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ABSTRACI' 

The purpose of this research component is to assess the impact of AB3l2lt 

on facilities outside of the juvenile justice system that provide services to 

juvenile offenders. Two separate analyses are carried out, each approaching 

the issue.from a different perspective. The first is based on the law enforce-

ment and probation records of samples of arrested juveniles in five counties 

and consists of an examination of the changes in the volume and the character­

istics of the juveniles referred to community facilities. The second analysis 

involves a survey of those facilities which juveniles were referred, soliciting 

informa,tion about the extent and nature of changes in various aspects of the 

facilities, perceived by agency administrators to have resulte~ from AB312l. 

The assessment based on the examination of justice system data indicate s 

that with one exception virtually no change had occurred in the extent to which 

tilese facilities were used by the justice system, and suggests that little 

change had occurred in the characteristics of the arrested juveniles being 

referred. The second analysis, based on survey responses, provides evidence that 

the administrators of some of the facilities perceived changes to have occurred 

in a number of areas following AB3l2l. These changes were reported by less than 

half of the responding facilities; the amount of change reported was not great 

and the direction was not always consistent, but across several aspects of the 

facilities there was indication of at least some change. The discrepancy between 

the results of these DvO analyses is suggested to have been conditioned to an 

extent by the political climate surrounding the implementation of AB3l21. 

Further examination of the survey responses suggests that the changes experienced 
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by the facilities resulted from a change in law enforcement's willingness to 

arrest status offenders (reported in another assessment of the broader impacts of' 

AB312l) and the subsequent (and unanticipated) change in the process by which 

juveniles were referred to community facilities. These are also suggested as 

factors contributing to the discrepancy between the conclusions of our two 

analyses. It is also emphasized, however, that because of the small number 

of facilities surveyed all these findings must be considered as merely suggestive. 

Finally, little reaction to any of these changes 1vas evident on the part of the 

facilities, according to the responses to tile survey. 

The conclusion of this research is that there was indeed an impact of AB3121 

on community facilities,. albeit. weak and somewhat inconsistent. The importance 

of the effects for the facilities and their clients is discussed. The weak-

nesses and strengths of the methods for assessing impact are pointed out and 

suggestions made for how they might be improved in future research to b~ more 

sensitive to the unanticipated effects that were found. It is suggested that 

the low evidence of impact might be due in part to the small number of facilities 

surveyed and to the inappropriateness of the selection procedures which became 

evident in light of the changes whic.1. appeared to have occurred. Finally, con-

sideration is given to the concept of "loose coupling" as a point of view to be 

taken into account in an assessment of the impact of an organization's environ-

ment on its structure and mechanisms. 
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1. Introduction 

The aim of this report is. to assess the impact of AB3l2l on the functioning 

of facilities outside of the juvenile justice system that deal with juvenile 

offenders. "Outside" refers to those organizations, funded by either public or 

private money, that are not under the autilority of that system or any of its 

branches. In many cases these types of facilities are private, non-profit organi­

zations within the sourrounding community. However public, as well as profit­

making facilities might also be considered as beiIlg outside of the juvenile justice 

system if that system does not have authority over their ailil:dnistration. This 

research is intended as an assessment of the degree to which these facilities 

were affected by AB3121 and, if affected, the nature of the impact. 

The tirrust of AB3l21 , regarding referrals and p~acements, was aimed at 

decision points within the justice system, in particular law enforcement and 

probation, where the decisioris are made regarding the handling of offenders. 

Although AB3l21 did not directly act on community facilities, two of its pro­

visions held important potential effects for them. Both the provision to 

deinstitutionalize status offenders and the provision encouraging the use of 

alternative services (alternative to standard justice system processing) implied 

the possibility of broad impact on those facilities. To the extent that the former 

provision was implemented, but placement and services were still required for 

the diverted status offenders, some of the burden presumably would fallon 

community facilities. Implementation of the alternative services provision 

also quite clearly implied an effect on those facilities by way of greater use. 

In addition, both provisions suggest the possibility that the facilities might 

have been faced with a different type of client. If deinstitutionalization 

results in greater reliance on these community facilities, then SUi increased 
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proportion of their referrals from the justice system might be accounted for 

by status offenders. For those facilities that previously dealt with other 

types of juveniles, whether they were delinquent offenders or dependency 

cases, this would reflect a substantial change in clientele, in ·terms of 

problems to be dealt with mid services required. Likewise, the alternative 

services provision also suggests the possibility that a change would occur 

in the type·of juvenile being referred to or placed in community facilities. 

Either those juveniles formerly retained in the system or those formerly re­

leased might, post-AB3121, be referred outside tile system in response to this 

provision. In either case, the implication is for change in the type of client 

with which the facility must deal. 

Because these two provisions posed the possibility of important changes for 

community facilities, the aim of this report is to determine the actual extent 

and substance of AB3l21's impact on them. To do so, two separate analyses were 

made. The first used information from law enforcement and probation files, 

collected for two evaluations of the broader impact of AB3121 (Teilmann and Klein, 

1980; Johns and Bottcher, 1980), to examine changes, within samples of juvenile 

offenders, in the number and type of youths being referred to these facilities. 

The second analysis involved a survey of community facilities, examining the 

effects from their perspective and the changes made, if any, to accommodate to 

the legislation. 
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2. An Analysis of Referrals and Placements of 
Juveniles by the Justice System 

In order to carry out tile first of the two analyses assessi~g the potential 

impact of .AB3121 on conmnmi ty facilities, a cOIl1I?arison was made of law enforce­

ment and probation referrals to and placements in facilities from a three-month 

period in the year prior to the implementation of AB3l2l with referrals and place­

ments in the same three months in the year following the implementation of the 

legislation.~. In particular, public residential, private residential, public 

non-residential, and private non-residential facilities were examined. 

The analysis began with an examination of changes across years in the numbers 

of juveni~es going to these facilities. Since the existence of changes in the 

volume of these referrals and placements might have been conditioned by changes 

in the use of other options open to justice system officials, an examin::4tion was 

also made of shifts in the numbers of juveniles handled~y various types of 

detention facilities, those whose cases were passed on in the system without L~e 

juvenile ever being held, and those who were released or had their cases dismissed 

at various points in the system. Thus, the initial assessment of the impact on 

co~ity facilities was in terms of changes in the volume of referrals and 

placements, particularly in light of other changes in the handling of juveniles. 

There was also interest in looking at changes across the two years in the 

characteristics of the juveniles being sent to these facilities. Regardless of 

whether changes in volume occurred, the question arises as to whether or not the 

facilities were faced with different kinds of clients in terms of gender, ethnicity 
-

or age, as well as current and prior offenses. Unfortunately, the results of the 

assessment of changes in the volume of referrals and placements indicated that 

almost uniformly there were very low levels of referrals and placements in all 

counties and in both years and 1 theTefore, precluded carrying out this part of the 
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analysis in any depth. To the extent possible, however, such changes were 

examined. 

Those DvO investigations are based on information from justice system 

records and hence represent an analysis of the impact of AB3121 from that 

perspective. The results, described 'below, provide a comparison for the 

second analysis based on surveys of administrators of community facilities. 

2.1 Methods 

Data on referrals and placements from law enforcement and probation 

reGords in five counties were used to assess cllanges in volume and client type. 

The data w€-e collected as parts of ruo evaluation studies of AB3121. 1 TIle 

counties to be evaluated were chosen jointly, with one study concentrating on 

the northern counties and the other concentrating on the southern counties. A 

number of criteria were conSidered in selecting the counties to be evaluated--

pre-existing trends in the county's handling of juvenile offenders, trends in 

the county's reaction to AB3121, size of the population of offenders, and the 

amount of travel time that would be incurred in data collection (Teilmann and 

Klein, 1980). An effort was made to maximize both the variety of the pre-

existing trends and the variety of reactions. Counties in which the population 

of offenders was too small to yield an adequate sample size were eliminated, 

as were counties for which the travel time was more than the funding or time-

table could bear. Eight counties were selected for evaluation, although only 

five are considered in this report. Data on referrals and placements were 

not available in the other three. 

1 TIle data for the analysis of the ruo northern counties, Sacramento and Placer, 
came from an evaluation of AB3121 'carried out by the California Youth Authority 
(1980). Data from Los Angeles, San Bernardino mld Ventura counties came from 
the evaluation of the impact of AB3121 on selected southern counties (Teilmann 
and Klein, 1980). 
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Sampling of law enforcement departments and of the juveniles varied 

berneen the northern counties and the southern counties and, in 'the rno 

northern,counties, from one to the ather. In the three southern counties, 

Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Ventura, law enforcement departments were 

selected on the basis of a stratified random sampling procedure (Teilrnann 

and Klein, 1980). Strata were defined by the number of juvenile arrests 

made by a department. Within the selected law enforcement departments, data 

1v-ere collected on a stratified ranqom sample of juvenile offenders. These 

strata were defined by the Welfare and Institutions Code categories--601 

(status offenders), 602 (delinquent offenders) and 300 (dependency cases).2 

The sample of youths was d~vided berneen two time periods--the second quarter 

of the year prior to the implementation of AB3l2l and the second quarter of the 

year following its implementation. Data from probation r3cords were collected 

on only those juveniles in tl1e law enforceme?t sample who were sent to pro­

bation by these'police agen~ies. 

In Sacramento Cmmty, the law enforcement departments were selected by the 

Youth Authority research team on the basis of the proportion of total juvenile 

arrests in the county for which they accounted. Departments accounting for 

the largest proportions were selected. Wi thin those departments, juveniles 

were randomly sampled during the same time periods as in the southern counties. 

Data from probation records were obtained on a random sample of the juveniles 

in the law enforcement sample. 

2 Status 'offeRders (60l's) refers to those youths arrested for behaviors that 
are offenses only by virtue of the age of the actor. For instance, only those 
under 18 years old can be arrested for nmning away from horne. Delinquent 
offenders (602's) refers to juveniles arrested for acts that are violations 
of the law, regardless of the age of the actor. Dependency cases (300's) 
refers to youths brought into the justice system because of neglect or abuse 
by their parents. 
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In Placer COtUlty, law enforcement departments iI/ere also selected by the 

Youth Authority on the basis of the proportion of total juvenile arrests in 

the COtUlty for which they accotUlted. In addition, whether or nO,t the necessary 

information would be available within the department was considered in making 

the selection. Within the selected departments, all juveniles arrested during 

the 01/0 three-month periods used in the other cotUlties were taken into the 

sample. Probation data were collected on those juveniles within the law enforce­

ment sample who were sent to probation. 

For eadl juvenile in the law enforcement samples in the five cotUlties, 
\' 

data were gathered on any referrals to cornmtUlity facilities made by law enforce-

mente For those for whom probation data were gathered, information was 

collected on any referrals or placements, either as the initial probation' 

action (pre-adjudication) or the final disposition (post-adjudication). 

If a referral or placement was mad~, .the name and address of the fac~lity 

were recorded, lv.hen available. Based on this information the facilities were 

then categorized as public residential, private residential, public non­

residential, and private non-residential. These categories formed the basis 

for the analysis of justice system referrals and placements. The number of 

juveniles, and their characteristics, referred to facilities in each of those 

categories were examined. 

,2.2 Changes in the Volume of Referrals and Placements 

The possibility has been suggested that the deinstitutionalization and 

alternative services provisions of AB3l21 might affect the volume of referrals 

to COrnmtlllity facilities. To the extent that fewer juveniles were taken to 
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probation facilities by la~ enforcement, fewer are detained by probatioll and 

fewer are incarcerated by the court, in compliance with these provisions, 

community facilities might be relied upon to fill the gap. Another possible 

reaction to deinstitutionalization is that justice officials will turn to 

other more traditional means of handling juveniles, such as release or dis-

missal, or paper (as opposed to pllysical) referral of the case through the 

system. 'In this sect'ion an examination will be made of the extent to which 

law enforcement and probation (at the point of initial action and as a final 

disposition) made use of the various options for dealing with juvenile offenders 

and how that changed after the implementation of AB3121. 

Table 1 points out quite clearly that in four of the five cOUIlties--

Sacramento, Placer, San Bernardino aIld Ventura--there were no substaIltial in-

creases in the volume of referrals by law enforcement to aIly of the categories 

of community facillties. 3 Both prior to and following the implementation of 

. AB3121 there was a very low reliaIlce on community facilities as alternative 

means of handling arrested juveniles, particularly in Sacramento aIld Placer 

cOUIlties. Instead, the changes in the processing of juveniles that were apparent 

involved the standard justice system channels--delivered to probation facilities, 

cOUIlseled-and-released, or retained in the system without detention ("Other"). 

In Sacramento COUIlty the only changes that occurred involved the "CoUIlseled-

and-released" and "Other" categories. Despite deinstitutionalization there was 

3 In addltlon totI1e categories representing the juveniles referred to community 
facilities, the tables in this section also present numbers and percentages 
of youths rece~ ving other law enforcement actions. The category "Delivered to 
Probation Facility" represents those taken by law enforcement to such a facility. 
It should be pointed out that this does not represent detained juveniles since 
the decision to detain is made by the probation department. This category in­
stead includes all those youths brought by law enforcement to probation 
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TABLE 1 

Law Enforcement Action in Five Counties in 1976 and 1977 
(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Los Anlle1 - -~ -----' ~~. B d· ...... , ...... - Vent PI __ 11..4 __ .... S 

1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 

52 25 42 24 48 26 47 23 ,119 99 
12.47 7.25 2(j.41 17.78 23.08 15.12 27.20 12.50 19.70 19.60 

1 45 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.24 13.04 0.00 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.96 1.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

17 7 9 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 
4.08 2.03 5.66 2.96 0.48 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

12 11 0 0 7 5 0 0 0 0 
2.88 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.37 2.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

6 2 2 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 
1.44 0.58 1.26 2.96 0.00 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

140 99 35 SO 49 40 0 0 80 95 
33.57 28.70 22.01 37.04 23.56 23.26 0.00 0.00 13.20 18.80 

185 150 71 52 103 99 126 161 406 311 
44.36 43.48 44.65 38.52 49.52 57.56 72.80 87.50 67.10 61.60 

417/ 345 159 135 208 172 173 184 605 505 
14.36 11.88 5.48 4.65 I 7.16 I 5.92 5.96 6.34 20.84 17.40 
-- - _.- - --~- .. - - --- -.- -- --- ----- -- -- ------- ------

TOTALS -

50S 
17.40 

47 
1.62 

10 
0.34 

39 
1.34 

35 
1.21 

15 
0.52 

588 
20.26 ., 

1664 
57.32 

I 2903 

-
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no evidence of a decrease in the percentage of youths taken to probation facilities 

and, concomitantly, no evidence of increased reliance on community facilities. 

Figures for Placer, San Bernardino and Ventura counties indicate that de-

creased percentages of the arrested youths were taken to probation facilities 

by law enforcement. The apparent decrease in the reliance on probation facilities 

is not surprising given the deinstitutionalization provision, and in fact it 

might be somewhat exaggerated in these data. The stratified random sampling pro­

cedure employed in San Bernardino and Ventura counties produced equal percentages 

of status offenders in both the 1976 and 1977 samples. Since following AB3121 

this group represented juveniles who could not be securely detained, it is very 

likely that in these samples there would have been evidence of a decrease in the 

percentages of youths delivered to probation facilities. That the same trend was 

apparent in the Placer County data, where the sample represented a total enumeration 

of the juveniles arreste.d in the two three-month periods, suggests that this decrease 

might not have been simply an artifact of the sampling procedure. 

These figures also indicate that this decrease was counterbalanced by increased 

use of other justice system channels and not by increased referrals to corrnnuni ty 

facilities. In Placer and Ventura counties there were increases iri 

3 (cont 'd) 
facilities and, therefore, vulnerable to being detained. Also included in the 
tables are categories representing youths who were referred to a community facility 
but the type of facility was unknown, and those who were counseled and released. 
The category "Other" represents a mixture of juveniles who do not fall into the 
other categories--they were not referred to community facilities, taken to pro­
bation facilities, nor counseled and released. TIley include those referred to 
probation by petition or citation (these account for the majority of youths in 
this category), those transferred to other jurisdictions within the justice system, 
those referred to other government branches (such as the welfare system), and 
those released for lack of sufficient evidence. 
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the percentages of juveniles retained in the system without detention; in San 

Bernardino County increased percentages were counseled and released. There were 

no changes however in the volume of referrals by law enforcement to community 

facilities. To the extent that deinstitutionalization occurred in these three 

counties resources outside of the system were not employed as alternative ways 

of handling juveniles. 

Los Angeles County is the lone exception to this trend. Here also decreased 

percentages of arrested juveniles were delivered to probation facilities by law 

enforcement. 4 In contrast to the other counties, however, there was an accompanying 

increase in the total percentage of youths referred to community facilities. 

Although the volume of referrals 'vas not great either prior to or following AB3121 

(10% in 1976 and 20% in 1977), the figures. clearly demonstrate an increased use of 

community facilities as an alternative way of handling arrested youth. S 

Upon closer examination of the figures for Los Angeles County it becomes 

apparent that this increase is accounted for by referrals to public residential 

facilities. For the most part these represent referrals to Status Offender 

Detention Alternative (SODA) homes. TIlis program was implemented in 1977 by the 

Los Angeles County Probation Department for temporary residential placement of 

4 Agaln, as in San Bernardino and Ventura counties, these figures might somewhat 
exaggerate the actual decline in the use of probation facilities because of tile 
stratified random sampling procedure. 

S The analysis of the overall impact of AB3121 from which these data were tru<en 
(Teibnann and Klein, 1980) reported that following the implementation of the 
legislation there was a marked decrease in the arrest of status offenders. Since 
that type of offender is also most likely to be referred to community facilities, 
the increase from 10 to 20 percent might represent a more significant increase 
than is immediately apparent. Because those offenders who are probably most likely 
to be referred-are possibly no longer being arrested, the 20% in 1977 represents 
law enforcement reaching deeper into the pools of status offenders and delinquent 
offenders. 
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status offenders in non-secure surroundings. Funded by the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Adrnill.istration (LEAA), the program was intended as an aid for Los 

l\ngeles County in meeting WA' s adopted juvenile justice standards on status 

offender deinstitutionalization. The coincidental timing of the implementation 

of the SODA horne program and the implementation of AB3l21 was fortuitous; these 

homes provided law enforcement and probation with a means for implementing the 

deinstitutionalization provision of the legislation. The increase in referrals 

to public residential facilities reflects law enforcement's reliance on SODA 

homes as an alternative to the secure detention of status offenders. In Los 

.~geles County, then, deinstitutionalization did result in a greater emphasis 

on the use of non-standard resources. Specifically, it occurred where pre­

parations had been made already for the development of a program to accommodate 

the types of changes brought about by the legislation. 

Table 1 demonstrates· then that tlle reactions of law enforcement in four of 

the five selected counties to AB3121 did not involve an increased reliance on 

community facilities for dealing w~th arr~sted juveniles. To the extent that 

deinstitutionalization occurred, these alternatives were not used to fill the 

gap. Instead there appeared to have been increased reliance on one or another 

of the standard justice system channels. Los Angeles County, where preparations 

were already being made to accommodate deinstitutionalization, was the only 

place in which there was some indication of a shift toward increased reliance 

on non-standard facilities. Given these results, the implication is tllat such 

facilities were not very much affected by the legislation. Even in Los Angeles 

County, the impact actually reflected the justice system's effort to conform to 

existing standards. 
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Data on the juveniles referred to probation in these five counties indicated 

a pattern of changes in the handling of arrested youths that was similar to 

what occurred at the law enforcement level. For both the initial probation 

action (Table 2) and the final disposition (Table 3) of these cases, there was 

no evidence of an increased reliance on the use of community facilities. Again, 

the changes that did occur in the handling of youths involved the standard 

channels of the justice system. Even in Los Angeles County, which evidenced a 

decrease in the percentage of juveniles detained at the initial probation action, 

there were no changes in referrals to community facilities. At both decision­

making levels in probation there was continued reliance on the standard justice 

system channels and no apparent increase in referrals outside of the system. 

Based on this analysis of justice system data in five counties it quickly 

becomes apparent that AB3l21 did not bring about an increased reliance on 

community facilities as a means for dealing with arrested juveniles, with the 

exception of SODA homes in Los Angeles County. It was suggested earlier that to 

the extent that deinstitutionalization created a gap in the processing of 

arrested juveniles, the justice system might shift toward a greater use of 

resources outside of the system. This was one objective of the alternative 

services provision of AB3l2l. Another reaction ,ihich it was suggested might have 

occurred was greater use of other standard justice system procedures. Tables 

1 to 3 substantiate that this was in fact what happened with only the exception 

of the use of SODA homes in Los Angeles County. The implication, then, is that 

the legislation had minimal impact on these facilities, excluding those developed 

specifically to fill the void created by deinstitutionalization. 

2.3 The Characteristics of the Clients Referred to Community Facilities 

Despite the absence of any increase in the justice system's use of community 
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TABLE 2 

Initial probation Action in Five Counties in 1976 and 1977 
(Frequencies arnd Column Percentages) 

Los·Angeles San Bernardino Ventura Placer Sacramento -
1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 

36 15 23 14 22 17 1 0 1 1 
32.70 17.40 30.30 28.00 21.40 22.70 0.70 0.00 0.50 0.50 

0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.00 3.50 2.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 2 
0.00 1.20 1.30 0.00 1.90 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.50 1.10 

1 0 2 0 1 1 0 a a 1 
0.90 0.00 2.60 0.00 1.00 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 

0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0.00 0.00 2.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 

14 9 27 11 43 26 52 73 70 46 
12.70 10.50 35.50 22.00 41. 70 34.70 35.40 Il2.20 37.20 25.30 

59 58 19 25 35 31 93 99 116 132 
53.60 67.40 25.00 50.00 34.00 41.30 63.30 ·!j7. 20 61. 70 72.50 

110 86 76 50 103 75 147 173 188 182 
9.24 7.23 6.39 4.20 8.66 6.30 12.35 14.54 15.80 15.29 _._-_._- . -.------

TOTALS 

I 
130 

10.92 

5 
0.42 

8 i 

0.67 I 

6 
0.50 

2 
0.17 

1 
0.08 

371 
31.18 

667 
. 56.05 

i 
1190 

----- ------.---
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TABLE 3 
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5 3 2 4 4 10 12 3 0 1 
4.50 3.50 2.60 8.00 3.90 13.30 8.30 1. 70 0.00 0.50 

1 7 0 0 1 1 0 2 8 7 
0.90 .8.10 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.30 0.00 1.20 4.3~ 3.80 

3 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 
2.70 3.50 1.30 2.00 1.00 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.10 --

4 2 3 2 3 1 0 0 0 1 
3.60 2.30 3.90 4.00 2.90 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 

0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

a 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 a 
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facilities, it is possible nontheless that changes occurred in the characteristics 

of tile clients being referred. Findings from one of the previous analyses of the 

impact of AB3121 on the justice system indicate that certain clas~es of offenders 

were being handled differently following the implementation of the legislation 

(Teilrnann and Klein, 1980). Over and above already existing trends there was a 

decline in the arrests of status offenders, in referrals of status offenders to 

probation, and in petitions to court for status offenders. These findings are 

especially pertinent to this analysis because this type of offender, by virtue 

of the non-criminal behavior involved, probably has a greater likelihood of being 

referred outside of the system. Changes in how certain categories of juveniles 

are handled has implications for the characteristics of those potentially eligible 

for referral at eadl subsequent step in the justice system process. 

ThD considerations mad~ such an-analysis difficult. First, the low volume 

of referrals to community facilities made analysis and interpretation of changes 

quite difficult. Examination of percentage changes can be very misleading when 

the frequencies are low because large percentage differences may reflect absol~te 

differences of just one or a few cases. The generalizability of the results 

must also be questioned when the numbers are this small. 

Second, even if changes in characteristics did occur, the overall low volume 

of referrals suggests that they could not have been of substantial size or 

significance. Whatever changes might have occurred could have involved only a 

very limited number of clients. 

For these reasons an analysis of the characteris~ics of clients simply was 

not feasible for any of the categories of facilities except one--law enforcement 

referrals to public residential facilities in Los ,~geles County. As \~th other 

categories and other counties it made little sense to examine changes in client 

characteristics within this category because of the small number of referrals prior 
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to AB3121. In looking at only those juveniles referred in 1977 it was found, not 

surprisingly, that they had been brought into the system on status offenses or 

dependency charges. Slightly more than half were female and the average age was 

between fourteen and fifteen. TIle majority had no prior offenses .and .of those 

with records of previous offenses, more than half had either committed status 

offenses only or had dependency charges only. The type of juvenile offender being 

referred to these facilities appeared to be quite consistent with the intended 

purpose of SODA homes. They served as an alternative to detention for less 

serious offenders who were not deeply involved in law-violating behavior, but for 

whom law enforcement desired some kind of placement, possibly because of age and 

gender. This is not so much a discovery as a validation. 

2.4 Summary of Justice System Referrals and Placements 

Based on data on juveniles sampled from the justice system in five counties, 

it would appear that AB3121 had little impact on the extent to 'yhich juveniles 

were alternatively handled outside of the system. Despite provisions dein­

stitutionalizing status offenders and encouraging the use of alternative services, 

there \~ere generally no changes in the volume of referrals to community facilities 

at any point in the justice system following the implementation of AB312l. 

TIle changes that did occur involved standard justice system procedures --detention, 

referral to probation or other branches of the system without detention, and 

release. The one exception which we have discussed was the category of public 

residential facilities in Los Angeles County. No examination was made of 

changes in the characteristics of the clients who were referred to community 

facilities since the low volume of referrals made it infeasible to do so. In 

sum, the impact of the legislation on community facilities appears to have been 

minimal. 
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Given this, it would be expected that the facilities, for the most part, 

would also report minimal impact from AB3121. On the other hand, the small 

changes that we have hesitated to interpret as affecting the facilities might 

·have been perceived as substantial from their point of view. Additionally, 

o~er changes might have occurred that are not apparent in an analysis of 

official patterns or referrals. The purpose of the survey of facilities was to 

determine the extent to which agency officials perceived an impact from AB3121. 

This will be addressed next. 
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3. Survey of Community Facilities 

The second analysis undertaken as part of this research consisted of a 

survey of the facilities-to whom law enforcement and probation referred juveniles 

taken into custody. 

Tnis part was designed (a) to assess the changes experienced by those 

facilities as a result of AB3121, (b) to attempt to bring to the forefront those 

processes by which the mandates of the legislation had an impact on the facilities, 

and (c) to assess this impact in terms of adaptations made by the facilities. 

While doing this the results of the previous analysis should be kept in mind, but 

. it should be recognized also that the perception of impact on the part of the 

facilities is a separate and important factor in determining their responses to 

the legislation. Th~t perception can l1ave significant implications for the clients 

of those facilities. 

3.1 Methods 

3.1.1 Sampling. The law enforcement and probation data from the five selected 

counties were used again to draw the group of facilities to be surveyed. As 

described in the previous section, data were collected in each of these counties 

on whether or not a juvenile was referred to or placed in a facility at any of 

three points in the justice system process--arrest, initial probation action, or 

final disposition. For those juveniles referred or placed, the name and address 

of the facility, if available, were recorded. These lists served as the initial 

pool of 132 organizations from ~mich the final group of fifty facilities was 

drawn. There were three criteria by which the selection took place. The first 

was imposed by the limitations of the data, the second was the attrition rate over 

time, and the third was imposed by our definition of the boundaries of the 

Facilities Component--which ones should and whidl ones should not be included in 

the analysis. 



-19-

There were problems with the data collected on facilities that made it 

impossible to use the entire original list of organizations to which juveniles 

had been referred. In some instances the information was incomplete. The 

records, for example, might show that a youth was referred to a "home for 

unwed mothers" or to "alcohol counseling," but with no additional information 

enabling us to locate the particular place to which the juvenile was sent. 

Thus, the type of services that the referring agency intended the youth to 

receive was known but not the actual facility to-lvhich he was sent. Eight 

percent of the original list of referrals was lost because of incomplete 

information. 

Another problem involved the time lag between the time the information was 

recorded and the time at which attempts were made to locate the facilities. There 

is as much as a three year span between the data collected for the year prior to 

the implementation of AB3121 and the collection of data for this report. In -:.:he 

meantime, changes occurred that made it difficult to track down facilities. They 

closed down; they changed their names; they changed addresses. All of these 

problems were encountered. Some of the facilities were eventually found but not .. 
others. Thus, although the information collected from the records might have 

appeared to be complete, it was necessary to drop some facilities due to the in­

ability to locate them two to three years after the actual referral. Every effort 

was made to locate both the ones for which complete information was lacking and 

those for which the information appeared incorrect. 6 In the end, however, an 

additional nine percent of the original pool of facilities could not be located. 

6 In an attempt to locate as many of the facilities as possible, we turned to a 
number of sources. We checked with persons at the departments where the data 
were collected to see if they could provide additioIlal or more current information. 
Again, we were faced with the time lag since often the people dealing with that 
type of information now had not been there tNO OT three years earlier l'ihen the 
data had been recorded. \lie tried various other sources - telephone books, the 
telephone company's directory assistance, the COUI1ty directory of social service 
agencies, and other similar facilities - but often to no avail. 
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In addition, some facilities were judged to be inappropriate for the original 

conception of this analysis. The intention was to assess the impact of AB3l21 on 

the development and use of alternatives to the juvenile justice system. TIle focus 

was on corrnmmity facilities, whether public or private, that are not part of that 

system but exist outside of it as substitutes. The legislation put emphasis on 

these facilities by prohibiting the secure detention of status offenders (thereby 

outlawing the use of Juvenile Hall) and by ~ncouraging the use of alternatives to 

the justice system for' all offenders. Consequently, all detention facilities--

Juvenile Hall, probation camps, and those run Ly welfare officials--were excluded 

from thi:s analysis. In Los Angeles County this included SODA homes. Al though 

these are private homes and are employed as alternatives to secure detention, they 

were nonetheless established by the probation department. In order for law enforce.-

ment personnel to place a juvenile in one of these homes, a petition must be filed 

with probation requesting that the youth be detained. They are, indeed, an alter­

native to detention in Juvenile Hall and for that reason were of som.e interest and 

were included in the previous assessment of changes in referrals. However, because 

they are detention facilities under the jurisdiction of tile probation department, 

they cannot, for our purposes, be considered as alternatives to justice system pro-

cessing outside of that system. 

We also dropped some facilities tilat at first glance appeared to meet our 

criterion that they be community organizations providing alternative placements to 

the juvenile justice system. Hospitals, particularly psychiatric units, and schools 

are examples. It was found on investigation, especially in the case of hospitals, 

that the youths referred to these places would probably not have been handled by 

the juvenile justice system anyway.7 Therefore, tilese referrals did not represent 

7 For example, the referral of a juvenile to a tospital for a gunshot would hardly 
constitute the use of alternative resources. Referrals to psychiatric units are not 
so clearly defined. While psychiatric treatment may represent an alternative to 
justice system processing (See Guttridge and I'larren, 1980), most of the cases en­
countered involved behavior that was unlikely to have been 11andled by the justice 
system at any time (e.g., suicide threats). Again, rather than representing the 
development of alternative resources, these referrals represent the most appropriate 
channel for handling the problem. 
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an attempt to develop alternative resources but were more likely to be tlle most 

appropriate way of hruldling tile youth's immediate problem. Schools (or school 

districts) were included in tile sample only if tilere was established a specific 

program for working with juvenile offenders. ~bst of the referrals to schools 

were actually truants being returned tilere by the police. and not referrals for 

treatment. Again, the emphasis on alternative resources dictated tilat unless tile 

school5 could be regarded as alternative sources of treatment for tile youth's pro­

blem they be excluded. For the same reason, law enforcement operated diversion 

programs were also excluded; their purpose is to refer juveniles on to facilities 

tilat have programs designed to deal witil tlleir problems and not to provide treat­

ment tilemselves. An additional forty-five percent of tile initial pool had to be 

excluded because tiley did not operate as genuine alternatives. 

Difficulty in locating some facilities plus decisions about tile particular types 

of facilities to be included finally reduced the group to fifty orgmlizations in 

tile five counties. This is less than forty percent of tile original list of 

organizations collected from law enforcement and probation records, yet it seems 

to be a ratiler "pure" list of genuine community alternatives. It remains open to 

question how well these fifty facilities represent the total population of commun,ity 

organizations that provide services to juvenile offenders. It is apparent that law 

enforcement and probation agencies di~ not at tilat time make a great deal of use 

of these types of alternative referrals. The fact that so many "referrals" had to 

be tr:i.rmned from the original list because tiley did not represent movement away from 

the system is testimony to tilis. Due to the sparing use made of corrununity facilities, 

it is quite poss~ble tilat this group does not represent the bulk of such organizations .. 

What it does represent, however, is that group of alternative sarvice providers upon 

which tI:-e juvenile justice system chooses to rely. In an assessment of AB3l21 this 

may be the most appropriate group to examine. Because the provisions of the bill 

involved changes within the system, much of the impact, although not all, on those 
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community facilities will occur as a result of their connections with the various 

parts of that system. Those facilities upon which law enforcement, probation and 

the court rely may be, therefore, most vulnerable to whatever impact AB3121 had 

on the juvenile justice system. The fifty organizations in the group, then, are 

the ones very likely to feel the effects of the bill. 

3.1. 2 Questionnaire Design. The data concerning the impact of AB3121 on community 

facilities were collected by means o£ a questionnaire mailed to the group of fifty 

facilities described above (see AppendL~ A). The final version of the questionnaire 

consisted of three seGtions covering 1) organizational characteristics of the 

facilities (including size and professional level of staff, services, referral 

sources, and frequency and quality of COIltact with other actors in the juvenile 

justice process), 2) sources and amounts of funding, ~~d 3) perceived changes in 

the types of clients being referred' and their problems. TIlese areas were all 

thought to be potentially vulnerable to changes as a result of AB3121. 

As an initial step in the construction of the questionnaire, pilot interviews 

were conducted with admirlistrators from four facilities that represented a range 

of the types of agencies that deal with juveniles. As such they provided information 

about the variety of ways in which AB3121 might have had impact. These pilot inter­

views made it possible to design a questionnaire that focused on the issues in 

which we were interested and that was, at the same time, relevant to the facilities. 

The questionnaires were mailed to the administrators or directors of the . 

facilities in the final pool who were asked to complete tile first section themselves. 

It was felt that items such as staffing, services, referral sources and relationships 

with other actors in the juvenile justice system could best be addressed by tile 

administrators. On. the other hand, data about fUIlding and clients might be more 

applicable to other staff members wi til easy access to budget records or more direct 

involvement with clients. For this reason, it was suggested that these sections be 
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filled out by the person best able to answer those specific questions. The questions 

tap the respondent's perception of changes occurring, so dividing the instrument 

among different staff members means that, for each facility, as m~y as tilree 

different people's perceptions of the effects of AB3121 are being measured. On the 

other hand, having only the administrator (or anyone individual) complete the 

questionnaire, would have run the risk of having that person provide information 

wi th which he is not familiar. The decision was made to get the most accurate 

reflection of the changes occurring at the facility despite the fact that it might 

represent three different views of the present situation of the facility. 

The final instrument, then, was a closed-ended mailed questionnaire focusing 

on the staff's perceptions of changes in the structure, funding and clients of the 

facility. Approximately three weeks after the original questionnaire and cover 

letter were mailed out to the sample, a follow-up letter was sent to the entire 

.sample in an. attempt to increase the number. of responses. A third letter and 

another questionnaire were mailed out two weeks later and a fourth letter, with 

quest~onnaire, was sent two weeks following that. At the same time that the fourth 

letter was mailed, telephone calls were made to tile administrators of the facilities 

in the sample, encouraging them to respond if they had not already done so.8 

After ten weeks the response rate was seventy percent, representing thirty-five 

respondents out of tile original group of fifty facilities. 

3.2 The Respondents 

The facilities included in the group of respondents were mainly private, non­

profit organizatlons; seventy-one percent (twenty-five of the thirty-five facilities) 

fell into this category. An additional six percent (two facilities) were private, 

8 IVe did not know which facilities had already responded and whicll had not because 
anonymity was promised as part of the request for data. 
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profit-making facilities. The seven public facilities accounted for twenty percent 

of the group, and there was also a doctor in private practice. Over half of the 

facilities had been operating only since 1971. Fifty-seven percent were facilities 

that dealt only with juveniles. The remainder had populations in which the per­

centage of juveniles ranged from five to eighty-five. Forty-three percent of tile 

sample \~as residential facilities. On some characteristics, then, there was quite 

a bit of variation. On others, particularly legal status, it was not as great, 

but this may in part be due to the boundaries defined for this research. 

3.3 Analysis 

In attempting to assess tile extent and the nature of the impact of AB3121 on 

community facilities, three issues were envisioned that needed to be addressed. 

First, what were the effects of that legislation from the point of view of the 

facilities? In particular, what changes did they experience as a result of AB3121? 

The analysis presented in the first half of this report suggests that there was very 

Ii ttle impact on tilese facilities. Second, if changes did occur, how were they 

related to the legislation? \~lat were the processes by which the legislative 

change brought change to the facilities? I t has been suggested that, because the 

thrust of AB3121 was directed at the juvenile justice system and not at corrnnuni ty 

facilities, the impact felt at the facility level would be indirect. The effects 

experienced by these organizations most likely \~ould be by-products of other pro­

cesses generated by the legislation. TIrird, how did the facilities respond to the 

changes engendered by the legislation? Were additional changes made in order to 

accorrnnodate the impact or was accorrnnodation not necessary? 

3.3.1 Changes Perceived by the Facilities 

3.3.1.1 Volume of Clients Served. Although very little evidence was found 
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in the first analysis that the numbers of juveniles being referred to conmrunity 

facilities had changed, close to half of the surveyed.facilities (forty-sL~ per­

cent or sixteen facilities) reported changes in the numbers of clients served. 

Thirty-seven percent (thirteen facilities) indicated increases in numbers, nine 

percent (three facilities) decreases. A1 though this appears discrepant with the 

results of the previous analysis, only referrals from the juvenile justice system 

were examined. at that point. It is possible that the changes indicated by the 

facilities in the questionnaires reflect shifts in the volume of referrals from 

other sources. 

3.3.1. 2 Referral Sour.ces. When we examine changes in the volume of referrals 

from ~ach of the various sources, however, this does not appear to have been the 

case. The majority of the facilities reported that there was no crUlllge in the 

volume of referrals from sources outside of the justice system--welfare or social 

service agencies, schools, private community agencies, parents or the juveniles 

themselves. On the other hand, forty percent (fourteen facilities) reported changes 

in referrals from law enforcement and fifty-four percent reported changes in 

referrals from court and probation. With regard to both of these latter sources, 

the majority of those experiencmg changes had increases in the numbers of referrals. 

Seventy-one percent of those reporting changes in referrals from lffiv enforcement 

(ten facilities) reported increases; fifty-eight percent of those reporting changes 

in referrals from court and probation (eleven facilities) reported increases. ~at 

the most substantial changes were increased referrals from the justice system is 

very much at odds with what was found in examining data on actual justice system 

referrals. This difference could represent a process of informal referral, possibly 

reSUlting from law enforcement's ull'iillingness to arrest offenders with whom they 
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feel they can do very little. Rather than arresting them and then referring them 

elsewhere, one reaction on tile part of law enforcement might have been to suggest 

otiler resources available in the cormnunity, in the hope that the juvenile would 

receive some kind of service~ Since youths arriving at facilities in this way 

were "referred" by the justice system, they might be so defined by the facilities. 

At any rate, the facilities perceived a greater impact in terms of referrals than 

was indicated by the first analysis. 

3.3.1.3 Client Characteristics. As has been noted previously, one study of 

impact of AB3l21 found a decrease in the arrests of status offenders following 

AB3121 (Teilmann and Klein, 1980) and it was suggested that this would result in 

changes in the characteristics of the juveniles eligible for referral by law enforce­

ment and, subsequentlY, probation. SL~ce nearly one-third of the facilities 

indicated increases in referrals from law enforcement and court and probation, it 

seems not unlikely that they would have perceived dlanges in the characteristics 

of their referrals. In general, there was evidence that a substantial proportion 

of the facilities did perceive differences; however, there was not overwhelming 

agreement over the extent and nature of those differences, nor over the consequences 

of changes. 

Juveniles arrested for status offenses tend more often to be female than male 

and they tend to be relatively young in comparison with the delinquent offenders. 

These then are DvO characteristics of the referrals to cormnunity facilities that 

might be expected to have changed. According to the responses of most of the 

facilities, they-did not. Only three facilities reported that the ratio of males 

to females among their clients changed. Twenty-three of the thirty-five faciliti(:s 

(sixty-six percent) indicated that the average age of clients did nnt change. Among 
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those that did report changes (b1elve facilities), the majority (seven of the 

b1elve) indicated that the average age had decreased. This runs counter to what 

might have been anticipated, but involves only a minority (b1enty percent) of all 

respondents. 

TIle increased referrals from the justice system might be expected to affect 

more directly tile type of offender being referred to community facilities and, 

consequently, the types of problems with which the facilities must deal. In­

formation was not requested from the facilities on the proportions of their clients 

falling into the different categories of offense types. 9 Instead, perceptions of 

changes in the types of problems the clients had and in the seriousness of those 

problems, as ,well as the direction of those changes were solicited. Their per­

ceptions concerning changes in their ability to treat the referred juveniles were 

also requested. 

A substantial proportion of the facilities (77% or b1enty-seven facilities) 

indicated that the clients being referred after AB3121 had at least some differences 

from those previously referred. Forty percent (fourteen facilities) responded 

that they were somewhat or very different and thirty-seven percent (thirteen 

facil.ities) that they were as much different as similar. TIle remaining bventy­

three percent (eight facilities)indicated that the b10 cohorts of referrals \vere 

very or somewhat similar to one another. 

Among those that perceived at least some kind of difference, there was a nearly 

equal division beb1een those facilities that perceived a greater likelihood of 

certain types of problems among post-AB3121 clients and those that perceived no 

change in the liKelihood problems. We asked whether clients referred after the 

9 By thIS we refer to ~~e iVIC categories of 601, 602 and 300. TIlis information 
was not requested because \ve did not feel that it was data which would be readily 
available at the facilities, and we felt that, in fact, it might not be at all 
relevant to them. 
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~lementation of the legislation were more or less likely than previous clients 

to 1) be in tTouble with the law, 2) have trouble getting along with theiT families, 

and 3) have pToblems of psychological adjustment. FOT all thTee issues, sliglltly 

less than half of those Teporting any oveTall dlange in clients peTceived a greateT 

likelihood fOT the 1977 clients than fOT the 1976 clients; at the same time, close 

to half peTceived no change in the likelihood of any of these problems. Thus, 

among the seventy-seven peTcent indicating some overall changes in the clients 

theTe 'vas no consistency as to whetheT this change also consituted a change in the 

types of problems. 

Also within that seventy-seven peTcent, however, two-thiTds repoTted that 

post-AB3121 clients weTe more difficult to tTeat. On the other hand, neaTly two­

thiTds of the total numbeT of facilities, twenty-three of the thiTty-five (regaTd­

less of MletheT they peTceived oveTall changes in the clients) noted no change in 

the seTiousness of the clients r pToblems. 

The responses to the survey indicate, then, that from the point of view of a 

sizeable number of the facilities a different type of client was being referred. 

This much appeaTs consistent with changes in law enfoTcement behavioT Teported in. 

another study and changes in the volume of referrals from the justice system 

reported in this survey. ;t is also evident, however, that among those reporting 

chan.ge theTe were varying perceptions about the magnitude and the nature of the 

changes. Additionally, changes that might have been anticipated in the gendeT, 

age and seriousness of the problems of the referrals were not evident. These 

findings give some but not consistent support to the idea that there was a change 

in the type of juvenile being referred to community facilities. Nevertheless, 

even this discordant support is contTary to what was suggested was the likelihood 
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of dlanges in the d1aracteristics of clients based on the first analysis in this 

report. Again, the perception of change on the part of the facilities was greater 

than was apparent from the examination of justice system data. 

3.3.1.4 Control Over Clients. The evidence so far has suggested that 

according to the perceptions of the facilities, a different type of offender, one 

more difficult to treat, was being referred to community facilities. This could 

have resulted from d1anges in the arrest patterns of law enforcement and subsequent 

changes in the volume of law enforcement referrals to the facilities. On the 

other hand this perception might be more a reflection of d1anging conditions for 

dealing with juvenile offenders than a reflection of an actual d1ange in the nature 

of clients. This seems particularly possible given the small amount of change 

already noted in the specific problems of the referrals and in the seriousness of 

those problems. One early criticism of AB3l2l expressed by those involved in the 

treatment of juvenile offenders was that, by prohibiting secure.detention, it took 

ruvay most of a facility's ability to control its clients, either with physical 

barriers or with the threat of secure detention, and, as a result, treatment would 

be seriously impeded. Thus, it was expected that independent of d1anges in the 

d1aracteristics of the referrals, facilities would feel less able to deal effectively 

with them. In order to assess the extent to whidl the facilities felt such a loss, 

an analysis was made of-their perceptions of d1anges in the degree of control, 

their perceptions of the effect of those changes on treatment, d1anges in the 

number of clients not completing the programs to whid1 they were referred, and 

d1anges in the nUmber of runaways from residential facilities. 

Thirty-seven percent of the facilities (thirteen facilities) reported that 

clients referred after AB3l2l were more difficult to control than previous referrals. 

Only one facility indicated that control was less difficult. Fifty-four percent 
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(ninteen facilities) indicated there 1vas no change in the difficulty or ease with 

which clients could be controlled. For a number of the facilities control was 

obviously an issue, but it was not as widespread a concern as might have been 

anticipated. However, for most of those facilities that did perce,ive a change in 

control, it was an important change; eight out of fourteen indicated that the 

changes in control had made providing treatment more difficult. 

Despite the fact that a number of the facilities found control and treatment 

to be more difficult, the majority experienced either no change or a decrease in 

the number of clients not completing the facility's program. TWenty-nine percent 

(ten facilities) indicated that there had been an increase in numbers and they 

were also more likely to have indicated that the clients were more difficult to 

control than that there was no change or that clients were less difficult to 

control. They were also more likely to have reported the post-.~3121 clients to 

be different from previous clients. 

Loss of control was seen as a particularly crucial issue for residential faci­

lities, since the non-secure detention of status offenders increases the likelihood 

of runaways. Forty percent (six facilities) experienced an increase in the number 

juveniles running away. This can not be attributed simply to the dlange from of 

secure to non-secure, since none of the facilities in the sample made that dlange. 10 

10 Because of the delnstitutionalization provision of AB3121 , it was anticipated that 
facilities might be forced to make physical changes in order to be classified as non­
secure. Such changes might also have been necessary to accommodate whatever increase 
occurred in referrals as a result of this provision and the alternative resources 
provision. Possible changes might range from the removal of locks to increased bed­
space. Since these types of changes applied mainly to residential facilities, we 
looked only at those in the sample to determine the extent and kinds of structural 
renovations made. Only two facilities indicated that any changes had been made and in 
neither case didLthey seem to result from the AB3121 provisions. One facility cited 
structural work done for maintenance, upkeep and improved appearance. The other 
expanded office and counseling space. Although the latter might have resulted from 
an increased demand on the facility's services; those changes alone do not suggest 
that AB3121 made structural renovations necessary. There appears to have been no 
movement on the paTt of the facilities to make physical changes in order to accommodate 
the le'gislati ve provisions. In fact, the two facilities which were secure in 1976 
remained so in 1977. 
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As with the facilities tllat had increased numbers of clients not completing their 

program, those with an increase in nmaways were more likely to have indicated 

that post-AB3l2l clients were different from pre-AB3l2l clients, and to have in·· 

dicated greater difficulty in controlling clients after AB3l2l. Two~thirds of the 

facilities that perceived their clients to be more difficult to control also 

experienced an increase in the number of nmaways. In contrast, two-thirds of 

those that perceived no change in control also experienced no change in the number 

of nmaways and the remaining one-third had decreases. Again, although the majority 

of residential facilities did not experience an increase in nmaways, those that 

did were also most likely to have been referred clients in 1977 that they perceived 

as being more difficult to control. 

Evidently there was a sense 'among some of the facilities that they were less 

able to control clients following AB3121. This appeared to be related also to 

increased difficulty in treatment, increases in the number of clients not com-

pleting the facility's program and, for residential facilities, increases in the 

number of nmaways. There was also some suggestion that these changes occurred in 

facilities that also perceived a change in tile type of juvenile being referred. 

TIlis might indicate that changes in control stemmed more from the characteristics 

of the referrals than from changing conditions for handling them. As with other 

changes that have been noted, although a number of facilities reported dlanges in 

control, they did not constitute a majority, nor was there consensus as to the 

nature or consequences of those changes. ll Still, some effect was apparent and 

11 Although sllghtly more than half of the respondents indicated that they experi­
enced no change in the ability to control clients, this was evidently still a very 
salient issue in the larger community of agencies and individuals, including 
legislators, concerned with the problem of juvenile delinquency. More than a year 
after the enactment AB312l, an amendment bill, AB958, was implemented. This 
legislation allowed for the secure detention of status offenders, under specified 
condi tions and for lirni ted periods of time. TIle new' conditions under which 601' s 
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it was generally in line with other changes reported, in these data and elsewhere, 

in law enforcement behavior, sources of referrals and other characteristics of 

clients. Again, the suggestion of change in the facilities' abilities to control 

clients is contrary to the effect. that was ant;_~i.pi:i1:ed based on the analysis of 

justice system data. 

·3.3.1.5 Contact with other Organizations. Because AB3121 had the potential 

to affect the volume and type of juveniles being referred, it was thought that it 

might also have an effect on the frequency and quality of contact between community 

facilities and other organizations that are also involved with those juveniles. 

Given the increase in referrals from law enforcement and court and probation re­

ported by some of the facilities, it might also be expected that more frequent con­

tact was consequently necessary. How that would affect the quality of contact is 

open to investigation. 

Not surprisingly, some facilities reported increased contact with the justice 

system--uventy-six percent (nine facilities) with law enforcement and twenty-three 

percent (eight facilities) with court and probation. TIlese figures are similar to, 

11 (Cont' d) 
could be detained allow authorities sufficient time to locate the juvenile's 
parents or guardians and allow them time to pick up the youth. Nonetheless, it 
was thought that even such limited conditions might reinstate some of the control 
over status offenders felt to be lost under AB3l2l. 

Among the facilities surveyed, however, AB958 had very little impact. Eighty 
percent, twenty-eight of the thirty-five facilities, indicated that it had made no 
difference in the ability to control clients. Of those that noted a difference in 
control, more found that it was more difficult after AB958 than before. Ninety-one 
percent, thirty-_two facilities, responded that it had made no change in the amount of 
time that clients spent in the programs. AB95 8, it appears, was not used as a means 
for holding on to clients in order to gain back some of the control lost under 
AB3l2l. 



---~-

~. 

-33-

altllough not quite as substantial as, the percentages reporting increases in 

referrals from these organizations. Forty-five percent of the facilities 

(sixteen facilities) reported changes in the frequency of contact with welfare and 

social service agencies; thirty-four percent (twelve facilities) experienced 

increases and eleven percent (four facilities) decreases. The majority of 

facilities reported no change in the frequency of contact with private community 

agencies or schools. 

Apparently then there was some impact on the contacts among organizations 

dealing with juvenile offenders, although none of it overwhelming. In the case of 

increased contact with the justice system, this might be related to tile perception 

of increased referrals from those agencies. The reported increase in the frequency 

of contact with welfare and social service agencies is somewhat more surprising. 

There was very little change reported in the quality of the contacts with tlle 

other organizations. Better than half of the facilities indicated that no cilange 

had occurred, with regard to any and all of these agencies. Fifty-seven percent 

(uventy facilities) reported no change in the quality of contact with law enforce-

ment, while seventy-one percent (twenty-five facilities) reported no change ,vith 

regard to welfare and social service agencies. The remainder fell in between. 

Although tlle frequency of contact changed the most with regard to the welfare and 

social service agencies, this did not affect the quality of those contacts. In 

general, then, AB3l2l did not have an impact on the quality of contacts within the 

juvenile delinquency arena. 

3.3.1.6 Funding Sources and Amounts. AB3l2l did not deal specifically with 

funding for facilities, either to provide money to pay for their services or to 

reimburse them for accommodations, physical or organizational, made necessary by 

the constraints imposed by the legislation. Nonetheless, to the extent that 
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referral sources did change or the faciliti~s made changes to adapt to AB3l2l, 

this might have affected their financial situations. 

Thirty-seven percent of the facilities (thirteen facilities) indicated that 

some kind of change in their funding, either sources or amounts, had occurred. 

Forty-sL~ percent (sixteen facilities) responded that there had been shifts in 

the amounts of their funding; twenty percent (seven facilities) experienced de­

creases and twenty-six percent (nine facilities) increases. As with changes in 

other aspects of the facilities, it is apparent that some facilities felt an 

impact, but it was neither widespread nor consistent in its direction. 

Funding from the public sector was noted by the largest percentage of 

facilities as the source of changes. Thirty-one percent of those with changes 

(four of thirteen facilities) noted an increase in such funding and another four 

facilities noted a decrease. This is more than indicated changes, increases or 

decreases, from either the private sector or clients' fees .. While this accounts 

for a large share (slightly more than sixty percent) of the reported changes, it 

does little to explicate funding fluctuations because of the inconsistency in L~e 

direction of changes. 

Although AB3l2l itself did not actually affect many of the facilities 

financially, it prompted another piece of legislation which was intended as a remedy 

for the potential impact on the funding situations of connnunity facilities. AB90, 

implemented on July 1, 1978, provided state funding to counties that was to be used 

to develop new crime and delinquency prevention programs and to bolster existing 

programs, both public and private. It was thought that this might compensate for 

funding losses brought about by AB3121 or for expenses incurred in making accommo­

dations (although, according to the responses from the questionnaire, little 

compensation was necessary). 
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Thirty-four percent of the facilities applied for AB90 funding; this 

represents twelve of our respondents. Eight of those facilities were ones 

that had indicated funding changes. Still, better than one-third of the 

facilities that reported funding changes did not apply for AB90 funds. Of 

those facilities that applied, six received funding in 1978 and ten in 1979. 

The amount of AB90 ftmding received by facilities varied considerably, 

ranging from five percent of the facility's budget to fifty percent. The 

most often cited use for AB90 funds was the addition of staff members. Ci ted 

aL'TIost as frequently were "other" uses: development of programs designed to 

deal with delinquent offenders or with juveniles with prior arrest records; 

replacement of funding lost due to Proposition 13 (to be discussed below) or 

non-continued grants; staff training programs; increased payment to shelter 

care families; payment for staff and vehicles formerly paid for with other funds. 

While it appears that AB3121 might have had an impact on the financial 

situations of some of these facilities, it is unclear just how that impact was 

related to the mandates of the legislation because of the inconsistencies in the 

direction of the impact. Addi tionally, there is evidence to suggest that the 

link between the response to AB90 and AB3l21-induced flUlding changes was not as 

strong as might be expected based on the intended purpose of AB90. The maj ori ty 

of the facilities that applied for and received AB90 flUlding were those whose 

financial situations had lUldergone change, but there were both facilities with 

funding changes that did not apply and facilities without flUlding changes that 

did. For these reasons and others it seemed quite possible that factors outside 

the realm of juvenile :justice legislation might have influenced the financial 

situations of the facilities or, at least, respondents' perceptions of the 

extent of changes. 
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In particular, the chronology of AB3121 and AB90, as well as corrnnents from 

the respondents, suggested that the effects of another political event in 

California might have been coincidental with the effects of the.se pieces of 

legislation. In June of 1978, eighteen monb~s after the implementation of 

AB3l2l and approximately one month before the implementation of AB90, California 

voters passed a referendum,known as Proposition 13, that put a low ceiling on 

personal property taxes. One direct outcome of Proposition 13 was a decrease 

in the state's revenue and, therefore, decreased financial support to local 

governments. The victims of these cuts were expected to be social services 

financed by city and county budgets. A great deal of publicity and controversy 

preceded the passage of the referendum, particularly with regard to the effect 

it would actually have on government budgets. Because Proposition 13 took 

effect beuveen the impleme~tation of AB3121 and the collection of data for this 

research (and, in ~a~t, was chronologically closer ~o data collection), it is 

quite conceivable that its influence would pervade the perceptions of those 

facility administrators completing the questionnaire and, llence, would influence 

their responses. Similarly, since it also occurred between the implementation 

of AB3121 and the implementation of AB90 (and, again, was chronologically 

closer to the latter), its effect or anticipated effect might have been an 

additional factor in determining response to AB90. There is evidence to suggest 

that to an extent both of these possibilities were realized. Many comments 

appeareq on the questionnaires concerning the impact of Proposition 13 on funding, 

some even making the point that its effect 'vas much greater than that of AB3l21. 

One 1. .. .::ili ty explicitly named Proposition 13 as the reason for decreased funding 

from the public sector. The loose association that existed beuveen reported 

changes in funding and applications for AB90 funds has already been noted. The 
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order of events suggests that tllese funds might have been directed toward 

making up for Proposition 13 losses. In fact, one facility administra~or with 

whom we conducted a pilot interview pointed out that, in one of the counties 

included in this analysis, the bulk of AB90 funding was distributed to public 
. 12 

agencies as a way of recouping those losses. 

We have to conclude from the evidence we have that there was a very good 

possibility that at least one factor other than AB3121 influenced the responses 

to the questionnaire regarding the financial situations of these facilities. 

AI though it appeared that changes occurred in the sources and amounts of funding 

of some of the facilities and that this might have encouraged responses to 

AB90, we cannot be at all certain that these results are attributable to AB3l2l. 

3.3.1.7 Summary. It seems quite apparent that from the point o~view of 

the community facilities that responded to the survey, AB3l2l had several effects. 

There were increases in the volume of referrals from law enforcement and pro­

bation. Clients referred after the implementation of the legislation were per-

ceived by some agencies as being different from previous referrals--they were 

more difficult to treat and to control. More clients failed to complete the 

programs at the facilities and more ran away from residential settings. Facilities 

experienced an increase in the frequency of contact with the justice system and 

12 ThlS suggestion was not borne out by ~le data since in that particular county 
private facilities were more likely than public ones to apply for AB90 funding 
and to receive it. However, the criteria according to which facilities were 
selected to be surveyed eliminated many public agencies from consideration. 
Private facilities far outnumbered public ones among the respondents and, there­
fore, the results might be more an artifact of the selection criteria than a 
true reflection of how the funding was distributed. 
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welfare and social service agencies. While it was apparent that all of these 

effects were felt, in no case were they perceived by a majority of the facilities. 

Most of these changes were reported by only thirty to forty percent of the group 

of respondents. This represents only about ten to fifteen facilities, obviously 

not enough from which to draw strong conclusions. Yet in each instance there was 

a group of facilities that reported change of some kind following AB3121. ~~ile 

we certainly must conclude that the impact of the legislation on community facilities 

was not overwhelming or widespread, we must also conclude that for at least some 

facilities there were effects. 

The nature, the direction and the extent of these effects were neither clear 

nor consistent. On the one hand the changes that were reported in the character­

istlcs of clients were what might have been expected in light of changes in law 

enforcement behavior that we!e reported elsewhere and in light of changes in the 

volme of referrals from law enforcement reported in the survey. At the same time, 

changes that might have been expected in other client characteristics were not 

apparent. Also, while a sizeable nmber of facilities perceived the type of client 

referred to have changed, there was little agreement over the nature of the change. 

The effects that were felt, then, were not always consistent with one another, nor 

was it clear how they re~ated to each other.or to AB312l. 

Despite the lack of overwhelming consensus or consistency, the impact that 

was perceived by a nmber of the facilities was discrepant with the extent of 

impact suggested by the analysis of justice system data. It will be remembered 

that in this analysis little change was apparent at the facility level. There was 

no increase in the extent to which community facilities were used and the overall 

low volme of referrals suggested that no substantial changes would have occurred 

in the types of clients with which the facilities deal. These two analyses, thon, 
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provide quite discrepant conclusions about the effects of AB3121. Perceived 

changes, regardless of whether or not they agree with the records, are important 

in determining subsequent action and as such are a necessary part of an assess­

ment of the impact of the legislation. TIlis discrepancy between the perceptions 

of change and the evidence provided by official records invites speculation as 

to how those perceptions were developed. What were the processes, apparently not 

picked up by official records, through which AB3121 brought about changes at the 

facilities? We analyzed the responses to our survey from a number of different 

angles in an attempt to understand tile discrepancy between the two analyses and 

the processes by which the mandates of the legislation brought about changes, or 

the perception of changes, at the facilities. 

3.3.2 The Context of AB3121. One obvious and quite simple reason for the dis­

crepancy between these two analyses is the difference between the DvO sets of 

data. TIle first analysis relied upon law enforcement and probation records of 

referrals and placements; the second relied upon individuals' perceptions. t~y 

other factors, beyond the actual events, will influence 110W an individual sees 

and interprets, and therefore reports, what happened. These outside influences 

are absent from the factual reports of the events, i.e., justice system records 

(although these are, of course, subject to their own set of influences). There­

fore, because perceptions are filtered through and interpreted in light of 

factors other than the actual events, they will reflect a different picture of 

the situation than will "facts and figures." 

In particular, one factor affecting the perceptions of the impact of AB3121 

was probably the environment within which it was implemented .. The bill was a 

mixture of provisions reflecting different points of view with regard to juvenile 
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delinquency. Its implementation, especially the provision deinstitutionalizing 

juveniles arrested for status offenses, was met with much controversy and debate. 

Many individuals in the field of providing services to juveniles were critical 

because they feared a loss of control over offenders and, with that, a loss of 

effectiveness in delivering services. Given tllis climate at the'outset, it is 

not unlikely that facilities would be sensitive to changes that might effect their 

ability to control clients ~r to provide treatment. This environment might easily 

have heightened their sensi ti vi ty to change, as well as influenced their inter­

pretations of changes. 

Information drawn from justice system records, while not free of outside 

influences, is susceptible to a different set of factors. It WOUld, therefore, 

probably not reflect the same sensitivity to changes that individual perceptions 

WOUld. 

Therefore, the context within which AB3l2l was implemented probably did much 

to produce a discrepancy between the two analyses. This is not to suggest that 

one or the other is more accurate or more "true." Each reflects a different per­

spective with regard to the impact of the legislation and each is equally important 

for obtaining a thorough understanding of the ramifications of this legislation. 

In fact, it will be suggested later that the differences benveen the two analyses, 

rather than presenting an issue which needs to be resolved, actually provide 

additional insigllt into the effects of-the legislation. The environment, then, 

can be seen as one channel tllrough which AB3l2l affected the facilities and one 

that shapes the perception of those effects. There are other processes that may 

have carried the impact of the legislation to the facilities and that might also 

shed light on the discrepancy between the two analyses. We will focus on one 

specific category of such processes, those concerned ,vi th interorganizational 

matters. 
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3.3.3 Interorganizationa1 Processes. In order to bring to light those processes 

by which the changes mandated by AB3121 had an effect on community facilities, 

the responses to the survey were examined to find patterns of change. We began 

by determining whether particular types of facilities were more or less likely to 

have been affected and to try to explain how the effects might flow through 

various features of tlle facilities. These attempts to uncover patterns or trends 

in the reported changes brought to light some interesting relationships. These 

relationships, III combination with the findings of the Teilrnann and Klein assess­

ment of the broader impact of AB3121, suggested possible interorganizational 

processes through which the effects of AB3l21 were felt. They also provided some 

insight into the discrepancy between the results of the analysis of justice system 

data and the responses to the questionnaire, suggesttng that the two sets of 

findings are not as much contrary to one another as they are opposite sides of 

the same coin. 

It has been pointed out in th~ context of outlining the effects of AB3l21 that 

the response of the justice system appears to have involved a significant shift in 

the system's willingness to handle status offenders. One assessment of the broad 

impact of the legislation found that both on a sta1:e,.,ide level and within selected 

soutilern counties (Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Ventura) there was a marked de­

crease in the arrests of status offenders following the implementation of AB3121 

(Teilrnann and Klein, 1980). This same study also found evidence that suggested 

that the welfare system might have been used as one alternative route for dealing 

with status offenders. Evidently, some juveniles who formerly would have been 

handled by the Justice system were no longer being picked up by that system. 

Others were picked up, but because of the constraints of AB3121, the problems of 

these juveniles were redefined so as to be more appropriate to the welfare system. 
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The net result was that there was a major change in the referral of status 

offenders. 

This has at least two consequences for the process by which juveniles are 

referre~ to community facilities. The first concerns those status offenders 

who did get arrested. If arrests of status offenders decreased, then presumably 

those still being arrested were the ones whom law enforcement ~0nsidered to be 

the most difficult. This was probably even more true of those youths whose cases 

continued all the way through the system to the point of referral by probation 

or court. Community facilities to whom law enforcement and probation and court 

referred such juveniles, then, might have experienced a change in the seriousness 

of offenders corning from those agencies. From the analysis of the responses of 

facilities, it is known that they did in fact perceive a change in the type of 

client being referred. Further examination of those data suggests that the change 

might have been the product of this shift in the handling of status offenders .. 

The second consequence has to do with those juveniles who do not get arrested . . 

because of the justice system's inability or perceived inability to do anything 

with them. To the extent that the justice system could not or would not deal with 

status offenders, other agencies or individuals would have had to take on the 

role of making referrals, if these youths were to receive any services. Pre­

sumably, these would have been the less serious offenders among those who were at 

risk of being arrested. Because of the constraints imposed by AB312l, law enforce­

ment chose not to handle them ill any way. It became possible, then, (and maybe 

necessary) for other agencies or individuals to pick up the slack, .in order to 

insure services· for these youths. There were, in addition, those juveniles whom 

the justice system considered too troublesome to leave alone but about whom the 

system itself could do little. By redefining the problems of this group of offenders 
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to be more appropriate to the welfare system, and then rerouting them in that 

direction, the justice system was able to take some action in these cases. These 

offenders were presumably some'vhat more serious than those who would have been 

left alone completely. In both instances, however, a maj or change occurred in 

the process by which juveniles were referred to connnunity facilities. Instead of 

corning directly from law enforcement or probation and court, they would corne instead 

from welfare or social service agencies or from other agencies and individuals 

concerned with delinquency. 

Patterns of changes among the responses to the questionnaire suggest that 

both of these consequences occurred. There was evidence of changes in referral 

sources and corresponding changes in clients, and further evidence of changes in 

the characteristics of clients referred by the justice system. 

Tables 4 to 7 provide some support for the possible changes suggested above. 

Before discussing them, however, a cautionary note is necessary concerning the 

strength of the evidence presented in the tables. Comparisons among categories 

of facilities and proposals about the meaning of those comparisons are made on the 

basis of the percentage differences among the categories. Such an analysis can 

be·q~ite seductive and ultimately miSleading unless careful attention is paid also 

to the number of cases represented in the tables. When the total number of cases 

is small, substantial and seemingly significant percentage differences can be 

generated by small absolute differences. With only thirty-five facilities re.-· 

sponding to the survey(and missing information often reducing the number even more), 

the tables presented below are plagued by this problem. Although the percentage 

differences among categories might be large enough to spark interest, they are 

derived in almost all instances from such small absolute differences that in them­

selves ~ley are poor evidence for our arguments. Recognizing these limitations in 
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the date, the tables are not intended to provide independent support for 

particular points in the analysis; no one table is offered as clear evidence 

of change. Instead the focus is on the consistency with which, as a group, 

they are suggestive of a fit between the responses to the survey and the pro­

cesses proposed in the discussion above. Individually they give sparse support 

to the possible changes that have been outlined. Taken together t however, the 

consistency with which the data tend to agree with what has been suggested lends 

some credence to the processual changes that have been proposed. It should be 

remembered throughout the analysis that the small number of cases demands 

caution in interpreting these tables as evidence and that, therefore, they should 

be regarded as merely suggestive. 

According to the changes reported by the poo~ of facility respondents, the 

most frequent change in the volume of referrals to facilities involved referrals 

from court and probation. This would not seem to suggest that any gap occurred in 

the referral process that might have been filled by agencies OT individuals other 

than the justice system. However, there were indications that the changes that 

occurred in referrals varied according to certain characteristics of the 

facilities. 

Tables 4 to 7 demonstrate that by distinguishing among the facilities according 

to county, legal status, and the availability of residential services, uifferent 

patterns emerge among the reported changes in referrals. A larger percentage of 

Los Angeles County facilities, than those elsewhere, indicated increased referrals 

from schools (Table 4), while a larger percentage of those from the other counties 
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TABLE 4 

AmOlUlt: Of Change In the Volume Of Referrals 
From Sdlools Reported By 

Facilities In Los Angeles County and By All Other Counties 
(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Fewer Referrals 
From Schools 
After AB3121 
No Change In 
Referrals From 
Schools After 
AB3121 

More Referrals 
From Schools 
After AB3121 

Totals 

I 

Los Angeles 
County 

1 
7.1 % 

6 
42.9 % 

7 
50.0 % 

14 
51.9% 

All Other 
Counties 

I 
7.7% 

9 
69.2 % 

3 
23.1 % 

13 
48.1 % 

Totals 

2 
7.4 % 

15 
5S.6 % 

10 
37.0 % 

27 
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TABLE 5 

Amount Of Change In the Vo1,tnne Of Referrals 
From Probation and Court Reported By 

Facilities In Los Angeles County and By All Other Counties 
(Frequencies and Column Pe~centages) 

Fewer Referrals From 
Probation and Court 
After AB3121 

No Change In Referrals 
From Probation and 
Court }\fter AB3121 

More Referrals From 
Probation and Court 
After AB3121 

Totals 

Los Angeles 
County 

3 
21.4% 

7 
50.0% 

4 
28.6% 

14 
45.2% 

All Other 
Counties 

5 
29.4% 

5 
29.4% 

7 
41.2% 

17 
54.8% 

Totals 

8 
25.8% 

12 
38.790 

11 
35.5% 

31 
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Table 6 

.AmOtUlt Of Change In the Voltmle Of Referrals From Parents 
Reported By Private and Public FaCllltles 

(Frequencies and Coltmlll Percentages) 

Fewer Referrals 
From Parents 
After AB3l21 

No Change In 
Referrals From 
Parents After 
AB3121 

More Referrals 
From Parents 
After AB3121 

Totals 

Private 
1 I 
5.3% 

10 
52.6% 

8 
42.1% 

19 
73.1% 

Public Other Totals 
0 0 1 

0.0% 0 .. 0% 3.8% 

5 1 16 
'83.3% 100.0% 61.5% 

1 0 9 
16.7% 0.0% 34.6% 

6 1 
23.1% 3.8% 26 
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Table 7 

Amount Of Change In the Vol1.nne Of Referrals 
From ''telfare and Social Servlce Agencles 

Reported By Resldentlal and Non-resldentlal Facllities 
(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Fewer Referrals From 
Welfare and Social 
Service Agencies 
After AB3121 

No Change In Referrals 
From Welfare and Socia] 
Service Agencies After 
AB3121 
f.'Iore Referrals From 
Welfare and Social 
Service Agencies 
After AB3121 

Totals 

Non-residential 

2 
10.5% 

13 
68.496 

4 
21.1% 

19 
59.4% 

Residential 

2 
15.4% 

4 
30.8% 

7 
53.8% 

13 
40.6% 

Totals 

4 
12.5% 

17 
53.1% 

11 
34.4% 

32 
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experienced increased referrals from probation and court (Table 5).13 Private 

facilities were more likely than public ones to have reported increased referrals 

from parents (Table 6) and a larger percentage of residential ones, than non­

residential, responded ~~it referrals from welfare and public social service 

agencies had increased (Table 7).14 Of course, as has been noted, these per-

centage differences represent small absolute differences. 

There are many possible explanations for why one type of facility experienced 

increases while the others did not. k5 Table 8 demonstrates, facilities in Los 

Angeles County were rnucil more likely to be non-residential, and, therefore, 

probably more suitable for the type of referrals that schools would be making. 

Private facilities, experiencing an increase in referrals from parents, might make 

more of an effort than public ones to seek out families in ne;d of help since they 

are more dependent upon client fees for their continued existence. Finally, the 

increase in welfare referrals to residential facilities might reflect the nature of 

the problems with which those agencies deal. Since they often deal with family 

13 ivith the except~on of Los Angeles County, the number of facilities surveyed in 
a single county was very small. Seventeen facilities were surveyed in Los Angeles 
County, but only six in San Bernardino County, five in Ventura County, three in 
Sacramento County and one in Placer County. (The remaining three respondents, from 
the total of thirty-five ,were missing the information which allowed us to identify 
the counties from which they had been sampled.) These numbers are too small to 
allow comparisons among the ~epaTate counties. TIlerefore, it was only possible to 
compare the facilities in Los Angeles County with those in the other four counties 
combined. 

14 Because only seven of the thirty-five facilities included in the analysis (20%) 
were public organizations, it is somewhat difficult to make comparisons with the 
private ones. All discussion of the differences between public and private 
facili ties needs to be assessed with this lirni tation in mind. 
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Table 8 

Residential and Non-residential Facilities By County 
(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Non-residential 

Residential 

Totals 

Los .Angeles 
County 

13 
76.5% 

4 
23.5% 

17 
48.6% 

All Other 
Counties 

7 
38.9% 

11 
61.1% 

18 
51.4% 

Totals 

20 
57.1% 

15 
42.9% 

35 
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problems in which the \vell-being of the youth might be at stake, residential 

facilities would provide a means for removing the juvenile from that situation. 

1vnatever the reasons, however, these tables indicate that facilities did 

experiellce increases in referrals from outside the justice system, despite what 

appeared to be the relative lack of changes when we looked at the answers from 

the total pool of respondents. This, then gives some support, albeit weak,to the 

suggestion that while law enforcement decreased arrests of status offenders, some 

were either rerouted into the welfare system, or other agencies and individuals 

took on the task of referring those juveniles to community facilities. 

It was also suggested that this change in the referral process would produce 

changes in the type of offender being referred to the facilities. If, in fact, 

schools, parents, and welfare and social service agencies were filling the gap in 

the referral process, then it would be expected that there would also have been 

variation L~ the extent to which the different types of faciliti~s reported changes 

in the characteristics of the clients being referred. Tables 9 to 17 indicate that 

there were, "indeed, variations when facilities tyere categorized, according to 

county and the availability of residential services. However, the caution con­

cerning the strength of the data is applicable for these tables too. 

Facilities in counties other than Los .~geles, 'which were more likely to have 

experienced inc~eased referrals from court and probation, were also more likely 

to report that their_ post-AB3121 clients 11ad a greater likelihood of being in 

trouble with the law (Table 9), as well as a greater likelihood of having trouble 

getting along with their families (Table 10), whereas Los Angeles County facilities 

were more likely to respond that there was no change in the likelihood of trouble 

\rith the law or family problems. These county differences in perceptions of 

changes in client characteristics seem consistent lrith the shifts we have suggested 

might have occurred in the referral process. The increase in referrals to 
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Table 9 

Amount Of Change In the Likelihood Of 
Clients Having Been In Trouble Ihth the Law 

Reported By Facilities In Los Angeles County and All Other Counties 
(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Less Likely 
After AB3121 

No Change In 
Likelihood 
After AB3121 

More Likely 
After AB3121 

Total 

L~s Angeles 
County 

1 
9.1% 

6 
54.5% 

4 
36.4% 

11 
50.0% 

All Other 
Counties 

I 
9.1% 

3 
27.3% 

7 
63.6% 

-11 
50.0% 

Totals 

2 
9.1% 

9 
40.9% 

11 
50.0% 

22 
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Table 10 

AmOlmt Of Change In the Likelihood Of Clients Having Family Problems 
Reported By Facilities In Los Angeles County and All Other tount~es 

(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Less Likely 
After AB3l21 

No Change In 
Likelihood 
After AB3121 

More Likely 
After AB3121 

Totals 

Los Angeles 
County 

0 
0.0% 

8 
66.7% 

4 
33.3% 

12 
54.5%' 

All Other 
Counties 

1 
10.0% 

3 
30.0% 

- -
6 

60.0% 

10 
45.5% 

Totals 

1 
4.5% 

11 
50.0% 

10 
45.5% 

22 
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Los Angeles County facilities came from schools, and it has been suggested tllat 

they would be handling those status offenders whom law enforcement no longer 

considered enough of a problem to arrest. Elsewhere, the increase in referrals 

came from probation and court, and the suggestion was that these juveniles were 

likely to be more troublesome than was previously the case, given law enforcement's 

response to AB3l2l. Thus, it is quite consistent tllat a larger percentage of the 

facili ties from outside of Los Angeles County w.ould have reported an increase in 

the likelihood of problems, although it should be noted again that these differences 

are based on small absolute differences. 

Residential facilities, which were more likely than non-residential ones to 

have reported increased referrals from the welfare and social service agencies, 

were also more likely to indicate a greater likelihood of probl~ms with clients. 

Tables 11 to 17 demonstrate that a larger percentage of residential facilities 

perceived post-AB3l2l clients to have had a greater likelihood of legal, familial, 

and psychological problems. These facilities were also more likely to perceive 

the problems of those clients as being more serious, to perceive the clients as 

more difficult to treat and to control, and report an increase in the number of 

clients not completing the program. All these differences between residential and 

non-residential facilities are small but consistent and, therefore, lend some 

support to the suggestion that the welfare system was used as an alternative route 

for handling juvenile offenders. The suggestion has been made that these were 

youths considered too troublesome to leave alone, but for wllom the justice system 

could do very little. By redefining their problem~, it was possible to handle 

them through welfare and social service agencies. Yet, to the extent that they 

were offenders that formerly would have been handled by the justice system, they 

were likely to be more troublesome and difficult than the traditional welfare cases. 
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Table 11 

Amount Of Change In the Likelihood of 
Clients Having Been In TrouEle With the Law 

Reported By Residentlal and Non-resldential Facilities 
(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Less Likely 
After AB3l21 

No Change In 
Likelihood 
After AB3121 

Hore Likely 
After AB3121 

Totals 

Non-residential 

1 
9.1% 

6 
54.5% 

4 
36.4% 

11 
50.0% 

Residential Totals 

1 2 
9.1% 9.1% 

3 9 
27.3% 40.9% 

7 11 
63.6% 50.0% 

11 
50.0% 22 
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Table 12 

Amount Of Change In the Likelihood Of Clients Having Family Problems 
Reported By Residentlal and Non-resldentlal Faclilties 

(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Less Likely 
After AB3121 

No Change In 
Likelihood 
.. liter AB3121 

More Likely 
After AB3121 

Totals 

I 

Non-residential 

1 
8.3% 

8 
66.7% 

-
3 

25.0% 

12 
54.5% 

Residential Totals 

0 1 
0.0% 4.5% 

3 11 
30.0% 50.0% 

7 10 
70.0%· 45.5% 

10 
45.5% 22 
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Table 13 

AmOl.lllt Of Change In the Likelihood Of 
Clients Having Problems Of Psycfiologlcal AUJustment 

Reported By Residential and Non-residential Facilities 
(Frequencie~ and Column Percentages) 

Less Likely 
After AB3121 

No Olange In 
Likelihood 
After AB3121 

More Likely 
After AB3121 

Totals 

Non-residential 

2 
16.7% 

7 
58.3% 

3 
25.0% 

12 
54.5% 

Residential Totals 

0 2 
0.0% 9.1% 

3 10 
30.0% 45.5% 

7 10 
70.0% 45.5% 

10 
45.5% 22 
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Table ·14 

Ammmt Of Olange In the Seriousness Of Clients r Problems 
Reported By Residential and Non-residentlal Facliltles 

(Frequencies ffild Column Percentages) 

Less Serious 
Mter AB3121 

No Olange In 
Seriousness 
Mter .AB3l2l 

i"rore Serious 
Mter AB3l2l 

Totals 

Non-residential 

1 
5.0% 

16 
80.0% 

3 
15.0% 

20 
57.1% 

Residential 

1 2 
6.7% 5.7% 

7 23 
46.7% 65.7% 

7 10 
46.7% 28.6% 

15 
42.9% 35 
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Table 15 

Amount Of Change In the Difficulty Of Treating Clients 
Reported By Residential and Non-resldentlal Facllines 

(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Treatment Less 
Difficul t After 
AB3l2l 

No Change In 
Difficulty Of 
Treatment 
After AB3121 

Treatment More 
Difficul t After 
AB3l2l 

Totals 

Non-residential 

1 
8.3% 

5 
41. 7% 

6 
50.0% 

12 
54.5% 

Residential 

0 
0.0% 

1 
10.0% 

9 
90.0% 

10 
45.5% 

Totals 

1 
4.5% 

6 
27.3% 

15 
68.2% 

22 
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Table 16 

.~ount Of Change In Facility's Ability To Control Clients 
Reported By Residential and Non-residential Facilitles 

(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Control Less 
Difficult After 
AB3121 

No Olange In 
Difficulty Of 
Control After 
AB3121 

Control More 
Difficult After 
AB3121 

Totals 

Non-residential 

1 
5.6% 

14 
77 .8% 

3 
16.7% 

18 
54.5% 

Residential Totals 

0 1 
0.0% 3.0% 

5 19 
33.3% 57.6% 

10 13 
66.7% 39.4% 

15 
45.5% 33 
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Table 17 

Amount Of Change In the Number Of Clients 
Not Completing the Program Of Services 

Reported By ResIdentIal and Non-reSIdential Facilities 
(Frequencies and ColurruL Percentages) 

Decrease In Ntnnber 
Of Clients Not 
Completing Program 
After AB3121 

No Change In 
Number Of Clients 
Not Completing 
Program After 
AB3l2l 

Increase In Number 
Of Clients Not 
Completing Program 
After AB3l2l 

Totals 

Non-residential 

3 
16.7% 

11 
61.1% 

4 
22.2% 

18 
56.3% 

Residential 

3 
21.4% 

5 
35.7% 

6 
42.9% 

14 
43.8% 

Totals 

6 
18.8% 

16 
50.0% 

10 
31.3% 

32 
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Thus, the consistency with which the data in these tables fit these proposed 

changes, lends some support to the suggestions about changes in the referral pro­

cess. 

So far, then, by distinguishing among facilities according to certain 

characteristics evidence has been found to suggest that change did, in fact, 

occur in the referral process. Responses to the questionnaire give some in­

dication that facilities experienced increased referrals from sources outside 

of the justice system, as well as congruent changes in the characteristics of 

clients. This was suggested as one consequence of the change in referral process 

that resulted from the justice system I s reported response to AB3l2l, and it supports 

the suggestion that that change in the referral process involved the rerouting of 

offenders. A second consequence of the change in the referral process concerns 

those juveniles who were handled by the justice system. Presumably they would 

have been more troublesome ahd difficult than previously. Again, reports of 

changes in referral sources and in characteristics of clients suggest that this 

consequence, too, was apparent. Again. hm.,rever, it is not the strength of the 

individual tables but the consistency among them tllat provides some evidence that 

shifts occurred in the referral of juveniles to facilities. 

Residential facilities were more likeJ.y than non-residential ones to have 

experienced increases in referrals from law enforcement and from probation and 

court (Tables 18 and 19). The majority of the non-residential facilities reported 

no change in the volume of referrals from these sources, or any others for that 

matter. Given what has been suggested about the characteristics of the juveniles 

who were handled by the justice system following AB3121, this increase in referrals 

to residential facilities is not surprising. Because AB3121 prohibited the secure 

detention of status offenders, l.aw enforcement and probation were forced to turn 
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Table 18 

.Amoont of change In the Volwne Of Referrals From Law Enforcement 
Reported By Residential and No~-residential Facilities 

(Frequencies and Column Percentages) 

Fewer Referrals From 
Law Enforcement 
After AB3121 

No Change In Referrals 
From Law Enforcement 
After AB3121 

More Referrals From 
Law Enforcement 
After AB3l21 

Totals 

I 
Non-residential 

4 
20.0% 

10 
50. O!~ 

6 
30.0% 

20 
71.4% 

Residential Totals 

0 4 
0..0% g.3% 

4 14 
50.0% 50.0% 

4 10 
50.0% 35.7% 

8 
28.6% 28 
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to alternative types of placements for those whom they considered to be serious 

offenders--too serious to leave alone or to reroute through ti1e welfare system-­

but whom they could not securely detain. Residential facilities, with near­

constant supervision, come closest to providing the control that 'formerly was 

possible with ti1e use of secure detention. In certain respects"residential 

facilities are the next best thing to juvenile hall. Thus, the increased use 

of those facilities suggests that law enforcement and probation saw those juveniles 

who made it into the system as more serious and more in need of the control pro­

vided by a residential setting. It has been pointed out already (Tables 11 to 

17) that from the point of view of these facilities the referrals showed a greater 

likelihood or legal, familial and psychological problems,had more serious problems, 

were more difficult to treat and to control, and were less likely to complete the 

program of services set out for them. 

TI1ese findings imply, within the constraints imposed by the small number of 

cases, that the juveniles who were processed by the justice system were, indeed, 

more serious offenders than previously was the case. This then, further supports 

tl1e suggestions about the change in the referral process. Some of the less serious 

offenders whom the system would no longer handle were handled instead by other 

agencies and individuals filling that gap. Some offenders, serious enough that 

the justice system did not want to let them go entirely, were evidently rerouted 

to community facilities through the welfare system. The ones picked up by and 

processed by the justice system were, apparently from the points of view of both 

the justice system and the community facilities to which they were referred, more 

serious and difficult offenders. 

This interorganizational process, the referral of juveniles to community 

facilities, was apparently one means by which AB3121 affected the facilities in 
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the pool of respondents. It seems possible that through this process the justice 

syst~n's reported unwillingness to handle status offenders resulted in noticeable 

but not extremely substantial impacts on the facilities. The effect of AB3121 

was, as we suggested it might haVe been, indirect but appeared to have involved 

agencies outside of the justice system in addition to law enforcement and probation. 

In addition to suggesting a means by which that effect came to be felt by the 

facilities, this change in the referral process also sheds light on the dis­

crepancy ~etween the results of the UvO analyses comprising this research com­

ponent. That gap can be viewed, in fact, as providing additional support for the 

suggested change. By using information from law enforcement and probation records 

in the first analysis, the assessment was confined to only those juveniles who 

were arrested following AB3121 . . Those status offenders not arrested but referred 

to community facilities by otiler ~ources would not have been included in that 

analysis. The survey analysis has suggested that the very fact that those juveniles 

were not arrested and were referred by other sources is the key change instigated 

by AB3121. Thus, by virtue of the nature of the change, the methods used in the 

first analysis were inappropriate for assessing this impact of the legislation. 

Because the effect involved decreased participation by the justice system this 

~~ange in the process by which juveniles were referred would not have been apparent 

in an analysis that concentrated on those cases in which law enforcement chose to 

become involved. This change, suggested to be a major impact of .~3121, could 

only have been apparent in the second of the analyses which assessed changes from 

the point of view of the facilities. The discrepancy that existed between the two 

sets of results-itself suggests that the effect on community facilities occurred 

through channels other than the justice system, thereby lending support to the 

changed referral process that has been proposed. 
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However, not all the discrepancies noted between the two sets of results 

are explainable in terns of this change in the referral process. Close to one­

third of the respondents reported increased referrals from law enforcement and 

court and probation when, according to the records of those agencies, such in­

creases were not apparent. The change that has been suggested offers no rationale 

for why the facilities would have perceived such an increase and, in fac.::, one 

possible implication of this shift in referrals is quite the opposite of what has 

been observed. If, as suggested, tlle juveniles who were arrested following AB3l2l 

were the more serious offenders among those at risk, then they probably also were 

offenders over whom the justice system would have wanted to maintain co~trol. It 

was suggested that these were the juveniles whose problems law enforcement deemed 

to be serious enough to warrant arrest. Addi t'ionally, having made that decision, 

the justice system probably would be less inclined to refer the juveniles to 

facilities outside of the system. Thus, instead of an increase in referrals from 

law enforcement and court and probation, the suggestea change in the process of 

referral implies that the facilities would have experienced decreases in referrals 

fremt these sources. At least some of the facilities clearly did not perceive the 

situation this way. 

One reason for this discrepancy might be the difference between the two sets 

of data, perceptions versus records, that has been discussed previously. Given 

the atmosphere surrounding the implementation of AB3121, these facilities might 

have anticipated and, therefore, perceived the impact to have been greater than 

it was according to the official records. The respondents were a subgroup of a 

pool of facili t~e3 that was drawn from justice system records. Since they are 

facili ties upon which the system relies, they might have been that much more 

sensitive to changes in referrals from that particular source. Hence, in this 

instance the differences between perceptions and records might have been heightened. 
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It is also possible that the perceived increase in justice system referrals 
. 

represents the informal referrals as was mentioned previously. The difference 

between tlle facilities' perceptions and the information in the official records 

might not be due completely to DvO different versions of the same 'events but 

might be partially explained by a definitional problem. Depending upon how the 

facilities chose to define justice system referrals, juveniles 'vho arrived there 

at the suggestion or recommendation of law enforcement without having been arrested 

or officially referred might have been included in this category. Thus, the 

facility might report them as SUcll while law enforcement would have no record of 

the referral. 

Whatever the basis for this difference between justice system data and the 

perceptions of the facilities, its existence serves as an important reminder. 

The process whicll we have suggested as the catalyst for the impact of AB3121 on 

community facilities is just that--suggested. There is evidence in the responses 

to the survey that such a process occurred, but there are also findings which do 

not fall into line, e.g., the reported increases in referrals from law enforcement 

and court and probation. There is no direct evidence to show that, in fact, 

status offenders who pTior to AB3121 probably would have been arrested were not 

likely to be arrested following it and instead would have been handled by other 

sources. To the extent that this process did occur, by its very nature it made the 

analysis of justil.e system data inadequate for assessing its impact. The fact that 

that analysis indicated little change, in contradiction to the results of the survey, 

lent some indirect support to the suggestion of SUcll a process. Still, it can only 

be regarded as a~suggestion. Aditionally, tile responses from the questionnaire that 

appear to indicate tllat this was how the facilities perceived the impact must be 

viewed with caution. As we have discussed, we had only a small number of respondents 

(thirty-five) upon which to base our conclusions. As a result, the percentage 
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differences upon which the analysis and interpretation focused represented small 

absolute differences. Hence, the conclusions must be regarded as tentative and 

merely suggestive of the process we have proposed. Witilin tile limits of these 

restrictions, however, the analyses seem to indicate tilat AR::" 21 had some impact 

on community facilities by way of the reaction of the justice system and the pro­

cesses tilat that reaction subsequently put into motion. 

3.3.4 Reactions to AB3l2l. In light of the changes reported by a number of the 

respondents and the process that might have been responsible for them, it seems 

apparent that at least same of the facilities were faced with an altered situation 

in terms of referral sources, the volume and characteristics of clients and contacts 

with other agencies. A5 part of the survey information was solicited about other 

changes that might have been made by the fad,lities in response to these. The 

areas in which it was thought· that adaptations might have been necessary, partic­

ularly given "l1e changes in clients, were staff and services. The size of ·tile 

staff was indeed one aspect that underwent change, but virtually no shifts occurred 

in eitiler the type or the frequency of the services offered. 

A majority of the facilities experienced changes in the size of their total 

staff or in the number of staff members in the various professional categories. 

forty-six percent of the sample (sL~teen facilities) had increases in their total 

staff, seventeen percent (six facilities) had decreases. Fifty-seven percent 

(twenty facilities) experienced changes in the size of their professional staff, 

the majority of which were increases; forty-six percent (sixteen facilities) had 

changes in their pre-professional level staff and, again, the majority of those 

were increases. Paraprofessional and volunteer level staff, in most facilities, 

either did not change or the information was missing (which most likely indicates 

that there were no staff members at that professional level). 



-69-

Expansion of the services offered to clients and change in the facility's 

funding situation were the two reasons cited most frequently as reasons'for staff 

changes. This was true of changes in the size of the overall staff as well as 

dlanges in the number of staff in any of the professional categor~es. Wi th 

only one exception, fifty percent or more of the facilities reporting change, 

indicated these two reasons. 

On the one hand, the fact that facilities made staff changes as a result of 

having changed services suggests that they might have been reacting to different 

problems presented by their clients and, consequently, different needs. On the 

other hand, however, funding changes were also cited by a number of facilities as 

a reason for staffing changes. It was pointed out in the discussion of the 

financial situations of the facilities that there were reasons to be cautiolls in 

attributing funding changes to processes generated by AB3l2l. Thus, to the extent 

that these contributed to additions or cutbacks in staff, it implies that such 

changes were not entire~y accommodations to effects generated by the legislation. 

To some degree, they simply might have been reactions to a period of budget 

tightening or budget expansion. 

By way of contrast to the foregoing, very little change appeared to have been 

made in the services offered to clients following AB3l2l. The majority of facilities, 

sLxty-nine percent (or twenty-four facilities) did not change the services they 

offered, nor did they change the relative frequency with whidl those services were 

offered. This was true despite all the other impacts reported by the facilities 

and despite the fact that changes in services were frequently cited as a reason 

for staffing changes. In fact, slightly more than half of those that gave that 

reason then reported that no changes occurred in their services. Evidently tile 

changes reported in the types of clients being referred ~ld in the ability of 

facilities to control and treat them generally were not met with changes in the 
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facilities' techniques for dealing with clients' problems. However, among those 

facilities that made changes in their services,. expansion and changes in clients 

were the most frequently cited reasons. Slightly more than half of the facilities 

indicated each of these two reasons. Al though few changes were made, it is possible 

that these represented adaptations to the effects produced by AB3121. 

Keeping in mind that the majority of the facilities did not change the types 

of services that they offered, most of the changes that did occur were with regard 

to the relative emphasis placed on those services that were available. For the 

most part, tile changes meant that one type of service was offered less in 1977 

than in 1976 while another was offered more. Only four facilities either dropped 

a particular type of 5ervice or added a new one. 

Overall, there was very little adaptation to the impacts of AB3121 in terms 

of what the facilities offered as ways of dealing with clients I problems. This is 

particularly intriguing given the fact that, again and again, a number of the 

facilities, although not a majority, reported changes that could have had impli­

cations for the needs of tile clients and, hence, the services offered. Nonethe­

less, those changes did not appear to have instigated accommodations in the 

handling of clients. 

In making a closer examination of the relationsnip between these reactions 

(or lack thereof) and the other effects of AB3121, the relationships that were 

found were neither strong nor consistent. For the most part there did not appear 

to be any substantial links relating changes in referral sources, clients, con­

tacts, or funding to changes in staffing and services. There was no consistency 

in the direction.of relationships that might have been suggestive of the processes 

by which the effects of AB3121 caused reactions on the part of the facilities. 
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Ther~ was some indication of a weak association between changes in the character­

istics of clients and changes in the size of staff; facilities that perceived a 

greater likelihood of familial and psychological problems among clients following 

AB3121 were more likely to have increased the size of their staffs than were other 

facilities. However, the trend was not strong and was based on such a small 

number of facilities that it must be regarded as tentative. In general, the 

associations that appeared were weak and did not suggest any patterns of change~ 

Still, it is interesting to note that over the range of possible relationships 

examined, there was some consistency witllin facilities as to whether or not change 

occurred. That is, there was some tendency for those facilities that reported 

change in one area to have also reported change in other areas. As mentioned above, 

the associations were weak and based on small numbers, yet a rather superficial 

pattern did appear to exist. Change was associated with further change. Because 

of the lack of a substantial and consistent relationship among these changes, it 

seems unlikely that they represent any broad impact of AB3121. Instead, this 

consistency suggests that the facilities simply were behaving as organizations. 

To the extent that an organization represents a system of interrelated character­

istics, then by its nature, as one aspect w~anges it will have ramifications for 

other related aspects. This tendency for one change to be associated with another 

probably reflects the organizational nature of the facilities and is probably 

independent of the influence of AB3121. 
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4. Summary 

We stated at the outset that the aim of this research component was to assess 

the impact of AB3121 on the functioning of community facilities. To accomplish 

this aim, two analyses were carried out, each approaching the issue from a 

differer..t side. The first examined the law enforcement and. probat:ion records for 

samples of arrested juveniles in five counties and checked the extent to which 

the justice system's use of those facilities (and of other options also) changed 

following the legislation. With that analysis as a reference point, the second 

involved a survey of the facilities used by the justice system aimed at detennining 

the extent of the impact frvlll their point of view. 

These two analyses provided different pictures of the effect of AB3121. The 

justice system data indicated that relatively little use was made of community 

facilities and that, with one outstanding exception, there was no increase in the 

voltmle of juveniles referred to them following the legislation. The exception 

was the use of Status Offender Detention Alternative (SODA) homes in Los Angeles 

County which handled a much larger percentage of arrested ;uveniles in 1977 than 

did any other type of community facility in that county or in any of the other 

four counties. The SODA horne prugram, however, was developed independently of 

AB3l2l to accommodate the types of changes that were subsequently brought a.bout 

that legislation and was officially an arm of the probation department. Thus, the 

only apparent change occurred where preparations had already been made to accommodate 

deinstitutionalization, and even tIns did not completely remove juveniles from the 

grasp of the justice system. Because of the low voltmle of referrals to community 

facili ties, it was not feasible to attempt to examine the extent to wInch there 

might have been changes in the types of clients being referred. Given that, in 

addition to the absence of any change in the volume of referrals, the suggestion 

was made that it was unlikely that there would have been significant differences in 

the characteristics of referred juveniles. The outcome of this analysis then was 
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that it did not appear as though community facilities 11ad been affected in any sub­

stantial or significant way. 

The responses of those facilities to the survey indicated so~ething quite 

different. The impact of the legislation was clearly felt in a number of 

different areas by some of the facilities, although not by a majority of them. 

Change was reported, by thirty to forty percent of the facilities, in the volume 

of clients being served, the volume 'of referrals from various sources, the types 

of clients being referred, and the frequency of contact with other agencies. 

Additionally, furtiler examination of the reported changes suggested that the 

effects felt by the facilities stemmed in part from reported changes in law 

enforcement '.s handling of status offenders. The seeming unwillingness of police 

to arrest those juveniles appeared to have made it necessary for other agencies 

and actors involved with youth to take on the task of making referrals for services 

and this appeared to influence tlle characteristics of tile juveniles being referred. 

The individual relationships were not strong, .largely as a result of the small 

number of facilities, but the consistency among the reported changes and the 

patterns of aasociation that were evident lent support to our interpretation of 

the process we suggested was responsible for the effects felt by the facilities. 

This process also helped to account for the discrepancy between what the justice 

system data suggested was the lack of impact and what the responses to the survey 

suggested. The nature of that process was such that it made an analysis of 

arrested juveniles inappropriate for assessing the changes that have been suggested 

as stemming from it. 

Finally, there appeared to have been only minimal reaction on the part of the 

facili ties. They ;:-eported increases in staff size following AB312l, but virtually 

no changes were made L~ the type or relative frequency of the services offered. 
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This latter finding seemed particularly intriguing in light of the reported 

changes in the clients referred after AB3121, especially an increase in the 

difficulty of treating them. 1Vhat reactions there were appeared to have been 

only loosely associated with the oL~er reported changes. The only pattern that 

became evident IlJ'as that those facilities experiencing change in one area also 

tended to experience it in other areas, but even this tendency was not consistent. 

In short, ou~ research indicated that community facilities were affected by 

tile implementation of AB3121. That effect was not marked and it did not involve 

all the responding facilities. Some patterns of change were evident, suggesting 

possible processes through which impact was felt by the facilities, but there 

were almost always contradictions and inconsistencies. 
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5. Discussion 

.~art from our general conclusion concerning the impact of AB3l21. several 

points of interest have arisen from this research that are ,vortilY of discussion. 

These can be considered both as cautions against reading too much into the data 

and as prescriptions for future research. 

The first point concerns the suggestion that a change occurred in L~e process 

through which juveniles were referred to community facilities. To the extent 

that this represents what actually happened as a result of AB3l2l, it is a 

crucial and unanticipated effect and it has important implications for the 

facilities and their clients. 1he possibility that schools, parents and others 

involved with juveniles are not able to rely on the justice system as a resource 

for dealing with offenders introduces new problems and uncertainties into the 

service delivery process. The burden of making referrals appeared to have been 

shifted to these other agencies and actors. The question then arises concerning 

whether OT not they were ready for such a Tole or even able to take it on. If 

these other agencies and-actors do not have the resources to assume this task, 

it becomes quite possible that some of these juveniles will not be referred to 

facilities for services at all. 1Yhether or not this is detrimental to the youths 

is another question. 1Yhat this points out is the possibility that a significant 

but unanticipated change might have occurred in the referral process and that, to 

the extent that it was unanticipated, an adequate response might not have been 

possible. There are consequences for the facilities that deal ,vith juveniles, 

as we have seen, and, perhaps more importantly, for the juveniles and their needs. 

This brings us to our second point, the methodology for assessing impact. 

In some respects_this is the most important point to come out of this research. 

The methodology employed in this study has been both a hindrance and a help. It 

has been noted previously that if the change described above reflected what actually 
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happene~, an analysis of arrested juveniles would be inadequate to assess its 

impact. By virtue of nature of that change, i.e., the shift in emphasis from the 

justice system to other agencies and actors, the very processes that are most 

crucial and, as mentioned above, most in need of scrutiny, are neglected by the 

use of justice system data.. At the same time, however, because that analysis did 

not pick up the possibility of that change and was, therefore, discrepant wIth 

the results of the survey, tilere was an implication of some process ocolrring 

outside of t:he justice System that affected the facilities. In this regard, the 

inadequacy of that analysis lent support to the suggestion of a change in the 

referral process. Because it fails to be sensitive to that change, however, we 

can do no more than suggest what might be occurring. The focus on arrested 

juveniles prevents us from being able to validate what appears to be an effect of 

·,,·t-te legislation. Thus, the methodology is inadequate to take a closer look at 

the extent of change in the referral process generated by .4B3l2l or at the potential 

consequences. In order to do so it would be necessary to be able to track those 

juveniles who were at risk of being arrested but were not. Ironically, the need 

for this analysis became apparent only because the inadequacies of the present 

methodology led to the speculation of such a change. 

TIle change in the referral process that has been suggested also has impli­

cations for the method of selecting the facilities to be surveyed. We relied 

upon justice system data, again, to obtain the pool of facilities to Mlich 

questionnaires were sent. The speculation was that since the most direct effect 

of AB3l21 would be on the justice system, then these facilities, because of their 

link to that syst~m, would be most likely to feel the impact of the legislation. 

However, we have suggested that the referral process changed and that, in effect, 

that system never became-involved with many of the juveniles. In light of this, 
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the facilities that were surveyed might have been the least likely to experience 

changes in their referral sources, Although relied upon by the justice system, 

they might not be the ones to which schools, parents, other facil1 ties or the 

welfare system turn to find services for juveniles. On the other hand, in teI1llS 

of reflecting changes in the characteristics of the juveniles actually arrested, 

these probably represent the most adequate group. Once again, by its nature, 

the suggested change in turn suggests that this pool of facilities might actually 

be the least likely to be affected by some of its consequences, although most 

likely to be affected by other. This implies tile need to broaden the range of 

facilities being examined. 

While the above discussion certainly points out some of the weaknesses of 

the methodology, it is not intended to discount the analyses entirely. In fact, 

it is only in light of what we were able to suggest, based on the present methods, 

that they begill to appear inadequate. The points brought out are issues that -

could only have corne to our attention after having carried out the analysis as . 
we did. In this respect then, they represent not faults but findings that should 

be ~aken into consideration in any similar analysis. The findings of this 

research and the problems with the methods tilat they subsequently pointed out are 

issues that need to be dealt with in succeeding attempts to determine tile impact 

of legislation on the delivery of services to juveniles. 

Finally, our conclusion was that AB3121 had a definite although not over-

whelrnmg impact on the facilities. It was apparent that an effect was there as, in 

one area afteT another, facilities reported change, yet hardly ever was change 

reportt'd by a majority of the respondents. Given the potential for impact in a 

number of areas, that was noted at the outset, this loV! level of effect was some­

what unexpected. However, before discounting the effects that were found as trivial, 
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two other issues should be considered. First, there actually might have been a 

greater level of impact than was evident in these analyses; second, we might have 

been anticipating a greater and more consistent effect than was warranted. 

Because of the size of the group of respondents, it was difficult to draw 

conclusions about the extent of change. Looking at differences in eit~er 

frequencies or percentages can be very misleading when the mnnbers are small. 

Quite large percentage differences can be generated by small absolute differences 

that are themselves of questionable significance. The problem is exacerbated 

by trying to control for characteristics of the facilities. The already small 

group is simply being divided into smaller categories that are that much TIIDre 

difficult to analyze. Additionally, the possibility that the respondents might 

be the ones least likely to experience the effects of the legislation has already 

been noted. Thus, the seemingly low intensity of impact might be due to the fact 

that this simply was not a large enough group of respondents to bring out the effects 

and that they were also not the facilities subject to a strong ~act •. Given , . 

a larger pool of facilities the results might have been more definitive and clear-

cut. 

've have been implying throughout this research that we anticipated a stronger 

impact on the facilities than was apparent. At the outset the potential effects of 

both the deinstitutionalization and alternative sellTices provisions were outlined. 

In addition to describing what changes were and were not reported by the facilities, 

we attempted to ascertain the processes that linked AB3121 to those changes and 

that linked the changes to one another. Implici t in this was the expectation that 

the changes mandated by tile legislation would generate other changes that would 

eventually filter down to the facilities, producing a new situation for them and 

necessitating response on their part. All of this assumes a somewhat tightly knit 
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process of impact and reaction. In fact, a more realistic view of this process 

might be one in which the connections are more loose and less definite. While 

organizations are certainly influenced by their environments (e.g., legislative 

changes) and while they may attempt to maintain an internal balance by meeting 

change with counterbalancing change, the assumption that effects and reactions 

form a clearly defined process that then explains the resulting changes is prob­

ably too narrow a conceptualization of organizational change. In reality the 

link between the impact of the environment and the reaction of the facility is 

probably much weaker and much more contingent than has been assumed in this 

analysis. This suggests the notion of what has been referred to as a "loosely 

coupled systemll (Weick, 1976). 

Ra"bl.er than making the assumption that linkages among aspects of an organi­

zation's functioniIlg are tightly knit, the intention of the loose coupling approach 

is to "convey the image that coupled events are responsive, but that each event 

also. preserves its own identify and some evidence of its physical or logical 

separateness" (Weick, 1976:3). In accepting loose coupling as a feature of organi­

zations one "lowers the probability that the organization will have to - or be 

able to - respond to each little change in the environment that occurs" 0~eick, 

1976:6) .. By taking this approach to the research presented in this report, the 

low level of impact found becomes less of an anomoly. To the extent that the 

facility is loosely coupled with its environment, the influence of the latter is 

not a necessary or sufficient cause of reaction. Likewise, to the extent that 

the internal mechanisms of the facilities (i,e., staff and services) are loosely 

coupled with . the inputs from the envir0nment (i.e., clients), w1.anges in the 

latter ,viII not necessarily generate a change in the former. Given the relative 

permanence of many of these facilities in the face of an uns1:able and uncertain 

environment (in particular, with regard to their ability to maintain a flmv of 
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resources such as funding and clients), the loose coupling approach presents a 

realistic conceptualization of organizational flexibility. It allows us to view 

these facilities as somewhat self-contained and not entirely dependent upon or 

vulnerable to the current tide in juvenile justice. Taking this approach implies 

that we should not necessarily expect substantial effects from or reactions to 

AB3l2l. Like many other fluctuations in the environment it has an linpact on 

the' facilities, but because of the nature of the relationship between the organi­

zation and its environrnent--loosely coupled--the linpact was less than definitive. 

This research has indicated that indeed the implementation of AB3l2l had 

consequences for community facilities and we have tried to suggest the areas of 

impact and the processes throu:~h which linpact occurred. In addition, and perhaps 

more importantly, this research has also highlighted important issues which need 

to be taken into consideration in attempting to assess the effects of legislative 

change. Care needs to be tak~n in designing. the research methods to allow, as 

much as possible, for unanticipated effects, but we have suggested also that the 

underlying assumptions about the nature of organizations might be an additional 

influence in tIns ,type of analysis. 
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Section I: Structure 

This section contains questions regarding various aspects of the structure of 
your facility. Where possible please provide infonnation from your facility's 
records. If this is not possible, please give us your best estimate of the 
information. 

1. In what year was this facility founded? ---

2. What was the legal status of this facility in 1976? 

--- Private, non-.profit organization 

--- Private, profit-making organization 

--- Public facility (this means that the facility or the 
agency of which it is a part appears as a line item on 
a federal, state or local government budget) 

__ Other (specify) 

What was its legal statl.15 .in 1977? 

--- Private, non-profit organization 

--- Private, profit-making organization 

--- Public facility 

__ Other (specify) 

3. What was the approximate gender composition of the juvenile clientele in 
1976? (Juveniles are youths under 18 years of age.) IVhat was it in 1977? 

1976 1977 

Estimated number of males 

Estimated number of females 

4. What was the approximate average age of the juvenile clients in 1976? 

What was the approximate average age of the juve:1ile clients in 1977? -- --
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5. If this facility serves other age groups in addition to juveniles, estimate 
the proportion of'the total clientele in 1976 who were juveniles. 

Estimate the proportion in 1977. 

6. Since the implementation of AB3121 (January 1, 1977) has there been an in­
crease, decrease or no change in the size of the staff or the professional 
level of the staff of your facility? For the total staff and each category 
of professional training, please indicate whether there has been an in­
crease, decrease or no change in the number of staff members by putting a 
check in the appropriate column. 

No Change Increase Decrease 

Total Staff 

Professionally Trained* 

Pre-Professional** 

Paraprofessional*** 

Volunteer**** 

*Professional level staff includes those with training in social work, psy­
chology, or similar clinical disciplines possessing (a) a degree from an 
accredited graduate school; or (b) a baccalaureate degree from an approved 
social work or other related program. 

**Pre-Professional level staff includes those with training in social work 
possessing an associate of arts degree conferred by a nvo-year educational 
program, and those with a baccalaureate degree in a field other than social 
work, psychologr or similar behavioral discipline. 

***Paraprofessional level staff are those selected on the basis of an as­
sessment of the ind ividue. 1 , s life experiences, motivation and skills re­
quired by the specific task or function. 

****Volunteer staff are those who, regardless of level of skill and train­
ing, contribute unpaid time usefully in performing program functions. 

7. If there were changes in the size or professional level of the staff, what 
were the maj?r reasons for those changes? Check as many reasons as apply. 

Changes were necessitated by changes in the types of clients being 
served by the facility 

Part of an effort to expand the scope of the services offered by the 
-- facility 

Changes in funding (sources or amounts) 

Other (specify) 
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8. Which three services in the following list were most frequently offered to 
juvenile clients prior to the implementation of AB3121? liJhich three were 
most frequently offered after the implementation of AB3121? For each 
time period, place a 1 in the blank next to the service most frequently 
offered, a 2 next to the second most frequently offered service, and a 3 
next to the-third most frequently offered service. -

Counseling (Individual, family 
or group) 

Drug Abuse Program 

Educational Program 

Recreational Program 

Vocational Program (Counseling, 
training or placement) 

Legal Serv'ices 

Emergency Shelter Care 

Long-term Residential Care 

Other (specify) 

Prior to AB3121 After AB3121 

9. If your facility made changes in the services offered, what were the major 
reasons for those changes? Check as many reasons as apply. 

Changes were necessitated by changes in the types of clients being 
-- served by the facility 

--- Part of an effort to expand the scope of the services offered by 
the facility 

--- Additional services were requested by clients 

--- Services were not applicable to clients being served 

--- Exper~ise, training or skills of the staff changed 

___ Funding changes 

__ Other (specify) 
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10. Did the number of clients being referred by each of the following sources 
change as a result of the implementation of AB3121? Choose the number 
from the following scale for the phrase that best describes the amount 
and direction of the change for each source. 

Many More 
Referrals 

After AB3121 

Somewhat 
More Referrals 
After AB3121 

No Change 
After AB3121 

Somewhat 
Fewer Referrals 
After AB3l21 

Many Fewer 
Referrals 

After AB3l2l 

5 4 3 2 1 

Law Enforcement --
Probation or Court --

__ Welfare Department or other Public Social Service Agencies 

Schools --

-- Private Community Agencies 

Parents --
Self --
Other ( specify) --

11. Has there been a change in the average amount of contact between the staff 
of your facility and members of the following organizations as a result of 
the implementation of AB3l21? Choose the number for the phrase that best 
describes the amount and direction of change in the frequency of contact 
with each of these organizations. 

Contact Much 
More Frequent 
After AB3121 

5 

Contact Somewhat 
More Frequent 
After AB3121 

4 

Law Enforcement 

Probation or Court --

No Change 
In Contact. 

After AB3121 

3 

Contact Somewhat 
Less Frequent 
After AB3121 

2 

-- Welfar-e Department or other Public Social Service Agencies 

Schools --
__ Private Connnunity Agencies 

Contact Much 
Less Frequent 
After AB3121 

1 
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12. Has there been a· change in the quality of those contacts since the implemen­
tation of AB3l2l? Choos~ the number for the phrase that best describes the 
amount and direction of change in the quality of contacts with each of these 
organizations. (If your facility has no contact with anyone of these orga­
nizations please leave that line blank.) 

Contact Is Contact Is Contact Is Contact Is 
Much Less Somewhat Somewhat Much More 
Likely to Less Likely More Likely Likely to 
Produce To Produce No Change To Produce Produce 

Positive Results Positive Results In Quality Positive Results Positive Results 

5 4 3 2 

Law Enforcement· ---
Probation or Court ---

___ Welfare Department or other Public Social Service Agencies 

Schools ---

--- Private Community Agencies 

If your facility provides residential care, please answer questions 14-16. 
If not, please skip to Section II. 

13. Is this a secure facility? 

Was it secure in 1976? 

1 

14. Have any physical changes been made at this facility since the implementation 
of AB3l2l to comply with the provisions of that legislation? If so, what 
were they? 

15. Has there been an increase, decrease or no change in the number of runaways 
from your facility since the linplementation of AB3l21? 

Increase No Change Decrease 

3 2 1 
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This section contains questions regarding the effect of the implementation of 
.~3l2l (January 1, 1977) on the sources of funding for your facility and the 
amount of funding provided by those sources. Please note that in ~hese ques­
tions we are referring to calendar, not fiscal, years. 

1. Have there been changes in the funding sources of your facility or in the 
amount of funding provided by any of those sources, as a result of the im­
plementation of AB3121? Circle the number for the phrase that best des­
cribes the amount of change for your facility. 

2. 

Funding Sour.ces 
Or Amounts 

Changed Greatly 

3 

Funding Sources 
Or Amounts 

Changed Somewhat 

2 

Funding Sources 
Or .A.moun ts 

Did not Change 

1 

If there were changes in your funding sources, what was the nature of those 
changes? Check as many as apply. 

Increased funding from agencies in the private sector 

Decreased funding from agencies in the private sector 

Increased -- funding from agencies in the public sector 

Decreased funding from agencies in the public sector 

Increased charges to clients --
Decreased charges to clients 

3. Overall, has there been an increase, decrease OT no change in the total 
amount of funding received by your facility since the implementation of AB3121? 

Increase No Change Decrease 

3 2 1 

AB90, enacted in 1978, provided funding to community agencies in order to 
accommodate changes in the handling of status offenders as specified by AB3121, 
in particular., the provision that status, offenders no longer be detained in 
secure facilities. 

4. Did your facility apply for funding provided by AB907 __ 

5. Did your facility receive AB90 funding during calendar year 1978? 
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6. Did your facility receive AB90 funding or is it under consideration for such 
funding during calendar year 1979? __ 

7. For each calendar year in which your facility has received AB90 funding, 
what proportion of your total budget did it account for? 

1978 -----
1979 -----

8. If your facility· has received AB90 funding, how was this_funding used to ac­
commodate changes brought about by the implementation of AB3121? Check all 
those below that apply. . 

___ Creation of new programs or services 

Addition of more staff members ---
__ Change in the professional level of the staff 

Increased residential capacity 

__ . Other physical changes to the facility 

--- Acquisition of the resources (services, treatment, equipment, etc.) 
necessary to carry out the functions of the facility 

__ Other (specify) 
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This section contains questions regarding your perception of changes since the 
implementation of .~3l2l (January 1, 1977) in the types of clients being re­
ferred to your facility. 

1. Do you feel that the clients referred to your facility after the implementa­
tion ofAB3121 are different from or the same as the clients referred prior 
to the implementation of AB312l? 

Clients After 
AB3121 Are 

Very Different 

5 

Clients After 
AB3l2l Are 

Somewhat Different 

4 

As Much 
Different 
As Similar 

3 

Clients After Clients After 
AB3121 Are AB3l2l Are 

Somewhat Similar Very Similar 

2 1 

a. If you feel they are different, would you say that clients referred after 
~implementation of AB3121 are more or less likely to be in trouble with 
the law than clients referred prior to the implementation of AB312l? 

Much More 
Likely 

After AB3121 

5 

Somewhat 
More Likely 
After AB3121 

4 

About the 
Same 

3 

Somewhat 
Less Likely 
After AB3121 

2 

tv1uch Less 
Likelv 

After AB3121 

1 

b. If you feel they are different, would you say that clients referred after 
the implementation of AB3l2l are more or less likely to have trouble get­
ting along with their parents or families than clients referred prior to 
the implementation of AB3121? 

Much More 
Likely 

After AB3l21 

5 

Somewhat 
More Likely 
After AB3121 

4 

About the 
Same 

3 

Somewhat 
Less Likely 
After AB3121 

2 

Much Less 
Likely 

After AB3121 

1 

c. If you feel they are different, would you say that clients referred after 
the implementation of A133121 are more or less likely to have problems of 
psychological adjustment than clients referred prior to the implementation 
of AB3l2l? 

-
Much More 

Likely 
After AB3l21 

5 

Somewhat 
More Likely 
After AB3121 

4 

About the 
Same 

3 

Somewhat 
Less Likely 
After A133121 

2 

tvruch Less 
Likely 

After AB3121 

1 
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Col1.nnn 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Variable 
Name 

DRUGPR* 

DRUGAF* 

EDUCPR* 

EDUCAF* 

RECPR* 

RECAF* 

VOCPR* 

VOCAF* 

LGLSERPR* 

Question and Codes 

Drug Abuse Program offered prior to AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o :: No 

Drug Abuse Progr~ offered after AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Educational Program offered prior to AB3l2l 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Educational Program offered after AB3l2l 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Recreational Program offered prior to AB3l2l 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Recreationa~ Program offered after AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Vocational Program offered prior to·AB312l 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Vocational Program offered after AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Legal Services offered prior to AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

* These variables indicate whether or not the service was offered by the facility 
regardless of the frequency relative to other services with which they were offered. 
These are coded based on information from Question 8. If services are not rank 
ordered but some indication is made of which services were offered code variables 
N1PRIO~ through N3AFTER as missing (-9). Code variables COUNSPR through OTI1ERAF 
accordlng to whether or not each service was indicated as having been offered. 
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ColLnI1Il 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Variable 
Name 

LGLSERAF* 

SHELTPR* 

SHELTAF* 

RESIDPR* 

RES I DAF* 

01HSERPR* 

OTHSERAF* 

Question and Codes 

Legal Services offered after A133121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Emergency Shelter Care offered prior to AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Emergency Shelter Care offered after AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Long-term Residential Care offered prior to AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Long-term Residential Care offered after AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Other services offered prior to AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

Other services offered after AB3121 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

* These variables indicate \.mether or not the service was offered by the facility 
regardless of the frequency relative to other services with which' they were offered. 
These are coded based on information from Question 8. If services are not rank 
ordered but some indication is made of which services were offered, code variables 
N1PRIOR through N3.AFTER as missing (-9). Code variables COUNSPR through OTHERAF 
according to whether or not each service was indicated as having been offered. 
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Cohnnn. 

22 - 23 

24 - 2S 

26 - 27 

28 - 29 

30 - 31 

32 - 33 

Variable 
Name 

CLIrnNG2* 

EXP.AND2* 

ADDSERV* 

SERVNA* 

STAFrnNG* 

FUNDCHN2* 

Question and Codes 

9. If your facility made changes in the services offered 
what were the major reasons for those changes? Check 
as many reasons as apply. 

Changes were necessitated by changes in the types of 
clients being served by the facili~r 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

Part of an effort to expand the scope of the services 
offered by the facility . 

. 1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

Additional services were requested by clients. 

1 = Rea-son checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

Services ~ere not applicable to clients being servec 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

Expertise, training or skills of the staff changed 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

. Funding changes 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

* ~estion 9 should only be answered if Question 8 indicated there were changes in 
the services offered. If there were no changes indicated but Question 9 was 
answered, code 1 (Reason checked) for tilose reasons that were checked and -8 
(Not Applicable) for those that were not. 
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Column 

34 - 35 

36 - 37 

38 - 39 

Variable 
Name 

OTHER2* 

LEREF 

CTREF 

Question and Codes 

Other 

1 = Reason checked • 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable 

10. Did the number of clients being referred by each of 
the following sources change as a result of the imple­
mentation of AB3121? Choose the number from the 
following scale for the phrase that best describes 
the amount and direction of the change for each 
source. 

Law Enforcement 

5 = Many more referrals after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3121 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3121 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source 

Probation or Court 

5 = Many more referrals after AB3l21 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3121 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3121 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3l2l 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source . 

* Question 9 should only be answered if Question 8 indicated there were changes in 
the services offered. If there were no changes indicated but Question 9 was answered, 
code 1 (Reason Checked) for those reasons that were checked and -8 (Not Applicable) 
for those that were not. 

If "Other" is checked and "No changes" (or something similar) is written in, code 
as -8 (Not Applicable), not 1 (Reason checked). 
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Column 

40 - 41 

42 - 43 

44 - 45 

46 - 47 

Variable 
Name 

SCHREF 

PRIVREF 

PARREF 

Question and Codes 

Welfare Department or other Public Social 
Service Agencies 

5 = ~fumy more referrals after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3121 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3l2l 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source 

Schools 

5 = Many more referrals after AB3l21 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3l2l 

3 = ·No change after AB3l2l 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3121 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3l2l 

-9 = No Answer/no~ a referral source 

Private Community Agencies 

5 = Many more referrals after AB3l21 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3l2l 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3121 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source 

Parents 

5 = Many more referrals after AB31Z1 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3121 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3121 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source 
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Colunm 

48 - 49 

50 - 51 

52 - 53 

Variable 
Name 

SELFREF 

01HREF 

LECON 

Question and Codes 

Self 

5 = .Many more referrals after AB3l21 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3l21 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referr~ls after AB3l21 

1 = ~tmy fewer referrals after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source 

Other 

5 = Many more referrals after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more referrals after AB3l21 

3 = No change after AB3121 

2 = Somewhat fewer referrals after AB3121 

1 = Many fewer referrals after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/not a referral source 

11. Has there been a chaiige in the average amount of 
contact between the staff of your facility and members 
of the following organizations as a result of the 
implementation of AB3121? Choose the number for the 
phrase that best describes the amount and direction 
of change in the frequency of contact with each of 
these organizations. 

Law Enforcement 

5 = Contact much more frequent after AB3121 

4 = Contact somewhat more frequent after AB3121 

3 = No change in contact after AB3121 

2 = Contact somewhat less frequent after AB3121 

1 = Contact much less frequent after AB3l21 

-9 = No .~swer/no contact 
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C01I,lInn 

54 - 55 

56 - 57 

58 - 59 

Variable 
0l'ame 

crCON 

WELCON 

SCHCON 

Question and Codes 

Probation or Court 

5 = Contact much more frequent after AB3121 

4 = Contact somewhat more frequent.after AB3121 

3 = No change in contact after AB3121 

2 = Contact somewhat less frequent after AB3121 

1 = Contact much less frequent after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/no contact 

Welfare Department or other Public Social 
Service Agencies 

5 = Contact much more frequent after AB3121 

4 = Contact somewhat more frequent after AB3121 

3 = No change in contact after AB3121 

2 = Contact somewhat less frequent after AB3121 

1 = Contact much less frequent after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/no contact 

Schools 

5 = Contact much more frequent after AB3121 

4 = Contact somewhat more frequent after AB3121 

3 = No change in contact after AB3121 

2 = Contact somewhat less frequent after AB3121 

1 = Contact much less frequent after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer/no contact 
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Coltnml 

60 - 61 

62 - 63 

Variable 
Name 

PRIVCON 

LEQUAL 

Question and Codes 

Private Community Agencies 

5 = Contact much more frequent after AB3l21 

4 = Contact somewhat more frequent'after AB3121 

3 = No change in contact after AB3121 

2 = Contact somewhat less frequent after AB3121 

1 = Contact much less frequent after AB3121' 

-9 = No Answer/no contact 

12. Has there been a change in the quality of those con­
tacts since the implementation of AB3121? Choose the 
number for the phrase that best describes the amount 
and direction of change in the quality of contacts 
wi th each of these organizations. (If yeur faclli ty 
has no contact with anyone of these organizations, 
please leave that line blank.) 

Law Enforcement 

5 = Contact is much less likely to produce positive 
results 

4 = Contact is somewhat less likely to produce 
positive results 

3 = No change in quality 

2 = Contact is somewhat more likely to produce 
positive results 

1 = Contact is much more likely to produce positive 
results 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (No contact) 
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Coltmm 

64 - 6S 

66 - 67 

Variable 
Name 

crQUAL 

WELQUAL 

Question and Codes 

Probation or Court 

S = Contact is much less likely to produce 
positive results 

4 = Contact is somewhat less likely to produce 
positive results 

3 = No change in quality 

2 = Contact is somewhat more likely to produce 
positive results 

1 = Contact is much more likely to produce 
positive results 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (No contact) 

Welfare Department or other Public Social 
Service Agencies 

S = Contact is much less likely to produce 
positive results 

4 = Contact is somewhat less likely to produce 
positive results 

3 = No change in quality 

2 = Contact is somewhat more likely to produce 
positive results 

. 1 = Contact is much more likely to produce positive 
results 

- 9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (No contact) 
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Column 

68 - 69 

70 - 71 

(Deck 3) 

1-3 

4 

Variable 
Name 

srnQUAL 

PRIVQUAL 

ID 

RES I DE.J.W* 

Question and Codes 

Schools 

5 = Contact is much less likely to produce 
positive results 

4 = Contact is somewhat less likely to produce 
positive results 

3 = No change in quality 

2 = Contact is somewhat more likely to produce 
positive results 

1 = Contact is much more 1 ~.ke1y to produce 
positive results 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (No contact) 

Private Community Agencies 

5 = Contact is much less likely to produce 
. positive results 

4 = Contact is somewhat less likely to produce 
positive results 

3 = No change in quality 

2 = Contact is somewhat more likely to produce 
positive results 

1 = Contact is much more likely to produce 
positive results 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (No contact) 

Identification Number 

Facility provides residential care 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

* Resident coded 1 if any of questiuns 13, 14 or 15 are completed. If tllere is difficulty 
determining whether or not a facility is residential, refer back to Question 8, 
Section I. If Question 8 is in conflict with the information in Questions 13, 14, 
and 15, Section I, go with what is in Questions 13-15. 
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Co1unm 

5 - 6 

7 - 8 

9 - 10 

11 - 12 

13 - 14 

Variable 
Name 

SEOJKE 

SECURE 6 

PHYSa-ING 

RUNS 

a-INGFlJND 

Question and Codes 

13. Is this a secure facility? 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

-9 = No Answer 
-8 = Not Applicable (RESIDEIT' coded· 0) 

Was it secure in 1976? 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

-9 = No Answer 
-8 = Not Applicable (RESIDENT. coded 0) 

14. Have any physical changes been made at this facility 
since the implementation of AB3121 to comply With 
the provisions of that legislation? If so, what 
were they? 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

-9 = No Answer 
-8 = Not Applicable (FESIDENT coded 0) 

15. Has there been an increase, decrease or no change in 
the number of runaways from your facility since 
the implementation of AB~121? 

1 = Decrease 
2 = No Change 
3 = Increase 

-9 = No Answer 
- 8 = Not Applicable (fmSIDErIT' coded 0) 

SECTION II 

1. Have there been changes in the funding sources of your 
facility or in the amount of funding provided by any of 
those sources, as a result of the implementation of 
AB3121? Circle the number for the phrase that best 
describes the amount of change for your facility. 

1 = Funding sources or amounts did not change 

2 = Funding sources or amounts changed somewhat 

3 = Funding sources or amounts changed greatly 

-9 = No Answer 
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15 - 16 

17 - 18 

19 - 20 

21 - 22 

23 - 24 

25 - 26 

Variable 
Name 

INCPRIV* 

DECPRIV* 

INCPUB* 

DECPUB* 

INCCLI* 

DECCLI* 

question and Codes 

2. If there were changes in your funding sources, what 
was the nature of these changes? Check as many as 
apply. 

Increased funding from agencies in the private sector 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (CHNGFUND coded 1) 

Decreased funding from agencies in the private sector 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (CHNGRJND coded 1) 

Increased funding from agencies in the public sector 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (CHNGFUND coded 1) 

Decreased funding from agencies in public sector 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

'- 8 = Not Applicable (CHNGFUND coded 1) 

Increased charges to clients 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (CHNGFUND coded 1) 

Decreased charges to clients 

1 = Reason checked 
o = Reason not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (CHNGFUND coded 1) 

* Question 2 should only be answered if Question 1 indicated that there were changes 
in the sources or amounts of funding. If there were no changes but Question 2 was 
answered code 1 (Reason checked) for those reasons that were checked and -8 (Not 
Applicable) for those that were not. 
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Column 

27 - 28 

29 - 30 

31 - 32 

33 - 34 

35 - 37 

38 - 40 

Variable 
Name 

TOTCHNG 

APPLY90 

REC908 

REC909 

PROP78 

PROP79 

Question and Codes 

3. Overall, has there been an increase, decrease or no 
change in the total amount of funding received by your 
facility since the implementation of AB3121? 

1 = Decrease 
2 = No Change 
3 = Increase 

-9 = No Answer 

4. Did your facility apply for funding provided by AB90? 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

-9 = Nb Answer 

5. Did your facility receive AB90 funding during 
calendar year 1978? 

1 = Yes 
o = No 

-9 = No-.Ari.swer' 
-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

6. Did your facility receive AB90 fundjng or is it under 
consideration for such funding during calendar year 1979? 

. 1 = Yes 
o = No 

-9 = No Answer 
-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

7 . For each calendar year in which your facility has 
received AB90 funding, what proportion of your total 
budget did it account for? 

Code the proportion for 1978 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0 or REC908 coded 0) 

Code the proportion for 1979 

-9 = No Answer 
-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0 or REC909 coded 0) 
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Colurrm 

41 - 42 

43 - 44 

45 - 46 

47 - 48 

49 - 50 

51 - 52 

53 - 54 

Variable 
Name 

NEWPGMS 

ADDSTAFF 

rnNGPROF 

INCRESID 

CJINGPHYS 

RESOURCE 

OTHCJING 

Question and Codes 

8. If your facility ~las received AB90 funding, how was 
this funding used to accommodate changes brought about 
by the implementation of AB3121? Check all those 
below that apply. 

Creation of new programs or services 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 code 0) 

Addition of more staff members 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

Change in the professional level of the staff 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

Increased residential capacity 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

Other physical changes to the facility 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

Acquisition of the resources (services, treatment, 
equipment, etc.) necessary to carry out the functions 
of the facility. 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8= Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 

Other 

1 = Checked 
o = Not checked 

-8 = Not Applicable (APPLY90 coded 0) 
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Coll.UIlI1 

55 - 56 

57 - 58 

Variable 
Name 

CLISM·':E 

LAWTRBL 

Question and Codes 

Section III 

1. Do you feel that the clients referred to your facility 
after the implementation of AB3121 are different from 
or are the same as the clients referred prior to the 
implementation of AB3121? 

5 = Clients after AB3121 are very different 

4 = Clients after AB3121 are somewhat different 

3 = As much different as similar 

2 = Clients after AB3121 are somewhat similar 

1 = Clients after AB3121 are very similar 

-9 = No Answer 

a. If you feel they are different, would you say that 
cllents referred after the implementation of 
AB3l21 are more or less likely to have trouble 
with the law than clients referred prior to AB312l? 

5 = much more likely after AB3l21 

4 = Somewhat more likely after AB3121 

3 = About the same 

2 = Somewhat less likely after AB3l21 

1 = Much less likely after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (CLISAME coded 3, 2 or 1 and 
LAWTRBL not answered; if 
CLlSAME is coded 3,2 or 1 
and LAlVTRBL is answered, 
code that answer) 
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Column 

S9 - 60 

61 - 62 

Variable 
Name 

FAl\1ILY 

PSYCRAnJ 

Question and Codes 

b. If you feel tiley are different, would you say 
"Chat clients referred after the implementation of 
AB3l2l are more or less-IIKely to have trouble 
getting along with their parents or families than 
clients referred prior to the implementation of 
AB3l21? 

S = Much more likely after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more likely after AB3121 

3 = About the same 

2 = Somelvhat less likely after AB3121 

1 = Much less likely after AB3l21 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (CLISAME coded 3, 2 or 1 and 
FNlILY not answered; if 
CLISAME is coded 3,2 or 1 
and FAMILY is answered, 
code that answer) 

c. If you feel they are different, would you say that 
clients referred after the implementation of AB3121 
are more or less " Ilkely to have problems of 
psychological adjustment than clients referred prior 
to the implementation of AB312l? 

S = Much more likely after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more likely after AB3121 

3 = About the same 

2 = Somewhat less likely after AB3121 

1 = Much less likely after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (CLISAME coded 3, 2 or 1 and 
PSYCRAnJ is not answered; if 
CLIS~lli is coded 3, 2 or 1 and 
PSYCHADJ is answered, code that 
answer). 
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ColtunIl 

63 - 64 

6S - 66 

Variable 
Name 

TREATDIF 

SERIOUS 

Question and Codes 

d. If you feel they are different, would you say that 
the changes m the types of clients being referred 
to your facility have made treatment more or less 
difficult? 

S = Treatment much more difficult 

4 = Treatment somewhat more difficult 

3 = About the same 

2 = Treatment somewhat less difficult 

1 = Treatment much less difficult 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (CLlSAME coded 3, 2 or 1 and 
TREATDIF. not answered; if 
CLISAME is coded 3,2 or 1 and 
TREATDIF is answered, code 
that answer) 

2. Do you feel that the problems of clients referred after 
the implementation of AB3l21 are more or less seriOUS­
than the problems of clients referred prior to the 
implementation of AB3121? 

5 = Much more serious after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more serious after AB3l21 

3 = About the same 

2 = Somewhat less serious after AB3l21 

1 = ~fuch less serious after AB3l21 

-9 = No Answer 
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Column 

67 - 68 

69 - 70 

Variable 
Name 

CONTROL 

CONTREAT 

Question and Codes 

3. Do you feel that clients referred to your facility 
after the implementation of AB3121 are more or less 
dlfficult to control than clients referred prior to 
the implementation of AB3121? 

5 = Much more difficult to control after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat more difficult to control after AB3l21 

3 = About the same 

2 = Somewhat less difficult to control after AB3121 

1 = Much less difficult to control after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer 

a. If you feel there are differences in control, to 
what extent would you say that they have affected 
your ability to provide treatment for clients? 

5 = Treatment much more difficult after AB3121 

4 = Treatment somewhat more difficult after AB3121 

3 = About the same 

2 = Treatment somewhat less difficult after AB3121 

1 = Treatment much less difficult after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (CONTROL coded 3 and CONTREAT 
not answered; if CONTROL is 
coded 3 and CONTREAT is 
answered, code that answer). 
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Colillnn 

71-72 

(Deck 4) 

1 - 3 

4 - 5 

Variable 
Name 

TIME 

ID 

TIMTREAT 

Question and Codes 

4. Would you say that clients referred after the 
implementation of AB3l2l remain in your program for 
a longer or shorter length of time, on the average, 
than clients referred prior to tile implementation of 
AB3l2l 

5 = Much longer length of time after AB3121 

4 = Somewhat longer time after AB3121 

3 = About the same 

2 ~ Somewhat shorter time after AB3l2l 

1 = Much shorter length of time after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer 

Identification Nl~ber 

a. If you feel there has been a chlli~ge in the length 
of time clients spend in the program, to what 
extent would you say that It has affected your 
ability to provide treatment for clients? 

5 = Treatment much more difficult after AB3121 

4 = Treatment somewhat more difficult after AB3121 

3 = About the same 

2 = Treatment somewhat less difficult after AB3l21 

1 = Treatment much less difficult after AB3121 

-9 = No Answer 

-8 = Not Applicable (TIME coded 3 and TI~ITREAT not 
answered; if TIME is coded 3 
and TI~T is answered, 
code that answer) 
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Cohnnn 

6 -, 7 

8 - 9 

10 - 11 

Variable 
Name 

COMPLETE 

CONT958 

TIivlE958 

Question and Codes 

5. Since the implementation of AB3l2l, has tllere been 
an increase, decrease or no change in the number of 
clients not completing the program of service out­
lined for tllem at your facility? 

3 = Increase 
2 = No change 
1 = I:ecrease 

-9 = No Answer 

6. Has AB958 made it more or less difficult to control 
the clients referred to your facility? 

5 = Clients much more difficult to control now 

4 = Clients somewhat more difficult to control now 

3 = About the same 

2 = Clients somewhat less difficult to control now 

1 = Clients much less difficult to control now 

-9 = No Answer 

7. Since the implementation of AB958 , has there been 
an increase, decrease or no change in the length 
of time clients spend in the program? 

3 = Increase 
2 = No change 
1 = Decrease 

-9 = No Answer 




