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- Duxing this phase, three 8nalysts were assigned the responsibility of identify- &

”ing, reviewing, and summarizing cxisting data,sources. Gary Nbrdlinger re~

_ sectar;.and Rochelle.Albin, the judicial process sector,

'\3{(} o
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The major rele of the Bureau of Social Science Researcﬁ'was the design

and conduct of a series of surveys of manpower and educationwand training né;ds

among major sectors of the eriminal justice system. The position of Project

Director for BSSR was filled by Dr. Shirley Star, whose sudden and untimelv

death during the study cut short her contributions to the Nationa} Manpower Survey.

These contributions included developing the master plan for BSSR's role in NMS,‘

creating the Employee Characteristics Occupational Code, and mastering the come

plex organizational relationships among the nation's courts which enabled her

to update and reorganize Census' computerized record file cf the Court sector.

As succeeding Project Director, James Kretz represented BSS SR in the three—member

NS consortium and continued to.direct the Bureau's participation\th?ough the
drafting of a finel report, = -

i

As Deputy Director, Carol Kalish worked;vith Star and Kretz during thev

it

7

first phase of the study. She developed specific plans for carrying“out sevzgsl
phase one“ tesks, among which were reviewing existing data sourcés for manpower,

education and treining, the- data iﬁdexing system, and preliminary construction.

i [

“3eerched the layw enforcement sectar' Maureen Eby investigated the corrections i

4,
- 0 9

Elizabeth Shelburne
served as project research librarian and developed an indexing system for ace
cessing the varied statistical data, * U

> In.the second phage; Carol Sosdlan concesntrated on survey instruments, de-

vglopiné and completing eight of thedten executive surveys and the Court:Agency?
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survey. As analyst f/r the judicial process“sector, she supeévised the day-to-
day progress in receiving and preparing the sector surveys for data reduction

and analysis, and prepaxed prelimfnary analysis plans. 4s law enforcement sec-

&

tor analyst, Gary Nordlinoerﬂsaw through the completion of ‘two executive survey
instruments an&>supervised those surveys related to his sector, Concurrently,
he worked closely with Dr. Star during BSSR's recording of portions of Census'

Employee Characteristics Survey. Towards the end of the survey period, Neil

Bomberg assumed the supervision of the Prosecutors survey. Mary Eileen Dixon
handled the vééy large task of coorainating successiveqmailouts anquaintained
the complex sample file. She also contributed to the first and the final drafts
of the project methodylogy statement, Ellen Stern assumed the role of project
librarian and supervised much of the data reduction procedures’for the proba-

)

tion/parcle survey. As the studybneared completion, Gloria Hamilton was given
the task of coordinating the input of additional data and making the resultant
necessary text revisiong in the final methodology monogrson. Estela Long served
as project administrative secretary tnrougnsut the course of the Bureau's in-
volvement. o »
A very congiderable debt is owed to all those in the criminal justice sys~—
tem who were gracious engugh.to contribute their knowledge and experiences in
their responses to our questionnaires. Without their cooperation there could

have been no National Manpower Survey.
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) detail in other sBctions £ th N ssed the following ﬁthﬂ Qb"
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a * An assess*ent of the adéquacy of existinfy federal, state/ and local

training and edugation (T and E) programs to mept, current personnel needs in

various law eufofcement and criminal just}ce ( /CJ) functions and operaﬁions.

s A projection of future personnel and triining needs, by occupatiom, in

relation to antieipated avalilability of qualif:

ed personnel in order to assess
1':\\ & ©

the future adequacy of T and E resources. / o

. Establishment of "needs priorities" as a basis for future LEAA~-funded

training and aca&emic\aSSistanq@bprograms. L :
| | -
The study deeigu provﬁged for systematic coverage of personnel needs in all
o i
state and local governmentzl agencies which are part of the law enforcement and
1Lue

criminal jusrice system. sectors within this system include:

« The law enforcement| sector,

»

agencies, ranging ;n gize

consisting of police departments and sheriffs’'

y P i <
From one-man constabularies to large city departments

€

employing 30,000 or more ﬁersonnel.@pg ’ ' o

i

+ The correctional chtor, including both aduit and juvenile correctional

1nstitutions and agenciesr . @

o The judicial process sector, including a wide range of courts with vary-

ing\jutisdictions and scopey’ district attorneys' or proéecutoés'(bfficee, and

public defenders' offices. R S x‘\’"

@

The Bureau of Social Science Research was allocated primary respn%sibility
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and execution of systematic mail

BULVEYS of agepcies-¢ fécs within the LE/CJ system._

/ The major thrJ
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existing data files, al hg with an as essment of the currency and reliability

of the data. As\major ap5sand inadefuacies in existing data became evident,

these items became pote tial subjects for inclusion in the surveys to be fielded xu

i o b
i )

by NMS. ffort was to provide through this résearch

A secondary. pu pose of the

useful inputs ‘for the 1 pient by NILECJ/LEAA of a systematic data

bank for the entire, cr system.

The effort began 1 bibliographic search and inqéathering of

rélevant materials. the collec/iOn of materials grew, it became necessary

d !

once rev;ewed and cate orized—-wou d afford the greatest ucility to the overall

purposes of NMS.

©

Ail subject mattj was classified along two major dimensions. The first “?

o

dimension--subject matter area covered--was grouped 4nto four broad classes

in order of priority. ; h ,“ i &

a ”Primary" _data, that is, "hard" numbers for manpower analyses. Examples

of primary data included numbers of personnel, vacancies, turnover rates, dis-"
tribution of personnel by occupation, etc. l ‘ ’
-M“Secondary' data, that is, "facts" which.misthbe quice subjective ver-

"sions of reality. Examples of secondary data. included such items as descriptions
“ 0 . é\_) i)
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'J definitively whether or not'a particularﬁaata item needed -
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of work actgvities: duties, and tasks by position incumbents and statements
concerning agency current personnel policies and practices.

e "Change" data,ucﬁ%t is, data pertaining to what people within the eri~ .

- minal justice system expect or want by way of change in any part of the ﬁystem.

. WEffectiveness" data, that is, data produced by studies which attempt to

]

assess the relative effectiveness of any criminal justice personnel practice

:or any innovative program with manpower or traiﬁing implications.

@
I
=3 Y ~

LS
The second dimension--the geographic boundaries of the universe to which
. - B \\\\ ‘\\

the data could be generalized~-was easily characterized aé‘ﬁé%ignal, regional

or multi-state, single state, sub~areas of gtates comprising more than one.unit,

gingle unit of sub-state size, or sub-area of a single uniisg

Y

The actual review priority foxr a particular study required consideration

of subject matter and scope simultaneouslyh The review effort was begun with;

national studies yielding primary data (summarized in - Table 1) and continued

with other national studies in lower data priority order»—secondary, change, P

evaluatiou. Studies at lower levels of generalizabi%iﬁz\iere reviewéd as time

permitted and "need to know" dictated with no effort being made to insure com-

Q

pleteness in either bibliographic or actual data review coverage. /’ ese studies

o

were shared, however, bJ all o:ganizational elements of the Ep orial Manpower )
Survey, through pravisions for systematic interchange of lite ature.

As the data review and indexing effort progressed, apd as ex{stipg infore

. nmtidh wag matched against the list specifying NMS data requirzminte,tit betame

- -

ev;dent that the exieting data base was inadequate/to meet most of the National

thpcwer Survey needs. "Efiectiveness“ data-at the nétional level relevant to”

the NMS study objectives proved to be wirtually ncnexistent. "Change" and

Only

"secondary data were almast equally 1nadequate at the national level. £

primary" data wasg readily aVailable. but itz availability varied widely among
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Ihe various ‘sectors. ef thevcrimihal jué%ice gystem, Coverage pi the judicial

process sector was found to be especially thin. CHAPTER II. THE CENSUS BUREAU'S CRIMINAL JUSTICE

d : EMPLOYEE CHARACTERISTICS SURVEY

.

In additlon to the basic problem\of availability of dﬁta, the 1ssue of

S o
f,(;l i \\\ P

. Ofiginally\ the National Manpower Survey new data collection efforts, as
nitude. Many of che studies which did exist were found te have used definitions d

[v]

8 2
utility of existing data for NMS's purposes proved to be a problem of equal mag- ,i:

described in its\}nitial project plan, envisioned a two-phase strategy. The®.
(for exatiple, definitions of populations) which differed widely from the opeilta- ”

initial phase was to havereen a set of agency level questionnaires directed

tional definitions which NMS plannedoto use. Many of the existing gata were not %

. ) , to all sectors of the criminal justice system. These instruments were to have
sufficiently current for inclusion in NMS. For these, and other reasons, it was -

e 3 yielded information on such subjects’as staffing, patterns, personnel turnover,
dete;mined that much of the data essential for the Natdonal Manpower Survey, if ~ o {
" 1

J ‘ personnel practices, and trainfhg activities. It was also antlcipated that
it was to meet its mandated tasks, would have to be generated by the project it- : : .

, ’ ’ o , : . o mﬁv theiffprécise content would be developed in comsultation with State Planning.
self. ‘ ; | | frg Agency personnel, Provisions were to be made for state agemeies to add a few
‘\ , B ' W ) n A ‘ . g}; questions of particular importance to that agency. In return for active parti-
! ;I £ cipation in the finalization of content, State Planning Agencies, and regional
N‘ el lanners were to provide assistance in distributing and qallectzng .question-
' e Q? ij‘ naires, The agency level instruments were expected to generate rosters of em-

e,
!
[

ployees in particular kinds of poéitions. These rosters would then have con-

[p——
=

B

stituted nationwide sampling frames for the second phase of the survey, that of

- . personnel in key occupations. Six such surveys werevtehtatively planaed.

<D

It was not possible for the National Manpower Survey to execute these ori—

e pmians.

o

L1
I

11

7

.y F—y m

)

ginal plans due in large measure.to the fact that, prior to the initiation of
the NMS ptoject, LEAA had separately funded the Census Bureau's Criminal Justice

Employee Characteristics Survey which was to be filelded within & similar, al-

e s e S T S ok b bt 8 e 8 it

though not identical, time frame as NMS. The Census Bureau survey, details of

s i P PPN

| o

= . ’ S vhieh were not available.until after initiation of the' XHS project, became ul=-

¥ . - timately a potent influence on the overall design of the S aurvey>program.
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The Census Bureau study had been initlated by LEAa in 1973. itowas designed
to provide a common core of basic ipfermation about tﬁe‘employees in LE/CJ

Y

agencies, aggregated forgeach state. The data were to consist of basic demo-~

graphic information; current occupation; some partial educational, training,

and employment histories; as well as data concerning possible participation by

= the employee-respondent in the Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP). To-

‘ward this end the Censua Bureau developed aznd fielded two separate question=- |

naires. The first was a brief four-page form directed to agency and department

heads. This form; used across all types of criminal Justice owganizatiqns,
asked questions about departmental size and persomnel policies, and contained
a request that a'roster of employees of that organization, as of October 31,
1974, be Supplied to the Census Bureau. From these rosters (which supplied

only name and address, but not position or function) a sample of almost

-
} A

50 000 criminal justice employees was eelected, and these employees were sent
the seeond questionnaire. i _
The sampl ng for the Census Bureau study thus proceeded in ‘two stages,

from 'agency toaindividuals, in 2 manner similar to that originally planmed
for NMS. The purposes behind the sampliné plan, however, were quite different.
The overall study design for the Employee Characteristics Study requiredfa ¥

. sample of individuals; as"opposed to agenoies-so that esﬁimates(gi the total
number of criminal Justice employees, and thelr characteristics, could be made
for each state. The sOucalled ﬁagency"qﬁestionnaire was allotted merely a
Buppuf}ipg iole in tﬁe project since its primarylfunction was toﬂgggigg‘she
agency along certain parameters so that a satisfactory sampling fraoe could be

obtained through which individual LE/CJ employees could be selected.
. The sampling plan was operationalized by defining 102 strata by the vari-

ables of location by state (including ihe Disgtrict of Columbia) and primary-

function of the agency. "Functionf'waa dichotomized,into‘“police protection
#
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unctions” and all o:hers." Approximately %, 000 agencies were then selected

@

from these strata, utilizing probabilities proportionate to 'size (based on data

from the 1972 Census of Gove§9~ent and the Eggloxment and Expenditures series).

In the second stage§ the 50,000 individual employees wers selected,

Four basic features of the sampling procedures are especlally noteworthy
for their implications for the aims of ghe National Manpower Survey.

1. As prowiously stated, the purpose of the Census study was to develop
state by state estimates of employee characteristics, That is, the study was
not intended to provide estimates of agency characteristics (beyond those men-
tioned above which were to serve merely as designators for the sampling frame)
either at the state on'national level, whereas agency data were essential to the

NMS concept. . .
[

2. . ", 1] o v
».The "agency" to which the first stage questionnaire in the Census study

was directed for the ‘Purpose of obtaining the list for the second stage was de-

f n
dvied as the lowest level organization capable of supplying a roster of employ-

?'e M
; ees Under such a definition, for example, the Los Angeles Sheriff's Depart-

" ment and that '
:‘g)t Department's jails were considered to oe separate organizations.

Any aetempt‘to”re-aggregate the data into units corresponding to the NMS
conce "a,
= pt of "agency" wag virtually~ impossible because of the level of ef-

fort required., Resulting from the problez of definition was the practical

| impossibility of establishing manpover staffing Taticy xor most categories of

x.agencies gince thesge are inherently agency characteristics which cannot be ob=-

tained by a simple aggregation of individual data, without accurate knowledge

£
of which set of resPondonts are employees of“which specific agencies, as defined
by NMS, h |

o ®

3. The courts and court-administered organizations, namely probation of-

fices, were excluded from the Census e:ﬁdy completely. Parole and probatien

S ¢+ 51 S
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units, in so far as they were not administered by a court, were included among

" the "other" ageﬁcigg in the "police protection=-all others" dichotomy. = .

b Oniy one Géry general questionnaire was developed for each of the two
}“.

stages of the field work, which placed distinct limitations upon the dgtailed ¢

information available through the questions asked, - To accommodate the;broad

o ¢ > © .
range of tHe questionnaires, essentially étandaf&fCurrent Population Survey
" S ’ /\453 . : G o "o
.questions were used. Thus, questions designed to provide the basis for occupa-
tional classification of employees were the standatd questions used by the Cen-

t\ u ]

sus Bureau in all of its labor force survéys, ratheﬁ than being adapted to the

©

&

,pEEticular sets of occupations and work duties of @nployegs in lawoenfurcement
&
‘and criminal justice agencies. , ‘ ; T &

The NMS consortium was faced with difficult deLﬁ%idns, Although the data

resulting from the Census study would not be adeqqﬁtﬁ,for maxgﬁﬁm utility'by

-
-

NMS it was necessary to deal with the reality of thekgituatﬁ

[}

By the time that the NMS project was initiated, the Ceﬂgﬁagaqgvey could not

» be materially altered because its questionnaires had been pretested and were al-

ready at OMB for final clearance. In additdon, althoygh the two studi;; were
tiot 16%?tica1 in objiptives, there was cpnsiderable overlap. The pra%Patic re-
sults of such an overlap would be that the study which was first in the field
Preémpted the opportunifieg.:ACriminal justicé agencies consistently reported
that they were over—surveyed,%;nd besieged with requests to supply data to the
.detriment of their own primary missions, according to‘:heir own assessments of

the situation. One.aheriff's off;ce apparently'had recelved so many requests

for cOOperation that it had prepared a form letter to respon? to future requests.

* (See ExhibitUA ) Researchers othei thanithe Bureau of the Census routinely re-

ported low completion ra;es 4n’ the LE/CJ sectors.

o

The Bureau of the Census--partly because of its unique governmental status

1

and partly through the use of extensivé‘followups by its corps of field:feprg-
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'
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1., Pleoso bs zooured that for neay years we ane complied fully
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eent;at;ives-mgenerally obtained moreqsatisfact:ory completion rates., It was our ) ' Census occupati@codes. Even under the full three digi@' detailed Census code,
technical jug.gment that any agency surveys that might be fielded by the NMS so ) J, g E theae\ categorizations lacked the necessary specificity for the research objec~
shortly after the Censos Employee Characteristics survey would have to approach ¢ } i b tives of the National Manpowe’f Survey. The Censes coding, for example, Broups
" many of the same agencies (since the Census sample was such as o include es- - | gﬁ nesrly all P°1i°e officers inm a single occuipdtional category, "policemen 2nd
, X y ) ' T)
gentially all of the larger agencies in the sector covered), with questéionnaires } i % ! g detectivehs ," without any distinction as to dﬁ@ies performed or level of respon-
| H; . g 4 ‘{V

including a good deal of overlapping content, . Under such circumstances, we an- . K ‘ sibility.  To meet the need for an Qccupation code which permitted the requisite
ticipated that, even if OMB clearance were obtained for such a survey, the re- %‘ 1

: B (o)
sults would be low levels of agency cooperation and questionnaire completiord,

s

W

TS

considerable complaint and resentment about lack of coordination among govern-
ment—sponsored survey efforts, and lit:tle gontribution toward the successful
co;npletion of the National Manpower Survey.

The fiJrst major decision made by NMS therefore was .to redesign its. ovm

detail, the NMS staff «developed an entirely new occupational code and applied it
to t;he approximately 48, 000 cases. This new code was aimed-at distinguishing
respondent,,s positions in terms of their. funcmonal relationship to the crimi-
nal jLstit‘Pe system, as.well as byg;ceypagg.on or duty position. Some of the fla-
vor of thjl[.s functiona& ‘Qorientation might be gained from two examples: the Census

codes for a forensic pathologist attached to a police department: and for a phy=

x
R e oo e € ek b i ine s e Gt

=
Nl

survey plan to make maximum p°531ble use of the Census survey results, mdto ’ siclan responsible for medical treatment of prison immates is the same, i.e.,

2 svad

focus its own major efforts on separate surveys of executives and of courts agen- Y"physician." The NMS code permits a clear differentiation between these two

cles which would primarily emphasize those categories of information not covered

—

distinct ;Eunctions; Simi],a _ the NMS code distinfuishes correctional offi-

\Tw
Sy R i

by the Census. To maximize the ugiﬁty of the Cersus employee survey results, ;‘N {.prison guar.as, from guards and watchmen in public bm.ld:mgs s

an agreemerit: was made under which the National Manpowei:ﬁ Survey would develop a

[ N—

ensus code is the same for both functions,‘-

Q

new and more detailed occupational code, appropriate to the research goals of o 'Ihe ,reason for developing a functionally \riented ﬂ'occx:lpation code “stems

gy

the mf.;ft“dy' BSSR was to receive photocopies of one page from each of the from l:hs‘: 1basic purpose of the Nat:.onal Manpower) Survey. -Assessing future

% N

Employee Characteristics Survey's almost 48,000 completed questionnaires, re- . training | needs requires both knowledge of currers training patterns and likely

code“the occupational item and return these data to Census for transcription and pbd =¥ ﬂfﬁng patterns. T léarn that some percentage of all sworn law enforce-

o
2

inclusion in the data file. Through this arrangement, although the two studies i { R v’:nt off}cers are £illing clerical poaitions and therefore need training ~
i'ema:!,;';ea quite separate in.scope and in objective, the data from the Census Em- . L in oéfi-ce; procedures rather than weapons handling requires that the occupa-
ployee Characteristics Survey could serve to supplement and enhance NMS dataf : H b - i( tional cc»dihz gcheme ‘maintain snch df;;'tinet:ions., The NMS occupational cede
3 ~ : tional orientation which m\-sults in a congistent ¢ |
A. THE SPECIAL OCCUPATIONAL CODING .o | o { . - 1s pmmmed upon a functiona
\ 4 % ‘ 4} z 1\ “ fcfassifiucation scheme. The system is relatively complex to leam but Bmy\
Current occupatiorial information supplied by criminal justice system em- - v
¢ ‘ L] o 'S.’ iy “ - i

ployeea was originally coded by the Census Bureau coders using the standard ‘-»g v } ! . . :

’ : 3 " 3 k - ‘h VII"’14 © e
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tables show= . T ‘ 7
once understood. The detalls 65 the mxs “edde as well as ‘ 7 ; CHAPTER III. ] HE SURVEYS
to use, - . 'cies ’ - i . ; 7
criminal justice agen o 0 ) / |
ing the distribution of employees in state and 1oca1 o & L ' // |
< - i
- by occupation and sector are pmsented in Appendix C‘. - fi “7‘5 . ﬁv In addition to the tasks outlined /A:ove, the major role of the Bureau of
5 L S - , ed to make : % = - : i
: X Tt ‘should be no"‘ed that these coding procedures Vg:@{\desigﬂ l \ . Social Science Research in t:he Nation;f’l Manpower Suyrvey was the. implementation |
ts - ) |
| ; responderits- |
'\ ) H m’laxﬁ feasible use of the information already provided by the resp {‘%g A }W of 10 nationwide surveys directed tq executives in criminal justice agencies,
i : U 88;5 - ? # i 8}
: 3 e been em ) 3 2
| he Censug survey. An alternative procedure. which migh/"/ hav i -
s to the Censug survey.

and an eleventh survey of gene*'al and appellate jurisdiction courts.

o
o

p
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\ ) . A THE EXECUTIVE SURVEYS :
res occupati’onal E “‘,
“These structu i \

o

: occupation mogt descfiptive of his or haf job.

implify the occupatiopal classi-

lists, if carefully designe.d, can greatly s

e e ’ . % ,
The 10 Yexecutive surveys," as they came to be known, .x.fe directed to: :

e iemapmpnr e T T

¥

u { f B‘ « Chi " " ’
| uent v : %_ ‘ , : efs of Police (separately for small departments in jurisdictions with !
| ! d are recomm ended for cunsideratiou in any ‘s‘ubseq‘ : : 2 - & : |
, : ficat'! on process “an ; ‘ , , “ less than 17, 000 population) o ‘
i . j’l ' ‘ * » . B 2] ToE /’ ? o ' - = E ‘ v . ;

1 @ surveys of this tYPe‘ 7 : : 4 ; %JS o . Sheriffs (separately for "small" departments with less than 10 employeés) |
S | = o -
g | N %j\ } ¢ Chief Prosecutors . ~ :

s = | S ' . . - o P
| B " \ . % : *+ Chief Defenders ' ‘ o
H ‘ . A —— M‘? o ‘ . ; * =l ! u ) B
e i : ) ! ) ﬁ o + Court Administrators ... :: -
) \ i . g N \ 2 . Wardens of Adult Cé‘x:tectional Facilities o e @
i 3 (AR . .
. } Ny ' “1 - 3(* Directors of . Juvenile COrrectional Faciiities ‘ @
i ‘ " ": & Y : ) - L
‘ y ’ ) & ] ] x . * Chief Probation and Parcle Officers.
Ei | ﬂ s - “D Ej \ } . /'} ":J‘ ' ‘ ’ = . G» ':‘ G ¥ S9N . .
L‘ i e ) ‘ - | - E ey The nead to conduct. separate surveys for large and small police and sheriffs
| o 87 “ \T)‘ ; { . ‘:; .
B N ® () AJ\ » - i rdep&rm&.:}ts was dictated primarily by the pz'oblems involved in designing ques-v
o . 23 : ) R % il g; : t:\,onnaues which would be meaningful to ‘the selected resPQndents. Many of the
' N ) i_ que).stions which wegld adequately cover the cvomplex organizational structure, per- |
i = " £ 10 o - ‘ ’ \ ]
I - . U A son:nél descriptions or case loads of departments numbering hundreds of persons.
: 4 o : i 7 would be irrelevant or confusing to spokesmen for agencies staffed by only a few
; w / ’ ® B \ ‘ :indivi&uals. It was-datermined early in ‘.he study to design comparable but
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separate questionnaires to cover the widely divergent situations among such or=-

0

ganizations. The 10 surveys, being addressed to responsible ageney spokesmen,

were uniquely adapted to obtain the subjeetiVe reactions of the persons who, by 8
virtue of their position in the structure, were in a pésition to initiate changes
within their-agencies. Thus, their asgessment of their agencies' manpower and

training needs, their evaluations of'e;gerimental {nnovations within and without
their own agencies, their plans for changes in staffing, gecruitment or;training,
‘are all highly relevant to forecasting the directions of cnenge in the driminal i

justice system of the future., ) . “

A number of generic topics were covered in each instrument,»whiéh included~--

but were not limited to--the following:é

. . ‘ o ‘
« An overall assessment of current agency manpowexr problems, and estimates

0 & .
of the total number of persomnel required to fulfill alloagency duties and res-
4 .

: ponsibilities.

”

« Desired and actual entry lwvel standards and treining program contents.

. Demographic, educational, training, and occupational background informa<

tion about the executive respondent.

o Attitudes toward varilous topical issues such as team policing, plea bar—
‘o

gaining, and computer assisted case management. Lo
« A fact sheet section ﬁncludicg data on agency employment by occupatioaal

eatego ry s

.The instruments are inc%uded in their entirety in Appendiz A

% < 1# & 0

. Each instrument«wae reviewed by“verious elements of NM5 staff and‘bv“ogt—“

” ‘side consultants with expert knowledge of the particular sector or agency cete-“

»

Each instrument was tuen-pretested with- evailableem.mbere of .each. target

£OTY.
p0pu1ation. The police instrument. for eSample, was administered to 14 senior

N

vii-17

B

agency workloads,,personnel turnover, salaries, and relatedninformation.
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Sanpaenint

O

_both sins of omission and commission regarding content.

‘ebpellate jurisdiction courts,

S

police executives attending the FBI National Acedemy Program. The defenders

/
/
ingtrument was administered to a group of seven at the National College of //

7

Criminal Defense Lawyers and Public Defenders, and the prosecution instrjje%t

was pretested with.fiye prosecutors attending the Nationel College of District

Attotrneys, both colleges located in Houston, Texas. Pretesting of the/éourt
administrator instrument was conducted with volunteers attending a 3;6:: admin- b

istration conference held at the University of Chicage and with lo/el court ad-

ministrators in Maryland. The: other instruments werse adminisferéd to indiv1dual

executives at their offices. Following each pretest, whether//dministered ‘to
/

-groups or individuals, two to four hours wvere spent reviewiﬂé the respondents

understanding of each item, the intent of their>answers,/énd suggestion/ about

)

Under the c¢ycle of review and revisicn, described above, each que tionnaire

underwent six or more revisions prier to submission for OMB clearance.
. : i

|

i

4 . ' s i “ N ; o
B. . THE COURT Aogycgﬂsunvny% - L o ;

-t

L t
The eleventh survey was an attempt at a full census of enerzl trial and

 This effort differed from the "executive surveys"
in that it was intended. to yield basic statistical information regarding the per-

sonnel, training ectivitieso and case loads of these courts, and did not seek

any attitudinal or subject: es~responses from court officials. Thus the agency

itsel§ was the reporting unit, with the informant only required to be in a po~

“gition to provide accurete. reliable information of the type requested.

w

This difference}in,design for | the courts survey was necessitated by the fact
B

that the(existing base of stanisticnl information sbout the operation of the court

system*éhs found to be even more limited than that available for other«eeeters.

Mbreover, the court sector was excluded entirely from the Census—LEAA.Employee

VII-18
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Characteris/ic /sﬁ56£§. The need to £ill this gap in the data baSe therefore

ST /
reqai(ed e fielding of a survey”whose purpose was the develo}menr of basic

== o
!

.statistical information concerning the operation of the coupt system.% Specific

&

p

ﬂ subjects covered by the questionnaire included a descviption,of court funy ions,
the number of judicial and nonjudicial personnel traiging provided to konjudia
clal personnel, methods used to assign cases to judgps, case load i/,ormation,

utilization of computers in the management and operation of the coért, and bud-

,/

getary information.
As was the case with the executive surveys, the development of the court

E
agency questionnaire was accomplished through a prooess of interﬂal review, pre-

testing, and redrafting before the final document emerged This instrument is

also included in Appendix A. - @

[

b

C. SURVEY SAMPLE DESIGN

12 ’ : . = @

Several sources“of agency pames and addresses were used to select the NMS

samples, The primary source was asmagnetic tape copy of the Directory of Crimi-

nal Justice.Agencieswcompiled and‘maintained by the Bureau %fwtheICensus for the
Law Enforcement AssistancegAdministration.‘ This directory was the product of a
special 1970 survey. and more recent vpdating through surveys in va%ious sectors
and in-house Cengus research. To supplement this. directory and to provide ale

ternative sources of address information as the need arose, several other direc~

B

tories‘were used including the Directory: Juvenile and Aduit Correctional In-

stitutions and Agencies, 1974—1975-Edition compiled by the Amerigan Correctional,

Association, telephone directories for various jurisdictions, plus telephone and”

written correspondence with numerous officials. Personal contact Became especiw

ally important for the public defender, court administrator and correcticnal

administrator sutveys,

':) 4‘:
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Of all the surveys, only three (small police, lar§e and small sheriffs’

departments) actually entailed.sampling, for eachasf the others, because of the

‘‘‘‘‘‘

small size of the universe and lack of adequate data on which to base stratifi-

@

cation decisions3 censuses were attempted. The precise population definitions

used are. detailed below by sector and segment. ” “ S

l. Law Enfortementhector

Large Police Department Chiefs.-—A census of all general purpose

police department chiefs serving jurisdictions with 1970 pepulations

equal to or exceeding.17J000. Number of chiefs serving departments

meeting this definition: 1,619, -

Small Police Departments Chiefs.-—A 20 percent sample of all

general purpose police departments serving 1970 poPulations smaller

than 17,000. 2,723,

bl i
Large Sheriffs.—-The sampling frames for both sheriffs‘ samples

Number of chiefs selected into the sample.

were augmented through the use of the Special Survey of Sheriffs con- |
ducted by Cenpus in 1970, and information provided hy the National
Association ) Counties. Large sheriffs' departments were defined
as those with gt Ieast 10 employees and were stratified into two

additional sizd groups. B CL ' 'g;

YRR L

' T
ments with 50 or more employees plus l4'state level sheriffs'

’ departments (Connecticut, 8; uHawaii, 1; Rhode Island, 5), plus
the 3 indepe dent Virginia cities with populations-of 100.050
 or.more- nLo ni“NorfoIk, Portsmnuth).
-Stratum IT § sampling ratio - 3/7 (305 cases) of departments

4 viz-20 ¢ °
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. 39525,

‘clties,

o

with 10-49 employees. Combined mumber of large department

sheriffs: 510.

Small Sheriffs.--Sampling of 3/13 of departments with fewer than
dent Vifginia

10 employees‘plus the sheriffs of the 17 smaller indeﬁe

Sample size: 502.

w :

2, Judicial Process‘Sectpr N
’ ) ’ ; i

frosecutots;—éA census of all prosecutors in agencles listed in

a V; .
the Directory of Criminal Justice Agencies as providing legal counsel

or other services to.state or county governments, most of which were

presumed to have prosecutorial responsibilities. Number of prosecutors:

4D

1

<
%

/in'theuQizsszzaz

Rublic Defenders.—~A census of agencies liste

-and supplemented by telephone calls. Organizatéonw”or programs ad-
' _ e { PR /

ministered by nongovernmental-hodies or providing Fervices on a con-

. , . , ]
tractual basis were excluded from ghé Directory anil therefore excluded
.- R 4
. R . ! 4R e : b
, from the NMS siémple. Number of chief 'defenders: 543.
P ° =, h"
“ . Y‘% Lo B
Court Administrators.~-A census of all professional court admin~'

istrators identified by the state'; offices of court administration ,
and/or judicial councils. Each of these offices received a specially
-generated list of all general and aﬁgellate'jurisdiction ¢ourts in
:tﬂ;ir statebgzg{were asked to supplg’tha;naﬁe;and title of the court
administrator attachquto‘gééﬂ. In additiqﬂ, each was asgggdggms;pply h

the name, title and court of each court administrator attached to
%

]

limited or special jurisdiction courts, For the purpose of construct-

1] 5 »
ing this universe, "court administrator" was'defined as: ‘Ve..non- @
P ‘ . i *

o o
& E
. o

viL-21 @
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drafting and ﬁ snag
ting and;all other administrative ang managerial business

of the court :
’ : OF court system," This was the only one of"the executiv
- - < e s S v e L T T e

éﬁfQéYs for whigg—QQQholifixwg . o
Yy new s i
ampligg fxggg had to be establishgd.

Number of court administrators: 256.

charécteristics. Number of\courts' 3,873
'; € [ ] ’ a

3. Corrections Sector

g L

detention cent: o]
-EnC L enters, s , . . - .
~ . s helters, Teception or diagnostic centers, training

< - <
18 S e s e - . g R S ’

from the Dir | 0 |
| gctory and the sample, Numbexr of positions included:; 845.“‘

instituti A ﬁsﬁbﬁf
Ltutions, and mental hospitais:whose,entire Patient popula

i .
* ] i 8 S ]

the initia “
initial mailing was distributed through the Lead of each state!
; ; e's

departmbat of cor fond
! Tections, who was also asked to check nur lists for

completeness,

Number of correctionai administrators: 270

Probati : ; D
ﬁ a :on and Parole Heads.=~A census of heads of all agencies

) _ . ViI-22
. . .
| ; "
& i :1!\” i o
wol i U .

R e
~




“

listed in the Directory. Number of pogitioms: 3,304.

o

As the .foregoing definitions make clear, certain categories of agencies

were systematically excluded frdm the populations being surveyed, These exclu-ﬂm

sions ‘were the results of consclous decislons made about the scope-of the SUT-
Cliief among these exclusions were city-level prosecutor . and legal services
%

offices, attorneys providing indigent defense on a contract basig, most commu=

veys.

e - el
e LY

=based correc al facilities, and limited and special jurisd:ction courts.

City~level prosecutor and legal services offices were excludedg%fom the

census of. prosecutors because many of them have only civil respomnsibilities. "Con=

tract" defenders were excluded from the defender census because they did not meet :

the definition of "public employee" underlying the entire study. Limited and

special jurisdiction courts were excluded from the court census, in part, be-

jf’cause there was so much variation among the "L and 8" courts and between these
Y‘) "
courts aud courts of general jurisdiction that it would have been impossible to

draft a questionnaire which adequately covered them all. In addition, NMS staff

were advised by courts experts that—-in,view of the staffing limitations of many

of these courts--a malled questionnaire survey was not likely to produce ade~

quate and reliable date.

sector ‘because they frequently combine many differemt sources of funding, inclu-
ding private. governmental, and resident contributions and because they utilize

a la:ge number of volunteer workers., NMS also did not attempt to sepprately

i)

survey county jeils as virtually all of these jails are run by sherifﬂs who were -

included in the survey as agency heads. Sheriffs were aSked some quesrions about

their correctional activities in the‘“executive questionnaire.

D. MAILiHG PROCEDURE AND COMPLETION RATES

The field administration phase for nine of the surveys took place. from late.

i o7 ViI-23
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COmmunity-based correctional facilities were excluded from the coxrect1onat“-
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November, 1975, through early April, 1976. Court agency questionnaires were in

the field from early March through late May and court administrator question-

.

naires from early May until late June. -Three waves of questionnaires were mailed

out during each period. The first mailing for the first nine surveys, addressed

to approximately 13,800 potential respondents in the nine sectors, took place in

late November and early December. First questionnaires were preceded by a bro-

W
%

chure describing the National Manpowef Survey and by a letter from LEAA Adminis-

ftrator‘Richard Velde stressing the importance of the study (See Appendix B).‘

A second mailing, addressed to all those who had not yet returned their question-
naires, took pldce in early January. A letter from the Director of Survey Op-

erations (See Appendix B), attempting to answer some of the reasons for nonre-

P

sponse encountered during the‘first'wave,‘was-maiied out in advancebof the seconc
questionnaires. The final mailing, which took place in late February, consisted
of a mailgram from the Director of Survey Operations (See Appendix B) urging
patticipation from those who had not responded followed immedlately by a third
questionnaire. Similar methods were used for the two court-relateq surveys dur-
ing thelr respective field periode.

” Within days after the first mailings it became apparent that the procedute
wasg going to be complicated by problexs in the agency lists produced from the
Census Directory tape. The majot problems encountered included bad addresses Q§§5//

which made the deliveryvof questionnaires impossible, the inclusion on the 1ist:>

. of agencies whose functions were outside the ‘scope| of the study, the presence

on the list of .agencles which did not actually exist, and duplicate entries which

slipped through despite careful screening prior to mpiling.

“ The problem of bad eddresses ‘was present in varying degrees across all

o

sectors but was partieularly pronounced in the case o public defenders--a young,

relatively unestablished fleld characterized by high tugne over Frequently, it
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~was discovered that the address on the list wds that of the private law firm
gﬁ an attorney who haci served as Public Defender several years previously. In
| Othese and ail cases where questionr%res were returned as undelivered an at-
tempt was made to locate new addre:ses through telephone books and other avail-
ble directories. Table ’l”p”fesents‘ disposition of cases b},ﬂ sector and reason.
It is probable that the numbers showno as "unlocatable" (those whose question-.

naires were returned to us by the Postal Service despite repeated efforts to ob-

tain better addrgsses) reflect on]ét the tip of the iceberg, since numerous calls and

iy "
letters were received in respomse to_the thizd wavel mailgram«from agency execu~

tives whose questionnaires had not bé'en returned, stating that the mailgram

was the first piece of NMS mail to reach their offides. Proper addresses were,
of course, obfained from these executives and questibnnaires wefe mailed to

them but thé;‘e was no way of determining how many others were in a similar situ-

ation but did not respond to the mailgram-—and how

o

y others had not even re=-
ceivéd the mailgram. .t \ -

| N The problem of the inclusion in the lists of agen¢ies whose functions were
outside the scope. o:f the study occurred most frequently in the Large Police file
and in ;he Prosecutor s file. In the Large Police file \we discovered that a.

number of special police agenries. (park rangers, harbor pol:.ce, ete,), outside

of the scope of the sample, had been m}scodedvon the Directory tape and had been

incTided among the ,Eene‘ral purpose police .forces. The Prosecutor's f£ile proved
to i%”clude numerous government legal :-:;ervices offices having only civil re-
.spctn';zibilities. As soon @s notification of these situations was received the
cases®in question were remévéd from the files. )

The mumber of study cases was further diminished b); the discovery that a
substantial number of agengiézs no longer existed. ’ﬂxif was particularly true

of police depa¥tments in small towns which no longer provided their own law \
_ o
\
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Large Smail . Large Small o ciitor public Adult Juvenite  Probetlon/ Court Court Total: I
Police Pollce » Sharlff Shorlff o ee 4 gofendars Corractlon Corroction Parole Adminlstrator Agency All Surveys I w
Yotal No, of Cases In " - ; ' [ .
survey {include thase Lo " . W . i }
eriginally sclected ‘ ) 5 K { ,
and 2¢ditions made) 1,619 2,722 \! 508 504 3,530 575 306 856 3.3 456 3,873 18,282 ]:
Unlocatable Cases . : ¢ L e
{questionnaires returne § | #
by Post Offlce; Ynable o [ y
to locate latter sddress) ) 8 . 2 [ 4 - 5 19 - 3 4y s t
Cases Removed from _ 0
Sarole zs Nonexistent ;
or Opt-of Scope 8 176 (] 1 603 4 20 52 309 [ 338 1,628
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. In Survey 1,532 1| 2,538 507 Sor- 2,922 530 ° 286 393 2,988 Lss 3,532 16,587 }z
Usable Complstions . N
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have to be discarded

S ° : T + ?
‘ . ‘ .

| ‘ ~ g1é~countyl||probation departments which
' - se, siuglé-county prot
enfdrcement, and of single-purpose, bat:
| , es%//ﬁ% also discovered oc-
(‘r b N

& "‘"rger facilities al=-

"

i
p
|

had?nerged into multi-purpose, multi-county age ¢

casionally that correctional agencles WQTE component

ecutives. _Again, the
teady\included ot the 1ist, and thus hadt o independent ex

f the
cnses in question were ' removed from the study as soon as notification o
‘t

situation was received.” \ »

lAn additional problem arose as a tesult of the fact that the Census Diiec- |
toryititles and agency designations were not always exact. They occasional y ﬁ
contained ambiguities‘which caused the questionnaire to be delivered to and .-
Eilted out by exerutives of .agencies other than those for which they were in-

:
i
o

tended Considerable time and effort was expended in determining the identity

z as-
of the agency whose. executive actually completed the questionnaire and in

ceértaining whether that agency was .ajready in the survey, or shouldwhave beeny\

&

During the»course of the mailings, the exzstence of agenciesﬂnot on our
When ‘these agencies belonged to one of the sectors

Public

lists came to our attention.

stSQ

in which censuses were being undertaken, they wevs added to our 1

>,
g (‘ e

ddi—
‘Defenders and Adult Correctional {nstitutions accounted for most of the a

5 @

o Yoo

tﬁan made. o - "o

o In addition to questiomnaires which were returned inconplete ‘because the p

]

t
’ designated respondents were inappropriate for 4nclusion or even nonexisten s

/(¢

P
-

One common reason cited by heads of small’agenciescf

D

o given*gnr°these refusals, -
was the impression that the questionnaire vas designed for large offiees and

was not.teally anplicable to small offices.. Insufficient manpower was frequent-

1y given as a(;;ason for refusing to participate.

[=4
cLe

A number of agency heads,

a .

. o
o3
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) ce: Wed a “cohsolidated"

particularly in the Probation any |

.?arole sector, refused by telling ug that de-

partment policy and/or lack of accesg to the information requested made it {me

wh

possible for them to respond ‘and referred us to their superiors at the state or

regional level.

i

Unless overt hostility was evident Fn the refusals received, those who re-

fnsed were written letters telling them of the importance of each response and

uesting that they reconsider, 4 number of preliminary refusals were converted

'to>completions by these letters.

)
58

The fielding of the court agency questionnaire produced 2 unique set" of

problems. The first major problemuencountered was occasioued by the fact that

most courts in the United States, particularly courts of general jurisdiction,

are organized into. circuits or districts and many maintain records only at the

district or circuit level. Although questionnaires were sent to each seat at

which distriet or eircuit courts met, and the questionnaire instruction re=-

quested that answers refer only to that specific seat, a number of the re-

sponses were clearly consolidated replies for all the courts in a general cir--

cuit or district. Frequently the questionnaires were acoompanied by notes which

stated that it would be impossible to. produce Separate responses for each of‘;

o the court5>withintthe district or circuit. When this occurred, the consolidated‘v»

responses were eccepted as such and new cases were created and added to the files

whirh were clearly identified ag "consolidationg."

ind

The cases representing the

)

lvidual covrts which made up the district .or circuit

<]

response were then closed out as already included in a

for which we(had re-

W

©

: o ’ o i
"higher-level" response, - : ‘ ,

A second.problem encountered with some frequency in the court agency file.

involved "rixed responses." Rather than reporting only on the activities and -

5
@®

operations of tge appellate or genezai jurisdiction court to which ‘the question-

naﬂﬁe was addresseﬁ; the person completing the questionnaire reported facts

[Eal
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&nd figures in such a fashion that it was impossible to determine whether the

vdeta were truly for the level of court addressed. 6iten; for example, respond-
ents cnmbined caseloads for both general jurisdiction and L & S courts in their
jurisdiction--the latter of which were not even in the survey. All such "mixed
responses” had to be declared unacceptable. Another effort was made in such‘ |
cases to -encourage the person who had completed the questionnaixe to 111 out -
anotherﬁquestionnaire and refer only to the court addressed, but these letters

i
unfortunately produced few results.

E. DATA REDUCTION

As sooa as completed questionnaires had been checked in, tney were put

through editing and coding processes. Editing entailed the mamial examination
of all questionnaires to: (1) insure that all answers on the questionnaire were

legible and intelligible to the keypunchers* (2) eliminate multiple responses

where they were not allowed (following careful inszructions which speeified

where one of the mnltiple responses could be accepted and where all such multiple

responses had to be thrown out), (3)mcqrrec: improperly. followed skip patterns

(i.e., elimina%ing answers to questions whieh~resp0ndents~were supposed to have
< & skipped by virtue of their answer to a preceding question), and (4) where‘pos-

gible; attempt to reconcile inccnsistent and cuntradictory respcnses.

23

This latter effort—-recdnciling incqnsistent responses—-proved to be pag~
ticularly difficults ‘The p:oblem of inconsisteney‘was frequently encountered

in questions vhich called for namerical dataw=~i.e., numbers of employees, case

loadsy ete.-and which asked for both total figures as well as enumerations of

)

" the categories which made up the total, Cursory inspectian frequently revealed
that the parts added to either more OF less than the tota]. Rather than attemp-

ting to reconcile the respomses (which Zn many cases would have been impossible)

or discarding the data entirely {(which wouldvheme eliminated a substantial

()
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nunber of reSponses), thefdecieiOn was made tO‘leave\such.data as they were and

to edit them to a limited extent by computer (throwin% gt cases which were

clearly too divergent) where the items were needed fon\tabuiations. Time and

budget constraints préﬁluded the only totally satisfactyry solution of this

3
problem, i.e., re—contaeting\respoadents to obtain neede

L

clarificatibn.
3

After manual)editing and coding had been completed \\d the questionnaires
had been keypunched onto IBM cards, a specially written edxfuter program was uti-
lized to supplement the manual editing process., This compuﬂer routine searched
for impossible codes (i.e., a code 4 when the only permissible values were: 1 =
male‘ 2 = female, and 3 = no answer) as well as for any 1nc0 rectly filled out
skip patterns which had "slipped through" the manual examinatioh. These proce-

dures flagged errors and corrections were then manually implemen\ed.

¥, comLETmN RATES = \

The cut—off date for acceptance of completed questionnaires was npril 12,

I
1576 for the first nine surveys; May 19 for the court agency survey; June 30,
\

\1976. for tourt administrators. A total of 9,697 usable cases had been received

v , \
20r all 1l surveys by these dates. Table 2 provides the completion .rates’

0 ‘ \\

‘ fon\:ach of the sectors. Response rates ranged from a high of 78.8 percent

for: large police departments to a low of 46.0 percent for prosecutors. Tables

RO

nd 5 give more detailed breakdowns of these response rates by agency

'Bize, leyel of government and LEAA Region. .

\ihe perfect survey has never been launched, a return of less than 90
Nways a disapneintment to researchers, and the problem of bias
thr@ugh nonregyponse isva“very‘real one, However, in this instance, it must be

poirted out thay the stﬁdy(atteﬁpted-éand to a large extent accomplished--what

‘Had never been atfempted before; a series of very complex national surveys,

i
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TABLE 3 ’
RESPONSE RATES F DR”S!JRQEY\ EGMENTS AND SECTORS
BY AsERly S IZER , o
: ; N , Not
SeFtor 1-9 10-49 50-99 100+ Availab[e Totatf
Large Police o » |
Ho. Attempted 161 = 651 339 . 329 52 1,532
Ho, Completed 109 534 271 250 43 1,207 .
« Response Rate 67.7 - 82.0 79.9 76.0 82.7 - 77.8
small Police P | ‘
No. Attempted 1,916 . 297 - L. 325 2,538
No,” Completed 1,17 . 230 - Y 168 1,515
Response Rate 58.3 77.4 - T 51.7 9.7
Large Sheriffs W
Ho. Attempted - 303 91 - LY 507
No. Completed - 186 61 57 5 309
Response Rate - 61.4 67.0 59.4  29.4 60.9
Small Sheriffs
Q
. Attempted 498 - - - 3 501
N i Completed s 27h - - - 2 276
Response Rate 55.0 - - - . 66.7 55.1
:¥§frosecutors . :
No. Attempted 2,136 137 9 9 €31, 2,522
No. Completed 865 78 7 4 © 290 1,344
Response Rate 5.2 "56.9 72.8 b4 46,0 ~— 146.0
’ Pubol ic Defet_xders . N " -
o, Attempted 254 ° 51 . - 129 530
No. Completed 113 33 - - 106 252
Response Rate 4.5 64,7 - - 47.1 h7.5
sAdult Corrections ' o
Ho. Attempted 3 37 12 to5 129 286
Completed 2 27 9 75 106 220
Response Rate 66.7 73.0 75.0- 2.4 82.2 78.9
Juvenile Corrections
Ho. Attempted 205 ° 303 . %0 123 78 799
- Ho. Conpleted 132 3 70 87. 58 585
Response Rate 66.8 76.9 72.8 0.7 4.4 73.2
- Probation/Parole B R
“No. Attempted . 1,485 200 21 . f12 1,267 2,985
Ho. Completed oho 155 16 10 890 2,011
R‘qunse Rate 63-3 77.5 76.2 8303 70-2 670l.

:5173

Agency size as avai Y\able from directory of triminal Justice Aaencias not

available for aither the court administrator or court agency survey.

therefore, do mot appear in this table,

These seaments
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TABLE 4 Ce

.= RESPONSE RATES FOR SURVEY SEGMEMTS AND SECTORS
BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT?®

City/  Indepen-

= §Sector State County City | Zg{h‘ County dent Totals
o b P consolidated Cities
-3 . f"j: [

- Large Pollce . o7 © g
Ko. Attempted 49 49 1,155 247 n 9 sk
No. Completed 41 39 931 173 6 17 . 1,207
Response Rate 83.7 79.6  80.6 70.0 54,5 81.0 78.8

smatl Police ' - , ‘ ‘
No. Attempted - 2 2,206 325 - 5 2,538

NG, Conpieted - . - 1,332 180 - 3 1,515
Response Rate - - 60.4 55.4 - . 60,0 59.7

Large Sheriffs v
No. Attempted - w7 - - 6 10 507
Ho. Completed 3 © 301 - - L L 309
Response Rate 21.4 63.1 - - 16.7  ho.o 60.9
Small Sheriffs
o ;
No, Attempted - Los - - 1 5 501
No. Completed - 272 - - 1 3 276
Response Rate - .54,9 - - 100.0 69.0 55.1
Prosecutors ‘
No. Attempted 631 © 2,232 - 18 m 2,922
Ho. Completed - 292, 1,023 = - 13 16 1,344
Response Rate 6.3 k5.8 - - 72.2° 39.2 . 46,0

. pefenders F
No. Attempted 232 275 20 3 - - 530
No. Compieted 104 141 6 1- - T 252
Response Rate .8 51.3 30,0 333 " - . 47.5

“~Adult Corrections . ; ' -

S

Nos Attempted . 282 - e - - R . 286
No. ompleted 217 - - - - 3 220
Response, Rate . 72,0 - - - - 75.0 < 76.9

n « . (-D . . N i i

Juventle correqt fons i
No. Attempted . 576 370 6 - 12 35 799
Mo, Completed 217 - 5 - 8 25 585
Response Rate 70\\5\6 \/)JS.Z 83.3 - ._ 750 7t. 3.2

' N B 2
probation/Parole p \ :
“Ho. Attempted 1,39 l \Q? 1é & - 7 -  ,-2,985
No. Compieted 97 9585 72 b - T - 2,014
Responsc Rate 70.1) 7 - - 7.4

61'(.!0 N 62,1 6.
N

B /' B TR - W

¥
“TLevel of governmz ht a3 ava!lnb!e f:o};q:rcctory of Criminal Justlce ‘Agencies,
not avallable for the cburt administrators surve wAlthicugh available for the court
agency survey it war/dccmed to be irrelevant, thercfore thzse segments do not appear”
In this table. - _ .
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TABLE 5 @
SESPONSE RATES FOR SURVLY SCGHENTS AMD SECTORS i
8Y LEAA REGIOR
Sector & 1 ] 3, & 5 6 ? L 9 10 Totals
ferge Police ) . a : 1 ;
i : 6 173 3 .532
~ 1 214 139 190 358 129 70 )
o, A eed i 160 417 155 284 103 60 a2 S;ug S 15503
R‘:;po:?e Rate 63.4 4.8 84,2 81.6 - 79.3 5.8 85.7 » . .
{smatl Polfce ] a
1 18 302 Lo 631 296 289 127 53 1ot 2,538
Ko. Attempted e W 8 26 3 )8 153 TR S
Response Rate - 51.6 63.9 65.6 58,9 62.5 53.4 52.9 57.5 18 5 .
! {arge Sheriffs . . 5 .
‘ 5 2
i ~ 20 38 " 98 "z 78 2 3
s ?::;12::: 9 20 29« 52 82 37 56‘“ 0l ol 20 &
Response Rate 150" 55.6 5.9  53.1 70.1 47k J . . i
Saall Sheriffs . 6 ’ "
I 124 ”n’ 85 85 0 3 7
hor CompTated 3 3 50 4 % e B e wn s
Response Rate 86.7° 750 63.5  40.3 66.2 37.6 CARRR . . .
' ’ . ' )
Prosecutors ¢ . ) . ron
255 €46 596 417 Wz 254 9 3 y
Ne: Pt 32 22 :gs 201 273 165 21 Tho 5856 55733 13
R:;p:::?i r.a,z:- k3.9 61.2 46,1 36.8 45,8 39.6 F50.6 21 .3 . o
public-Oefensers. _
te: i © @ @ o-g4oowooBo B % & R B
2:;,§:2£'::§2 snfo 333  h3.B 7 -HLO 43,0 s4.5 66.7 56.7 59.0 48,5 47.5
Adult CWeczlons ? ) . ’JJ \ . e
- o nowoop ooy owok i oUEBH
R e fava g3 sa'h 58 724 85 65 867 883 sk - 938 76.9
[zl B
Juvenile Corractions B ' ) " o
g 100 s 10l 6o gl 1] 132 9
A e ted % B 71 i 1z 19 i3 2 7102 2 735;
Response Mate 6.8 50.6 7.0 766  77.8 650 79.6 7. 9. . .
Prohc:lonlhraic ? . ] ﬂs -
499 rEA 445 251 137 182 15 v
N e oted 32: 2 §2§ a0 265 161 3 l}g 7§'; zégrz
P hespones Rate s 68,8 76 @ 6.7 _ 5.6 61 6BE 15 . .
4 rl..Agcmles - ) . -
) o ' : 891 668 615 363 258 ; .
\\'°‘ e i G f:; %7 3 236 184 5556 R 1
\ ponse Rats 55,1 8.6 19,5 1.2 9.6 380 3.6 5 50, . ;

o

Sihis charscteristic was st rndl!y 236
% appear In this toble. g

o U e e e T T,

N

i

ertainable in most cases ft\\on tha court sdministrasorts fHe.

This segment, :htreforc.
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conducted simultaneously across the entire criminal justice system, and request-

ing a very wide range of information.
: . ‘ [ .
did collect, thred very different types of data through the instruments used in
&
each of these surveys: © s

o

At the same time the study sought, and

(1) QAgency information,including employment, workloads, functionms,

training activity, personnel policies, salaries, and related data.

“

{ )
(2) Executive characteristics, including the age, sex, 'race, educa-

tion, work history, and prior training of the executive.

o

(3) © Opinions and attitudes of the agency head on manpower and train-

ing needs, personnel peiicies, and on related topical iesﬁes.

Each of these types of data has associated with it specific methodological

requirements in question design, and in editing, coding and checking, as well

o

as specific response ‘and validity problems. Theﬂproject we aetempted was a very

Q ¥ :
large one and many unanticipated problems presented themselves throughout the

“course of the study, as has been described earlier in this report. At the same

o

- time, the surveys taken together constitute a benchmark in this type of research,
d

They represent, at present, the best data base available covering criminal jus~

tice manpower concerns. As can be seeu from Tables 2 through 5 very eccep-

e table response rates were indeed achieved in a numbér of sectors, or fxom

ry y

various’ types of agencies within sectors. In fact, with the exception mf

» 3
oy the Cen@us Bureau itself. NMS obtained averall better rates of return from res-
’ Py denJ than those reported by any other study which surveyed similar popula-
} tioes which has che to our attention. l‘ 0
. o ) N

The lowest response rates, not surprisingly. are found for the survey ques-

? % tiohnaires addressed to reSpondents in the judiciel process sector, particularly
o for those ‘prosecutor and defender ofiices with fewer than 10 employees., As
ﬁ., Ai i " o i D N = .
AT VIi-3%
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previougly stated, it is this sector which, country-wide, is the most diverse
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completions, although it incréasesloonfidence that the respoudents arg , T€presen
\ “

ot
etive of the entire survey and that the nonrespondents may not be signxficantly

¥

- %
in structure, which hag the weakest level of administrative suuuort, agd which \k“g different in° any systematic way. e ; \ ;
hes been surveyed the least, largely as a result of the inherent difficulties \\§ ¢ Tables 6,ﬂ7, and 8fcompare the distributions of attempted and achievid i
conneeted with such an endeavor. In the case of the courts; the lack of nation- 1& cases for each of the executive surveys by agency size, level of government:\and i
| ' ally-accepted, standard descriptors, titles, or structure for the courts, as . FEAA”tegion: As can be seen, these distributions resemble eich othar c10581; g
% well as the absence of zny uniform system ofﬁcaee load statisrics, poses almost ‘ \\ ~lendingvaddition weight to the argument that the nomrespondents are digfr%kL¢ g
é insurmountable problems for survey researchers. That many of the problems>were ““Q \\ »?l - unifornly across 311 groups and probably do not differ significantly fro;-;;; “ \ g
i met and partﬁfdly solved by NMS will help to smooth the peth for any sgPsén ﬁ”‘ . respondents in those sectors. k . ‘\\ g
o ; N . & !
quent endeavor along similar lines. Bu ’\\A B ) Validation through external data can also be used to assess the quality of \X
In all surveys, nonresponse raisesmfundamgntal questions concerning the , 1M \ survey data, at least to the extent of making judgments as to whether or not - they \\
L \

"
are "in the ballhpark " NPA staff analysts have systematically compared and

v

e

% . =
§ quality of the results and, in particular, the extent to which the findings can
J ; X

be generalized to the larger universe from which the respondents were drawn.

The primary approach available to the National Manpower Survey to answerbthék

W

nonresponse bias question was to compare the criminal justice executives who \\

returned completed questionnaires with the original survey population, along \\

certain dimensions. The obvious shortcoming of this procedure is the limited

u

ampunt of information available for thoseﬁwho did not respond. A less obvious

shortcoming is that even if the two groups appear identical with regard to a
—— Iy

gtven variable (their agencies‘ sizes, for example), Wﬁ have no basis for as-

serting that the relationihip between gize and any othé& variable known only for

the respondents (e.g., critical manpower shortages, hiring policies, scope of

training programs, etc.) is identical. Basically, this strategy is somewhat

'Sﬁe;éiaéa."mh5£ 1&, if the ettempted cases and the cases as completed are not

ddentical on those.variables known for both groups,; then the reeg;ts ecould not

be generalized to those who had not returned thelr questionnaires. If the two

&

groups are essentially jdentical with regard to a limited number of character-

“istics, this alone ‘does mot provids jus

v
f
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ﬂ;ifieéyion for generalizing beyond actual
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. froo Census, FBI, or other sources.

. Broups.

miweing data ranging from 1ess than

checked the NMS survey data against other national Ievel data where available

In most instances, these comparisons sug-

gested a reasonable degree of eonsistency. In addition, in analysis of certain

of the quantitative responses, such as estimates of manpower needs or turnover

rates, weighting procedures by size of agency were used, based on the estimated

distribution of all agencies, by number of emplo&ees, thus redﬁéing any bias

resq}ting from differential.response rates from agencies in different slze

These weights are shown: in Table 8,

<

- Over and sbove the bias caused by respondents who did not return a ques=-
tionna@re at. all, researcher%imust be concerned about the problem of item non-
respgnae, or the ex; knt to which particular questions were left unanswered in

ret
u ied questionnafres. As might be expected, the section which was most often

\nswe%ed complefely waerthat dealing srdth the executive 8 own background, with

A 1 percent of the executives in certain sec-

tor s to apptoxim&tely S“Fercent in.others. The earlier sections of each ques-

tionxfire wﬁich deal largely with opiuion and attitude dtems received slightly
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" | _TABLE 7
whLEe o : - : DISTRIBUTION. OF ATTEMPTED AND COMPLETED CASES
: ‘ , . e ‘ @ BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT AND SECTOR
DISTRIBUTION OF ATTEMPTED AND COMPLETED CASES AND COMPLETION R{\T.E QO : l _ |
BY RESPONDENT'S AGENCY Sl.'{Ea AND SECTOR i , \
: . ) Level of Government? “
\ Agency size g Comnleti ‘1 rr‘i L -t :
. - S P
! ) , °“’§a§e en ‘ : Sector T\ : ~City/
\\\\Sector o ’ " Not Base 'l - \‘\ ' | . County Inde-
\\ .\ N Base ! ‘ ™ Town- Consoli~ pendent. Bas
\ 1.9 10-49 50-99 ‘}00+ Available (1200% ) i y . State tounty city smin oS penden (”1005/;)
Large Police . - ; ’ j - B ~ Large Police V .
i porompted . 0E R Bl BS L Ae EBR e e oy Attempted 3.2 3.2 754 160 .7 14 s
I Completed 9,0 e el evid EAk e¥y . o % C . Completed - 3.8 3.2 77.2 14,3 5 1.4 1,207
! Y : o : o : e . ek
b Small Police , ./ : oo . Small Police :
i Attempted 75.4 11.7 - - ‘f'? fg?g 5. 7% : T Attempted .- 18720 12,8 0 - 2 2,538
Compieted 73.7 15.2 - - . , 7% ? | Completed - . -~ 87.9 1.9 17575
Large Sheri ffs Q . ) * o T , Large Sheriffs - -
; o _ 07 . 3 V . 5 o =
Attempted 59.8 < 17.9 18,9 | 3-}}2 2na - } ~ Attempted - © 2.8 947y - - 1.2 2.0 507
j Completed = 60,2 19,7 184 1.6 303 60.9% ] i , Completed 1.0 97.4 - - 3 1.3 309
: Small Sheriffs st g 501 1 i .Small Sheriffs , ¥
Attempted . - - - o S N I 1 o Attempted = = 98.8 - - .2 1.0 3
Completed 893 . - - 7. W6 55.0% , = Completed =~ 98,6 - - oA 1.1 5.(7)(1
f . ° . . I~ —— ) ) . 9 . ~ ) - & ""‘
i Court Admimistrators o ’ ~ . ; . g ! Prosecutors ! ° '
E ] Attempted ’ ) {(- - - - : - - - . ;.5 "‘ﬂ v Attempted : ‘ 2‘ .6 76 .Ll' - -, .& l .li' 2 922
: i cmp]eted it “;- — - had N § . COMP]Eth . 2].7 ;‘7‘,4}6.] o - l.o l 2 1’341" °
! i ‘ N 3 4 F; . . ; . 3
i Prosecutors i : ! L Defenders ) .
g Attempted 73.2  L.7 -3 3 21.6 2,922 T Attempted T 43,8 5 ’
|  Completed 7.7 5.8 5 3 216 h3kh o h6.0% 1 e } .- Completed. 1333 2.0 3 Iﬁ - - 2%
| . “ | *
i Pu&l ic Defenders co o L 30 _ L , Adult Corrections °
i Attempted L7.9 9.6 - - 2.5 2 ° ) . ’ I Attempted ‘ 8.6 - - - c -
R i; Completed o hh,8 13.1 - - 420 252 h7.5% ,. 8 : J complzted - 33:5 - - ;_ - H: ggg
: “F" “i K ' . . © 3 3 a : * ==
Adult Corrections - . : Juvenile Corvrections
Attempted o 1,0 12,9 4.2 36.7 b5.1 286 ] v e A ttonoeon R o.d a . s N
o ﬂ“;’ i ) 4.' 3“05 l‘842 220 2] 76-9°A P @ i . ! ] \ . \ -3 . . - ].5 4&“ 799
Completed ;;9 12.3 . 2 S HE ~ Corpleted b5.3 8.2 "0.9 - 1k 43 585
Juvenile'Corrections . . ° , 8 Probation/Parole '
' Attempted ‘ 251.“'7“ 3709 ‘103 1501* 9‘8 799 . ! { Attem t d ]
| ,. ~ ‘ . 58 N/ trempte 4.7 4.2 39 2 . - 2,985
\\\ Completed 2?..# 38.8 12.0 l~‘h9 2.9 585 73 ol ° Completed k8.5 4.6 3.6 .2 - - 2,011 -
- i ) : a o N
\ j - Probation/Parole - - ' . : ' , <
V] o | o b b2k 2,985 | } | |
bog ét:‘el;lp*;:g ; - 22; §~; g ‘5 442 2:0” 67 .1 4 . ? Level of Government as available from Directory of Criminal Justice
% . ompiet » s . . ° Agencies . Not available for the court administrators survey. Although
o | - e " R ) available for the court agency survey it was deemed to be irrelevant, These
1 ®Agency size as available from Dirsctory of Criminal Justice Agencifs' 1, R ,1'-’ segments, therefore,s do not appear in ‘this table. :
ti Not available for either the court administrator or court agency survey. These ..’ poo , 1/ ¢ e
; segments do not appear in this table. . u ; | o : . VII-38 ; | —
~ : VII-37 - I =
| | e
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TABLE 8 . : e i)
DISTRIBUTION OF ATTEMPTED AND COMPLETED CASES ” R ;
BY LEAA REGION AND SEIFTOB . / §
LEAA Regiona , ¢ 3
e e é
Sector s etrerr |
' © Base ,
C\i ] 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 g 10 (100%) | B S
. TABLE 9
_ . oESTIMATED DfSTRIBUTIO v
Large Pofice - ) “IN SELEC N OF EMPLOYMENT BY SIZ " /
Attempted n.h b, 9,1 12.4 23.4 8.4 h.6 3.0 1, 2.5 1,532 e CTED STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE icgﬁsggizs - |
Completed 9.2 13.2 9.7 12.8 23.5 8.6 5.0 3.2 12.2 2.6 1,207 ) 1974-75 . s {
‘ (Percent D B !
. small Police ] 5 ), . - . " etee - istribution) !
Attempted . 7.2 1.9 15.8 249 117 1. 5.0 2 .0 2,538 ,, Polic: Promen —
completed 53 7.7 13.1 15.6 261 10.4 101 W8 2 g L4 1,515 ; Groups olice | Sheriff cﬁﬁ;ia Defendey Adult Juvenilé” | Probation
: : : - : orrections| Correcti
Large sheriffs ' i , 1,000 + 38.9 1 N ec ions| and Paro.}e ‘
Attempted 3.9 7.1 8.7 19.2 2.9 15,2 L. 2.8 107 4.9 507 .3 ~ ) S
, Completed 5. 6.5 9.+ 16.8 26.5 2.0 b.5 2/9 12.0 6.5 309 400-999 9.7 ° 12,1 | 2.9, . 37.3 18,3 7
SmaHOSheriffs . , 4150-399 9.7 11.0 > 29.3 5 > Lo 17.«4/ i\\ |
Attempted 18 .7 8.6 26 k2 16.8 17.2 12. 6 3.4 501 : , A 20.8 we | b
e ted 2.2 1.0 8.3 18 A7E w6 20 163 T bSO 276 © 75-149 ~ 7.3, 153 17.1 VA 23.0 be |
Prosecutors o L 25~74 14.0 23 0. ° 9ok “3»,%9;;9 12.4 ! 5(
Attempted 2.8 2.9 9.8 18.7 20.L k.3 .3 8.7 3.3 W6 2,922 s o &30 17.9 6.3 25 -
“Completed . 2.7 3,9 10.} ig. 20,3 12.3 15.7 10.% k.2 5.5 .1,3bh 10-24 14.2 5.6 16.2 o 3+9 12,3 \§
. public - 5-9 VR . o 9.4 7.7 T
: pefenders < , . 6.9 12.3- 6.4 o L \
Attempted . 11.3 7.9 16.8 11.5. 19.8 #.2°7%5.1 5.7 1.5 6.2 530 1~4 1.8 2.0 ) ’ 4.5 .
. completed  11.3 56 15.5 9.9 17.8 Lg 7.1 6.7 W3 6.3 252 P 0 12,87 - 6.6 3 . i\
: ¢ | N i . .2 S\
Corrections ) . . ) 10?-0 100.0 _ 100.0 100.0 1000 M \
Attempted 7.3 7.3 11.5 30.h4 4.7 8.k 5.2 3.1 6.3 5.6 286 - 4 - 100,0 100.0 ;
sgompieted - 7+7 _ 5.0 i1k 28,6 6.+ 6.8 5.3 3.6 7.7 6.8 220 ag x - [
L s tate and County only, =
Juyenile Bk ‘ N . bg, , L “ |
o ted ‘o5 12.5 18.1.18 s 6.8 3.9 165 b8 29 race v . |
Attempte 2.0 9.9 125 1 1..38.0 - 7- . 3. .5 . . So ] B . ! o g
Completed 1.9 6.8 12.1:13.0 1901 6.7 T 5.1 17.9 5.0 585 urces: See following page for data sources. - " %
R L L] SR ~/ . ‘ ” < q v |
paroles = = B 7 : s > ~ e i
 Attempted 6.7 3.0 9.8 6.7 245 G 8.k L6 :__Légm,:;&_:fz\.ﬁz,ﬁ&é s - - e
Completed 6.4 31 11.1 16.6 oh,6 13:2 8.0 4.7 5.8 5.5 2,04 .
Court Agencies : & . B
Attempted 2,2 ih7 8.0 25.2 18.9 17,;1* 9.7 7-3 3-0 3-5 3;532 ‘ == -
completed 2.6 3.9 85 25 201 2 112 9.5 33 L3 1,644 : ; : .
i 2rnis characteristic was not readily ascertainable in most cases from the e i « ao
~ court administ:fator's survey. This segment does not appeaf in the table. )
s e v:z,,ayg : ) P 'ﬂ_' q . f . T e
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Police and Sheriffs Agencies

1
A

~ SOURCES OF DAIg FOR EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTIONS

Y SIZE OF AGENCY *

§

Q

State

1. 'Agenciesvwith 150 Employees or More

P

U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform
Crime Reports, 1974. ) N

U.5. Department of Justice, LEAA, Expenditures and Employment Data
for the Criminal Justice Systexb 1973-74. :

‘Interhzational Association of Cheifs of Police, Comparatlve ﬂata Report

:u Agencles with fewer than 150 Employees
y -

NMS survey data, The aggregate of reported employment in each size
group was adjusted for sampling ration and nonresponse.

I

Prosecutors' Indigent Defense “Juvenile Corrections E

NMS survey data. The aggregate of reported employment in each size
group was adjusted for nonresponse. -k

Adult Corrections

73’,:‘:‘—;“1 -

Ee ]

A special tabulation of the 1974 Census of State Correctioms provided
employment by size group for NMS size groups.

N

Probation and Parole - T s 0
,@a—-—-—-—-

1";

@

U.S. Departmeni of Tustice, LEAA, National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, Probation and Parole Directory 1976, aud average
ratio of probation and:parole officers to totnl employment: fxom
the NMS survey.

* e o o “ )
Estimates by National Planning Association. PR
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less attention from the respondents; item nonresponse ranged from 1 percent to
9 percent with 3,5 = 3.5 percent nonrespon;e representing the modal,interuelr
As aﬁtigipateﬂs the highest. levels of nonresponSe occurred in the final section
Qof°each instrumentg the "Office Fact,Sheet." ‘T;ble 10 presents nonres-
ponse rates--showing this general pattern--for selected-jitems b& sector. The
questionnaires in’ Appendix A show the number of respondents answerlng each ques~
| tion, so that a more thorough picture of the extent of item nonresponse can be
obtained through»a(study of these instruments. n ' e
A problem related to item nonresponse, whicn'can only be touched upon at
this juncture, dee}é with consistency among related quantitative measures. As
noted earliery answers to questions dealing with parts of totals tended not to
balance. It is quite‘possible that our instructions to the respondents on how
to fill out the queetionneire were not sufficiently precise to clearly spell out

to them the requirements of this task, It is also likely that’ agency records

pay

’CVWere often inctmplete or 1ncorrect, or that different staff members filled out

separate components o§ the instrument. In addition, human error and careless~

ness undoubtedly played a.role in these discrepancies, as did respondent unwil-
lingness to comply with reporting requirements entailing additioral workload. e

As previously mnoted, the only absolute. basis upon which these answers could have

/'\

‘been brought into consistency would have required recoutacting almost 80 percent '

‘of all ~espbndents to get a clarificaticn of one or more items. Thls wbuld havek

‘\X\e uired resources well beyond those availlable, and would have impOsed a further

sevete ‘burden on the respondents. As a general caution, certain data--such as

staff to workload ratios--must be interpréted with considerable care, since -

tﬁ§se ma&xnot be adequately representative of the true "universe" of agencies

_ which were surveyed.

2

Througheut this series of NMS reports percentages based on the same ques=

o e

tions, when preeéﬁtedfinatebular form, may vary slightly from those shown in

e VII-42 |
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PEkCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS FAILING TO ANSWER o
SELECTED QUESTIONS BY SURVEY GROUP . © ;

Selectedﬁﬁuestinns

L\O R \\ {
SURVEY GROUP Rank of
; Organization
.Respondents!  Size as a Number of Total
N Educational . Manpower gqsic Line ,Agency
i © Attainment Problem ¢ Positions Budget
Chiefs of Large Departments % bk 6% - . 12%
Chiefs of Small Departments A 1% 8%
Sheriffs with Large Departments LA kg, 1% C 9%
f . -
Sheriffs with Small Departments] 3% - - &% 9% 15%
Il Chief Prosecutors 8 " 8% . 33%P 11
mf Chief Defenders %R 5% . 28%P \ 21%
b Wardens of Adult Correctional _
AN Facilities Q 1% 5% 7%
Directors of -Juvenile Corrections q ; . .
Facilities : 1% 8% - &% \%
Chief Probation/Parole Officers 1% 6% 29 33%%

2 iMethod of Selection' rather than "Educatzonal Attainment' used as
iISUatratuve item for these two samples.

T ({; 0
b Due to the large numbers of one-person ofiiees in this sector, the non-

response rate is based upon the item. requestlng the, combined number of chiefs
and deputy chiefs rather than line’ posut:ons,,

kiR,

A N . 'Bigh nourasponse is probably due to the fact that many probation or
] parole units are not separate Mapencies” for budget or payroll purposes.
[ ) ) " .
& O
e e ' o “YII~43
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the questionnaires themselves. This variation is due to a slightly different

" handling of the "no answer" and occasionally, the "don t know"”categories, which

may have heen deleted from the percentage base when appropriate..
Merginals msdally are not shown® for questions appearing in the-earlyiEZc—

tions of the.questionnaires whieﬁvasked for numerical data.” The numerical data

appear in the final section of each instrument, in the. set of _questions which is

referred to as the "Asency Fact Sheet." The data presented in this section are

given in means (x}” with the number of respondents (n) also being shown.

\

Throughdut the questionnaires the number of respondents giving answers to.

- open-ended questions is omitteﬁ‘ﬁ A useful tool for the reader is the code book

" for the open questions, which- appears 1mmediate1y following the last question-

naire in Appendix A, By means of the code boo? the entlre range of answers given

for each of the open-ended questions can be studied.

2]

e ot

&

- : o VII-44

iara,




. : - S y - ; SR

, & C \_;\\ o %

L ey \\M-‘ » '/
o ‘ ot i : ' G
\\{ " \\ i A ‘i &

. . |

4 - : / }

»K;"gw o Shs Sk ey . »r-".;‘-’?' e i = R ’*;’

. . e <%, w‘q‘w ; o Y ; ! 2 e 0 z.,:"“a G?k;“ﬁ‘z'?'-':v

7 | A NATIONWIDE SURVEY OF

. LAW ENFORCEMENT CRIMINAL JUSTICE \
! o PERS\\ONNEL NEEDS AND RESOQURCES
' VOLUME VII - PART 2 of 2 -
B ” R )
'THE SURVEY RESEARCH PROGRAM:
| ' PROCEDURES AND RESULTS .=

L FINAL REPORT _ |
Prepared for ‘
B El , T e " ] = Department of Justice ¢ |
o CihEssinhanian et Ae—omeet®aodi Lay Enforcement Assistance Administration i |
A National Planning Association, o |
. American Institutes for Research, [ |
- and ‘ 8
) S Bureau of Social Science Research.
g Washington, D. C. s L !
¥ : : i
Tnder Contract No. J=-LEAA~035-74 o |
. : ' , LR
; \
September 30, 1976 t \\%
1




7
I
3
|
{
t

¥
L

- ﬁ ) A"&wl’: » o d - ” P B e
- \ \\\\ " iﬁ‘ B - e Y o «I
a 4 ”‘ O !
- o N * “nziig T i
% - ) s i ) ) i - o }
A NATIONWIDE SURVEY OF ’ E} - %
, \ LAW ENFORCEMENT CRIMINAL JUSTICE - - @ E | t TABLE OF CONTENTS - VOLUME VII
’ : ‘ PERSONNEL NEEDS AND RESOURCES - . " . L 3
k : i O X : } O ‘ PART 2: . | . ’;
[ —S LE ‘ . , ¢
@ , [ ‘
. | o e o ] . ' | P PART 2. - _ : Page !
g ‘ ‘ . VOLUME VII =~ PART 2 . P §1ﬁ o 7 o , - |
b c ' ‘ o ‘ 0 "§ * APPENDIX A. NMS Questionnaires and Summary Data « « « o ¢ s o s s o a o o o 45 :
! i oo I o B ) ee 5\{“ ‘ . - Lﬂrge POlicCl: « o ¢ 6 6 o ¢ s. 06 8 o 8 o 2 s o 8 8 5 0 ¢ & 3 F e a?{:
E THE SURm ;MSEA-RCH PROGRAM: - . ‘]V‘ P ‘}_4._4 ’ Small Police! L ] » » L] L] . L] L ] L) L * L - 2 J L] L ] L) e e L ] » L] L] - - 6:.}7,:1'
f PROGEDURE‘S AND :RESIILTS 4\@ ¢ ' Large sheriff L ] [ ] L] . L] L ] . - L] »> » » L ] * L] - L] * L] L] . . » E L ; ::;:5’
i . [ x“"‘i "‘ ; R £ - @ Small Sheriff s & s & S0 * 970 e s s B & s 4 s s s s s ss 1
Co 8 ! . ] ) Prosecutﬁz’. @ s ® 4 & s 8 e s e e 0 s e 0 e s e s L e igg
s ] \ - | - o ’ Public DefEnder ] . - [ ] L ' . . L L ] . ] e n & LI ) . . L) ] . . . ' d
y SR ZI—N—A-I-“_;RM j . : : Adult Corrections « « o s » o R S I L A L 158 ‘ )
’ ’ . . Juvenile Corrections. « o 6 8 o 8 ® o 8 B s e @ 8 a4 & e & e+ & 175 ./
1 - Probation and Parole. « = ¢ o s o o 4 s s 0 o e e o w00 193 N
Prepared for' ~ {g;' g Trial Courts of Genmeral Jurisdictions « « + o« « o o v o s+ o o 210 i
Department of Justice ’ : Court AdminiStTator « ¢ « o s s ¢ o s o s s ¢ 2 ¢ o s o o o & o 236 &
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration . 138 ' : Intermediate Appellate COUTES o+ « o o ¢ o s o ¢ o o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 263
M . . . Ahmllate Courts Of Last Resort . R I I N L R B B e s o 289
" : by Standard-Codes for‘“OpennEnded"Questions};, eam s o s s s v 315
National Planning Association
.1666 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,:

APPENDIX B. Initial ar!d FOllQW“Up LetErsS o v ¢ & & 8- 9 ¢ o 8 s s s & & s 327

i RPN | S

@ . . “ /}1\’: ';\ . ‘ m | ;?“_,,-,,' | ) ) EP i '
L ) American Institutes for Reséabsh _ , 5 N B APPENDIX C. NMS Occupation Coding Instructions. « ¢ « s o » » » o o o ¢ o » 331
f L " 1055 Thomas Jefferson St.,N.W. ’ - §EV. T e , - ‘ :
| ' ' . ! ‘ , T o - .
i “3 e, Bureau of Social Science. Research ‘ Bl | 1y B} s
g; | & %o . . 19090 2:! Street, N-Wa ) o ﬁ ;’éj . o
& i ' ; : L\ ﬁ&shington, D’ c‘ \\ N . E k v B . k4 ’
P [ ORI ‘ ‘ ) - 4 % | o i
4 N ) - ‘ ‘.\\.‘ : | " & i ‘ 5 i
Sy B b Under Contract No. J=LEAA-035-74 e ., \\
: " September 30, 1976

@

[

- ‘Thisqprbject was. supported by Contract Number J-LEAA~035-74 o
T awarded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, - A

, U.S. Department of Justice, under the Omnibus (rime Comtrol- o

* snd Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. Points of view ‘

o N . or opinions stated in this document are those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent the-official position or :

pclicies of the U.S. Department of Justice. - .

{
&

»
1
o

&
¢
o
o

|
)
|
|
e P

L R s




W \ s R ® N N . e B R ,i», R e e Ve bt o S48 2 e S s L i o A s SR BRI S DR A R TR LS R
Y i o ) Lo B
!‘ ) . \ \\\ i N !:i {‘! ‘ . o
bod o - . .
] = . “\:\‘ V. v % * . .
| ) - 2 e w8 )
ji \\ lg ' ks .. ﬁ . ;‘3,?'@ ) |
. \‘\Y\\. al ,ﬁ ;
& \\\\ { ! Q . - ,
: L . APPENDIX A
@ \ . . ] R 5 b -
. e {1\ l x g } . ©
f » ! ) I o ) /
. ‘ \ o This appendix includes all the NMS questionnaires employed in the surveys
| | 1 % 11N S S e - - e - B ] i o ) : .
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! N 7 L. T ~ waf-‘;—ﬁ(/&gz* e .1;.4‘_“_,:", e ’ @
, ' : courts. Also included, as marginal entries, are the number of responses and R
: g ] ‘ i | e \ 0
[ } distribution of responses to each question, The distribution of respomses are
J ° B . ° 4?’r ’ 4 :
¢ ‘ 4 normally shown in percentage form, with the exception of certain numerical items, ..
. . L such as number of employees, caseloads, budgets, and salaries, for which mean @ |
] APPENDIX A r values are shown as appropi'iate. ) ’ L S
! : N The reader is cautioned that the percentages and mean values shown in these
, ) y o 1o " | I | ' rcrad e ey - )
NMS QUESTIONNAIRES AND SUMMARY DATA b 1AW g marginals are ray" unweighted data, prior to certain types of editing con
. . “ 'f’ ' ducted in the more detalled analyses of these responses, and to use of statis-
# ; o {1 v k .‘
: . ) L tical weighting procedures, where appropriate. TFor this reason, these marginal -
¢ lg ‘ e percentages or .means may differ from those presented in other NMS Gre:pcu:‘l:s. Among
. ° / ; o N ) * i
- S} 7 L : o . 9 .
P = . // P typical variations are diffefences in handling of the "po answer" or "don't kndy"
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; ‘ ! 0 y i .
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Manpovee Issucs
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1. How serlous do you think sach of the following sunpover problems

1 inyour department? Please renk them, using “1" for
scrious problem, "2 for the next most sericus, and

8, laadequate number of suthorized positions . o 0 0 0 s

b. Innbilicy to achleve or walntsin authorized strength o o

Qs High (excesafve) TUIDOVET o « 4 v s ¢ o « 0 5 0 0 o o o

4+ Inedequate training of pereonnel & o o s o 0 5 0 0 0 0 »

¢. Insdcquate representation of minorities of women on force

£.-0ther (plesse specifyr)

L S BN R T I I T I IR I Y

s}
.

2, What do you feel {# tha major factor contributing te the menpover

problem you ranked ‘wost serious™ (i.s., ranked “i*) ia Q. 11

General Yack of qualificd applicants « o « o 4 o o «

Lack of qualified minority or female applicants

Inadequdto lavels of compensation o a o « s o o

o Insuffictent funds for tratoing & o »
an:rq; budgoary problens + & o 4 4
Linlsed opporguntipien for sdvapcement

>, Obhey {pleasa spectfyl} o s 4 o o o »

N}‘ngb“‘lvto-on"-.:go-oo

Ny

-

.
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; . 3. Does your department evrrantly have a . a n sho ; o [ During the thras ysers bafors the current racedsivn {f.e., the yoacs ; Eva
s 1n any of the following parscanal categories? (Pleass Frcle O 1971-1974), hew serlous a problem were voluntary resignations anong i .
i all that apply.) : g <y your bastc and supcrvisory svorm officevs? e : =
. [ - . . E
0 . P g &
e seatetes " Critical piohblen {f . . 0n ;
3 i N - g ' !
! . v ' . B N 4 ! >
o : ' 4, Baolc officers (svorm nonsuparvisery pecsonnel sssigned o * oot Serfous prodlem, '»" ¢ ’ ;
sicarily te teatfle control ducl F et e . . ~ ' ‘
3 y L) 9) s s v sisae s e % i ‘ . . Hoddrate prodlem oo o 1] H
H b, Officer supervizora {lovest level supervisory sssfgned . i ' ;
i prizarily co cxafffe eontral dutles) o -5t s o s 0 0 0 0 e 'y - Sitghe prodles . '% b n ! ;
i Pacrol: ///‘” No problcm at atl.%’. . Ay ! E o
' - @ ( : ‘
: " o e , . | : 0 | tee136) .
' €. Basic elficers {svorn nonsupervisery paxeonnel saeigned “ HE { 1 §
; ’ pricarily ts yatyol duties). . L I R A R O S R S ) 56 ? . 3, During the three years before tha current veceseion (i.e., the yelies L 1 e
; ¢ : 1 1971-1976), d4d your deporcwant have an adequate supply of qualified } . C
. ' . @, Ratsol supervisors (lovest level swpegyfoozs {nelvding : g spplicante for the busic suorn-officee posttion? v ' §
. . sergeants and corperals ussigned prisarfly te patrol dutdes) . 1 o ;" x ; \\\
] , : . ) v Yess o . =
: | Tevestigations. H T <
> | - o L R
) i F3 @, 323lc detectives and favest Jaters (svern nonsupsrvisory . 6. What vai this dapartment's esploysint £ esch of 'the felloving H . . {
° H s 0O personncl sasigrad to criy jral investigations) .« o o 0 o 4 W h2 * categoriea an June“30,.1975? ; . . ¢
: . . » llvabe} of svore peracanal , . [} N j
. . f. Detective supesvisors (lovest level investigater supervisorn), 8 HE be Rumber of nonsworn pecsonnel. /f ! Ki i\'
L &} Other: C . R . ’ (l‘ = P
@ s a o o ) s N
gl : ) 7. Ia your judgment, how many ewployees in sach of the folloving | < v
H ’ 8+ A1l ethar \\\::“ svora officers (those NOP sssigeed prinacily D categories would you need to" fulfill effectively all the éu:suﬁa ;
r . te grnn'ol‘7 afflc, or Inveatigative functions), I S th " and xesponafbilities with which your dapartment is charged? ;1 Sl
i . s == E b ~ v
v b ? ! %o All other svorn ficaz-line supsrvisors (thess XOT aesigned | © ' # Total nusber of svora peceannel, . [y —rm— L
'g ! privarily to pstrol, traffic, er fnvestigative functions) PN b R ;E’ o i
' o s . y L. by Total mumber of monsvers pereomnel | . . .
i Ay Midele wanagers (overm offfcers above the rank ef aergeant, . Z o 1 : ’ ' °
' but below the rank of Esslatant or deputy chief) o .o s 4 o o 12 b . . ! &
] H ! 8+ Row wany employses ds you actusily expact to have en the payrofl cot
. !. Chiel, sssistant or deputy chiefo, and so on o , o o , o . o . H ,g by Juns 30, 19767 ,’ : / L»\'
; , ] e ¢ j °
%K. ProZesnfonsl and technical nonsvorn perssbnel, « o+ o & o & R 24 | ; @ . a @, MNumber of gvorn pevsonnel, , . . ! 'u
N 5ok ‘ b - o :
) ‘31 1. Other aonsvors parscanel . R R ) 16 il . b, Kipker of sonsvors parsonnel . , :
. ] s o ‘ . . — 1
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