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Introduction

It is well .acknowledged that the juvenile court serves as the major gate-
keepef for the entry of juveniles into the correctional system, for the court
- has been granted the exclusive power to determine when the state can and will

intervene in the lives of children and assume its parens patriae role. The

dischafge of such power is certainly not oniform or consistent among the courts.
There are wide vériationsAamong juveniie courts both between and'within staﬁes
in patterns of case dispositions. A comprehensive national survey of juvenile
courts.(Sarri and Hasenfeld, 1976) revealed, for example, that the rate of
commitment to correctional institutioos, as a proportion of all the youth
referred to the court, varied from 1éss than l.percent to 43 percent. Similarly,
the rate of non-judicial handling varied from 1 percent to 96 percent.

| Surprisingly, however, there has been little systematic and comparative
reseofch on the determinants of case disposition patterns among juvenile courts.
Much of the current research falls into one‘of the following oategories:
a) the phenomenology of decision making process in the court with particular
omphasis on negotiations between juveniles, probation officers; attorneys,
and judgeé aod their éffect on the labelling process (Cicourel, ‘1968, Emerooo,
1969); b) the effects of attributes'of juvenile offenders (e.g. sex, race,

offense patterns) on disposition patterns, with particular attention to possible



discriminatory consequences (Arnold, 1971; Thornberry; 1973;.éohén, 1975); and
c¢) the impact of legal procedures, particularly due process on case disposition
(Stapelton and Teitelbaum, 1972).

l. There are several serious iimitations to these studies. .First,.and fore-
most, they are based on case studies or small unrepresenfative samples. There-
fore, the-validity, reliability or generalizability of their findings are
exceedingly limited in lighf of the vast.variations in case dispositions patterns
amonglthe_courts. Second, tﬁéy highlight one sét of yariables atvthe exclusion
of others and are unable»£o assess the relative importance of each. Third,
they lack a.sys#ematic-conéeptualization of the juvenile court itself, and in
particular, they fail to recognize that the court is a compléx organization
functioning in a turbulent environment (for a notable exception'sge Emerson, 1969).
‘As a résult,'the effects of the structural attfibutes pf juvenile courts on
case disposition patterns remain.unexplored.

In this paper, we address ourselves explicitly to the juvenile cqﬁrt as
a form of bureaucrécy, and through a comparative perspective, attempt fo
estimate thg impact'df the court's ofgahizational characteristics on its
patﬁerns of intervention in the lives of youth.

The Juvenile Court as a People Processing Organization

The juvenile court belongs to a class of organizations that'we have
termed "people processing" (Hasenfeld, 1972), and which are charaéﬁerized by
the nature of their produce, i.e. péople with:a conferred social label and
‘'status. The core technology of these organizations consists:of a system of
classification—aisbosition throﬁgh which persons as the ''raw material'' are
assessed, evaluated and affixed a social label. The purpose of the label is to
evoke a predetermined response from other organizations who are the recipients

"

of the processed persons. In the case of the juvenile coﬁrt, the "‘raw

material’ are y0ufh referred by police, schools, parents and others. They are



subject to a process of classification-disposition by the intake workers, jddget
and probation officers wﬂo confer upon them a label such as '""delinquent,"

"in need of sﬁpervision" accompanied with a specified disbosition such as
"counseled, warned and released," "probation" or "commitment'. The couft
-anticipates that the recipients of'the processed. youth, other youth serving
agencies, will respond to the label in manner that will result in desirgd

- behavioral cﬁanges in the youth.

.For this stﬁdy we have chosen to focus on commitment rates to correctional
institutibns, éincé-Such disposition_reflect; the most severe form of court
,intervéntion in. the 1ivés of youth, as well as the greatest burden on the
‘state in caring for them. It is the mode of diéposition'that has evpked the
greatest controversy about the role of the juvenile court because of its
,direct.iﬁpact dﬁ the gntire juvenile correctional systen..

The feasibility of.commitment as a disposition‘option is contingeﬁt on
the judicial processing of the youth‘(in contrast to non-judicial handling),
which involves the filing of a'fprmal ﬁetition or complaiﬁt, the ﬁolding of a
judicial héaring, and a formal adjudicatiop of the youth. Thus, only
judicially processed youth can be committed to correctional institutions.
Consequently, the overall commi tment rate is the arithmetic product of thé
proportion of youth handled judicially and the proportion Qf youth committed
of those judiéially handled. That isy %-= %-. %-;_whefe‘c =‘cases committéd;

J = cases judicially processed; T = total cases processed.

. From a people—processidg perspective, ﬁhen, the decision to
judiéially handle the youth occurs as the youth enters the organization, while
the decision to commit occurs at poinf of exit. Henée, it can be'readily
‘moted that the cofe technology is located at the boundaries of the organizatidn,

since the major task for the court "production'" staff is to negotiate
J .

appropriate entry and exit labels as the youth cross the organizational boundaries.



. The Political Economy of Juvenile Courts

We propose that the operationalization of the éeople—processing technology
of the juvenile court cén best'be understood f;om a political economy
perspective (Waﬁsely and Zald, 1976). The juvenile céurt, like other.public
‘bureaucéqcies, can be conceptualized aé an arena in which varioué interest
'groups, with differential access to resourcés needed by.the court to survive
and function,.négotia;e‘among theﬁselves to shape it; operative goals so that
they reflect their respéctive interests and values. Some interest groups such
as the police may wish tﬁe court to pursue a 'law and order" orientation,
while legal interest groups suéh as the public defender may influence tﬁe
court Fo emphasize due process :in its proceedings: The juvenile court judges,
_if elected, may represent the interest);f their political constituencies.

The negotiated operatiQe goals of the court, reflected in its people—
processing teghnology, are therefore,.a function'of the political and economic
processes both within and without the organization which determine howvand by -
whém resources anq power are mobilized for the court, and how they are
- allocated inferﬁally;' Following Wamgely and Zald_(l976) we can identify foﬁr
sets of:structural variables which shape these procésses in the'juvenile cqurt.

~a. The External Polity. It refers to the exchanges between the organization

and external units ”for control over légitimation, resource base, goél

definitibns, and the channels for.exertion of influence" (p. 21). For the

juvenile cou;t it is -operationalized as: a) the location of the court in the overall’
judicial systém which affects its judicial iegitimation ana prestige; b) whether

the judge is elected or appointed which affects the influence oﬁ political
constituepgies on thé court; and c) the influence on court policies of critical
elements in thé task'environment such as.referring agencies (e.g. police,

schools, social service agencies), legal institutions (e.g. state supreme court,

public prosecutor, public defender), and other youth service agencies.




b. The External Ecbnomy. It refers to conditions which affect the supply of °

resources to the court and the demand for its'serviées. In this context it

is operationalized as: a) the economic status of the community which affects

both the potential fiscal resources the court can mobilize and the demand for
court servicés; b) the volume and seriousness of offensg oﬁ the youth‘referred
to the court which affects.the demand characteristics for court services; and

é) the access of the court to community services which gffects the éupply of

youth service resources available to the court.

c. The fnterﬂal Polity. ‘It refers to the internal structure of authdrity} and’
the dominant elite values and goals. 1In the case of the juvenile court, it is
given that the judge is the undisputed chief executiVé of the court.who wields
considerable ﬁowef:in‘éhaﬁing its goals (Matza, 1964). Hénce,'weAfoéus on the
ideologies held by the jﬁdgé toward juvenile offenders which, in turn éffect
the prbcessiné fechnoiogy.' These may range from a punitivé'orieﬁtatién which
streéses the need for deterrence, punishment, and cémmunity protection in
handiing-juvenile offenders to:a reﬁabilifative orieﬁtationlwhiéh emphasizes

the need to help the quenile overcome pérsonal and social difficulties.

d. Internal Economy. It refers to the ways the organizational tasks are

accomplished and-encompasses the production system, the.rules governing it,

and the resources allocated to it. For the juvenile court, the productioﬁ
system ié actually reflected in our dependent variable, namely the patterns of
case disposition. Rather, we are concerngd here with: a) the effects of the
rules governing case processing,specifically the use of due process procedures
which affecﬁs the rights .of thg juvenile, and the rules of evidence used by

the courtz;and b).fhe allocation of internal resources to services for youth‘
being processed by the court which affects the range of disposition alternatives
available to the staff. |

We are proposing that each of these sets of variables will influence the



classification-disposition system of the jﬁvenile court. However, since the
core techqology-is located-at the boundéries of tﬁe court, it will be particularly
sensitive to the external polity énd economy.v Specifically{ we propgse that the
court will adaﬁt its classificatioh—dispoéition system to respond to the
exigencies of its task environment in order to optimize the flow of legitimation
and resources. This will be particularly trué for the entry decision (i.e.;
judicial vs. non-judical handling) because the court can léss effectively‘buffer
it from the influenées of the external environment than the exit decision
(i.e., commitmént).

Within this 6verall perspective we ndw turn to examine the predicted
>effeéts of the vafiéblés identified above on the rate of judicial héndling
G%), and on the raFevof commitment of judicially handled cases (%).

Judicial vs. Non-Judicial Handling

Tﬂe choice betweén ;he;e two alternative case prqcessing patterns reflécts.
the inherent duality in the mandate of the»juvenile.court -— provision of social
services to troubied youth, ana the protection of the community from offensive
juvenile_behaQiors and acts (Platt, 1967; Schultz, 1973). Courts may rely on-
non-judicial handling to respond)torcommunity demands for éarly detection and
Asurveiilance of "trqublesome” youth and‘in order to project a sociai service
orientation, while usiﬁg judicial handling in order to pfoject a iegalistic
.orientation and in response to.préssures for "léw and order." Such duality,
which emantes from the parens partiéé conception of the court,has resulted in
ambiguitieé and conflicts in its operative goalé leading to:what Matza (1964)

"has termed "individualized justice.'" That is, juvenile court judges have been
8 .

given considerable discretion in the handling of juveniles under the guise of-
"in the best interests of. the child." Whether youth are handled informally and

non-judicially or judicially, through formal court hearing, depends on how such

discretion is exercised as the courts come to grip with their dual and contra-
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dictory manda;e.

VWe argue thgt the courts will use their discretion in case processing to
‘enhance their legitimation ana flo& of resourées, and to advance thei; domiﬁant
elite's interests. Hence, we suggest that the gmphasis on'judicial vs. non-’
judicial handliﬁg will be a function'of a) the negotiated relations between the
court and its task environment;-aﬁd b) its internal ideologies and éllocation
of resources. \

As suggested earlier, the external poiity refers to-the influences of the
task environmené'oﬁ the court. OfAforemost importance is the judicial status
of tﬁe juvenile court which can be determined by where its cases can be taken
fér appeal - to an avpellate court or to a higher trial court. Reﬁiew‘by an
: éppellate court iﬁdicétes that the court has status equal to fhe highest trial
court iﬁ the state (Levin and Sarri, 1974: 37), and it is, therefore;‘a court of
general jurisdiction rather than a court of limited jurisdiction (e.g. probate,
misdemeanor). Courﬁs of general jurisdiction, hencé, will adopt a more legalistic
orientation, because of the appelllate‘review. Théy are less likely fo process
cases fofmally.when these lack legal merit, and are more.inciiﬁed to processes
cases non-judicially which frees them of such review.; Moreover, éourts of .
general jurisdictioﬁencounternmre diverse cases ana must establish priorities,
;and are more likely, therefore, to use non-judicial handling to screen out

"minor' .cases.

Hl. Courts of general jurisdiction will have a higher rate of non-
judicial handling than courts-of limited jurisdiction.

Related to the judicial—status of .the court is the selection process of
the judges who afe either appointed or elected. Cléarly, wﬁen,the judges apé
elected they must establish their legitimation in thevcommunity'both through
responsiveness to diVersé constituencies and by elevating the.impqrtance of
the court, undef'their leadership, in the local youth ser&ide network.

Emphasis on non-judicial handling enables elected judges to accomplish such an



objective. It provides'tﬁem with the needed organizational f}exibility to
attend to the ﬁultipie ser?ice demands made by various cdnstitdencies, and to
be'responsive to the requests made by the variéus_youth service agencies without
. the -restrictions associatéd with formal'and judigiallprocessing.

H2. Courts with elected judges will have a higher rate of non-judicial
handling than courts with appointed.judges.

The position.of the court in the youph service network is aléé an important
factor in shaping'the court's processing technology. From én inter—orgénizational
perspebfivé, thé.power relations befween the court and other youth sérvice
agencies will determine thg extent to which other agencies can influeﬁce the
handling of youth by the court in agcordanée with their interests. (Benson, 1975).
These agencies, such as the police and schools, are likely to preésure the court
to use its coercive powers to isola;e troublesome youth from the community by
taking-jurisdiction over them. When the courts do so, they, in.effect,
absolve the referring agencies from subsequent responsibility for these youth.

H3. The greater the influence of the referring agencies on the
court's decisions, the higher the rate of judicial handling.

The external economy determines the nature of the demaédsvfor court
serviceé as well asuthe potential supply of resources to the court, both of
which will influence the court's processing technolggy.

A high volume of referrals as expressed by the proportianof youth referred
to the total youth population under the qourt's jurisdiction, reflects multiple
and divérse.requests for court services. To respond to them effectively, the
court needs to develop é flexible procéssing technology which can be best
attained through non-judicial handling. Moreover, since judicial handling costs
more than non-judicial handling ;n court resources, a high volume of referrai

may severely tax the court's resources lest it resorts to non-judicial handling.

H4. The greater the proportion of youth referred t0'the_court, the
higher the rate of non-judicial handling.



The seriousness of the offenses allegedly committed by the youth referred
to the court will indicate the-expected severity of response from the courf.
Sergous offenses are more likely to result in formal chafées pressed against

. the youth which constrain the ability of the court to'process.them informal;y.

H5. The greater the seriousness of the offenses of the youth referred
to the court, the higher the rate of judicial handling.

The economic status of the community.as-measured by per capita income
indirectly indicates the social class of,the youth population under the court's
jurisdiction. 'The higher the per capita income, the higher the-overall sqcial
class of the youth referred to the coﬁrt, even if lower class youth are mare likely
to bg feferred to it. .Several stﬁdies.havé noted that juvenile coufts-tend
to be more severe in thé prdcessing:of youth from lower classés'(Thornberry,
1973; Carter and Clelland, 1979). Others (Terry, 1967;.Coheﬁ and Kluegel, 1978)
have disputed these finding."All of them, however,.examined claés variations
within cdurts rather than between courts which may account for the inconsistent
results. From our perspective, differences in,éase processing patterns will
afise_from the attributes of ﬁhe communities in which the courts are located,
sﬁch that courts in wealthier communities are likely to adopt a more lenient
posﬁure toward juvenile offenders. >Severgl reasons may account for such a
pattern. Firs;, the juveﬁile court, since itsinception was intende& to control
the normative behavior. of youth in a;cordance with dominant class values (Fox,
1970; Platt, 1969). Second, the mandate of the court tendSJfa§or those youth
who can mobilize resou?ces redﬁcing the need of the céﬁrt to assume its parens
patriae role. Third, because local youth service agencies, particularly-those
privately sponsored, are more receptive to. middle and upper class clients
(Teele and Leviné, 1966) the court can more readily refer such youth to them
rather than assume formal jurisdiction over them.

H6. The higher the per capita income of the community the lower
the rate of Jud1c1al handling.



In this context, the availability of community services for juveniles not
only reduces the demand for court intervention but also enables the court itself
to divert more youth to them. Moreover, in doing so the court enhances its

legitimation in the youth service network.

H7. The greater the access of the court to community services the lower
the rate of judicial handling. :

While we have proposed that the emphasis on judicial vs. non-judicial
bandling will be primarily. a function‘bf the external political economy-ofithe
court, we~have also identified tﬁo attributes of>the internal.political economy
. which may affect the court's choice, namely a) the judge's ideology and>b) the
allocation of internal'fesources.for youth services. The legal context and
structure of the juvenile court have vested imﬁeasurable power and discretion in
ghe hands.of the judges. Juvenile court judges are subject to veryAfew'iegal
testrictions (Levin and Sarri, 1974) while given complete executive authority
over the management of the court (Matza, 1964). Consequently, the personal
ideologies of«tﬁé judges concé%ning juvenile delinquency and the role of the
c;urt should have considerable impac; on its'operaﬁive goals and processing
teéhnology.. In particular, judges will Vary in the extent to which they believe
in the community protection or éhe'social rehabilitation functions of the
court. Té the extenf that judges uphold a punitive orientation they are more
‘likely to'direct tﬁe éourt”s brocessing technology to sﬁpport suéh an orientation.

H8. The stronger the punishment orientation of the Judges, the hlgher
the rate of Jud1c1al handling.

The allocation of court resources to youth services wili also reflect the
judge's commitment to .community protéction and punishment or to social
‘rehabilitation. 'wﬁen such services exist witﬁin the court's boundaries thef
increase the options,available_to the staff in responding to the problems and
needs of fhe youth referred to them. Moreover, to justify the importance of

these services to the community which funds them, the staff will have the impetus
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to use them extensively.

H9. The greater the availability of internal court services the higher
the rate of non-judicial handling. '

Wé should note, in this context, that the allocation of in;ernal resources
for youth services not only reflects the judge's ideology but.may also be a
reép&nse to its task gnvironmeﬁt. First, the higher the economic status of
tbe comﬁunitf,'the easier it is'fo; the court fo mobilize resources for such
services. Second, the grea&er the influence of youth advocacy groups on the
.court's poliéieé, the greater'the likelihood that the court will commit
resources for such services.  Finally, the more the court is integrated in the
local youth;éervice network, as méasured by accessibility to their'Services, the.
greater the impetus io streﬁgthen such exchange relations through the development
.of its own speciélized services.

Commitment of Judicially Handled:Youth

Commitment, as a disposition option, represents the most severe form of
court intervention. It drastically alters the legal and social status of the
youth by making them wards of the court or the state, and by removing them

from their community. As suggested earlier, disposition decisions can be

buffered more readily from the task environment than intake decisions, mostly

'because the state juvenile corrections agency;.tovwhom most commitments are
made, haé littie control over such decisions.3 Hence, the external factors
most likely to-influence the commitment rate are the status of the judge
in the community, and thé-attributes of the youth referred to the court (i.e.
their socio-economic status and seriousness of offense).
Elected judges will be under greater pressure to demonstrate to the
community that they indeed protect it from "dangerous' youth. In contrast to

appointed judges, they are more sensitive to the potential reaction of the

community, particularly the media and the police, to permitting "high risk"
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youth to remain in the community, since they can ill-afford to develop a
negative reputation.

H10. Courts with elected judges will have:a higher conmltwent rate,
than courts w1th appointed judges.

.The economic status of the community, as an.indirect measure of the ovérall
socio-economic status of the youth, will affect the commitment rate for the
same-reaéons that it should influénce the rate of judicial handling. ‘In
particular, families witﬁ higher income can mobilize more readily treatment -
éervices for their children which &imish the pressure on. the court to commit
them to public iﬂstitutions.

H1l. The higher the per capita income in the communlty, the lower the
commltment rate.

The pressure on the court to remove youth from the community will un-

" ‘doubtedly depend on the seriousness of the juGenile offenses. As woqld be

expected, studies of juvenile court disposition patterns have indicated that
seriousness of offense is correlated with the severity of court interventidn'
(e.g., Terry, 1967; Cohen and Kluegel, 1978).

H12. The more serious the offenses of the youth referred to the court,
the greater the rate of commitment. :

. We turn now to the intérnal political economy of fhe/court and its effect”
on the commitment rate. The déciéion modalities developed by the court on the
appropriaﬁeness of commitment are based on "normal crime" conceptions of
juveniles "deserving" such a disposition (Sudnow, 1965). These conceptions, in o

turn, are derived, at least in part, from_gﬁé dominant ideologies and -images

about delinquency in the court. Hence, judges whoée image. of juvenile delin-
. / ’ N

quency reinforces a punitive orientation will develop decision modalities that’

encourage’commitment.

H13. The stronger the punlshment orientation of the Judges, the higher.
the commitment rate.

Yet, the application of these conceptions of juveniles "deserving"
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commitment is constrained by the extent to which due brocessvbrocedures are
practiced by the court. By protecting the rights.of the juvenile duringAcourt
hearing, due process provisions subject court-findings to rules of evidence,

and proposed.decisions and actions to ae adversery review and.challenge. Although‘
-Stapleton and Teiteibaum (1972) found. that public defenders tend.to be coopted

"by the juvenile court judges, thus reducing their effectiveness in protecting

tbe juvenile rights, we still believe that adherence to due process inhibits

the exercise of_discretion by the court.

Hl4. The greater the emphaéis on due process, the lower the commitment
rate.

We.should point oue; in this context,.fhat'the extent to which-the court
will emphasize due-process in its_ﬁroeeedings is not simply a matter left to
the whiﬁs of the judge. Rather,vffom our perspective, it will be also influenced
by the relations the court has with its task environment, That is,'the greater
fhe influence of the legal institutions such as the state supreme court, the’
prosecuting attorney and the public defender's'office on the court, the.greater
will be the emphasis en'due pfocess.: Similarly, the higher the economic status
of ehe community, the greater the emphasis on due process, mostly Beéadse effective
legal representation is a function of the'ﬁossessionlof economic resources

(Nagel, 1973). 1In contfast, the greater the influence of the referring agencies,
the lesser the empﬁasis on due process because of the interest of these agencies

to have the court assume responsibility for their "troublesome' youth.

Finaliy, commitment as a disposition‘alternative is also likely to be eeed
more frequently when the court ellecafes-fewer resources- to other service options.
That ie, when the'courp does allocate resources for youth services, it_is more

- likely to resort to them before committing the youthi.to institutions.

H15. The greater the availability of ‘internal court services, the lower
the commitment rate. : ’
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Data and dMethods

The Sample

The data for this study came from a 1974 national survey of juvenile

T

coUtLg\Sarricd out by tie tlational Assessment of Juvenile Corrections,  Univer-
e N i
\\ N . -
sity of Michigan (Sarri- and Dasenfeld, 1976). The national survey employed a
probability sampling of alll\ceunties with a population of 50,000 or over that
have a court or courts with juvcnilq jurisdiction. A total of 691 counties
were thus identified for incluston andNof these, 400 were selected. To insure
the representation of the large urban courts and cach of the 50 -states in the
: . ) ' N ‘ .
analysis, questionnaires were also sent to,any of the courts of any of the
: | .

twventy large cities or the 50 states Ehat did not fall into the random sample.
The random sample of 400 counties gave a tQEal of GO0 courts. Further checks

- = \ - . .
reduced the samplc to 455 courts as some courts no lonjer handled juvenile
cases or were handling too few  of them (less ‘than 50 cases).. Separate

questionnaires were mailed to the Judge, the Court Administrater, and two

probation officers of each court. Two hundred and fifty-seven reszponses

wére obtained -from the judges, 226:£r0m the court administﬁatofs, and 430 from
)

probation officers;- the. response rates were 577, SUZ, and 537 respectively.

The supplementary sampie yielded 18 additiona}ijudge questionnaires, 11 court

administrator questionnaires, and 21.probatioa\officer questionnaires.

This study uses primarily theAinformation provided ﬂy the:judges. Court
‘statistics were obtained from ;he court adminiscrators' questionnaires or in
some cases from the state and local statistical reports. Data on the counties
of jurisdiction were obtained from the City and4County Data Book_(Bureau of
Census, 1972). Tor the present analysis, only 2106 courts provided usable court
statistics and thereby constituted our final usable sample. DMissing data in
the judges' questionnaires for theée 216 courts were, where appropriate, padded
with the group mean values. The deleted cases from both the judges and court

administrators were found not statisticallv different from the cases retained.
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- The Dependent Variables

The proportion of judicial handling (%) is simply the ratio of the
numbér of cases handled judicially by the court to the total number of cases
handled. .Cases nét handléd judieially are usually disﬁissed or referredvto
social service agencies; .cases handled judicially by the court will inevitably
appear before the -judge and risk the possibility of being committed. The
commitment rate of judicially handled cases Cg) is the ratio of the numbéf of
cases committédhbytthe court to the total number of cases handled judicially.
The court statistics were obtained from the .court administrators.

The two'dependent variables are log transformed to reduce the skewness of
their distribﬁtion in order to meet the assumptions of OLS.. The trqnsformation
also allows us to treat these two variables_as structural predictors of the
overall commitment rate C%). This is possible because thé ﬁultiplicative -
relationship of the three variables (% =-% .-%) becomes linear and additive
after the loge transformation (log.e (%) = loge (%) = 1oge (%5). The st?qctural
pgremeters of the latter equation can be estimaﬁed by the OLS procedure. The
equation has no residuél'term because of cbmplete determination. It has been
shown that the structural parameters can be obtained directly as phe ratio of .

the standard deviation of each component variable to the standard deviation of

the dependent variable (Hermalin, 1275:281). The estimated pafaﬁeters are

iog (%) .898 loge (%) + .705 lpge (%) indicating that the rate variable (the
commitment rate of cases judicially handled may have a slightly stronger effect

on the overall commitment rate than the 'composition' variable (proportion

judicially handled).
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The Independent Variables

These variables, as specified by the hypotheses, can be classified according
to the two major organizational dimensions identified above: polity vs. ecoﬁomy,

and externality vs. internality. Fig. 1 lists the variables that fall in each

cell.
Fig. 1 Classification of the Independent Variables
Polity - [;‘{ " Economy
T " ‘..A, — ]
1. Referring Agenby'Influénce;(RAI) 1. Income per Capita (IPC)
2. Youth Advocacy Influencef(YAI) 2. Seriousness of Offense (SOF)
External 3. Legal Insitution Influence (LII) 3. Proportion Youth Referred (PYR)
{ S
4. Judicial. Selection Process (JSP) ' 4. Access to Youth Services (AYS)

5. Court Judicial Status (CJS)

1. Puniéhment Ideology (PID) 1. Court Services (CSS)

2. Due Process (DUP)

Each of these variables was operationalized on the basis of questions
asked of the judges, probation officers, and the statistics provided by the
court adﬁinistrators,.and the 1972 City-County Data book. The specific

operationalization of each variable is detailed in Appendix A.
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Models of Estimation

Each set of hypotheses explaining the rate of judicial handling and -the
rate of commitment can be ekpressed through a miltiple regression equation as

"follows:

Rate of Judicial Handling

Jy . . L
(1) 1n (T) = bl CJS.+ b2 JSP + b3 RAT + bé_PYR + b5 SOF f b6 IPC + b7
AYS + b8 PID +'b9 CSS + e
"Rate of Commitment.
(2) 1n (J) = blO JSP + bll ICP + blZ SOF +,,bl3 PID + bl4 DU? + b CSS + e

15

The expected signs of the estimated paraﬁeters are as follows:

For equatioq (L):- b3 ,~b5, b8 >0
By> Bys Byy By by by <0
For equation (2): blO’ blZ’ b13, >0

byys Pyge Pyg <0

'In_éddition,.our theoretiqal model has also-identified the strgctural
:variablés hypoghezied to influenée the court's allocation of resources to
youth services (CSS), and its emphasis on due prbchs-procedure‘(DUP). The
equations for these two vafiébleé are as follows; | |

2

(3) €S8 = A PID + A) IPC + A, RAL + A, AYS + e

APID+ A LII + A. IPC + A. RAL + e

(4). DUP-= ¢ 6 7 8

The expected signs of the estimated parameters are:

For equation (3): }2, A3, }4 >0
A <
1 0

For equation (4): A6’ 17, >0



18

Findings

Table 1 shows the correlations among all the variables used in this study.

.A cursory examinétion reveals that.the size_of most of the correlations is
relatively low. The low corrglations between the independeqt énd dependent
.variables are fb.be expected since we are trying to predict orgénizational
outputs on the basis of structural variables Qithout the benefit of linkipg
them to the Speqific organizational pquesses'which actually gépératé them.
Soméwhaf less expécted are the weak relations between thé-external'variables
thouéht to influence thé internal'politicalAecénomy and its component measures.
For exampie, the correlations between income per’tapita, influence of legal
institutions and emphgsis on due.process are .22 and ;17 reépectiveiy._ The
correlationS'be;wéen youth advocacy influéncé, income. per capita and court
services are ,03. ~Similarly, the reiations among the internal structura;
variables are weak."The anticipatedvnegative relations between the punishment
.idedlogy and due procéss and court services are only-4.19 and -;13 respecti?ely.
The pattern that seems to emerge froﬁ these findings is that‘juvéhile courts
resemble loosely coupled systems (Weick, 1976) in which the relations among the
various structural components of the éystem_are weak, and occasionaily
incbnsistent. We shall return to this point later in o;r discussion.
Reviewing'tﬁé most significant zero-~order correlations between the dependent
and the independent variables we notice the following:
a) As hypothesized, the rate‘of'judicial-handling'i; negatively correlated with
courts of general jurisdiction (-.43), with proportion of youth referred to the
.court (.-28), with access to community service; (-.20) énd with court services

(-.17). It is positively correlated with seriousness of offense (.23), and the
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influence of the referring agencies_(.lS).- 1t is-not,'howéver, significantly
related to the judge's punishment ideology. The other cdrrelations.are-in
the eXpected'directiop, but low. _
b) The rate of commi tment, asAexpeéted, is negatiﬁely coprelateq with emphasis
on due process'(-.ZS)? and the Qealth of thé community (-.20), it'is positively
-corfelated with ele;ted judges'(.30)f Contrary to our‘hypothesis, it ié
‘ negatively correlatea wi£h_sériou$nesé of offense (-.10). The othe; correlations

are low, but in the expected direction.

judicial Héndligg -

To test ouf hypotheSeé concerning the determinants of the rate.ofijudicial'
Handling, and to estimate the effecf of each yariable‘Specified in our model,
.we regréssed the rate of judicial handling on the nine~iﬁdépendeht variables,

as specified in Equation 1. The results are shown in Table 2 which also

Table 2 about ﬁére

includes the analysis of ‘the proposed determinants of court services for youth
(see Equétion 3. Only‘tﬁree of_the’nine/hypothesés.fail to attain confirmation
at the..QS levei. Specifically} access to community services, (H7); ﬁhe judge's
punishment ideology,'(H85;.aqd the influence of phe referring agencies,; (H3)
do not significantly influence the rate of judicial héndling.~ Examinatioﬁ of
the Beta’weighté indicateé fhat the court's judicial status has the strongest
effect.on the rate of judicial héndling, followed by the proportion of youth
referred, the jpdicial selection process, and the seriousness Sf offense..
These findings‘indicate that the external political factors which shape
theljudicial character of the court and status of the judges, and the exterﬂal
economic factqrs.whiqh affect ‘the ﬁature of the demand for court.services have
the greatest éffect<on the rate of judiciél handling. In contrast, the

ideologies of the judge:ofteﬁ suggested as a key factor in shaping court policies
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toward youth, éeem-to have no direct effect §n ra;e of judicial handling. The&
do, however,‘have some small positive indirect effect via theif influence on
ﬁhe development of court services. The development of_court sgrvices which,
hés anegative effect on the rate of ju&icial handling (Beta = -.134), is
influénced,fas noted in Célumn 2, Table 2, by the judge's .punishment ideology
(Beta = -.113). That is, the‘greafer the judge's adherénce to a punishment
ideology the less likely the court to devéelop servicgs for y&uth which, in
turn, results in a higher rate of judicial handling. The development of

court -services, as‘expected,.is also influenced by.the court's access to
community sgrvices and by youth~adv6cacy influencé; but not by the economic

. status of the community.

Commitment of Judicially Handled Youth
Table43-pre3ents: the estimates of the effect of each of the variables

specified in our model on.the commitment rate of judicially héndled yodth, as

indicated in EquationAZL ‘Clearly, our model can explain .only a very small
fraction of the variance in the commitment rate (R2 ='.l72). Only two of the‘
hypotheges are confirmed at the .OS‘level; courts with elected judges have a
higher rate of_commitment of judicially handled youtﬁ (H10), and the greater

: the'émphasis on due- process précedures in the coﬁrt the lower the rate of
commitment (Hi&). Court services and per capita income, as expected, are
negatively related to the raté'ofcommi&mentbut the estimated effects fail to
attain significancé at the .05 levelf‘ Contrary to our expectations, seriouspess.
of offense has a small negative efféc?von the rate of commitment. .Closer
\ekamination, however, reveals that this may be due-to a statistical artifact
of the.correlation of fatio variables.- The number of sefidusness of offense

(i.e. number of offense against person) is highly and positively correlated
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with the denominator of commitment rate (i.e. number of youth'judicially_
handled). This may in one Cése produce a negativé correiation between thé
- two ratio variablés.(see Schueséler, 1974). Moreover, itAhas also been
shownAthat-correlational.estimates between ratio variables with common
. components~is especially sensitive to raﬁdom or constant error which may lead
to_a,réverse in sign (Long, 1980). As such, the estimated relationship
betweeﬁ seriousness of offense and the éommitment rate 1is not entirely
reliable and should be‘viewed as such.

As shown in column 2, tabie 3, the environment.of the juvenile court
doés have a significanf effect on the emphasis on due process proce@ures within’
the court (see Equation 4). Income per_capita.and the.iﬁfluence of the legal
institutions have a positive effect on emphasis on due process procedures,
while the referring agencies<influence'ﬁas a negative effect. 1In éddition, the
deéree to which the.judge adhereé to a punishmené'ideology has a negative
effect on due process, and, therefore? indirectly affectsApositively.the rate

of commitment.

_DiScussion

The fiﬁdings, in general, coqéirm the. political economy model we have
proposeé to explain patterns of case disﬁosition among juveﬁile courts. 1In
'particular, we have<shown'that‘the characteristics of the e%ternal polity
and economy of ﬁhe courts play a significant role in shaping case procéssing
decisions at entry, more so than their internal polity and economy. Furthérmore,
we have demonstrated .that the patterning of these decisions can be understood,
at least in paft, as an'expressioh ofuphe organizational responses to the
exigencies of tﬁe task environment aimed at maintaining and enhancing the f%ow

of resources and legitimation to the court. The relationship between the
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environment, court response, and case processing patterns is best exemplified

in the effects of the judicial selection process. Courts with elected judges,

on the one hand, arevless likely to process cases judicially,; but on the other

hand, are more likely to have a higher commitment rate.

It seems to us that

the exﬁlaﬁation of such seemingly contradictory patterns lies in the relations

between elected judges and their constituencies. They must, on one hand,

demonstrate the responsiveness of the court to thé youth problems in the

community which caﬁ be best done through non-judicial handling, and they must,

on. the other hand, demonstrate their commitment to the protection of the

community which-is best demonétrated through removal of
from the commuhity. Aépointed judges, in'contraét, are
from these multiple pressures, and ére,-therefbre, more
- case prqcessing patterns. :Similarly, we have seen that

particularly the quantity and quality of the demand for

‘influences the case processing decisions at entry. The

juvenile offenders
somewhat buffered
consistent in their.
the.external economy,
court intervention,

larger the demand for

court intervention as expressed in the proportion of youth referred, the greater

the rate of non-judicial handling which from an organizational perspective is

the most:effective and efficient way of handling large service demand without

overburdening organizational resources or undermining its legitimation. Yet,

the court must also consider ‘the nature of the demand, namely the seriousness

of the offenses. As they increase so will, for obvious

judicial handling.

reasons, the rate of

Internal political and economic configurations of the court, particularly

the judge's ideologies, proved to have minor effects on-

the 'patterning of case

- processing decisions, espécially at entry. Of course, this may be due to the

fact that we have fewer adequate measures of these court dimensions (although -

other alternative measures failed to improve the model).

Yet, it is worth

noting that the judge's ideologies have no direct effect on case processing
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patterns, and theiriindirect effects are relatively small.4 'Ce;tainly, our
study-fails to confirm the often suggested importance of this variable in
explaining the opgrative policies of the juvenile court. Although not repor;ed
herg, we have'alSO‘fbund that the éttitudes and idgélogies of other court staff
such as probation officers and court administrators, and their reported
decision ruleé and-policies on procéssing caées had-no significant effect on
the depeﬁden; v;riableé. In fact,‘we foﬁnd lack bf consistency or agreements
in the belief systems and decision rules held by the varioué actors iﬁ the
éourt, which may‘indicate, as suggegted'earlier, that fhé interﬁal structure

of the_court'is-éctually "looSely_coﬁpled.” (Weick, -1976). According to Meyér<
and Rowan (1977:343) in a lqoselycbugledofganization ”st;#ctural glements are
only loosely linked to each 6ther and to actiyities, fules are often violated,
deéisipns are oftenAunimplementéd, or if implemented have uncertain consequeﬁces
fechnologies are of prqblemgti& efficiency, and évaluation and inspecfibns
systems aré sﬁbverted or rendered so vague as to provide little coordination."
In such organizations, consistency ié attained mostly for those areas of
.activities which are visible to the érganizational environment and which are
ctitical for the eﬁlistmeng of légitimatipn and resources, i.e. facilitate

the institutionalization of the orgénization( It is for this‘reason, we argue,
that we find greater consistency in the patterns of‘case decisions at entry
since these are more vis%ble and are directly affected by the court's task
environment. In contrast, the éommitment decisions do not occur at the
boundaries of the organization, and are hence less visible. Moreovér, because
a very small proportion of the youth referred to the court are éctually comm%tted
to institutions,these décisions ﬁlay a lesser role in the institutionalization
of the court in the éommﬁnity. Therefore, we suggest that the commitment

rates are more subject to the vagaries of the various court actors involved

in the process and because of the loose coupling among them, are less predictable.
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Two critical factors, however, affect the exercise of &iscretion in
commitment decisidns.’ First, for elected jgdges, the commitment decisions
are an important indicatioﬁ of their dedication to the protec£ion of the
community, and they are, henqe, likely to press more often for such decisions
in,ordgrbto buttress their political standing. Second, édhe;ence to due process
procedures -constrains the discretion of the'éourt staff since their decision
rules must conférm.to«acceptable legai standards and could be subject to
- challenge on that_ basis. Tﬁus, our findingé tend to support the ;onfentioq
of those who argue that reforming juvenile courts through'the adoption of 'a
more "legalistiéﬁ orie;tation will inhibit their intervention in the lives of

children.

Our findings indicate that the legal context of the juvenile court, i.e.

the.judicial status of the court and the judicial selectibn process, are the

key prédictors of the.Case proceésing patterns, ﬁhe first affécting the rate

of judicial handling, and‘the second, tﬁe rate of coﬁﬁitment. Accordinglf,

we can develop a typology of jﬁvenile courtsvonlthe basis of these two variables
which should info?m us on the expected patterns of case processing in each .

court type. As'shown in Fig. 2, the ihtersectionjof these two variaBles genefates

four types of courts with the predicted patterns of case .processing:
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Fig. 2 A Typology of Juvenile Courts
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é) The_"intervéntioniét" court which is éha?acterizéd by both a high rate. of-
Vjudicial handling and a high commitment rate. Thét is, in many ways, the
traditional juvenile court that has emerged from the child sayiné movement
wheréby a specially limitedsfatuséou?t was established to take jufisdictioﬁA
over juveniles.:

b) The "paternalisticf cédrt which is cﬁatacterized by low rate of jﬁdicial
handling'and a high commitment rate. This is the most commonly found juvenile
court whiéh triés'to accomodate to the contradiction in its~mandéfe between social
réhabilitétion and community protection. |

c)-The ”ritualistic”,cbuxt which is characterized by a high raté of judicial
handling and low rate of>commitﬁent. Such a courtlexercisés its fo?mal
judicial authority more frequently, but is somewhat buffered from the pressure
for community protectionp

d) The."minimalistic".court which is characterized by both a low'raterf
judicial bandling‘and a low commitmént rate. This type of court tends to

represent the more recent attempts to legally reform juvenile courts by

elevating their legal status and reméying the judges from the political arena.
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We tested the validity of the typology by a statistical procedure known as
'effect contrast'. (Cohen and Cohen, 1975: 191). We classified all the courts

"into each of the four types ana thedcregressed the'actual rates of judicial
handling and qommitmenf on three of the four court typeé (the "paternalistic"

court was the .omitted group). The results are as follows

J , . .
T L4877 + 2046 Xl .1253 Xz + '0773,X3

£ - 1595 - .0672 X, - .0359 X, + .0613 X

3.

1 2
Rate of

J . .

where T Judicial Handling
- C _ .

3= Commitment Rate

Xl = Rituaiistic Court type

X2 = Minimalistic Court type

X3 = Interventionist Court type

The intercept represents the grand.mean for the sample, while 1i represents
the differenée bet&een the group mean and tﬂe gfand meén, thus indicating
whéther tﬁe ratés of.judicial handling and comﬁitment are above or below the
national average;- As can be-seen the results for both rates are inbtﬁe pre- -
.dicted direction. Moreoﬁer,.court type accounts for 267 of the variance of

the rate of judicial handling, and 117% of the variance of the rate of commitment.
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Conclusion S -
We_have Qemonstrated‘in this study the usefulness of the politigal economy

f;amework to explaiﬁ case processing patterns-in juvenile courts. We have

shown that in people processing organizations, such as the juvenile court,

the classification and disposition of cases - their core technology - are
infiuencéd by political and economic considerations pertaining to the
"survival and enhancemept of the organizatiéh. Because the core technologies

of these orgénizations_are located at their boundaries, they are particularly
sensitive to ghe exchange relations developed bétweenifhe orgénization and

its external environment. In:the case of the'juVenile court, its legal

‘context (i.e. the judicial status of the court, aﬁd the judiciéi seiected
procéss) énd the nature of the demand for céurt services were found to be the
most important factors influencing case processing ét the inpﬁt phase. Wﬁen

the coﬁrt, however, can buffer a component of ité téchnology fromrthe;environment
as in the case of'cqmmitment of youth.to institutions, the results are fgr less
predictable. It seems that under such circumstance, fhe exercise of discretion
in case processing, while influenced by the judge's‘status and the existence of
due process provisiéns, expresses the idiosyngaries of the cases and the vagaries
vof thé personnel. |

From a sdcial policy perspective, our findings have significant implications -

regarding the ekér&ise‘of discretion vs. the'prctection of client rights in.
peoplé processing orgaﬁizatidnsAin general, and juvenile certs, in pa;ticular
(Handler, 1979): The legal foundations of the juvenile court permit its ju&geé
to exercise considerable discretion with minimal accountability. This must be
the singlé most important factor explaining the vast variatiqns in case proéessing
among coﬁrts even -in the same state. Our findings suggest that the court uses
suph discretion, on the one hand,:to respond to political and economicApressures

it cannot buffer, and, on the other hand, to accommodate to case idiosyncracies
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and personnel'vagéries when the case processing decisions are -buffered from
the énvirbnment (i.e. commitment to-ipstitutions). In both instances the
rights‘of the juveniles are likely to be compromised. WhatAmUSt occur,
therefore, is to buffer the qéu?t f%pm local political and economic pressures,
- while making it premeable to .the influences of legal institutions and other

control agents monitoring due process and the rights of juveniles. The.

"minimalistic" court exemplifies such a trend.



Table 1. Correlation Matrix for all Variables Used in the Study .
: - *statistically significant at .05 level

Sz (sD) - an(%)A Ln(%) RAT YAI - LII JSP cJs IPC cAP - - PyR  AYS PID-  DUP. Css
Proportion Judicially

/| Handled - © -1.1067 .66479 -
; (loge transformed) . .

Proportion -Committed ' '
(loge transformed) —2.0981: .66476  —-.1885% .-

-} Referring Agency  , .50 g9577 .1567% —.0416 -

(W]

. .¢"‘7

f‘ Influence
| Youth Advocacy '2.6059 .79077 -.0392 -.1279%  .0571 -
Influence - . . o
| Lesal Imstitution , 4555 8969  -.0108 -.1148%  .079 .2950%
<) Influence ‘ . s
»| Judicial Selection . (437 . 4902 -.1347%  .3077% -.0112 -.0394 -.0935 -
.| Process o . : ' .
.| Court Judicial 62174 .486  —.4301%  .043 0033 .0791  .1236% . .1496% -
. Status . : . : .
L . : : ' . : : , |
1 ‘Income Per Capita 3033.3 549.8  -.1192% -.2017%  .0597 .1074 .1593% =.2837%  .1356%
f, Crime Against . .07432 .0614 . .2390% <-.1011 .0520 -.0592 .0016 -.0892 -.0561 .0844 -
! Person ‘ » : : . - .
Proportion Youth 31,8 - (1968 -.2889% -.0349 -.1645% .0832  .1379% -.0396 - .2049%  .0586 -.1799% -
Referred :
Access to Community, ,nos 62439 -.2024* ..050  -.0378 .1106%  .0664  .1592%  .1013 .0111  -.0349 07177
- Service . ) E
5 i;“i?imjnf' 2.9349  .88186  .CES4  .1262% .0339 -.0712  .0162 -.0067 -.0375 ~.1186% ~.0388 .08  _ g -
i 120107 . ] .
Due Process 3.63 .79156 -.0178 -.2583* -.0988 . .1200% = .1696* -.0881 -.0624 .2261%  .0092% =-.004 oo _.1924* _
Fooer Qavvicaec soors 1,570 ~.3792% - ({240%  N350 124 L0207 -.017 L0145 0354 =.0198 J1212%  21512% - 1345% .134% -



Table 2. Linear Regression Models for Rate of Judicial Handling and Court
Services with Selected Independent Variables

Independent Réte of Judicial Court
Variables ] " Handling ’ 'Services

External Polity

Referring Agency Influence 114
, . © (1.565)%
Youth Advocacy Influence V - ' .094
: K Co- ' (1.926)
Judicial Selection Process - -.153
(2.038)
Court Judicial Status © -.350
’ o © (54.854)
External Economy
' Incoﬁe per capita ©-.133 C .005
‘ : (1.727) (.110)
Seriousnessvof offense Co W14
o - o (2.027)
Proportion Youth‘Referred - -.,154
' ' ’ : (-2.056)
,Access:to.Community-Services -.051 117
(-.686) C (2.418)
Internal Polity
Punishment Ideology ' ©.088 o -.113
(1.219) - : (-2.311)
Internal Economy
Court Services : -.134 N.A.
i (-1.901)
2 ' o
R .324 .045

* t statistic in parentheses



Table 3. Linear Regression Models for Commitment Rate and Due Process with
' Selected Independeat Variables

Independent ' Commitment
Variables . Rate ' Due Process

External Polity

E Judicial Selection Process .256
: : - (3.401)
Legal Institution Influence - .158
o | (-2.553) "
Extefnal,Economv..
Community Wealth | o -.081 .218
’ ' (-1.049) (3.508)
Seriousness of Crime - -.081 -
) (-1.118)
Internal Politv
Punishment Ideology ' . 044 ‘ ~.158
(.595) (-2.561)
Internal.EconomV
Due Process o A -.192 . -
’ ’ (-2.547)
Court Services : o =.111 : -
’ ’ (-1.500)
R2 , ' .172 .125

* t statistic in parentheses"



Appendix A: Operational Definitions of the Independent Variables

~

1. External Polity

Referring Agéncy Influence'(RAI) is a four—point scale whereby the Judges
- were asked'the>exteﬁt of influence the agencies referring cgses’to courts have
_on whether to file a formal péﬁitioﬁforAto:handle a cése informally; The rangeA
of 1 to 4 fepresents indrementally ggeatér degree~of influence. |
Y0uth'Advo;acy Infiuence (YAIL) is a composite index obtained by-adding'and‘
avéraging the'réspbnseé to the following question ”Héw much direct or indirect
.influénce db yoh think each of the following organizations have on the_ways‘your
juveniie courts handle youth." The oréénizatioﬁs were: Youth service bureau,
private social Sefvices; civie and interest groups conéernéd»with children, and-
guvenile court advisory board. The indéx‘has a rangé df 1 to 4 represénting
increméntally_greaferidegreé of influence. |
Legal Institution influeﬁce (LII) ié an index similarly constructed to
~the index of Youth Advocacy Influencé, except thgt responses to the same
quéstion with references to the following organizatioqs: Supreme court or.state
court édministrator,~public prosecutor office, and public.defenders office.
Judicial Selection Process (JSP) is a ‘dummy-coded variable whereby judges
“appointed were coded as 0 and judges elected were coded as 1. In certain
océasions when a judge was first appointedland then subsequently re-elected,
the judge was coded as 1. |
Céuft Judiéial Status (CJS) has. two categoriés: general vs. specific
jﬁrisdiction. ‘Coﬁpfs that'have'jurisdictioﬁ beYoﬁd juvenile matters were
classified as 'General' and coded 1. Courts with only juvenilé jurisdictidﬂ

were'coded 0.



2. Internal Polity

‘ Punishment Ideology (PID) is an attitudinal compoeite scale with 5 items.
The judges were askedlto indicate the extent to their agreement or disag?eement
to the following five statements: 1) "Puﬁishmene will teach delinquents right
from wrong'", 2) "The Supreme court has gone too far in protecting the rights
of criminels”; 3) "Many current programs for juvenile offendefs amount to
coddiieg the eelinqqents", 4) "The pelice don't enforce the laws strictly enough
against deliequeﬁts”, S)IfPlacing a youtﬁ in aetention is a good way to show him
that the court meant business'. Agreements to these‘statements were teken to
represent ; harsh vieW'of juvenile crime and anvemphasis on punishment. The
index has a range of i fq 5 representing incrementally greater emphasis on a
punishment ideology.

3. External Economy

Ipcoﬁe per capita (IPC) is simply the per capita money income in 1969
for.area under jurisdictibn_of tﬁe court. The ieformation-was derived from the
.1970-census as reported in 1972'City—Counfy Data book.

Seriousness of Offense (SOF) is the propomtion of offenses against a
persoe to the total cases referred te the court.. |

'froportion of Youth Refefred (PYR) is the propomtion of cases‘referfed
_to 'court to the'toial youth population of the erea_of'jurisdiction.

Access to Youth Service (AYS) is an:attieedinal variable which sums up
the probaEion officer's judgement of the ease of access for youth in the area
of jurisdiction to certain community resources. The resources specifically
stated were: 'psychological or psychiatric diagnosis, education or vocational
services, drug treatment or counselling, foster .or group hemes, family
counseling, individual eounseling, residential institution, medical examination
and treatment. The scale has a range of 1 to 6 with 6 representing high ease of

access.



4, Internal Econ;my

Due Process (DUP) is a composite index that sums up a judge's emphasis on
certain court procedﬁres: wﬂo ié permitted to waive the privilege against
self—incriﬁination; how often do .the juveniles and ;heir attorney confrént or
cross—examine opposi;é views; does the judge have access to the juvenile social

file or repost during adjudication, does the court appoint counsel, if necessary,

.

for the juvenile at intake, at detention, at waiver or tfangfer,lat adjqdication,

and at hearings concerning,probafion violations. Thelindex-has a range of 1 to
-5 representiﬁg incrementally greater eﬁphasis on due.process‘in court (other
quegtions on due process were eliminated because ofllack of variance in |
responée).

Court Service (CSS) is simply a court variable showing the number of ten
selectéd-services'currently aﬁailable in each court. The ten Services are:
intensive individual éoﬁnseling; group éounseliné; guided group inferactiong.
reality therapy; behaviour modification; work placement; academic of remedial
edpcation; vocational education;'norﬁalization program. The variable has a range

of O to 10.




FOOTNOTES

lSupport for thisfpaper has been provided.by a Rackham féculty_reseafch grant
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2The-use of dueAproéess'procedures.is also, in part, an expression of the judge's
ideologies, and therefore, reflects the internal polity of the court. As in
the'case of other human service organizations, the processing of people as

"raw material blurs some of the distinctions between the internal pollty and
economy. (Hasenfeld -and Engllsh 1974).

3In our survey over 95 percent of the judges indicated that they had considerable
autonomy in committing youth to the state juvenile corréctions agency.

4Thls flndlng was replicated with several dlfferent measures of the judge's
ideology.

SThe,estimate for the ommitted grbup, the.paternaliétic court type, can be easily
obtained from the equations. Simply substltute Xl through X3 with the value
of -1 and follow through the calculation. o :
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