with such and
such parametars adequately describezs ths time seriss if the
distributicn of values arcund a superimpesed sine wave are essantially
randcn., Thz sine wave then beccomes cur descriptive and predictive
medel (but nct an explanatery wedel!). If we assume th2 systan as a
whole will remain unchanzed for the next n time pericds, we can use
the medel te predict the value of the cbservaticn n tine pericds in
the future. Iconcmics and demegraphy are twe sccial sciences that

zmpley such technigques regularly.

The Impact cf an Interventicn.

A time-series quasi-2xXpariment can bz usad tc assess £Lhe impact
cf an interventicn cn a sceial precess (Camnphell, 1953; Canpbzll and

Stanley, 19%%5). If we uwcdel the time series befcere and after tn

(O]

nypctiesized interventicn, and then cempare the twe wcdels, we can
develcp avidence of the impact of the intarventicn cn the sceial
prceasses that ganerate the pnencmancn. ne presant study, for
example, predicts that the impact of AB3121 will taxe &the fera of a
stap down in the number of status offenders arrastel. Th2 statistical
nedel for the time series befcore the lmplementaticn of the law should
nave a nigher nean value (and parhaps a different fora) than the

ocst-implementation nc.del.
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In criminclegy, time-saries quasi-expariments have besn used te
test and weasure the impacts cf naw tralfic laws (Caumpbell and and
Ress, 1953; Glass, 1933; Ress, et al., 1970); the &mpact of
decriminalizaticn (Aarcnsen, et ai., 1973; ¥cClsary and ¥ushenc,
1630); and the impacts of gun centrel laws (Deubsch and Alt, 1977; Yay
and McCleary, 1979; Ziwmring, 1975). In each of these examples, the
sccial precess is cperaticnalized‘as a time series, and there is a
discrate interventicn that can be used te divide the time series inte
pre- and pest-interventicn segments. Analysis of the {ime-series
quasi-experiment censists then of the statistical compariscon of these

twe segnents (MeDewall, et al., 1930).

As discussed earlier, at least three Jiffarent typss cof inpacts
can be seen as rasulting from a pelicy intarvention: thas pelicy
cbjectives, unintended ccnéequences, and latent conssquences. Tc the
extent of the available data, the ccnditiens under wiich each of the
varicus alternatives cccurs will be explered. In scnoe cases, thazre is
nc questicn that an impact exists. This is espscially truz fer the
nambers of status cffenders placed in secure facilities. hile a test
of the null aypcthesis inay sean unaecessary in such cases, a

time-serias analysis can be used to estimate the magnitude and fera of

the impact.

.

Heasuring the Tmpact of the Intarventicn.

Tazrz arce twe quasticns addrassed in this study., The first is
whether there actually was, in each ccunty, tae impact intandad by taz

2111, as well as the unintzanded and latent consaquencas sustiasted by

e
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the four-ccunty study. The seccond questien is whather ths ccuntics

exhibit the similarities of responses that have besn sulgested.

As Lempart (19%5:112) put it, "the prebleam for the lzgal impact
theorist is Yow to estimate best what the behavier patterns weuld have
bean in a certain juridicticn had the law in question never existeld
thera" (emphasis added). An estimate is necessary because we can
naver make the comparisen brtween what happanad when the law teok
eff=ct and what wculd have happenad 1f it had net been implemented.
The astimatien's werth depends cn thz deqrse of contrel cver

D 3
"plausible rival hypctheses™ (Lempert, 1955: 112). Onz of the bettar
apprcacncs Lo such preblems is the analysis of an apprepriats tims
series, which can chack feor all but subtle, gradual changes in
behavier. Barring cther forces, an abrupt change in the bzhavier in

guesticon can be intaroret=l as evidence of thz impact.

In their cft-cited mencgraph, Ixperimental and Quasi Exnerimnental

Desiins for Research (1955), Canpbell and Stanlzy presant eizht

factors that threaten the internal validity cf 3 researech analysis.

OF these, tine serles analysis contrels fer maturaticn (1), rz2aressicn
(2), and certain selection (3) and interaction (4) effacts (Lanpert,
1355: 123). 1In the nresent application, as in wmest lezal iapact
stuiies, testing eff2cts (3) and mertality (5) sheould be nen-axistant,
and instrunentation effects (7) shceuld be nezligibla, thousgh net

autcmatically so (Lenpart, 1955:117).

lewever, as Lempart sess it, the majer thrsats te the validiby of
1232l impact desizgns ara throze: histery (3); histery-selecticn

intaraction; and, cne pzeulisr te tha scciclegy of law, thz zredlen of
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distinguishing the law as it appears cn the becks frcm‘the 'law in
Fact' (Lempart, 1955:118). "A ccincidental histerical happaning can
cften explain a perczivad bshavior chanze just as well ss the
axperimental variable can' (Lempart, 1955:113). !z suggests that
ancthezr jurisdictien be used te centrel for this kind of effeect. Thae
use cf many leccalities in the present study prevides this contrel. It
dees net rule cut the impact of scme cther state-wide effect, e. g.,
ancther Califcernia law implemented at the éame tima. Bubt the werk
dene in the larzer study -- intervisus with erininal justice
persennel, for exaumple -- supperts the contenticn that AB3121 was the
majer influesnce on California juvenile justice at that time. Thus,
there is enly a low prebability of history and history-selsebion

interacticn as scurces of errcr azre.

Lempert's third threat te validity is the centrast bstween the

law as written and the law as implemented., As ve saw in the Maysr and

w

Grezenwecd schame in Chapber 2, implamentaticn is net a straightferward
arcnesiticen.  Hut for the compensnts of A33121 2xanined in this study,
the law szams te have been implenented as written. 1t is the
unintended, contenperanecus behaviers that are of spzcial interest

e
agre.

The analysis, thzn, will consist of thes estimaticn of a
neisze-plus-intarventien meidel for each ccunty. The lmpact of A33121
will Yz asasured for =ach ccunty by calculating the preoperticaal
dacline from the pr2-i83121 aean number of status offenss arrasts.
This nzasurs will then be ragressed on the county cnaracteristics te

tast taz hypotussas prascatad

21
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The Saaple,

Only ccunties that are cf sufficient siz2 te cvercecme tendencies
toward idicsyncracy were used., If ccunties arc nct of sufficiont
size, then pclicy and behavicr variaticns will be tee small and can
display little influence on the criminal justice system rates. 3c
seven ccunties were excluded because they nad insufficiant numoers cof
arrests to preovide variation pessibilities and/cr inccmplate
infermation fer the pericd of interast. Twe ctner ccunties were
cnitted frem the analyses because it was evident from the plet of the
arrest figures that sizeable law enforcement agencies wers Jjeining the
reperting system at varicus peints thrcugheut the four years (usually
in January). As an example, the arrests rates fcr Santa Darbara
Ccunty are presented in Figurs 3, Netice the Jjump in the delinquant

arrasts in 1973.

\

As manticnad earlier, the time peried was clhiesen bocause of the
availability cf data: although thare were scme data ccllacted for
1974, tee many counties were missing data feor some of these menths, cor
the Tizuraes for these menths were sc cut of line with subsasquant
fizures that it was chvicusly incemplete reperting. In the end, the
sample chesen for the study was comprised eof ferty-nine counties that

had ccmplete and comparable wmeasures of the nscessary indicaters fer

ferty-sight acnths.

The Szlszcticn of Interventicon Peints.

Aushane (1370) aas addrassed at langth the questicon of vhetner
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the cofficial date of implementation cf a pclicy or a law actually
ceincides with the cnset of impact, and the ramificaticns this can
have fcr a time series analysis. Plcts of the status offense arrest

.,

series for each of the counties indicated that feor the vast majerity,
January 1977 was the beginning of a new phase in the series. A few,
however, show anticipatery declines: their Decemder 1975 figures were
lower than -the previcus menth's figures by a larzer margin than tae

year befcre or the twe years after. An 2xamnple cof such an

anticipaticn is sheown in Figure 4.

All ccunties in the sample experiencad a decline in the status

iy

cffense arrests -- usually an abrupt decline as in Figure %, Scme,
howaver, exparienced a mere gradual reducticn from a 2igher pre-AB3121

lavel te sn asymtetic pest-AR3121 value. This difference in thz fera

of the impact will alsc be regressed con the county characteristics, to
axplere for regular patterns that might bg used to predict w.d explain

why the different phencmena cecur.,
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V. AMALYSES

Changes in Juvesniles Detention Rates.

The pelicy cbjectives cf AB3121 were met statawide (albeit not as
intendad). The desired reducticon in the sscure detenticn of status
cffenders was obtained., Table 3 shows fer all [ifty-eigat ccuntiess
the numbers of the status and delinquent cffenders dstained in
juvenile halls the year befers Ab3121 took effect (1973) and the year
after (1977). The sharp differencas for tius ctatus offenders

contrasts with th

w

absence of change in the number of delinguents

detained.

Mot enly was there an inerease (from 5 to 3) ia the number of
county prcbaticn departments whicn detained nene of the status
offenders referrad fo them, dbut the cverall crdering cf the

departments shifted scmewhat., Tablz U displays a matrix of Spearman

rank-crder cerrelations. The deereasa in ths nunbers cof status
cffenders sent te juvenile halls varied across ccunties, resulting in
a rank-crdering of ccunties that differs frem the crdaer the year

bafere and from the rankinis on nunbers of detaiaed delinguencs.

Changes in the Youth Pcpulation,

Thas najer altarnative aypcthesis is that the arrasis and
refarrals tc orebaticn nizht Jdeeline as a simple functicn of the
numbars of yeuths in the pepulatien. That iS; 1s the anl of the "bady
berm" maxkes itself falt in the declining prcpcrticnS»cf the pepulaticon

in the ages at risk for juvanile deliaguancy (reuznly 19 te 17 years
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cld), the arrests will decline, tce. A recent drep in Califeornia
property orime ratss has besn attributed to just this phencmanen

(Bureau of Criminal Statisties, 1533).

If we were tc assume a censtant offending rate (i.e., a constant
number of cffenses par 1000 ycuths azes 10-17) und a nen-chanzing
nrobability of arrest for each cffense, then if the nunber of
Jjuveniles gcas down, the nuanber cof arrest sheuld go dewn, tce. Tais
saculd held true for delinguents as well as for status offanders, but
since there may e a stratificaticn of sericusnzss by aze (clder

mincrs graduating te mere sericus cffenses), clder cffenders will be

examined, teo,

Table 5 displays Pearson prciduct-mcment ccrrzlaticas fer the
differencas in peopulaticn segments from 1375 e 1977, and changes in
thz level of probaticn detantion for that same time. Of the four
measuras, the changa in thes number cof detainzad status offenders is the
cnly cnz2 to sucw a nen-zerc mean (3 dsclinz). otz that it dees net
s=am te ba asscciated with changes in the numbers cf ycuths in the
10-17 age obracket, and it is enly wealkly ralated te declines in the
clder agz 3rcup (13-20 years cld), Ths tinme series analysss, nct te
menticn the plets of the arrests cver time, will Jdo a much bettar jeob
of describing the changes in the numbers of status offznder rates and

their cc-incidance with the implemantation of AB3127.,

Diff=rencess in “ean Mumnbers ¢f Arrasts,

Belera applying sepnisticated stabtistical tecehiniques such s tine
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serias analysis, it should be instructive tc explere crudz but
inexpansive and simple measures first, then sze how much imprevement

3

can be c¢obained by the increase in the scpnisticaticn of the

fechnigque,

In mest real-werld applications, the pre-implementation nsan
valuz is compared to the pest-implementation a=an value, and a
differenca in the rignt directicn is cecnsidersd svidasnce of succeass.
In thz present case, tha mean aumber cf status cffenss arrests befera
Jaauary 1977 wculd b2 ccnpared te a similar statistic fer the pericd
after tne implementaticn of AB3121. Table 5 shews thess neans feor
ferty-ning ccunties, aleng with the prebability of finding such

,_s 3

Jif0 r2nces by chance if there really was ne Jdifference betwesen tae
preezsses operatinz in tha twe paricds. In all cases, thz difference

is statistically siznificant.

Such E-tests snculd be interprzted carefully. Because cf the
flcor effect (ccuntiss cannet arrests fewer than zere juveniles),
two pericd usually Jdisplay very diflesraent variances. This aalkas
stztistical infarence a questicnavle gane: mcre assuwapticns than just
wha null hypetuesis cof ne diff;rence are subject Lo rejecticn. In
additicn, nine ccunties have been eliminated frem the =analysis oo2cause
they did net fit the pattarn seen in these forty-ninz. Sesven of thzasa
nine siwply ad very little rcon for impact of any scero.  These were
sn3ll ccuntizs with status offense arrazst figures se elese to zere
hefere AB3121 thzot any reducticon was nct discearmable The cfher tue
ccunties, Mumbcldt and Santa Rarbara, hail discontinucus junps at the

bezinning of seme years, indiecating that ncre reporting azzneiss were

n
sy
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oonbributicns of thas: Jennny-come-lately law enforcement azencies

night shicw these twe ccunties te be similar te tne rest cf the stat

4]

Hewever, since the aggresgaticn process was the most sxpansive and mest
treublesoms of the steps in the manipulaticn of the raw data, tais

rafinemant will be left for ancther time.

Differences of Slopes.

Ancther fairly simple appreoach is a separate regressicn analysis

for the pre- and post implementaticn series. Blcek and Miller (1933)

nave shown that spline regressicns (i.e., regressicn-line segnents

ot

hat are linked cver a time series) can previde simple yat accurate
descripticns of patterns and chanzzs. An even simpler anprcach is te
relax the restriction that the line segnants have te be cennected, and
just astimate a regressicn line for ths cbservaticns befeore the
implamantaticn and one for afterwards. Then the slepes and intercepts
of thess lines can ba examninas for changes nct cnly in the lavel of
arrests but alsc the trends during these pericds. Fer axample,
suppes2 a cocunty snousd ne difference batween the pra- and pest-AR2121
means. New, a positive slepe befere (indicating inereasing arrests)
and a negative slepa after A23121 (declining arrasts) weuld tell a

~

lifferant stery than the t-test of differsance of an2ans.

In the present data, Lhewaver, the form of the impact is not ealy

substantial (theush restricted dy a Fleer eff=act), it is alsc th

@D

»

SAN2

~

fer avery ccunty: a decline in the nundbsr of status oifz2asz arrest

9]

[

¢ is Lhe aagnitude of the dlmpact that wa will try oo explain.
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Becausz cof this, the interesting but uninfcrmative comparisens ¢f the
differences of slcpes'are net presented. As an illustration, Figure 5
demenstrates a lack cf change 1n the feorm but a definite chanze in thz
level cf arrests in Contra Costa County. (Fer thea reccrd, the slcpes
in this example are differant encugh te generate a statistically

imprebable value fer t.)

Descriptive ARIMA wmedels.

As argued earlier, whan dealing with time series data, the
cerralaticns ameong the residuals of tne estimations aust be taxen inte
acccunt., Otnerwisz, results gaay de degqed "siznificant!" when they arz
merely statistical zrrer. For =ach ccunty, then, differaab
autcregressive, integrative, and noving average (ARIMA) ccmpenents are
added te a regressicn medel te adjust for these corrslated errors. An
impact ccmpenent can then be included, and the size and abruptness of
the impact can be assessad. These weasurencents will next be regressad
run ddemegrapnic, criminal justice, and ctaer characteristics of the
cecunties te determine if there are any assceiaticns betwaen the
cenditiens in a ccunty befere the implementaticn of A33121 and the

2ill's impact on the status coffense arrest rates in that county.

XS]
Lo




Table 1.

Pre=AB3121"

Summary of Four AB3121 Provisions

AB3121 Provision

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS

Pre=trial arnd post-adjudication
ircarceration for all juveniles
were accomplished solely at the
diseretion of the juvernile
court,

Juveniles cannot be incarcerated
irn secure facilities on the basis
of a status offense alone. This
applies to pre-trial deterntion

as well as post~adjudication
commitments.

PROSECUTION OF DELINQUENT OFFENDERS

The probation officer filed all
petitiors (with the possible
exception of dependency cases
when the Welfare Department
takes on this functior) and
appeared at all juvenile
hearings. The district
attorney could appear on
invitatior from the court.

The district attorney files all
petitions for juveniles accused

of law=viglatiing offenses and
must appear ir all hearing orn such
matters. The probation officer
screens all referrals to the
Probatior Department, sending
cases considered appropriate for
court petitioning to the district
attorney.

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND REFERRALS

Alterrative community services
to offenders were neither
encouraged ror discouraged in
the Welfare and Institutions
Code.

Alternative programs for delinquent
and status offenders are encouraged,
especially in connection with infor-
mal probatior and post-adjudication
dispositions, but no funds are pro-
vided by AB3121 for these services.

CERTIFICATION TO ADULT CRIMINAL COURT

At the discretiorn of the court
(but usually at the request of
the probation officer), a Cer=-
tificatiorn hearing could be
held and a juvenile found
"unfit" for juvenile court if
he was 16 or 17 years old ard
was judged unfavorably by the
eriteria: a) degree of criminal
sophisticatior, b) possibility
of rehabilitatior during )
Jjuvenile court's jurisdiction,
¢) prior delirquency history,
d) success of court's previous
attempts at rehabilitation,

and e) the circumstances and
gravity of the allezed offense.

If a juvenile is 16 or 17 years
0ld and accused of one of 11
defined violent offenses, the
district attorrney has automatie

~grournds for iritiatirg a "Certi-~

fication hearing.”" - In this
fitness hearirg the burden is on
the court to demonstrate that
the juverile is "fit" for
juvenile court. therwise he is
to be certified to the (adult)
criminal court. The offenses
are: murder; arson of an irhab-
ited building: armed robbery;
forecible rape; kidrapping for
rarsom; Kidranpirz for robbery;
kidrapping with bodily harm;




assault with intent to murder

or attempted murder; assault

with firearm or destructive
device; assault likely to produce’

_ great bodily irjury; and the

discharge of a firearm intd an
inhabited or occupied building.
A juvenile carn still be found
"unfit" orn the basis of pre-
AB3121 criteria as well.,

Table 2. Percent of state arrests
reported in Register format.

Year

Repor ted Percentage
1978 96
1977 - 95 )
1976 89
1975 80
1974 61




Table 3. Diffarences in Numbers of Status Offenders
and Delinguent Cffenders Detainad at Intake te Prebatien,
Yeans Acress 53 Califernia Counties, 1975 - 1977.

Differencs
Arrests for... 1375 1977 cf means P(tiHo)
Status Offenses
aean:  435.5 134,90 -391.5 .0001
sd:  552.5 222.2
azlian: 205.0 17.5
#zero: 5 3
maxinum: 2494 1017
Delinquencies .
nean: 835, 372.4 +3.3 .359

5.5

sd: 1542.5 14474
median:  272.5 272.5
tzero: 3 2
maximaea: 3777 7517




" Table 4.

Spzarman Rank-Order Ccrrelaticns® for the

Namoar of Juveniles Detained at Intaks te Prebation
in 53 Califernia Ccuntiss, fer Status Offenders and
Delinguents Offenders, 1975 - 1977.

Status
Of f2nders,
1975

Status
Offenders,
1977

Delinquent
Offenders,
1375

Status Delinguent  Delinguent
Offenders, Offenders, Offenders,
1977 1975 1977
342 .901 953
.329 353

933

* o = .01 for all ccefficients




Table 5. Changes in the Size of Adolescent Segments of
the Population (10-17 Years and 18-20 Years),
Correlated with Changes in the Numbers of Juveniles
Detained at Intake to Probation,
for 58 California Counties, 1976 - 1977.

Pearson r
(p)
(a) (B) (C) (D)

(3) Change in 1@-17 1.8 -.697 .137 -.326

Age Group (£.01) (.31) (.01)
(B) Change in 18-20 .266 .498

Age Group ) (.04) (L.€1)
(C) Change in Number .155

of Status Offenders : (.25)

Held in Detention
(D) Change in Number

of Delingquents

Held in Detention

Mean 667.7 -652.9 -=301.5 5.82

Std Deviation 5559.0 3738.0 40v.9  268.7

P(t|Ho) .36 .19 .0001 .87



Table 6.
T—Tgsts of Diffprence of Means

FERIDD MEAN SETD_DEV =(t lHo?

ALAMEDA
Before ABZ1
After AE

1 1E&. m OOOOQ 45.
H Q

AMADOR

Beftore ABI121 1.87300000 2. TOTLETEER . 0058
Aft ABZ121 . 1565686667 QL EITO220GE

BUTTE.
Refor= ABZIZ1 S1.12800000 10.52119497 0001
after ABIT121 HLREL 035 RACICICNS 1. 0B2ETEES

Cal AVERAS
Before ABZ1Z21 4 .51 55457 4.11750975 . 2001
After ABPI1I21 CLAZEITIEEIS Q.ITTARITC

ZOLUSA
Befors ABZIZI & SBEZZZE=EZ Z.R1T7R503E - 2001
fter ABZ121 1. 132200000 1.886%2056231

LONTRA COETA
Sefore ABI121 274.04158565 IB.T49450467 0001
HFfter ABITIZL HH@.WMMMHMMN 2712237421

DEL NORTE
Before ARZ121 11 333EEZEES 4.24022237 < 000l
After ABZI2E Q. 73000000 1 032093 LER

=t DORADD
Before ABI1Z1 25.ITITEZIZZE &.THOFZE7EE . O00l
After ABI121 14.23000000 F.40973442

FRESHNO
Before AEIL1ZY 102 7E000000 2. 2BEFE2E0 00l
Aftar ABZ1Z21 T 2000000 27.E7BLEBAC

SLENN
Refors ABZTIZL 2.08ZIZI33 Z2.30154328 L2001
After AREITIZ] 1.5&65586557 2.897IETES

IMEERIAL
Before ABRZ1IZL 4T 41555557 14.8B4821EC « 000l
Hfter ABIILZL Z.2083EZZT Z.OQEZT4ABEZ

¥ For Alameda,. only 19277 poskt—-ABZ121 figures ars used.




Table 6.

T~Tasts af Difference of Means {con®+?
____PEERIDCD MEAN __3TDp_DEY__ _Bl(tiHe!
INVD
Beafore ABZ121 2. E0000000 R.84Z7E747 LO1ZEE
After ARILIZI O 2700000 1, 07892208
KERN
Before ABIT121 2IL.BEIEIEI3ZZ FIL.1280392¢ - 2001
After ABRII1Z21 1SE£. 20832332 L. SEP3I0E2S
KINES
Hefore ARIIZ 24, 7T000000 &.PE4RR31E o001
Aftter AR3I121 124533223 4,.8092227C
LAKE
Before ABI1Z21 2. 12500000 E.S349L8729 =001
Aftter ARII21 Q.E3EEZTIZEE 1.090140248
LLAEEEN
Before ARII2I 7 E2EC0000 I.RETOTLIEC 0001
After AEIT12 0. PlELELEESET 1.E0120724
108 ANEELES
Bafore ABZI121  10S7.7T000000 181 .9584B784 OO0
After ARZLI21 440¢ ., 2000000 L2, 1289777
MADERAL
Hafore AEBEZT121 14, 52S00000 Z.240413£2 <0001
Aftar ARII21 4,391 866567 T.I29434513
MARIN
Before ABRI1Z2! 58. 75000000 1S. 8246146403 2001
After ARIZTIZE 10 7083TTTE 8.89922ga00n
MARIPOSA
Before ADZIZY R ELELHLEET 2. 258632881 001
After ARI121 O Z20RIZEIZZZ Q.E8E8B00S3
MENDOCIND
Before ARILIZ21 IZT.ETS00000 D.00L£ZTZREE Q001
Aftpr ABTIZL F.OBIIZZZZ E.451754817
MEZCED
Hefore ADIIZE 35, 55855857 2. 9FEESTOLD 00l
After ABZLIZI 2R2.9SREIZIEIE L. 804522570
MONTEREY
Befgrz ARIIZ1 100, 2OOO00O00 17.2504045E 00l
after ARZIIZ2A 22 IZTEOO000 8.4174ZT72C
NAF&
Before AR3I1IZR1 ZS.2R145846457 Q. I22L1937 LG0T
After ARIIRZ 1212800000 10.R2787L£20




Table 6.

T-Tests of Difference of Means {(con’ i}

____FERIOD MEAN
NEVADA

Before AEI121 7. 25000000

After ABEI1Z1 4.2083ITII
ORANGE

EBefore ABI121  S543.4146&6867

After ABEI1Z21  283.235000000
PILACER

Before ABI121 3I7.583IIIIII

After ABI121 2. 86666557
SIVERSIDE

Before AEI121  121,.SBIIIITII

After ABE3121 59.83ITIIIII
SACRAMENTO

Before AEI1Z1  174.25000000

After ABI1Z1 28, 50000000

03}
I»
=z

SAN

BENITO
Before ABT121
After AB3Z121

BERNARDING
Lgetfore ABI121
Atter ABI121

DIEGE
Before QRI1Z21
After ARI1Z21

FEANCISCO
Before ABZI121
After ARI1Z21

JOARUIN
Hefore AR3I1Z21
Aftar ABR3I1IZ1

LUIS ORISPC
Before AB3121
Aftepr ABRI121

MATED
Refaore AEZ
After ABRZ

b b

SANTA CLARA

Refore ARIL12:
After ABRI121

7. 1A6566467
- 0.E7300000

MeEty O TITYTTITTTTYTY
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T-Tests of Differsnce of Means (con’t)
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Figure Z. Two Regression Lines for Pre— and Fost-Intervention
Contra Costa County Status Offense Arrests
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