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PART I: INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the study was to ascertain the opinions of 
segments of the Louisiana population regarding selected standards 
and goals devised by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals. While presumably it would have been 
desirable to survey a sample of the entire Louisiana population, 
such a project would have been too unwieldy and costly. But more 
importantly, it would have been very difficult to design and select 
a suitable sample. The sample would necessarily have been very large 
because of the expected high variability of responses and the expected 
low response rate. 

In view of this, the decision was made to survey indentifiable 
groups in Louisiana whose members were "involved, in some way, with 
the criminal justice system and/or would have an interest in the system. 
In collaboration with staff members of the Louisiana Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Criminal Justice, 25 
groups were selected; they are listed in the following table. One 
group, the Louisiana AFL-CIO, was not included because we were not 
able to secure membership rosters nor to have control over the sample 
selection. 

Up-to-date membership rosters were secured from each group 
and the total number of members was determined. Since the groups 
vary greatly in size and in members' involvement with the criminal 
justice system, it was decided to treat each group as a separate 
entity. This meant the size of the sample to be drawn from each 
group would be decided in collaboration with commission staff members 
on the basis of th~ size of membership, the relative importance of 
the group to the criminal justice system, the anticipated response 
rate, and the available funds. Thus, the percent of the membership 
samp1ed varied greatly from group to group. Following the specification 
of sample size for each group, the sample of members was drawn by 
utilizing a random start and the appropriate sampling fraction. 
This may be explained best by an example. Suppose that a group 
has 640 members on its roster and that the sample size is to be 20% 
or 128 m(lmbers. Each member is assigned a number indicating his location 
in the roster i. e., from 1 to 640. A :number between 001 and 640 
is randomly selected from a table of random numbers-say 327. This 
indicates that member 327 is the first to be selected for the sample. 
Since the sample size ;s to be 20%, the sampling fraction will be 1/5; 
thus, starting with member 327, every fifth name will be selected i.e., 
332, 337, 342, etc. to 637; then starting at the beginning of the roster 
with member number 2, 7, 12, and so on up to 322. This procedure 
yields a very good approximation to a completely random sample of 128 
members and is standard practice in sampling from rosters. 
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The number of members sampled in each group is indicated in the 
Survey Response, Table 1.1. Questionnaires were mailed out in August and 
September, 1975. A second mailing to a sample of those who had not responded 
was conducted in October. This evidently prompted many to respond with the 
questionnaire they first received because only 245 second mailing question­
naires were returned. The final cut-off date was December 16, 1975. No 
questionnaires received after that date have been tabulated, but only six 
have trickled in since. 

The overall response rate of 34.6% is considered adequate although 
the group response rates varied considerably from 14.3% for Legislators 
to 78.6% for State Pol ice Troop Commanders. It woul d be di Hi cul t to assert 
that responses from Legislators and the Louisiana Municipal Association are 
representative of those groups given the low response rate. With respect 
to responses from the other groups, there "is probably a consistent bias in 
that people who had an interest in the criminal justice system and in the 
survey repl i ed. 

2 

There were four different forms of the questionnaire: Courts, Police, 
Corrections, and Political. The first t~7 items and the last 19 items were the 
same on each form. The remaining items pertained to the particular areas of 
interest and work of respondents. The response rate varied for the four forms 
from 23.1% for the Political questionnaire to 49.0% for the Courts form. 
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TABLE 1.1 

SURVEY RESPONSE 

GROUP 

Courts QUEstionnaire 

03 - D.A. 's Assoc. 
06 - Crim. Bar 
10 - Judges 
13 - Law Instit. 

Group Unknown 
Total 

No. of 
Respondents 
Sampled 

163 
240 
141 
19 

563 

Corrections Questionnaire 

01 - Social Workers 309 
05 Vocat. Rehab. 163 
15 Probe and Parole 133 
18 Corrections (HQ) 34 
19 - Corrections (Angola) 103 
20 - Corrections (Print-out)229 

Group Unknown 
Total 971 

Police Questionnaire 

09 - Chiefs 249 
11 - Sheriffs 57 
12 - State Pol ice Troop Com. 14 
23 - City Police 668 
24 - Sheriff's Deputies 689 

Group Unknown 
Total 1677 

Political Questionnaire 

02 - La. Munic. Assoc. 567 
04 - Police Jurors 318 
07 - A.C.L.U. 30 
08 - La. C.A.A. 32, 
14 - J.e.'s 210 
16 - Legislators 105 
17 - Senators 39 
21- League ~1. V . 26 
25 - N;A.A.C.P. 156 

Group Unknown 
Total 1483 

Grand Total 4694 

No. of 
Questionnaires 
Returned 

83 
126 

54 
7 
6 

276 

167 
98 
78 
8 

27 
71 
8 

457 

72 
22 
11 

231 
208 

5 
549 

96 
64 
20 
21 
51 
15 
9 

17 
40 
10 

343 

1625 

Percent 
Return 

50.9 
52.5 
38.3 
36.8 

49.0 

54.0 
60.1 
58.6 
23.5 
26.2 
31.0 

47.1 

28.9 
38.6 
78.6 
34.6 
30.2 

32.7 

16.9 
20.1 
66.7 
65,,6 
24.3 
14.3 
23.1 
65.4 
25.6 

23.1 

34.6 

3 
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The purpose of Part II is to provide an overview of the study. 

The first section is a description of the survey and a discussion 
of its goals and functions. The second section is an analysis 
of the more general attitudinal items. This will develop a 
profile of the perceptions of the criminal justice system and 
the problem of crime held by the respondents. The third section 
is a more specific analysis that indicates which suggested changes 
in the criminal justice system have the greatest support or 
opposition and how this support or opposition is distributed 
among the elements of the criminal justice system and the attentive 
groups included in the study. 

Section f. Description- Goals- Functions 

The Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey was conceived as an 
aid for implementing changes in the Louisiana Criminal Justice 
System that would realize the goals and standards established 
by the LOUisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Criminal Justice (hereafter, the Commission). Questionnaires 
were mailed to sample- groups of three specific components of 
the criminal justice system (police, courts, and corrections), 
and selected groups. These groups are not part of the criminal 
justice system, but are attentive to the issues and problems 
involved in the operation of the system. The groups included 
in the police subsample were chiefs of police, sheriffs, state 
police troop commanders, city police and deputy sheriffs. The 
groups included in the courts subsampl@ were the District Attorneys 
Association, the criminal bar, judges and the Louisiana Law 
Institute. The groups included in the corrections subsample 
were social workers, vocational rehabilitation personnel, 
probation and parole officers, and corrections personnel. The 
groups included in the attentive group subsamplewere the 
Louisiana Municipal Association, police jurors, the ACLU of 
Louisiana, Louisiana Community Action Agency, Junior Chamber 
of Commerce, State Representatives, State Senators, the Louisiana 
League of Women Voters and the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People. 

Each questionnaire included: (1) a set of items designed 
to d.iscover general attitudes toward the criminal Justice system, 
such as \tlhere the greatest improvement was needed and causes of 
prob~ems within the system; (2) a set of items designed to discover 
underlying attitudes on crime related problems, such as cause 
of crime, appropriate penalties for particular crimes, treatment 
of prisoners, and position on the death penalty; and,(3) a set 
of items, non-"::technical and general in nature, proposing change in 
the system including police organization and procedure, prosecution, 
defense and court procedures, the organization and goals of 
correctional institutions and treatment of juvenile offenders. 

5 
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In addition, questionnaires sent to individuals in each subsample, 
included a set of items based on specific goals and standards 
of the Commission applicable to its particular interest area. 

The items making up the questionna~re were derived from 
three main sources: several reports of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice; reports, goals, and standards 
of the Louisiana Commission of Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Criminal \Justice and the general sociological and psychological 
literature in the area of criminology and penology. 

J:he-f).oals-o,o.Ltbe surlJ~y were to provi de the Commi ss i on wi th 
information in three areas. First, t r -;. survey indicates the amount 

i of support or opposition, on the part of the system personnel 
most affected, to specific change in the structure or procedures 
of the criminal justice system that would be required if the 
standards and goals of the Commission are implemented. Second, 
the survey was to indicate the amount of support ~r opposition 
various attentive groups felt toward the proposed changes. Third, 
the survey was to discover the underlying attitudinal structure 
relating to the criminal justice system and the problem of crime 
in society. This information will be of use in the implementation 
of the Commission goals and standards as a guide for strategy 
and tactics in gaining support and acceptance for the required 
changes. 

Planned changes in social institutions or processes are 
generally resisted and frequently sabotaged by the personnel 
and clientele of the affected institution or process. Smooth 
and successful change requires the active cooperation, participation 
and good will of those involved and affected by the change. 
The survey, simply by being administered, performed two functions 
that wi 11 contribute to the impl ementation process. In conduct; ng 
the survey, the Commission, in effect, consulted 3211 individuals 
who are integral parts of the criminal justice system. Many of 
these persons have never been consulted about anything regarding 
their job or function much less broad issues of reforming the 
criminal justice system. To be sure, district attorneys, judges, 
and attorneys are frequently consulted but rarely city pol,icemen, 
deputy sheriffs, correction officers and personnel, social workers 
and vocational rehabilitation workers. Consultation is an 
important technique for gaining the good will and cooperation 
of those to be affected by change. 

In additon to functioning as a consultative device, the 
survey also functioned as a participatory device. Those who 
took the time and effort to respond to the questionnaire not 
only were consulted but actively participated. Regardless of 
their response, that is, whether favorable or opposed, they 
have been involved in a concrete way in the process of change 
the Commission has undertaken. Given the nature of their work 
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~nd their work load ~nd the additonal burden the questionnaire 
1nvolv~d~ a rather ~l~h proporti~n, 40 percent, responded. 
In add1t10n to prov1dlng useful 1nformation, the study has also 
contributed to implementation by involving a portion of the 
personnel most affected by the changes in the implementation 
of the changes. 

Some of the changes included in the Commission's goals and 
standards can be made without additional legislation or appropriations. 
Most of the proposals, however, require enabling legislation 
and a signifi~ant increase in expenditures for the policy area. 
The.c~angeSW1~1 require action by all political levels, i.e., 
mun1c1pal, par1sh and state governments. Almost all the attentive 
groups engage in lobbying activities at the various governmental 
levels. So~e hav~ sh~wn consider~ble skill and have been quite 
succ~ss!ul, 1n the1r erforts. The1r active support for the 
Comm1ss1~n s proposals would be an important aid in their adoption 
and !u~dlng. The Commission will need a broad-based support 
coal1t10n when it presents its legislative package. As previously 
state~, the survey p~rformed consultative and participatory 
functlons for those 1n the attentive groups sampled. 

. The s~ccessful implementation of the goals and standards 
w1ll requ1re the a~tiv~ cooperation and support of both system 
p~rsonnel and outs1de l~terests. Efforts at education and persuasion 
w111 be ,necessary to th1S purpose. The survey in a sense was 
a part of thi s process. ,~ 

Section 2. Profile of Attitudes Toward Criminal Justice 
System and Problem of Crime 

. Be~ause of the nature of the survey, that is, the great 
d1vers1ty of the groups sampled and the uneven return rate 
it is impossible to.infe~ anything from the following profile 
to a larger populat10n w1th any degree of confidence. The 
purpose of sections 2 and 3 is to put handles on the complete 
survey and not to provide detailed analysis. 

Sociolog!sts, psychologists,theologians, commentators, police 
and the man In the street have been in continous debate over 
th~ ~ause of cr~me, crime prevention methods, and treatment of 
crlmlnals .. A~tl~udes about these basic issues shape the attitudes 
toward ~peclflc lSsu~s.on law enforcement, prosecution and 
correctlons. In addltlon, some scholars in the field are 
currently arguing that the goal of rehabilitation should be abandoned 
and a more pun~;tve approach should be taken toward the prisoner. 
They a~gue baslcally that rehabilitation has not worked and that 
commun~t~ and.per~onal safety should be the primary goals of 
the c~l~lnal JUS~1Ce ~ystem. The National Advisory Commission 
on Crlmlnal Justlce dld not share this view but it is seen by 
some observer~ as widely held among the general population and 
by groups maklng up the criminal justice system. From the 



Commiss'ion's view, if the survey shows wide acceptance of the 
more punitive attitude, it could expect serious opposition to 
some of its proposed changes. 

Each questionnaire included a list of sixteen statements 
frequently suggested as causes of crime. The rtspondent was 
asked to rank each one as A. Very Important; B. Somewhat 
Important; or, C. Of Little or No Importance. Sixty-one percent 
ranked "Coddling of Criminals, Penalties Too Soft" as very 
important. Sixty percent ranked drug addiction as very important. 
"PeY'missiveness, Breakdown in Authority" was ranked very important 
by fifty-three percent. "Decline in Religion and Morality" and 
"Police Too f{estricted" were each ranked very important by forty-five 
percent. "Lack of Education, Training and Opportunity" followed 
with forty-four percent ranking it very important. "Poverty, 
Unemployment and Bad Housing" ranked very important by thirty-eight 
percent. And "Broken Homes and Deprived Backgrounds" was ranked 
very important by thirty-seven percent. 

Those items seen as having lit~le or no importance as a cause 
of crime were: "Uneven Distribution of Wealth in Society"--fifty­
six percent; "Racial Discrimination in Jobs, Education, Housing" 
forty-nine percent; "Too manj. peopl e 1 iving too close together" 
forty-eight percent; "Too many people having guns"--forty-five 
percent; "Policy inefficiency"--thirty-two percent. 

In summary, the sample reflected the dominance of what is 
known as the social issue, as opposed to economic or political 
issue, as an explanation for crime: Permissiveness in coddling 
criminals, moral decline and decadence and drug addiction, 
handcuffing of police. This indicates a general conservatism. 
This conclusion seems to be confirmed when the items that are 
rejected as a cause of crime are contrasted with the perceived causes. 
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Table 1. Causes of Crime 

Most Important 

61% Coddling of Criminals, Penalties too soft 

60% Drug Addiction 

53% Permissivenes's, Breakdown in authority 

45% Decline in religion and morality 

45% Police too restricted in dealing with criminals 

44% Lack of education, training, opportunity 

38% Poverty, unemploJ~ent, bad housing 

37% Broken homes, deprived backgrounds 

Least Important 

56% Uneven distribut'ion of wealth in society 

49% Racial discrimination in jobs, education, housing 

48% Too many people living too close together 

45% Too many people having guns 
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The relatively conservative perceptions on the cause~ of crime 
coincide with th~ attitude toward the death penalty. Slxty-one 
percent of the respondents favor the death penalty whil~ only twenty. 
percent oppose it~ On this point, sixty-two percent sald the ap~roprlate 
oenalty for premeditated murder was the de~th pe~alty. Other crlmes 
seen as deserv"lng the death penalty were k,dnapplng (twenty-four percent) 
and rape (twenty-three percent). 

The perceptions co~cerning the causes of.crime ar~ reflected to 
a degree in the penaltles suggested for partlcular crlmes. For 
~xam~le, the most suggeste~ penalty ~or t~e sale of heroin.is ~ife ~ 
lmprlsonment, and for heroln possessl0n flve to ten years lmprlsonmen~. 

On the other hand, the survey showed a fairly strong attitude 
favoring the decriminalization of certain "victimless" crimes. 

10 

Over half of the respondents stated that gamb~~ng, prostitution, .. . 
the sale of pornography and possession of marlJuana should be decrlmlnallzed. 
That is, there should either be no penalty or the penalty should 
not exceed a fine and probation. 

In terms of other attitudes relating to the perception of the 
criminal justice system, the study showed an overwhelming awareness 
of the need and support for improving and reforming the operations 
of the system. Each respondent was asked to indicate the degree 
of improvement needed in the six phases of ~he criminal ~ustice 
system: police investigation and apprehensl0n, prosecutlon by 
district attorney, court procedures, sentencing procedures, probation 
and parole system, and prisons and rehabilitation. The rankings 
were A. Extremely Great Need, B. Great Need, C. Moderate Need, and 
D. Little Need. The phase of the system seen as in greatest need 
of improvement was corrections and rehabilitation. The phase seen 
in the least need of improvement was police investigation ann 
apprehension. 
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Table II. Ranking of Stages of Criminal Justice 
System Seen in Extremely Great Need or Great Need of Improvement 

Prisons and Rehabilitation programs 78% 

Sentencing Procedures 73% 
• 

Court Procedures 69% 

Probation and Parole 68% 

Prosecution by district attorney 61% 

Police investigation and apprehension 49% 

stage of the system held true even when the police subsample was 
removed. Similar~y the questio~ ~sking to identify the stage in 
greatest need of lmprovement ellclted corrections and rehabilitation 
programs by thirty-five percent of the respondents. That isttwice 
as frequent as any other stage. Police and Probation were the 
stages least frequently cited. 

As re~ar~s the ques~i?n of treatment of prisoners, the study 
does not lndlcate a punltlve stance. Indeed, thereis strong support 
f~r humane treatment of prisoners and for prisoners' rights. 
Nl netY-four perce~t of the respondents agree that pri s.oners shaul d 
have adequate medlcal and dental care including preventative medical 
and dental care. Sixty-seven percent agree that free legal servives 
should be a~ailable to indigent prisoners on criminal and appeal 
matters. Slxty-four percent agree that free legal services should 
be available to indigent prisoners for civil matters such as divorce 
estate and financial matters. Sixty-two percent agreed that housing' 
arrangements s~ould provide adequate privacy. Fifty-seven percent 
agreed that prlsoners should have access to legal materials such as 
law books. And fifty-seven percent agreed that conjugal visits 
should be allowed for married prisoners. 

On each item, those who strongly agreed outnumbered those who 
strongly disagree~ .. On.a related question, seventy-eight percent 
ag~eed t~at rehabl11~atl0n should be the goal of prisons and that 
prlson llfe and routlne should be determined by this goal . 

. This great humane attitude is also evident in responses to other 
ltems. Seventy-two percent agreed that many convicted felons are 
unnecessarily incarcerated and should be sentenced to alternative 
p~ograms surh as conditional release, work and study release, supervised 
~lberty, etc. The concern for the rights of the accused is clear 
ln the seventy percent support for a pamphlet to be provided to each 
arrested oerson explaining in detail his rights and each step of 
the criminal justice process from arrest through appeal. 

In summary, the generalized attitudes toward the criminal justice 
s~stem and the problem of crime that emerge from the survey do not 
flt a~y.neat stereotype. While fifty-three percent of the respondents 
classlfled themselves conservatives of one form or another and the 

11 
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perce~tions of the causes of crime and prescribed penalties indicate a 
certal," conse~vatism.an~ conv~n~ional more punitive approach to the 
pro~lem of crlme, thlS lS modlfled by a humane and compassionate set of 
attltudes toward the prisoner and prisons. 

Section 3. Support or Opposition to Specific Changes in 
the Criminal Justice System 

12 

Ther~ are. some items suggesting change that have almost unanimous 
~upport Wl th nl net~ percent or more of all respondents agreeing. These 
lnclude: 1) establlsh~ent of permanent research and training institutes 
on ~ll matters affectln$ the criminal justice system (95%); 2) adequate 
medlcal and dental serVlce for prisoners including preventative medical and 
den~al ~ar~ (~4%~; 3) establishmen~ of.clear l~nes of command for overlapping 
P?llCe J~rlsdlctlons and for coordlnatlng comblned police actions such as 
nots~ dlsaste~s or st~ike force activities (94%); 4) active police involve­
m~nt ln communlty serVlce youth and recreational programs (92%); 5) estab­
lls~ment of ~rocedures for receiving, investigating and adjudicating com­
plaln~s of ~lsco~duct by all police agencies (90%); and, 6) establishment 
of unlform Juvenlle justice system with specialized judicial personnel and 
pro~edures (90%). These items are a mixed bag. Some are of the apple pie 
varlety t~at can ~e ~ff~ct~d by administrative order within agencies. For 
example, l~ many JUnSdl~tlOns, police involvement in youth and recreation 
programs, ~s a~ready POllCY. Procedures for dealing with police misconduct 
usu~lly eXlst ln ~ome form or another. In most police agencies, a standardi­
zatl?n and ~xpan~lon could be effected. Other items, however, include ex­
t~nslve leglslatlon and fairly large expenditures. These include the estab­
lls~ment of research and training institutes, the improvement of prisoner 
medlcal and dental care, and reform of the juvenile justice system. 

Another set of items received high support ranging in the seventy 
percen~ agreement rang~ .. Aga~n oppos~t~on within the sample is negligible. 
The~e. l~clude: 1) requlrlng Judges V1Slt (on a yearly basis) the correctional 
faclll~les and programs to which they sentence offenders (79%); 2) the 
estab~lshment (by the.state) of minimum starting salaries for all police 
agencles a~d.state relmbursement of local and parish governments unable to 
me~t the mlnlmum (78~)? 3) .prison life and routine organized so as to meet 
pr~son goal of r~habllltatlon (78%); 4) increased use of citation or 
wrltten.summons ln place of physical arrest by police when compatible with 
communtlY sa fety ~eeds (74%); 5) non-prosecuti on by cri mi nal justi ce system 
o~ such types as Juvenile status offenders (runaways, truants, etc.) and adult 
mlnor offenders such as alcoholi~s, addi~ts, mentally and physically handi­
ca)pped.rather turned over to soclal serVlce agencies for treatment (73%)' 
6 pO~lce agencies shollld rect'uit more qualifled women and expand poli~e' 
~unctlOns (!f female personnel (72%); 7) increased use of alternatives to 
lnca~ceratlon should be made for convicted felons who are not a public danger 
or l~kely to be recidivi~t (72%); and, 8) every arrested person should be 
proylde~.a pamphl~t on.rlghts and.procedures of cri~inal justice process 
(70%). Alth the exceptlons of pollce salary and P0l1ce recruitment of more 
female pe~son~el, these items all deal with the treatment of prisoners or 
those comlng lnto contact in a pre-judicial way with the criminal justice 
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system. Most of these issues require considerable modification of ~xisting 
practices and increased expenditures. On these item~ ~upport outwelghs 
opposition within every responding group. The Opposltlon ranges betwe~n 
twenty and forty percent within certain groups.but.even here s~p~ort lS 0 

rarely less than sixty percent. The one except10n 15 the Oppos1tlon of.5~% 
by sheriffs to pamphlet explaining rights. As might be expected, oppos~t10n 
to increased female personnel and police funct~on.is highest.among.pollce 
groups. For example, thirty-tht'ee percent of snenf~s ~nd thl~ty-flve.percent 
of city police responding to this survey opposed thlS ~t~m. ~un questlons 
dealing with treatment of offenders, the goal o~ rehab1l:tatlo~, and pamph­
let explaining riyhts, the groups least supportlve ~e~e 1n ~o~lce and . 
prosecution). Opposition to state mandated and ~Ubsldlzed mlnlmum salarles 
for police personnel is strongest among the Junlor C~amber of Commerce, 
police jurors, the League of Women Voters and Probatlon and Parole personnel. 

The following items have support scores in t~e sixty percent range. 
Opposition to these items in contrast to the prevlous often exceeds the total 
support score within particulRr groups. While the overall supp?rt~from the 
enti re sampl e may be sixty percent or b~tter, some groups ma,~ 1 nd I cate ~ppo­
sition in the same range. Proposals havlng support scores between 60-69% 
include: (1) provision of free legal services to indigent prisoners for 
criminal and appeal matters (67%); (2) right of appea~ of sen~en~e as well 
as conviction (66%); (3) provision of free legal serVlces to lndlgent 
prisoners for civil matters such as divorce, financial matters (64%); 
(4) adequate privacy in housing arrangements for pri~o~ers (62~); and, (5) 
determination by sentencing court as to whether condltlons SU~J~ct offender 
to unconstitutional or undesirable situation (61%). Such provlslon would be 
expensive and can be seen as pa1rt of the IIcoddling of criminals l' syndrome. 
Support or opposi ti on for these items, for th~ most par't~ breaks al.ong 
what would be considered liberal or conservatlve group llnes. ~upport s~or~s 
in the ninety percent range on the question of free legal servl~es for.lndl­
gent prisoners are found among social workers, the ACLU, Comm~nlty.Actlon 
Agencies, the League of Women Voters, and t~e N~ACP. Grou~s wlth hlg~ oppo­
sition to these issues are the Jaycees, pollce Jurors, chlefs of pollce, 
prosecutors, corrections personnel and the criminal bar. 

It shoul d be noted that the opposition wi th few excepti ons does not 
outweigh the support on these items. Legal services for criminal and appeal 
matters has greater support than the legal services for civil matters. 

The opposition to adequate privacy in prisoner housing ~s foun~ 
most pronounced among Headquarters corrections personn~l (62%); pol:ce 
chiefs (57%), Angola corrections personnel (52%), shenffs (5~%)~ Clty 
police (49%), and police jurors (45%). These groups ar~ most l~t:mat~ly. 
involved with the problem of jails and priso~s an~ th~lr ?PPos:tlon lndlcates 
considerable difficulties in implementing thlS obJectlve ln splte of an 
overall approval rate of sixty-two percent. 
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tion of the sentencing court determining if prison. 
cond~~i~~~ ~~~sunconstitutional or inadequate OPPoSitiO~ c~m~s malnly 
from prosecutors, judges, probation and parole ~ersonhne ,s a e b 

d C t' Headquarters all opposlng t e measure y 

~~~:~~~~~~~~.::m~:~~~~~~t!~nO~~~!~l i~~~~~~~Ss~~;:i~~1~1%sf~~e~~:ritem. 
o 't~ n to right of appeal of sentence as well as ~o~viction 

is h;~h~~~ ~~ong prosecutors (59%), judges (58%), the Loulslana Law 
Institute (57%), probational parole personnel (~O%), State Repre-

h sentatives (46%) and Stlte Senators (63%). Agal~ the naturehof t e 
opposition indicates se~ious difficulties in maklng such a c ange. 

The following items have overall support scor~s .of more than. 

fifty.percent bot lessrt,~~~tS~~;~c~~~C~~~~ct~~P~~li~~np;~p~~~~~ ~~~~~ates 
especlally.among group., 1 l'k ly and if adopted imolementa-
that adoptlon would be e~treme {o~~l~ eunsuccessful. The items in 
i~~~ ~~~~~o~~ ~~~~~~:~d (r)n~;eater u~e of pretrial rel~ase on recognizance 
(59%); (2) police agency personnel should refl~ct a ratlo r~ughly 
e ual to the ethnic and minority group populatlon ~f comm~n:ty 
(~Q%)' (3) married prisoners should be allowed conJugal V1S;t~ 
(57%): (4) prisoners should have easy ac~ess t~ le~al mater;a s 
( 7%) ~ (5) decentralization should be maJor obJectlve.of prl~one~ . 
. 5 0 , • L . . a (55%)' and (6) large population juvenile lnstltutlons reform ln OU1Slan D , '. 1" t' h as group such as LTI should be replac~d wlth smal lnstltu lons suc 
homes and halfway houses (53%). 

o osition to increased use of release on reco~n;zan~e is most 
stron~PW'ith'in police groups for example, 5l%.of pol':ce chlefs.; 50% 
f ~heriffs 54% Angola personnel, 50% of clty pollce and 57% of 
~ ~ty sheriffs Din the study oppose this proposal. Other gr~ups 
Wi~h high opposition to this item are p~osecutors (42%), poll~e 
jurors(39%), state police commanders (44%) , Jaycees (40%),.and, d 
probation and parole personnel (38%). Strongest supp~rt lS fou~ . 
amon social workers (78%), municipal association (70%), the crlmlnal 
bar ~77%), the ACLU (100%), the League of Women Voters_(92%), Jud~es 
(74%), Louisiana Law Institut.e (75%), and the NAA~P. (89%). On thlS 
item the aroues ~ost involved are about equally dlvlded pro and 
con. 

The item urging ethnic and minority.p01ice per~onnel to reflect 
ethnic and minority ratio in the commumty served lS opposed most 
strongly by jud~es (56%); state police comm~nders (:4%); Jaycees 
(53%); city police (55%); state repre~entatlv~s.(46~);.and the . 
criminal bar (48%). The nature of thlS Opposltlon lndlcates serlOUS 
difficu1ties in realizing the objective. 

Opposition to conjugal visits for married ~r~s~ners is highest 
among police and corrections personnel and p~llt1clans. Fo~ example, 
within the sample we find opposition by shenffs (65~~)~ pollce . 
chiefs (56%); Angola personnel (59%~; deputy ;heriff~ ~57%); pro~at;on 
and paroie personnel (48%); police Jurors (56%); mun1clpal asso~l~tlon 
(50%); and,state senators (43%). Given the nature of the oppos1tl0n 
this reform would·be very difficult to enact. 
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The question of prisoners havin9 access to legal materials has 
the some support score (57%) as conjugal visits but is obviously 
not as emotional an issue. The strongest opposition to this reform 
is found among chiefs of police (59%); sheriffs (52%); corrections 
personnel other than Headquarters or Angola (50%); deputy sheriffs 
(60%); and, city police (49%). High levels of support are found among 
prosecutors (60%); the criminal bar (70%); the ACLU (100%); Community 
Action Agencies (80%); judges (56%); Jaycees (77%); state representatives 
(85%); state senators (57%); Angola personnel (80%); the League 
of ~lomen Voters (100%); and the NAACP (75%). Again we see this item 
fairly well dividing the affected groups pro and con. 

On the issue of decentralization of prisons as a major objective 
of prison reform, support is fairly constant although not wildly 
enthusiastic. Only one group, city police, opposes this proposal 
(57%). All other groups support it roughly at its overall support 
score of fifty-five percent. On the related question of phasing 
out large juvenile institutions such as LTI there is greater opposition. 
But this opposition is found among police and corrections groues. 
For example, the greatest opposition is among sheriffs (54%), H.Q. 
corrections (50%), corrections other than H.Q. and Angola (55%), 
city police (63%), and deputy sheriffs (61%). Other groups roughly 
support the proposal in a lukewarm fashion . 
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A small group of proposed reforms in the general questionnaire 
had higher opposition than support scores. These it,ems were: , (1) , . 
probation should be standard criminal sentence and lncarcerat10n utlllzed only 
when safety of community requires (63%), (2) removal of parisn cHIU 

municipal jails from local control and placed under state corrections 
agency (61%), (3) parole agencies actively recruit ex offenders for 
casework positons (51%), (4) consolidation of parish and localpolice 
agenci es (45%). 

Opposition is overwhelming on the question of making probation 
the standard sentence in criminal cases. The only groups showing 
siqnificant support are social workers (50%), the ACLU (82%), 
Corrections Headquarters (75%), Corrections Angola (60%), and the 
Le~gue of Women Voters (64%). All other groups in the study oppose 
thlS proposal by very high percentages. The likelihood of this 
proposal being given serious consideration is not great. 

Remo~al of parish and municipal jails from local control and pla~ing 
them under jurisdiction of state corrections agency also finds little 
suoport among survey respondents. The only support for the proposal 
is found amon~ social workers (52%), the ACLU (54%), the League of 
Women Vo!ers (50%), and the NAACP (63%). Even within these groups, 
support 1S only lukewarm. Opposition is massive and fairly uniform 
among all other groups. 

. The issue of employing ex-offenders as parole caseworkers fairs 
Sllghtly better than the other items in this group. Support for the 
proposal is found within the criminal bar (59%), the ACLU (100%), 
Community Action Agency (68%), Jaycees (50%), the League of Women 
Voters (58%), and the NAACP (76%). Opposition is fairly uniform 
among the other groups. This item will be quite difficult to implement. 



'! 

While the opposition to consolidation of parish and local police 
agencies is not as high as, the other items i~ this group the nature 
and source of opposition is important. Opposition to this item is 
found among police chiefs (65%), sheriffs (81%), all Corrections 
(51%), city police (68%), and sheriffs deputies (62%). The groups 
that would be most affected are in strong opposition. 

In summary, the general findings of the survey indicate a fairly 
broad base of support for significant reform of the criminal justice 
system. There are no monolithic opposition groups, and there is a 
general recognition of the great need for impovement in this area. 
The survey does not reveal any strong punitive mood among the respondents. 
To be sure there is opposition to some items by groups that would 
be most affected. It is not clear, however, that any considerable amount 
of this opposition is rigid or fixed. At the same time there also 
are indications that strong support for most suggested improvements 
exist both within the criminal justice system and within outside 
attentive groups. The Commission can feel some confidence that its 
goals and standards and its approach to implementing them is' f~irly 
real': 'ic and there appears to be considerable chance of success. 
Of CvJrse, all of this is stated with the reservations concerning 
the representativeness and other weaknesses in the survey. 

16 [ 
L.r 

to,,· 

!l 

t 
-
L 

\ 
L 

( -
I 
L 

. 

: 

I 
I 
I 
I 

r.L 

i 
.j~ 

r 
'j 

J""f-

'I 
Ii 
'\' -
-tlf:"" 

)t 
4. 

r 
I 

FINAL REPORT ON THE LOUISIANA CRIt~INAL JUSTICE SURVEY 
TO THE LOUISIANA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 

ADMINISTRATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

PART I II 

FOCUSED ANALYSIS ~ POLICE 

Submitted by: 

George Tracy 
Department of Political Science 
Louisiana State University 

February 28, 1976 



i 

~ . 

ii 

i 

l\ 

'>-

r _.-

rr-

J 

T 
I 
I 

-1' I 
. . 

~f I 

18 

PART III: FOCUSED ANALYSIS - POLICE 

General Questions 

In considering the repl ies of all 1,625 respondents on general attitude 
questions concerning the police, a rather unclear picutre emerges. While 
almost half (46.9%) feel that there is a great or extremely great need for 
reform of police investigation and apprehension, only about 10% thought that 
this was the portion of the criminal justice system in greatest need of improve­
ment when compared with other parts of the system. 

A majority of the respondents felt the pol ice were not as effecti ve as 
they should be in preventing crime. Nore than three-fourths (75.5%) believed 
that restrictions on police in dealing with criminals are somewhat important 
as causes of crime. At the same time, almost two thirds (64.2%) felt that police 
inefficiency is, at least, somewhat important as a cause of crime. 

Some understanding of how these respondents perceive what contributes to 
pol ice ineffecti veness can be secured by an examination of Table 3.1, IICauses 
of Problems of Police

ll

• Almost 75% believe that political interference and lack 
of money and public support are at least somewhat important as causes of police 
problems. These factors are external to the police themselves and oan be 
thought of as public or societal constraints. However, internal factors, such as 
unqualified personnel, poor administration, and inadequate organization are also 
seen as important. This is seen as a rather strong mandate on the part of these 
respondents to improve public support and to develop a major reorganization of 
police agencies. It should be noted, however, that these respondents evidently 
have an interest in the criminal justice system and that over half of them 
described themselves as Politically conservative. 

A final general question on police concerned what the minimum education 
requirement should be, Table 3.2. While the majority of respondents (58.2%) 
thought 'police officers Ishould finish high school, more than a third (35.4%) 
felt that they should have at least two years of college.·The high percentage 
(93.6%) ~o would require at least a high school education undoubtedly reflects 
these respondents· concern with unqualified personnel in police agencies. 

Let us now consider the above items in terms of the contrast between 
the responses of those who completed the police questionnaire __ i.e., Police 
Chiefs, Sheriffs, State Police Troop Commanders, City Police and Sheriffs. 
Deputies -- and all other respondents. But first, a word about the statistical 
test utilized. The statistic employed is "X2" (chi-square); in this discussion, 
it is used as a ··goodness-of-fit ll test. The percentage distribution on the 
responses to each item for non-police respondents is applied to the total 
number of police who responded to the item. This yields the number of police 
who would be expected to give a particular response to an item, if their re­
sponses were distributed in the same way as those on non-police respondents. 

., 
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The value of the statistic "X21 is, a function of the discrepancies on each 
response between this expected number and the actual number of police who gave 
that response. Thus, the larger the value of X2 the greater the differences 
in responses to an item between police and non-police responden~s. The calcu­
lated value of X? is given at the bottom of each table accompanled by a proba­
bility level -- e.g., p .(.. .01. This means that under the assumption of random 
sampling from police and non-police resportdents, the differences as large as 
those observed in the responses of these two groups would occur less than once 
in every 100 ramdom samples -- if p~.Ol -- if the two groups were actually 
sub-groups of the same population. Since the probability of getting this re~ult 
is so small, it is concluded that these two groups actually come from two dlf-
;erent populat~lons -- i.e., the distribution of responses of these two groups ,(' 
is significantly different. While large sample sizes -- with which we are dealing [ 
here -- tend to force even small differences to statistical significance, the 
patterns of differences between the two groups in responses to the items we 
are considering are quite clear-cut and therefore we have some confidence that ~. 
the populations, in fact, differ. L 

It was noted earlier that approximately 47% of all respondents in the 
survey felt that there \'Ias at least a great need for improvement of po? :ce in­
vestigation and apprehension. When police are separated out, however, and these 
two sub-groups compared, their responses are rather different, Table 3.3. Over 
half of the non-police beliefed there is a great or extremely great need for 
improvement, while almost 60 percent of the police believed there is only a 
moderate or little need. Similarly- only 5.4 percent of police and 13 percent 
of all others saw th'j s as an area in greatest need of improvement (p ~. 001). 

With respect to the minimum educational requirement for police, most 
respondents believed that a high school diploma would be sufficient, but con­
siderably more of the non-police respondents would require college work, 
Table 3.6. The two groups differ significantly on this item. 

In summary: respondents believe there is a need for improvement in 
police investigation and apprehension, but police consider this a less urgent 
need than do others. Also, few police consider law ,enforcement as the part of 
the criminal justice system in greatest need of reform and only 13 percent of 
other respondents felt this way. The two groups d-id not differ particu"farly 
concerning police inefficiency as a cause of crime but a significantly higher 
proportirn of police compared to othelns believed restraints on police are 
important as a cause of crime. 
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Questions on Standards and Goals 

In this section, the responses of police are contrasted with 
those of all other respondents on questionnaire items dealing with 
standards and goals for police. First, each item will be examined 
separately and then these items will be combined into a scale and 
discussed from that point of view. 

The first item (Item 27 on the questionnaire) pertained to 
the standard on clear lines of command for police, Table 3.7. 
The distribution on the responses for police is not markedly 
~ifferent from that for other respondents. The principal difference 
1S that a slightly higher percentage of police strongly agree with 
this item. But, for both groups of respondents more than 97 percent 
agree with the item. 

The item regarding the use of written summons in lieu of arrest 
exhibits somewhat greater differences between the two groups, 
Table 3.8. While 85 percent of non-police persons agree with this 
~tandard, only about 68 percent of the police concur. Correspon­
lngly, a considerably higher proportion of police disagree. 

With respect to the standard on consolidation of parish and local 
police agencies there is considerable disagreement between the two 
gr~urs, Table 3.9. The glneat majority, 66 percent, of police disagree 
whlle 58 percent of the others agree with this standard. 

The majority of both groups of respondents agree that the 
composition of the police force should reflect the ethnic or minority 
ratio in the community, Table 3.10. But the percentage of non-police 
respondents who agree is significantly higher than that for police. 

The great majority of all respondents agree that efforts should be 
made to recruit women, Table 3.11, but non-police respondents are 
stronger on this issue. This may be a result of proportionately fewer 
\\Iomen among police respondents as well as a greater degree of polit'ical 
conservatism expressed by police respondents. 

The standard for minimum starting salaries is strongly supported 
by police, Table 3.12, and almost as strongly supported by other 
respondents. Perhaps the somewhat lower support expressed by non-police 
respondents is due to the idea of state support of local area police 
salaries. 

While again there are differences between police and other 
r~spondents for the standard on adjudicating complaints of police 
mlsconduct, both groups give this item overwhelming support, Table 3.13. 
The difference between the two groups is accounted for in large part, 
by the 15 percent of police and only 4.5 percent of 'others who disagree. 
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On the final police standard for all respondents, involvement of 
police in youth and recreational programs, there was again overwhelming 
support, Table 3.14. In addition, in this instance, there was very close 
agreement among police and other respondents in the distribution of their 
responses. 

The standards and goals for police discussed above -- i.e., question­
naire items 27 through 30 and 32, 33, 34, and 36 -- were incorporated into 
a scale to provide a more integrated and succinct way to perceive the patterns 
of responses. All of the items were simply dichotomized into agree and dis­
agree responses. The items and respondents' replies to them were then arranged 
in such a way that a regular pattern emerged, a Guttman Scale, Table 3.14. 
The scaling technique yielded nine scale scores ranging from 0 to 8, in which 
a '0' score indicates agreement with all of them. Intermediate scores specify 
the patterns of responses given in Table 3.15. The Coefficient of Reproducibility 
of .92 means that 8% of the time an error will be made in predicting respon­
dents' n~sponse patterns on these items from kno\,/l edge of thei r scal e scores. 
This is within acceptable limits for scales of this type. 

The patterns indicate that respondents who agreed with item 29 (consoli­
dation of parish and local police agencies) also agreed with all the other 
items. This item also had the lowest percentage of people agreeing with it, 
45.0%, while item 27 had the highest percentage agreement- 94.4%. Scale scores 7 
and 8 account for 63% of the respondents, refl ecti ng the hi gh percentage of 
agreement on all these items. It is interesting to note that agreement to 
consolidation of parish and local agencies, item 29, and to an equitable per­
centage of minority people in police agencies, item 30, tended to mean agree­
ment to the other si x items. It was these two standards whi ch were rrost con­
troversial for the respondents, but, in general it is quite clear that there 
is high approval for these police standards. 

The same items were scaled for police respondents only, Table 3.16. 
While this scale is similar to that for all respondents, there are two important 
differences. For these police respondents items 33 and 34 change places rela­
tive to their positions on the scale for all respondents. This means that more 
police agree with the item on salaries than do all respondents. A similar 
shift occurs in the case of items 28 and 32, but in this case, the shift is 
probably a result of the necessary manipulation of items to increase the co­
efficient of reproducibility. In any case, the shifts are not particularly 
important since both involye a change of just one position. It is clear, 
however, that the ordering of these items on the scale is a bit different for 
the two populations. 

A comparison of the percentage distributions of police and all respon­
dents on the scale scores is not strictly legitimate for two reasons: (1) 
as noted above, the orderings of the items are slightly different for the two 
scales, and (2) the police are included within all respondents. However, 
a test of the differences in the percentage distributions demonstrates con­
siderable difference (X2 = 67.55; P ~.OOl). The police respondents are a bit 
rrore spread out over the range of the scal e scores and all respondents are more 
heavily concentrated in scale scores 7 and 8, indicating a higher degree of 
agreement on most of the items. The police, therefore, exhibit more variability 
in their responses to these items. This difference is even more striking since 
police are included among all respondents. Clearly, if they had been deleted 
from this group the differences between the police and all other respondents 
would have been greater. 
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An examination of the distribution of scale scores for all respondents 
by sex, in which scale scores are grouped into three categories, reveals 
that males are more variable in their responses while the vast majority of 
females fall into the higher scale values, Table 3.17. 

The factor of race also has an effect on the distribution of 
scale scores for all respondents, Table 3.18. The differences between 
races are similar to those between sexes; white respondents are more 
variable and non-whites fall almost entirely in the high score values. 

When scale scores are examined by educational level of respondents 
few differences are found. Although there is overall statistical 
Significance (X2 = 48.7; P <..001), the only c1 ear cut findings are that 
those in the lowest (11 years of schael or less) and highest (graduate 
or professional degree) educational categories have proportionately 
higher score values. Thus, the effect of education on sca'ie score is 
equivocal. This seems to be a case in which statistical significance 
is achieved because of large sample size even though no clear relationship 
is observable. The findings with respect to the effect of salary on 
scale scores is also equivoc~l in the same way that education is. While 
statistically significant (X = 16.03; .02 ~p ~ .05), there is no clearly 
discernable trend. 

Political philosophy, however, does have an appreciable effect on 
the scale scores of respondents, Table 3.19. There is a clearly 
discernable trend for lower to higher scale scores from conservative 
to liberal respondents. 

For police respondents alone sex and race are associated with the 
score values of respondents; race is stronger than sex, in this regard, 
Table 3.20 and Table 3.21. Essentially males and whites are more 
variable in their score values than are females and non-whites, where 
very high precentages fall into the highest score category. 

The educational level of police is not associated with (or 
predictive of) their score values at all and, while there is statistical 
significance for the relationship between salary level and score value 
(X2 = 19.84; p ~ .01), there is no apparent trend. Finally, there is no 
relationship between polictical philosophy and score values for police 
respondents . 
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Questions on Standards and Goals for Police Questionnaires 

There were nine items on the police questionnaire dealing with police 
standards and, of course, these were answered only by police; items 48 
through 56. As before, the items were arranged in a Guttman Scale with 
a coefficient of reproducibility of .92, Table 3,21. As with the items 
on the other scales, there was a high amount of agreement on these 
standards. Because of this agreement, police respondents are loaded 
heavily in the high score values. 

Agreement on five of these items was 85 percent or greater; 
agreement on the other four items was less, ranging from about 61 
percent for item 55 to 73 percent for item 50. All of these latter 
items seem to deal more with administrative matters rather than with 
matters close to actual on-the-job activities. 

Finally, it is interesting that none of the characteristics 
of respondents employed in the analysis of the other scales were 
statistically significant -- i.e., sex, race, education, salary, and 
political philosophy. It is suggested that there is too little 
variability among police officers on these characteristics and too 
little variability in their scale scores to yield any association. 
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TABLE 3.1 

PERCENT OF 1625 RESPONDENTS GIVING REPLIES OF 
"SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT" AND "VERY IMPORTANT II TO 

THE CAUSES OF PROBLEMS OF POLICE 

SOMEWHAT VERY 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 

CAUSES OF PROBLEMS PERCENT PERCENT 

Lack of Money 29.5 56.8 
Unqualified Personnel 33.5 49.2 
Poor Administration 35.9 41.0 
Inadequate Organization 

ot' Structure 34.7 29.7 
Wrong Approach to Job 28.1 27.6 
Political Interference 24.9 49.4 
Job Just too Tough 22.9 12.7 
Lack of Public Support 25.6 53.7 

24 

86.3 
82.7 
76.8 

64.4 
55.7 
74.3 
35.6 
79.3 
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TABLE 3.2 

REPLIES OF 1,625 RESPONDENTS CONCERNING THE 
MINIMUM EDUCATION REQUIREMENT FOR POLICE 

EDUCATION REQUIREMENT 
SHOULD BE: 

No Answer 
Some High School 
High School Diploma 
Two Years of College 
Co 11 ege Degree 

PERCENT 

1.0 
5.4 

58.2 
28.8 
6.6 

CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

100.0 
99.0 
93.6 
35.4 
6.6 
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TABLE 3.3 

RESPONSE OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE Of ALL 
OTHER GROUPS CONCERNING THE NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT OR 
REFORM OF "POLICE INVESTIGATION AND APPREHENSION." 

Degree of Need Police Questionnaire 
For Reform Respondents 

Number Percent 

Tota1* 522 100.0 

Extremely Great Need 63 12. 1 
Great Need 147 28.2 
Moderate Need 240 46.0 
Little Need 72 13.8 

* Tota~s_exclud~ those who did not respond to the question. 
X - 57.42, P ~ .001 

26 

All Other 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

1,045 100.0 

247 23.6 

305 29.2 

409 39.1 

84 8.0 

, 



TABLE 3.4 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF 
ALL OTHER GROUPS CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE OF "RESTRICTIONS 

ON POLICE IN DEALING WITH CRIMINALS" AS A CAUSE OF CRIME 

Degree of Police Questionnaire All Other 
Respondents 

27 E 

Importance Respondents 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Total* 540 100.0 1,052 100.0 

Very Important 364 67.4 381 36.2 

Somewhi~t Important 131 24.3 351 33.4 

Of Little or No 
Importance 45 8.3 320 30.4 

* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question. 
X2 = 245.0; P < .001 
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TABLE 3.4' 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF 
ALL OTHER GROUPS CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE OF "POLICE 

INEFFICIENCY" AS A CAUSE OF CRIME 

Degree of Police Questionnaire 

28 

All Other Importance Respondents Respondents 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Total * 534 100.0 1,044 100.0 
Very Important 112 21.0 183 17.5 
Somewhat Important 244 45.8 504 48.3 
Of Little or No 

Importance 178 33.3 357 34.2 

* Toxtals exclude those who did not respond to the quest,· on 
~ = 4.48; P > .10 . 
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TABLE 3.6 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER GROUPS 
TO THE STATE, liTHE MINIMUM EDUCATION REQUIREMENT 

FOR EMPLOYMENT AS A PEACE OFFICE SHOULD BE:II 

29 

Response Police Questionnaire All Other 

Total* 

Some High School 

High School Diploma 

2 Years College 

College Degree 

Respondents 
Number Percent 

544 100.0 

39 7.2 

355 65.3 

132 24.3 

18 3.3 

Respondents 
Number Percent 

1,065 100.0 

49 4.6 

590 55.4 

336 31.6 

90 8.4 

*Tot~ls exclude those who did not respond to the question. 
X = 43.5; P t... .001 

~ 

[ 

E 
P 
iii i\ 
..... ~. 

\ " 

I ' 

f ; 

l 

r~ 
r" 

L 

[ 

f:' 
~ . 

f ~ 
.~ ,..I 

[~ 

L 
L 
F , ,. 

("' 

t 

} ) \j 
'. 

!~ 
. .' 

f . " 
~ \ 

~ i 

W , , 
Ul, 

,";"" 
>I' 

i)! 
... 1,. 

i 
~ 
it 

l\, 
--* 

'\ I!, .. ~ 
, " 

~ {; 
2. ~ 

il u 
~ 
IS 

~ ~ .. 
~ ! 
('': 

r 
~ 

r ,I 
1<,' ,;, 

> . 
\1, 

t 
!' 

)\: 

,,-
1\ ~ 

jl J' 
(u. ..... 

)1 
...:.-

\1 ~ 
r 
u~,. 

iT ,,,-

[ " 4 

/f"'" 

li I: 
~ 

[ 

TABLE 3.7 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED HIHi THOSE OF ALL OTHER GROUPS TO THE 
STATEt1ENT, "CLEAR LINES OF CO~1~lAND SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED FOR OVERLAPPING 
~OLICE JURISDICTIONS AND FOR COORDINATION OF COMBINED POLICE ACTIONS SUCII 
"S RIOTS, DISASTERS, AND. STRIKE FORCE ACTIVITIES. II ' 

Response 

Ttlta1* 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

Police Questionnaire 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

539 100.0 

290 53.8 

235 43.6 

8 1.5 

6 1.1 

All Other 
Respondents 

Number 

1,030 

500 

509 

15 

6 

* Toxt~ls e
9
x
4
clude those who did not respond to the quest,'on 

= • 1; .05 ;:> P > . 02 • 

Percent 

100. a 
48.5 

49.4 

1.5 

0.6 

30 
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TABLE 3.8 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL 
OTHER GROUPS TO THE STATEMENT, "POLICE AGENCIES SHOULD 

MAKE GREATER USE OF WRITTEN SUMMONS AND CITATIONS 
IN PLACE OF PHYSICAL ARREST ON PRE-HEARING JAILING WHEN 

COMPATIBLE WITH COMMUNITY SAFETY NEEDS. II 

Response Police Questionnaire 
Respondeflts 

All Other 
Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Total * 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

526 

83 

273 

126 

44 

100.0 1,010 

15.8 266 

51. 9 593 

24.0 123 

8.4 28 

* Tot~l: exclud~ those who did not respond to the question. 
X - 145.37, p ~ .001 
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26.3 

58.7 

12.2 
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TABLE 3.9 

OTHE~E~~ga~~sTgFT~~l~¥fTf~~~~S!~~R~~~HA~~O~6c~[ ~~tICE 
AGENCIES SHOULD BE CONSOLIDATED." 

= Response 
Police Questionnaire All Other Respondents 
Number Percent Respondents 

Total* 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Stron~~y Disagree 

523 

88 

89 

181 

165 

Number 

100.0 951 

16.8 223 

17.0 331 

34.6 333 

31.5 64· 

* TOi~l~ ~3x5clu9d5~ those who did not respond to '~he question 
• , p ~ .001 . 

Percent 

100.0 

23.4 

34.8 

35.0 

6.7 

32 
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TABLE 3.10 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL 
OTHER GROUPS TO THE STATEMENT, "EACH POLICE AGENCY 
SERVING A COMMUNITY WITH LARGE ETHNIC OR MINORITY 
POPULATIONS SHOULD TAKE STEPS TO ACHIEVE A RATIO 
OF ETHNIC AND MINORITY PERSONNEL ROUGHLY EQUAL TO 

THE COMMUNITY POPULATION. II 

Response 

Tota1* 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

Police Questionnaire 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

519 100.0 

51 9.8 

243 46.8 

147 28.3 

78 15.0 

33 

All Other 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

1,006 100.0 

192 19. 1 

485 48.2 

250 24.8 

79 7.8 

* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question. 
X2 = 60.10; P <. .001 
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TABLE 3.11 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER 
GROUPS TO THE STATEMENT, IIEACH POLICE AGENCY SHOULD 
INCREASE ITS EFFORTS TO RECRUIT QUALIFIED WOMEN AND 

EXPAND THE POLICE FUNCTION OF FEMALE EMPLOYEES." 

Response Police Questionnaire 
Respondents 

All Other 
Respondents 

- " 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Tota1s* 524 100.0 1,017 100.0 

Strongly Agree 88 16.8 247 24.3 

Agree 274 52.3 576 56.6 

Disagree 131 25.0 163 16.0 

Strongly Disagree 31 5.9 31 3.0 

* Tot~l~ exc1u~e those who did not respond to the question. 
X - 54.29, P <: .001 

34 
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TABLE 3.12 

D WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER GROUPS 
RESPONSES OF POL~~i C~~~~A~i~TE SHOULD ESTABLISH MINIMUM 

~~A~~i~~:~~~~~~~~s~O~o~kt ~~6I~~R~~~N~6~~R~~E~~~ STATE 
UNABLE TO MEET THIS MINIMUM. 

Response 

Tota1* 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

Police Questionnaire 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

530 100.0 

263 49.6 

201 37.9 

53 10.0 

13 2.4 

All Other 
Respondents 

Number 

1,003 

277 

527 

157 

42 

* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question. 
X2 = 129.07; p.( .001 
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TABLE 3.13 

RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER 
GROllPS TO THE STATEMENT, "EACH POLICE J\GENCY SHOULD 

ESTABLISH PROCEDURES FOR RECEIVING, INVESTIGATING 
AND ADJUDICATING COMPLAINTS OF POLICE MISCUNDUCt. THE 

PERSONS C0MPLAINING SHOULD BE INFORMED IN WRITING OF 
THE DISPOSITION OF THEIR COMPLAINTS." 

Response 
Police Questionnaire 

Respondents 
Number 

Al1 Other 
Respondents 

36 

Percent Number Percent Total* 535 1100.0 1,054 100.0 Strongly Agree 131 :24.5 409 38.8 Agree 325 60.8 598 56.7 Disagree 49 9.2 43 4.1 Strongly Disagree 30 5.6 4 0.4 

* Totals exclude those Who did not respond to the question. 
X2 = 448.96; p < .001 
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TABLE 3.14 

RASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER 
RESPONSES ~FT~~L~~~T~~~~T "POLICE PERSONNEL SHOULD BE 
EN~~~~~~J::b TO ACTIVELY INVOLVE THE~lSELVES IN CO~MUNITY 

SERVICE YOUTH AND RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS. 

Response 

Tota1* 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

Police Questionnaire 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

541 100.0 

207 38.3 

308 56.9 

21 3.9 

5 0.9 

37 

All Other 
Respondents 

Number Percent 

1,040 100.0 

372 35.8 

621 59.7 

38 3.6 

9 0.9 

* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question. 
X2 = 1.75; p;> .05 
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27. 

TABLE 3.15 

1 ,599 RESPONDENTS TO ALL QUESTIONNAIRES CLASSIFIED 
BY RESPONSES TO EIGHT POLICE ITEMS 

RESPONSE PATTERN Scale Score 36 34 33 28 32 30 29 

0 
1 + 2 + + 3 + + + 4 + + + + 5 + + + + + 6 + + + .,. + + 7 + + + + + + + 8 

Coeffi ci ent of RepY'oduci fiil ity = • 92 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS FOR THE SCALE 

Percent of 
Respondents 

0.12 
0.50 
2.06 
4.00 
5.69 
9.76 

14.82 
32.21 
30.83 

Clear lines of command should be established for overlapping police 
jurisdictions and for coordination of combined police actions, 
such as riots, disasters, and strike force activities. - ~4.4% Agree 

38 

36. Police personnel should be encouraged to actively involve themselves 
in community service, youth and recreational progr~ms. - 92.8% Agree 

34. Each police agency should establish procedures for receiving, investigating, 
and ajudicating complaints of police misconduct. The persons complaining 
should be informed in writing of the disposition of the complaints. _ 90.0% Agree 

33. The state should establish minimum starting sa1aries for all police agencies 
in the state and reimburse local and parish governments unable to meet 
this minimum. - 78.0% Agree 

28. Police agencies should make greater use of written summons and citations 
in place of physical arrest or pre-hearing jailing when compatible 
with community safety needs. - 74.8% Agree 

32. Each police agency should increase its efforts to recruit qualified women 
and expand the police functions of female employees. - 72.9% Agree 

30. Each police agency ~erving a community with large ethnic or minority 
populations should take steps to achieve a ratio of ethnic and minority 
personnel roughly equal to the community population. - 59.8% Agree 

29. Parish and local police agencies should be cOllsolidated. _ 45.0% Agree 

, 
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TABLE 3.16 

534 POLICE RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED 
BY RESPONSES TO EIGHT POLICE ITEMS 

Response Pattern 
36 33 34 I 32 28 30 29 

Scale Score 

0 

1 

+ 2 

+ + 3 

+ + + 4 

+ + + + 5 

+ + + + + 6 

+ + + + + + 7 

+ + + + + + + 8 

Coefficient of Reproducibility = .91 

~-~--- --------------~---------------------------

39 

Percent of 
Respondents 

0.19 

0.19 

2.81 

6.37 

8.05 

12.92 

18.54 

34.08 

16.85 
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Scal e Score 

0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

Total* 

TABLE 3.17 

ALL RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY SEX 
AND SCALE SCORE FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS 

Sex 
Male 

Number Percent 

1,295 100.0 

40 3.1 

289 22.3 

966 74.6 

* Totals exclude those with missing data on these items. 
X2 = 37. 93; P < .001 

40 

Female 
Number Percent 

294 100.0 

3 1.0 

19 6.5 

272 92.5 



Scale Score 

0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

Total* 

TABLE 3.18 

ALL RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY RACE 
AND SCALE SCORE FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS 

Race 
White 

Number Percent 

1441 100.0 

43 3.0 

303 21.0 

1095 76.0 

* Totals exclude those with missing data on these items. 
X2 = 37.93; PL... 001 

41 

Nonwhite 
Number Percent 

140 100.0 

0 0.0 

2 1.4 

138 98.6 
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TABLE 3.19 

ALL RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 
AND SCALE SCORES FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS 

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 
Scale Score Conservative Middle of 

Road 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Total* 858 100.0 316 100.0 

0-2 33 3.8 5 1.6 

3-5 210 24.5 57 18.0 

6-8 615 71. 7 254 80.4 

* Tot~l: exclu~e those with missing data on these items_ 
X - 56.33, P < .001 

42 

Liberal 

Number Percent 

390 100. U 

2 0.5 

37 9.5 

351 90.0 

, 



Scale Score 

0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

Total* 

TABLE 3.20 

POLICE RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY SEX 
AND SCALE SCORE FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS 

Sex 
Male 

Number Percent 

486 100.0 

16 3.3 

140 28.8 

330 67.9 

* Totals exclude those with missing data on these items. 
X2 = 7.32; .02 <. p .( .05 

43 

Female 
Number Percent 

46 100.0 

1 2.2 

5 10.9 

40 87.0 
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Scale Score 

0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

Total* 

TABLE 3.21 

POLICE RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY RACE 
AND SCALE SCORE FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS 

Race 
White 

Number Percent 

494 100.0 

17 3.4 

144 29.1 

333 67.4 

* Tot~l: exclu~e those with missing data on these items. 
X - 14.52, P < .001 

44 

Nonwhite 
Number Percent 

37 100.0 

0 0.0 

1 2.7 

36 97.3 
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TABLE 3.22 

525 RESPONDENTS TO POLICE QUESTIONNAIRE 
CLASSIFIED BY RESPONSES TO NINE POLICE ITEMS 

Response Pattern Scale Score 
54 56 50 53 55 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

+ 5 

+ + 6 

+ + + 7 

+ + + + 8 

+ + + + + 9 

Coefficient of Reproducibility = .92 

45 

Percent of 
Res20ndents 

0.19 

0.00 

0.57 

0.76 

1 .71 

6.10 

7.62 

12.76 

23.62 

46.67 
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Questionnaire Items for the Scale 

52. Each police agency should develop extensive liaison and 
cooporation with all agencies in the community working with 
youth. - 96.5% Agree 

48. Each police agency should establish educational incentive 
programs with the goal of upgrading across the board the 
educational level of all police personnel. - 96.5% Agree 

49. Each police agency should require monthly firearms practice 
and specify a minimum qualifying score. - 91.2% Agree 

51. Every police agency should establish special training programs 
for all its peace officers in preventing delinquent behavior 
and juvenile crime. - 87.1% Agree 

54. Each police agency ~hould have the services of a qualified 
psychiatrist or psychQlogist to screen out personnel and 
applicants with 'mental disorders or who are emotionally 
unfit for police work. - 84.6% Agree 

56. Police collective bargaining procedures should include binding 
arbitration to prevent strikes or job actions. - 68.6% Agree 

50. Efforts should be made by all police agencies in the state 
to standardize equipment in order to save money by permitting 
centralized pUl~chasing arrangements. - 73.0% Agree 

53. The State of Louisiana should establish minimum selection 
and training standards for all police agencies and peace 
officers within the state. - 70.5% Agree 

55. Each police agency should change its personnel procedures 
to make maximum use of civilian employees in the various 
non-enforcement positions of the agency (clerical, dispatching, 
maintenance, traffic control). - 60.5% Agree 
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INTRODUCTION 

In planning the questionnaire for the Louisiana Criminal Justice 
Survey, the courts' domain was perceived to be composed of three major 
components -- prosecution, defense, and adjudication. These spheres are 
represented in the survey by members of the Di stri ct Attorney' s Asso­
ciation, by members of the Criminal Bar, and by judges at all levels of 
the state courts. In addition to these groups, the Louisiana State Law 
Institute is represented. The Institute, with its scholarly work and 
statutory review, adds the state law school element to those legal 
practitioners already included in the sample groups. 

Apart from the Institute, which has a more detached role, it is 
evident that the courts form an inherently fractious network. The very 
function of the system is to bring together dissenting parties and 
neither side may ever be totally satisf'ied with the judicial outcome. 
Conflict such as that within the courts is also seen in the relation­
ships between the court insiders and the external parts of the criminal 
justice system. Police must depend on prosecutors to press their cases 
in court; corrections' personnel must depend on fair judgments and fair 
penalties for those accused if rehabilitative goals are to be attained; 
the general public, in individual turn, depends on lawyers to avert the 
fate of judicial victims. Given the vital importance of these basic 
functions to the outside parties, whether policemen or miscreant, it is 
not surprising that the work of prosecutors, attorneys, and judges is 
intently scrutinized. Under such circumstances, inequitites, incompe­
tencies, and inefficiencies are of considerable concern, and their 
balancing opposites probably more readily overlooked. Intensifying these 
pressures on the conflicts between courts and clients is the constitution­
ally superior role chosen by the judiciary. Here, conflicts stem from 
the assertion of individual rights in competition with the policeman's 
view of investigative efficiency and with the correctional officer's 
view of the best means of maintaining order. In this process, the courts 
are never allowed to finish drawing the balance between individual rights 
and society's claim to be free from crime. The lack of equilibrium is, 
again, a constant source of friction, frustration, and hostility among 
the parts of the criminal justice system, and of differing definitions 
of how the system might best be serviced and in what direction best 
reformed. 

In this context, the purpose of this part of the overall report of 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey is to analyze the interest groups 
and their cleavages both within the narrower courts' sphere, and in the 
interaction of the courts groups and the larger criminal justice system. 
To that end, two sets of analyses are developed; one analysis takes up 
those questions answered by all the surveyed groups and permits a 
depiction of changing allegiances among prosecutors, judges, and criminal 
lawyers in the different kinds of interactions with outside groups; an 
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assessment of how the outside groups evaluate the work of the courts 
groups, and which areas of proposed reform have the greatest internal 
or external support. Secondly, a set of responses available only for 
the four court groups, permits the measurement of support within those 
groups for reform in, sometimes, more technical areas. Methods of 
measurement appropriate to the aim of identifying significant patterns 
of responses in the data are first discussed. A description of the 
content of the major reform dimensions to which the analysis points, 
follows (see Tables IV-l to IV-4). Analyses and interpretations of the 
responses of specific interest groups (e.g., sheriffs or Women Voters) 
are then presented in some considerable detail in terms of strength of 
support for various reform dimensions. Additional tables pertain to the 
contribution of such variables as region of residence in the state and 
type of residence (e.g., large city or not) as sources of patterned 
variation in support for reforms in the courts' functioning. 

METHODS 

The tables presented in Part VI incorporate a potentially over­
whelming amount of information on important issues within the criminal 
justice system. With the respondents' answers to each question presented 
according to the sample or interest group to which the respondent 
belonged, the tables provide many clues for seeking sources of support 
and criticism within the system. At the same time, using these data can 
be frustrated by their item by item discretion. The analytic sections 
of the report are therefore intended to provide syntheses of the data, 
to outline significant clusters of responses to questions (provided, 
of course, such clusters exist). 

The general aim of molding the data into patterns, which hopefully 
make sense in terms of the content of the original questions posed and 
the responses they elicited, can be attained in many modes of analysis. 
A choice of method is required. The most v.Jidely used basic analytic 
models in survey research, of the kind undertaken here, are factor and 
latent structure analyses on the one hand and scaling of the Guttman 
type, on the other. The essential similarity in these methods is that 
the respondents are viewed as lying along attitude dimensions or continua. 
In the present case, the dimensions are made up of varying intensities 
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for reform within different areas of reform. The responses to each item 
or question then make accessible the dimensions, and make possibTe-'their 
elucidation. The basic difference between factor or latent structure 
analysis and the Guttman scaling model is in the interpretation of the 
response items. In factor analysis, each response is taken to be a fallible 
indicator of an underlying "true" or correct trait (obviously the dis­
covery of the trait from the items involves some computational difficulty). 
Conversely, the responses in Guttman scaling are taken to be the true 
positions on the unidimensional scale. The dimension then is not under­
lying or latent, but is directly recoverable from the responses. This 
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met~odological distinction adds th . 
Cholce Guttman scales in compariso~ P9~~r;ul welght of parsimony to the 
hand, the usefulness of a Guttman Wl ~ctor models. On the other 
to a greater extent, rests on the scale, llke 9ther methods but probably 
the assumpti ons of the method Y T~~gree. t9 Whl ~h the actual data meet 
and model is taken up after the s lS crltlcal l~sue of fit between data 
of the interest groups along the scalels adr~ descnbed and the location 

ca es 1 scUssed. 
In the i deal case the fo f th 

cumulative, unidimension~l mo rm 9 e Guttman scale is a simple 
(responses to questions) a~d t~otonlc r~nking of intensity. The items 
terms of the proportion of th e relspo n ents.are ranked in the scale in 
surv 10%' e samp e endOrslng the it I ey, 0 ml ght agree that jud d . ems. n the present 
a good job, and 40% that prose fes 0 a good Job, 20% that policemen do 
simply be discrete items with ~~ ~;f ~~rfoh~ well. These of Course might 
they do form a Guttman scale the a lons lp to the Guttman type. If . 
most difficult choice (the 10% h n i~~se respondents who endorsed the 
b9 th the easier items: pOlice~e~ 0 dl ed even judge~) .must also endorse 
~ldd~e item, those who liked Ol·an prosecutors. ~lmllarly, for the 
eaSlest" item with its 40% e~d lcemen must also llke prosecutors -- the 

which allows a whole patte;n o/rsement. It is this ordering principle 
~es~onse. If the data form this ~~s~on~es to be deriyed from a particular 
lt lS known that those res ondi ln 0 sc~le, th~n ln any set of data, 
the lowest proportion) als~ end~~s!Ot~he h~g~est.ltem (that endorsed by 
holds sequentially down the scale t t~se e ow ln rank; this pattern 
~ourse, real data diverge from the? e most endorsed bottom item. Of 
lSbmeasured by a coefficient of rep~~~~~i~~f~~nse( pattern. The divergence 
Ta le IV-4) which convent' 11 .11 Y see Table IV-l to 
which limit 10% of the re~o~~d y and arb~trarily is set at .900 -- at 
A~ditional criteria of fi/Of ~~~s are mlscla~sified by the scale. 
tlve aspects of the scales are d~~c~~~!d~re dlScussed after the substan-

REFORM SCALES MEASURED FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 
IN THE LOUISIANA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

If th e re 1 eva n tis s ue s a r th '. 
purP9se here is to identify sali:nt OS~tPOSed ln the lntroduction, the 
runn~ng through the data. It is of .pa erns of reform or c!"iticism 
barners to reform. The major sub tln~~rest to ~oca~e the slgnificant 
appropriate picture is one of sh' s ~n lve q~e~tlon lS whether the 
coaleSCing temporarily around pa~:{lnf coalltlOns or in~erest groups, 
stable cleavages persist regardless c~/~h court ~elated.ltems, or Whether 
terms, the latter case would b e.partlcular ltem. In scale 
embracing all the data respons~s:ef~e~;edfln one very long reform scale 
t~ere will be several scales mea~ . e ormer, more likely, situation 
dlfferent dimensions The dist· ~!"lng support for reform along several 
~or the scale to be ~alid eve~~c lon ste~s from th~ requirement that, 
ln the same way in keepi~ wit one must e respOndlng to th~ stimuli 
?im~n~ion prope~ty which t~e SC~l th~ degree ~o whi~h they have the 
JUdlclal reform). This reqUiremen~ ~s ml~asurlng. (l.e., deSire for 

lmp les conslstency of responses over 
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the scale. Obviously, people differ in the degree to which they posses 
the trait (desi re for reform) and, therefore, in the items they endorse, 
but if judges are rel at'j vely low in thei r endorsement of one reform 
item, and social workers relatively high, then that relative position 
pattern must be maintained over other items in the scale. The principle, 
or criterion, outlined here is likely to lead to several scales, rather 
than one, since reform of the judicial system can be observed moving in 
several directions. Such was indeed the case with four scale dimensions 
identified for the responses drawn from all respondents in the survey. 

The items making up the reform scales, along with the scales' 
coeffecients of reproducibility are shown in Tables IV-l through IV-4. 
As is indicated in the tables, the responses Were formed into dichotomies. 
In most cases, all that process involved was adding together the strongly 
agree plus agree, and strongly disagree and disagree, types of responses. 
In each scale the items are ranked according to the ease of reform they 
represent: item 1 in each scale, therefore, is that item endorsed by 
more respondents than any other item; the final item in each scale is 
that endorsed by the least respondents and, in that sense of opposition, 
is the most difficult to effect. 

Scale 1 (Table IV-l) has been labelled Conservatism: Severity of 
Sentencing, because of the character of the items in the scale. The 
marijuana possession and sale responses (items 1 and 6) were dichotomized 
between no penalty or a fine, and all other penalties as the most 
appropriate sentence. This division distinguishes between those who would 
decriminalize marijuana altogether (along with those who would have a 
traffic-ticket-like approach to the issue) from those respondents who 
would maintain a regular court supervision and more severe penalties. 
Not surprisingly, no penalty for marijuana possession is the relatively 
more popular of these two items. 

Scale 1 is made up of items endorsing penalties for marijuana 
sale (87% agreement); support for the death penalty (75%); support for 
the denial of legal services facilitating prisoners' suing of the state 
(70%); and, suppoY't for tougher treatment of juveniles (58%). The social 
co~text of these items is readily apparent in the other items which also 
form part of the scale pattern. For example, item 2 gives support of 85% 
to the concept that coddling criminals is a cause of crime in today's 
society, and restricting the police is regarded in the same light by 
some 77% of the respondents. Finally, the last item of the scale comprises 
those who gave a sel f-description of "conservative". 

51 

, .. 
(~ " 

i 
! 

) I . , . 
{ 

1. 

L 

.I 
u • 

I 

'1' 
" 

lli ~ 

1\ 
" 

Item 

1. Most appropriate penalty for sale 
of marijuana: 

a. Penalty more severe than fine 
b. No penal ty or fine 

2. Assessment of the importance of 
coddli~g of criminals and too soft 
penaltles as a cause of crime in 
today's society: 

a. Very. or somewhat important 
b. Of llttle or n6 importance 

3. Ass~ssment.of the importance of 
havlng pollce too restricted in 
dealing with criminals as a cause 
of crime in today's society: 

a. Very. or somewhat important 
b. Of llttle or no importance 

4. In principle, do you favor or 
oppose the death penalty? 

a. Favor 
b. Oppose 

5. Fre~ legal services should be 
avallable to indigent prisoners 
to.assist.them in bringing civil 
SUltS agalnst state institutions 
and personnel: 

a. Disagree or strongly disagree 
b. Agree or strongly agree 

6. Mos~.appropriate penalty for 
marl Juana possession: 

a. Penalty more severe than fine 
b. No penalty or fine 

Di chotomi zed Responses 
# of Responses % of Responses 

1342 
203 

1357 
245 

1227 
365 

1000 
331 

1064 
463 

985 
544 

86.9 
13.1 

84.7 
15.3 

n.l 
22.9 

75. 1 
24.9 

69.7 
30.3 

64.4 
35.6 
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Item 

7. There is so much special treatment 
and so many special programs for 
juvenil e offenders that these 
offenders are generally treated too 
leniently by the judicial system: 

a. Agree or strongly agree 
b. Disagree or strongly disagree 

8. Generally, how would you describe 
your political views? 

a. Conservative, moderately 
conservative, strongly conser­
vati ve 

b. Middle of the road to strongly 
1 i bera 1 

Coefficient of reproducibility for scale 

~. -

...... 

----------~-----------'--

Dichotomized Responses 
# of Responses % of Responses 

837 
619 

867 

719 

= .905 

57.5 
42.5 

54.7 

45.3 
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The Guttman scale pattern, of course, implies that 55% who said 
"conservati ve", also endorsed all of the other items in the seal e -- from 
too soft on juveniles down to penalties for the sale of marijuana. 
Similarly, all who endorsed item 7, too lenient on juveniles, also endorsed 
all the items lower on the scale (items 6 through 1) within tolerable 
margi ns of error. 

If scale 1 is viewed in its liberal converse form then it appears 
as a barrier to sentencing and criminal-prisoner treatment reform. No 
item of reform has majority support in the scale, but opposition is 
weakest to treating juveniles more leniently (with 43% positive support), 
and strongest to decriminalizing marijuana sale (13% positive suport). 
Marijuana possession is treated in a relatively supportive way (36% for 
no penalty or fine). On the other hand, opposition is surprisingly strong 
to providing legal services so that indigent prisoners might sue the state. 
Abolishing the death penalty (75% opposition) is opposed by only 5% more 
than providing legal services of this kind (70% opposition). 

The items in Scale 1 covered both areas of personal philosophy, 
or view of society, and more concrete issues. Scale 2 (Table IV-2) is' 
more narrowly focused, measuring five related areas of perceived problems 
in court administration and organization. The responses here draw both 
on the court groups themselves (judges, lawyers, prosecutors) and the 
police and public interest groups who encounter the court in the roles 
of witness, accused, juror, or observer. 

The scale reflects a considerable degree of support for change 
in court organization. Eighty percent of respondents agree that court 
administration is poor; 73% that court organization is inadequate; 66% 
that unqualified personnel is a problem; 62% that the courts take the 
wrong approach to their job; only the final item (job too tough) represents 
a minority of the respondents (32%). On its fact~ the "too tough job" 
item seems to represent a small degree of sympathy for the courts who 
cannot be expected to handle well a job which is too tough. Paradoxically, 
however, the Guttman pattern of responses implies that those who endorsed 
"too tough" also endorsed the poor administration, unqualified personnel 
and inadequate structure items. The inference that the job is too tough 
only because the courts have made it that way through poor administration 
and unqualified personnel is made. The "too tough" group of respondents 
is a very critical minority, which is, of course, joined by the majority 
on the other items. 
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TABLE IV-2. Scale 2. Administrative and Organizational problems of 
courts. Items and item order in Guttman scale; All respondents, Louisiana 
Criminal Justice Survey, 1975. 

Dichotomized Responses 
Item # of Responses % of Responses 

1. Assessment of the importance of 
poor administration as a cause of 
problems in the courts: 

a. Very important or somewhat 
important 1191 

b. Of little or no importance 293 

2. Assessment of the importance of 
inadequate organization or structure 
as a cause of courts· problems: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 1072 
b. Of little or no importance 396 

3. Assessment of the importance of 
unqualified personnel as a cause 
of courts· problems: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 982 
b. Of little or no importance 506 

4. Assessment of the importance of the 
wrong approach to job as a cause of 
courts· problems: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 888 
b. Of 1 ittl e or no importance 536 

5. Assessment of the importance of having 
a job just too tough as a cause of 
courts· problems: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 473 
b. Of little or no importance 996 

Coefficient of reproducibility for scale = .927 

80.3 
19.'7 

73.0 
27.0 

66.0 
34.0 

62.4 
37.6 

32.2 
67.8 
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As was the case for Scale 2, Scale 3 -- Inequities and Inefficiencies 
in Prosecution and Sentencing (Table IV-3) -- taps strongly held atti-· 
tudes, or at least widely endorsed items. Approximately 94% of respondents 
point to a lack of coordination and cooperation in the criminal justice 
system; 84% perceive prosecution inefficiency as a cause of delay in 
processing cases; 80% believe judges work too little, contributing to 
the same end, del ay; 76% poi nt to a need for refo rm in sentenci ng pro­
cedures, and 64% to a similar need in prosecution by District Attorneys. 
Such items cl ea rly i ndi cate strong senses of a need for change in pro­
secution, court procedure, and sentencing arenas. The only controversial 
item, in the overall responses, is the abolition of plea bargaining which 
splits the sample evenly. 
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Given such endorsements for the need for change, reform, or improve­
ment, it is of interest to try to identify the kinds of change, the direction 
of reform which is implicit in these items. What underlies these reform 
and inefficiency responses? Some strong clues can be found in the other 
items in the scale: 72% of the respondents describe corruption in govern­
ment as an important cause of crime, and 81% consider political inter­
ference as a major problem for the courts. The Guttman scale pattern again 
provides thp. information that those respondents pushing for the abolition 
of plea bargaining (item 8), and for reform in prosecution by the 
district attorneys office (item 7), are also among those who see corruption 
in government and political interference as Significant problems. These 
items clearly reflect a considerable suspicion of the criminal justice 
system with plea bargaining, prosecution, and sentencing all parts of 
the process wherein unequal justice is delivered. The question whether 
this is a post-Watergate sensitivity to national events, or whether more 
local events are sufficient to evoke this call for reform is not answerable 
with these data. The data to suggest, however, that sentencing with a 76% 
need-for-improvement score is seen by these respondents as a greater 
source of inequality than prosecution (64%) and the prosecutor·s role in 
plea-bargaining (51%). The respondents here do not include those who have 
participated as accused parties in the judicial system (unless they are 
found by chance in the League of Women Voters as A. C. L. U. and the other 
interest groups), so it should be remembered that some of the relevant 
responses on this topic are absent from the survey. 

The responses for Scale 4 (Table IV-4) lack the emotive quality of 
earlier cause of crime items. Nevertheless, pressure for reform is again 
strong. Incorporated in the scale are a number of tactics for protecting 
persons from the criminal justice system in a variety of contexts. 
Item 2 (with 76% support) provides for diversion from the criminal justice 
system for juvenile status offenders and adult alcoholics and addicts. 
An alternative to outright diversion as a means of keeping people out 
of prison is outlined in Item 3, where halfway houses and conditional 
release have 75% support. Items 1 and 4 provide for judicial protection 
for those who are incarcerated, while the fifth item takes up the avoidance 
of prison by accused persons (with 63% for pre-trial release on own recognizance). 

, 



TABLE IV-3. Scale 3. Inequities and Inefficiencies in Prosecution and 
Sentencing. Items and item order in Guttman Scale; All respondents, 
Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey, 1975. 

Dichotomized Responses 
Item # of Responses J, of Responses 

1. To what extent do you feel that 
our criminal justice system is 
hindered by a lack of coordination 
and cooperation among the various 
parts of it ... ? 

a. A great deal or to some extent 
b. Very 1 ittl e 

2. Assessment of the importance of 
inefficiency by the prosecution 
in bringing cases to trial as rapidly 
as possible as a contributor to the 
long delays between arrest and beginning 
of trial: 

1502 
88 

a. Very important or somewhat important 1375 
b. Of little or no importance 187 

3. Assessment of the importance of political 
interference as a cause of courts· 
prob 1 ems: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 1209 
b. Of little or no importance 292 

4. Assessment of the importance of judges 
who hold court an insufficient amount 
of time, working short days and taking 
long vacations, as contributors to the 
long delays between arrest and beginning 
of trial: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 1240 
b. Of little or no importance 319 

5. Assessment of need for reform and/or 
improvement in sentenci ng procedures 
as a part u,' stage of the law enforce­
ment and criminal justice system: 

a. Extremely great need, great need 1201 
b. Moderate or little need 373 

94.5 
5.5 

88.0 
12.0 

80.6 
19.5 

79.5 
20.5 

76.3 
23.7 
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TABLE IV-3 (cont·d) 

Item Dichotomized Responses 
# of Res ponses % of Res ponses 

6. Assessment of the importance of 
corruption in government as a cause 
of crime in today·s society: 

a. Very important or somewhat important 1147 72.2 
b. Of little or no importance 441 27.8 

7. Assessment of need for reform and/or 
improvement in prosecution by the 
District Attorne~·s Office as a part 
or stage of the 1 aw enforcement and 
criminal justice system: 

a. Extremely great need, great need 997 63.6 
b. Moderate or little need 570 36.4 

8. The practice of plea bargaining shoul d 
be abolished: 

a. Agree or strongly agree 741 50.5 b. Disagree or strongly disagree 726 49.5 

Coefficient of reproducibility for scale = .910 
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Responses to these items reflect a disenchantment with prisons. It is 
not surprising (in looking at measures of association) that those respon­
dents endorsing these diversions and protective measures also regarded 
pri sons and rehabil itati on as an area of much-needed reform. Only the 
final item -- probation as the standard sentence -- is not a majority 
pos iti on (34%). 

Two aspects of the scale items seem to call for comment. Substantively, 
it seems curi ous that 75% support hal fway houses or work rel ease for 
convi cted felons, yet only 63% support pre-tri al rel ease for the not yet 
convicted persons. In a footnote of a more methodological character, the 
scale items here illustrate well how the strength of support measured for 
a reform depends on the question posed. If Item 1 and Item 4 are both seen 
simply as dealing with judicial protection of prisoners in prisons, then 
a 15% drop from 82% to 67% seems rather sharp -- the respondents cl earl~ 
see more distinction in those items. Similarly, halfway-houses are partlal 
confinement with liberty to work (Item 3) does not seem a totally 
different concept from giving probational sentences (Item 6), yet the 
difference in support is some 40% -- from 75% to 34%. If only one of those 
two questions had been asked, the a~sessment of reform co~ld have bee~ 
different -- and surveys always do lnvolve exactly that klnd of sampllng 
of questions included as well as sampling of respondents. 

TABLE IV-4. Scale 4. Diversion and judicial oversight of the rehabilitation 
process. Items and item order in Guttman scale; All respondents, Louisiana 
Criminal Justice Survey, 1975. 

Item 
Dichotomized Responses 

# of Responses % of Responses 

1. Judges should visit, at least 
yearly, the correctional facilities 
and programs to which they sen­
tence offenders so that they may 
obtain firsthand knowledge of the 
consequences of their sentencing 
decisions: 

a. Agree, strongly agree 1285 
b. Disagree, strongly disagree 284 

2. Juvenile status offenders (such 
as runaways, truants, and abused 
or neglected children) and adults 
such as alcohOlics, addicts, 
mentally retarded & and the physi­
cally handicapped who have committed 
minor offenses should not be prosecuted 
by the criminal justice system, but 
rather be handled by social service 
agencies of various kinds: 

81. 9 
18. 1 
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TABLE IV-4 (cont'd) 

Dichotomized Responses 
# of Responses % of Responses 

a. A~ree, strongly agree 
b. Dl sagree, strongly disagree 

3. Too m~ny persons Who are convicted of 
f~lonles (but Who cannot be considered 
elther dangerous to others or likely 
to be repeat offenders) are incarcer­
ated in correctional facilities. 
Greater relia~ce should be placed upon 
such alternatlves to incarceration as 
conditional release, release under 
supervision in the community, sentencing 
to halfway houses, and partial confine­
m~nt wi~h lib~r~y to work or parti­
c1pate 1n traln1ng or education: 

a. A~ree, strongly agree 
b. D1sagree, strongly disagree 

4. Sentencing courts should exercise 
jurisdiction to determine Whether an 
?ffend~r in a correctional institution 
1S subJected to conditions that are 
unc?nstitutional, undesirable, or not 
rat10nally related to the purpose of 
sentence: 

a. A~ree, strongly agree 
b. Dlsagree, strongly disagree 

5. Defe~d~nts should be investigated 
suff1c1ently to determine whether their 
characteristics and circumstances are 
such ~hat they should be released prior 
to tr1~1 solely on their promise to appear 
for.tr1al. Pretrial release on this 
basls should be made wherever appropriate. 

a. A~ree, strongly agree 
b. D1sagree, strongly disagree 

6. Probation shOUld become the standard 
sentence in criminal cases. An offender 
~hould ~e sentenced to confinement only 
1f conf1nement is judged necessary for the 
protection of society. 

1190 
374 

1172 
388 

1002 
492 

966 
570 

a. A$ree, strongly agree 
b. D1sagree, strongly disagree 534 

1033 
Coefficient of reproducibility for scale = .921 

76.1 
23.9 

75.1 
24.9 

67. 1 
32.9 

62.9 
37. 1 

34.1 
65.9 
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ANALYSIS OF REFORM SCALES BY 

MEMBERSHIP IN INTEREST GROUPS 

The Guttman scaling model was seen to rest on the assumption that 
each individual, in each scale, responded to the conceptual criterion, 
such that variation in the strength of the reform dimension is found, 
but not basic differences in perception of question meaning. Within that 
framework, the scales are valid if police and judges see the issue in 
similar terms but in different degrees. This section takes up the question 
of such variations in response related to interest group affiliation. It . 
is expected that group membership will be a powerful determinant of relatlve 
position along the hierarchical scales, as reflected in the proportion of 
various groups which perceive problems at each level of the scales. 

A number of points should be held in mind when inspecting the tables 
of group responses to the scale items. The considerable differences in 
response rates to the mailed questionnaires makes hazardous the drawing of 
conclusions about group differences. In the case of the court groups the 
response rate varied from 50% of sampled district attorneys, to 52% of 
the criminal bar, and around 40% for judges, down to 25% for the Law 
Institute. Such response levels do not pose hopeless difficulties but they 
do raise the question of how different might be the non-respondents from 
those who did respond. Comparisons gf the groups should, therefore, be 
carefully made realizing that the 91'OUPS vary in the extent to which they 
reflect their memberships. In the case of the state senators and state 
representatives, the response rates were considered particularly low in 
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vi ew of the heterogeneity of those groups. Accordi ngly, although those 
responses are included in the tables, their patterns are not discussed in 
the text. In the same way, these sampling problems make it most incon­
venient to estimate statistical s'ignificance of percentage differences among 
the groups. The meaning of differences is, therefore, left to judges o~ 
substantive import. Quite apart from the issue of sampling and group Slze, 
some groups are inherently small. Percentages are provided for all groups 
but it should be noted that in groups like the A.C.L.U., League of Women 
Voters, or Law Institute, a shift of 10% to 12% from one item to another 
may be only one or two persons. Larger groups will tend to be more inherently 
stable. 

The interpretation of the group response tables, (i.e., Table IV-5) 
requires two further pointers. Firstly, the responses relate only to the 
favoring or opposing respondents, and the numet'i'cal ' totals in each table, 
therefore, shi ft wi th the varyi ng numbers of "nonresponses" and "don't 
know responses"; in no instance are such exclusions significant proportions 
of the responses. Secondly, each table provide~ the overall favorable score 
for that item, which provides a relative standard or norm against which 
each group's score can be assessed. 
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In.looking at the overall responses, Scale 1 was identified as a 
Conservatlve-Severity of sentencing dimension. The distribution of responses 
by g~ou~ are shown for each item in the scale (Tables IV-5 to IV-l2). 
~n Ylewlng the court groups in their relationships with other interest groups 
l~ 1S apparent that Scale lIs dimension finds the court system under con- ' 
slderable attack. On one end of the continuum, the assault stems from those 
who.ac~ept th~ notion that crime is caused by coddling criminals and re­
~trlct:ng pO~lce (presumably at the courts' behest). At the other extreme 
lS a dlssentlng group pushing for less severity of sentencing. The court 
co~pone~ts are rather caught in the middle: the Criminal Bar tends to 
allgn.wlth the codd~ers; jud$es a~e les~ co~sistently and less strongly 
coddllng, but lean ln that dlrectlon; dlstrlct attorneys again are not 
t9 tall y ~ons~sten~, across items in the scale, but tend toward the hard-
llne .. Th:s dlmenslon of conflict pits police, with allies in the Municipal 
Assoclatlon and Police Juries, against Social Workers, A.C.L.U., League of 
vJomen Voters, and similar groups. It should be remembered that the discussion 
here 9f leve~s of support is in terms of deviations from the overall norm for 
eachltem, wlth groups falling above or below that overall norm in their 
own percentages. In terms of absolute numbers there is a majority in sup-
port for almost all th~ items in this scale from almost all groups, with 
the few notable exceptlons of small groups like A.C.L.U. and League of 
l~omen Voters. 

In Scale 1, item 1, (the most appropriate penalty for marijuana sale) 
the overall level of support for penalties is 87% (Table IV-5). Penalties 
areo supported mo~t by sheriffs and state police commanders (each with 
100%). Sup~ort lS a~so st~ong among the other police groups (city police, 
deputy sherlf~s, pollce.c~lefs). Outside the police ranks, agreement is 
most.notable l~ the ~lUnlClpal Association (97%). District attorneys (94%), 
and JU?g~s (98%) are aligned with the penalty group. On the other hand, 
the C~lmlnal Bar.(?3%).is considerably below the overall norm, along with 
Vocatlonal-RehabllltatlOn (77%), Social Workers (71%), A.C.L.U. (5%), and 
League of Women Voters (69%). 

The issue of coddling criminals (Table IV-6) evokes the same sources 
of suppo~t and dissen~. The police bloc again exceeds the norm by consistent 
and ~onsldera~le marglns: chi~fs (93%), c~ty police (100%), deputies (98%), 
she~l~fs (100%): E~ternal pollce support lS once more derived from the 
~lunlc:pa~ Assoc1atlon (97%) and Police Jurors (95%). District Attorneys 
ASS?Clatlon membe~s are on the.P91ice side of the norm, but not so strongly 
(87%). ~udges.(67%) and the Cr1mlnal Bar (60%) are on the coddling side 
of the lssue ln conjunction with Social Workers (61%), A.C.L.U. (5%) and 
Women Voters (31 %) . ' 
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TABLE IV-5. Scale 1, Item 1. Relative support arrong interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for imposin~ penalties for the sale n of ~arijuana. 

% Favorable P I ,I 

Interest Grou~ Favor O~~ose i n Grou~ 

Social Workers 109 45 70.8 r 
LA Municipal Association 89 3 96.7 
District Attorneys Association 76 5 93.8 L Police Jurors 52 4 83.9 Vocati onal Rehabi 1 ita ti on 71 21 77.2 Crimi nal Bar 88 33 72.7 L A.C.L.U. 1 18 5.3 
LA Community Action Agencies 15 5 75.0 Police Chiefs 68 2 97.1 

L Judges 45 1 97.8 Sheri ffs 22 0 100.0 
State Police Commanders 11 0 100.0 
LA Law Institute 5 1 83.3 ~ ~ Juni or Chamber 42 9 82.4 Probation and Paroie 64 9 87.7 
State Representatives 14 1 93.3 L State Senators 7 1 87.5 Co rrecti ons (H. Q. ) 7 1 87.5 Correcti ons (Angola) 22 4 84.6 
Other Corrections 59 9 86.8 r League of Women Voters 11 5 68.8 City Pol i ce 211 13 94.2 Deputy Sheri ffs 192 9 95.5 L NAACP 33 5 86.8 

TOTAL 86.9 
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TABLE IV-6. Scale 1, Item 2. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the attitude "coddling of 
criminals causes crime". 

% Favorable 
Interes t Gt·ou~ Favor O~~ose i n Grou~ 

Social Workers lOl 64 61. 2 
LA Municipal Association 92 3 96.8 
District Attorney's AssoC'iation 72 11 86.8 
Pol ice Jurors 56 3 94.9 
Vocati onal Rehabi 1 i tati on .83 14 85.6 
Criminal Bar 76 50 60.3 
A.C.L.U. 1 18 5.3 
LA Communi ty Acti on Agenci es 17 4 81.0 
Pol ice Chi efs 65 5 92.9 
Judges 35 17 67.3 
Sheri ffs 22 0 100.0 
State Police Commanders 11 0 100.0 
LA Law Institute 5 2 71.4 
Junior Chamber 46 5 90.2 
Probation and Parole 72 6 92.3 
State Representatives 12 3 80.0 
State Senators 8 1 88.9 
Corrections (H.Q.) 8 0 100.0 
Corrections (Angola) 24 2 92.3 
Other Corrections 61 9 87.1 
League of Women Voters 6 10 31. 3 
City Pol ice 226 1 99.6 
Deputy Sheri ffs 204 4 98.1 
NAACP 30 9 76.9 

TOTAL 84.7 
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Crime as an outcome of restricting police brings together the same 
police-civic unanimity (T('lble IV-7). Prosecutors (72%) wobble somewhat 
below the norm (77%) here ~o join judges (73%) and the much stronger 
dissent of the Criminal Bar (40%), League of Women Voters (38%), and 
A.C.L.U. (5%). The clusters around the death penalty (Table IV-8) are 
essentially similar, with the notable except~on of the defection of 
District Attorneys to the death penalty side (90%). 

The estimates of the most appropriate penalty for marijuana pos­
session (Table IV-10) reflect the same kinds of dimensions within the 
court group. Overall support for a penalty beyond a fine is relatively low 
at 64%. The major opponents are again police of all kinds and their steady 
allies in the Municipal Association and Police Juror groups. District 
attorneys (54%) are on theJiberal end of the issue but again less so than 
the Criminal Bar (31%). The IILeft" aggregate is again consistent: A.C.L.U. 
(100% against penalties), Social Workers (64% against), Women Voters 
(87% against), and Community Action Agencies (65% against penalties other 
than fi nes) . 

Judges appear to be conservative on this issue but are rather 
misrepresented by the dichotomY, since they mainly chose only the next 
option in severity, namely probation. In contrast, the municipal groups 
and especially some of the police groups were pressing in significant 
number for sentences of 1 to 5 years and even 5 to 10 years. 

The fitting treatment of juveniles (Table IV-ll) repeats the pattern 
of earlier items. District attorneys are found along the police axis, but 
toward its neutral end. Judges (38%) and the criminal bar (37%) are well 
belo\'J the overall score of 58% for those believing juveniles are treated 
too leniently. Social Workers (14%), A.C.L.U. (22%), Comnunity Action 
Agencies (30%), and League of Women Voters (25%) make up the lenient end 
of the distribution. 

In the light of these patterns, it is not surprising that the final 
conservatism item in Scale 1 (Table IV-12) finds the Municipal Association 
(73%) and Police Jurors (72%), Police Chiefs (67%), and Sheriffs (82%), 
and Deputy Sheriffs (67%), all above the norm of 55% for the whole sample. 
Similarly, the Criminal Bar (46%) is much less conservative, as are the 
A.C.L.U. (11%), League of Women Voters (24%), and Community Action Agencies 
(20%). 

In summary, the "get tough" dimension tapped by Scale 1 finds the 
court system in considerable pressure. On the "left", there is very con­
sistent denial that criminals are coddled, that juveniles are treated too 
leniently, that penalties should be severe. The criminal bar seems to 
share these concerns, but rather less strongly than A.C.L.U., League of 
Women Voters, or Social Worker groups. Judges and district attorneys are 
caught more in the middle, with greater neutrality in terms of overall 
norms. There is a tendency for judges to move in the criminal bar direction, 
but less consistently and less strongly. In the same way, prosecutors 
tend to adhere to police positions: again, however, much less strongly 
and less consistently. It may well be that no external group is very satis­
fied with the status quo, but the pressures for reform take opposite courses. 
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TABLE I~-? Scale 1, Item 3. Relati '. 
the Loulslana Criminal Justice Syst~~ ~upp~~t amo~g lntereSt groups in 
causes crime." or e attltude "restricting police 

Interest Group 

Soci a 1 Wo rkers 
LA Municipal Association 
Dis~rict Attorneys Association 
Pollce Jurors 
Vocational Rehabilitation 
Cri mi nal Bar 
A.C.L.U. 
LA Community Action Agencies 
Pol ice Chi efs 
Judges 
Sheri ffs 
State Police Commanders 
LA Law Institute 
Juni or Chamber 
Probation and Parole 
State Representatives 
State Senators 
Corrections (H.Q.) 
Corrections (Angola) 
Other Co rrecti ons 
League of Women Voters 
City Po 1 ice 
Deputy Sheri ffs 
NAACP 

TOTAL 

Favor 

92 
88 
60 
51 
76 
50 

3 
19 
68 
38 
19 
10 
6 

43 
60 
11 

7 
6 

20 
58 
6 

214 
179 

21 

Oppose 

72 
7 

23 
9 

21 
75 
16 
2 
2 

14 
3 
1 
1 
8 

18 
3 
2 
2 
5 

12 
10 
1 3 
26 
15 

% Favorable 
in Group 

56.1 
92.6 
72.3 
85.0 
78.4 
40.0 
5.3 

90.5 
97.1 
73.1 
86.4 
90.9 
85.7 
84.3 
76.9 
78.6 
77 .8 
75.0 
80.0 
82.9 
37.5 
94.3 
87.3 
58.3 

77 .1 

bb 



Table IV-8. Scale 1, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the death penalty. 

Interest Group Favor 

Social Workers 55 
LA Municipal Association 66 
District Attorneys Association 62 
Police Jurors 45 
Vocational Rehabilitation 54 
Cri mi nal Bar 60 
A.C.L.U. 0 
LA Community Action Agencies 8 
Pol ice Chi efs 52 
Judges 33 
Sheri ffs 16 
State Police Commanders 8 
LA Law Institute 7 
Juni or Chamber 37 
Probation and Parole 67 
State Representatives 11 
Sta te Senators 6 
Corrections (H.Q.) 5 . 
Corrections (Angola) 19 
Other Corrections 26 
League of Women Voters 4 
City Police 181 
Deputy Sheri ffs 155 
NAACP 5 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

81 
12 
7 
5 

22 
41 
19 
10 
8 

10 
2 
2 
0 
8 
5 
3 
3 
2 
1 

20 
11 
15 
13 
27 

% Favorable 
in Group 

40.4 
84.6 
89.9 
90.0 
71.1 
59.4 

44.4 
86.7 
76.7 
88.9 
80.0 

100.0 
82.2 
93.1 
78.6 
66.7 
71.4 
95.0 
56.5 
26.7 
92.4 
92.3 
15.6 

75.1 
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Table IV-9. Scale 1, Item 5. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for not facilitating prisoners' 
suits against state institutions. -

Interest Group Favor 

Soci a 1 Wo rkers 43 
LA Municipal Association 77 
District Attorneys Association 62 
Police Jurors 47 
Vocational Rehabilitation 50 
Criminal Bar 75 
A.C.L.U. 3 
LA Community Action Agencies 8 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 61 
Judges 42 
Sheri ffs 19 
State Police Commanders 9 
LA Law Institute 4 
Juni or Chamber 40 
Probation and Parole 35 
State Representatives 14 
State Senators 5 
Corrections (H.Q.) 8 
Corrections (Angola) 17 
Other Corrections 52 
League of Women Voters 3 
City Police 178 
Deputy Sheri ffs 152 
NAACP 9 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

108 
1 3 
18 
1 3 
41 
44 
17 
11 

7 
7 
3 
2 
2 
8 

10 
0 
4 
0 

10 
12 
12 
43-
43 
26 

% Favorable 
in Group 

28.5 
85.6 
80.5 
78.3 
55.0 
63.0 
15.0 
42.1 
89.7 
85.7 
86.4 
81.8 
66.7 
81. 6 
87.0 

100.0 
55.6 

100.0 
63.0 
81.2 
20.0 
80.5 
78.0 
25.7 

69.7 
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Table IV-10. Sc~le 1, Ite~.6. Relative.support for imposing penalties 
fo~ ~he posse~slon of marlJuana among lnterest groups in the Louisiana 
Crlmlnal Justlce System. 

Interest Group Favor 

Social Workers 55 
LA Municipal Association 72 
District Attorneys Association 43 
Police Jurors 48 
Vocati onal Rehabi 1 ita ti on 51 
Cri mi nal Bar 37 
A. C. L.U. 0 
LA Community Action Agencies 9 
Pol ice Chi efs 60 
Judges 31 
Sheri ffs 21 
State Police Commanders 9 
LA Law Institute 3 
Junior Chamber 29 
Probation and Parole 32 
State Representatives 10 
Sta te Senators 3 
Corrections (H.Q.) 4 
Corrections (Angola) 20 
Other Corrections 53 
League of Women Voters 2 
City Police 186 
Deputy Sheri ffs 159 
NAACP 32 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

96 
18 
37 
9 

41 
82 
18 
11 
10 
14 
1 
1 
3 

22 
42 
4 
6 
4 
6 

16 
14 
38 
36 
3 

% Favorable 
in Group 

36.4 
80.0 
53.8 
84.2 
55.4 
31.1 

45.0 
85.7 
68.9 
95.5 
90.0 
50.0 
56.9 
43.2 
71.4 
33.3 
50.0 
76.9 
76.8 
12.5 
83.0 
81.5 
91.4 

64.4 
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Table IV-ll. Scale 1, Item 7. Relati '. 
are treated too leniently'!'"among int~~e~~pport fo~ thhe attl~u~e "Juveniles 
Justice System. groups ln t e Loulslana Criminal 

Interest Group Favor Oppose 
% Favorable 

in Group 

Social Workers 21 123 LA Municipal Association 14.6 
Dis~rict Attorneys Association 

63 23 73.3 
Pollce Jurors 46 29 61. 3 
Vocational Rehabilitation 33 21 59.6 
Criminal Bar 35 47 42.7 
A.C.L.U. 41 71 36.6 
LA Community Action Agencies 

4 14 22.2 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 6 14 30.0 
Judges 54 13 80.6 
Sheri ffs 18 30 37.5 
State Police Commanders 

14 6 70.0 
LA Law Institute 7 3 70.0 
Juni or Chamber 3 3 50.0 
Probation and Parole 

22 24 47.8 
State Representatives 

49 22 69.0 
State Senators 8 6 57.1 
Corrections (H.Q.) 

3 2 60.0 
Corrections (Angola) 

3 5 37.5 
Other Co rrecti ons 

14 11 51.9 
League of Women Voters 

37 31 54.4 4 12 City Police 25.0 
Deputy Sheri ffs 

182 37 83.0 143 46 75.7 NAACP 17 15 53.1 
TOTAL 

57.5 
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T bl IV-12 Scale 1, Item 8. Relative distribution of Co~s~rvativ~/~on~ 
c~ns:rvativ~ respondents among interest groups in the Loulslana Crlmlnal 
Justict:> System. 

% Favorable 
Favor Q£2ose in GrouQ 

Interest GrouQ 

43 "120 26.4 
Soci a 1 Wo rkers 66 25 72.5 
LA Municipal Association. . 42 39 51. 9 
District Attorneys Assoclatlon 46 18 71. 9 
Pol i ce Jurors 48 48 50.0 
Vocational Rehabilitation 57 68 45.6 
Cri mi nal Bar 2 17 10.5 
A.C.L.U. 4 16 20.0 
LA Community Action Agencies 

47 23 67.1 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 32 19 62.8 
Judges 18 4 81.8 
Sheriffs 6 5 54.6 
State Police Commanders 5 2 71.4 
LA Law Institute 25 26 49.2 
Junior Chamber 46 31 59.7 
Probation and Parole 9 5 64.3 
State Representatives 5 4 55.6 
State Senators 2 6 25.0 
Corrections (H.Q.) 17 8 68.0 
Corrections (Angola) 35 34 50.7 
Other Corrections 4 13 23.5 
League of Women Voters 148 81 64.6 
City Police 136 66 67.3 
Deputy Sheri ffs 8 30 21.1 
NAACP 

54.7 
TOTAL 
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In comparison to Scale 1, the reform dimension measured by Scale 2 
provides a quite different set of perspectives on the courts. The five 
items (see Tables IV-13 to IV-17) each relate to the quality of court 
administration, personnel and job performance. Within the court groups, 
judges defend their positions, with the consistently lowest scores on these 
items. The criminal bar also defends itself on these issues -- to a lesser 
extent than judges, but more than external groups. In a similar way, 
district attorneys fall below the norm in level of criticism, but are con­
siderably more critical than the judges and also more critical than some of 
the external supportive groups (such as the League of Women Voters). 

The sources of court support and criticism are re-aligned along 
this scale. Social workers, for example, tend to be neutral on this scale 
(in the sense of being close to the overall standard on each item) in 
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sharp contrast to their position in Scale 1. Perhaps s :ial workers are more 
engaged by the issues of personal rights of the arrested and imprisoned 
than by questions of organization. Other vital parts of the liberal coalition 
of Scale 1 have splintered here: A.C.L.U. and Leaque of Women Voters have 
become among the most supportive of groups, while the N.A.A.C.P. and Com­
munity Action Agencies shifted together to become among those most concerned 
by these aspects of the courts' functioning. From the other extreme of 
Scale 1, the Municipal Association remains consistently critical across all 
the items, but its erstwhile bedfellows, the Police Jurors, are relatively 
neutral and less consistent in this second dimension. 

Of the groups who are most immediately dependent upon the courts, 
as police or as correctional recipients of the courts' output, most are 
strongly asserti ve of the courts' maladroit administration. The probation 
and parole group is neutral over most items and even below the norm for 
a couple of items, but Vocational Rehabilitation is more negative, as are 
the three corrections groups. The courts' strongest demands for re-structuring 
again come from the city policemen and sheriffs' deputies who, presumably, 
see the courts as major obstacles to the attainment of their own professional 
goals. 

The sentencing and prosecution inequities dnd inefficiencies of 
Sc;)le 3 bring together the two polar groups from Scale 1. United in their 
consistent pressure for reform in this area across the items in Scale 3, 
are Municipal Association, police jurors, city police, deputy sheriffs, 
NAACP, and Communi ty Acti on Agenci es' rep res:enta ti ves. Other groups are 
less fully consistent, but reform sentiment is also strong among corrections 
groups, Vocational-Rehabilitation and probation-parole groups with the 
joining of the civil libertarians and law enforcers, (fY'om Scale 1) 
the courts are exposed with little support on this dimension. Some small 
groups: like the A.C.L.U., waver from item to item, but the only consis­
tent support stems from the League of Women Voters (Tables IV-1B to IV-25). 
The support for the courts on this dimension, with the courts, is led by 
judges, with more muted support from the criminal bar, and less from 
district attorneys. In fact, the League of Women Voters tend to be more 
supportive than district attorneys on some of the items. Naturally, too, 
the relative positions of the district attorneys and criminal bar fluctuate 
somewhat with the particular content of the items. 
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Each of the eight reform items, in Scale 3, is supported by an 
overall majority of the sample, and also by nUirrierical . majorities in 
vi y'tually all of the interest groups except the court groups themsel ves 
and the League of Women Voters. Total support is 1 east for the abol ition 
of plea bargaining (Table IV-25). The Courts volume of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals pointed to the i~pact 
of plea bargaining on police who had accumulated evidence of guil~.. That 
observation is supported by these data where support for the abolltlon of 
plea bargaining is strong among city police (60%) and sheriff deputies 
(64%). The same volume pointed to claims that inequities in the plea 
bargaining process led to moraledifficulties in correctional insti~u~ions.3 
Consistent with that viewpoint is the heavy support for plea bargalnlng among 
the corrections groups (83%, 70%, and 66% respectively) and probation-
parole respondents (65%). At the same time, the Commission recogni~ed ~hat 
to propose the abo 1 i ti on of pl ea bargai ni ng "may be most far reachl ng 1 n 
the entire courts report" and likely to raise substantial opposition. 4 
Such is indeed the case: only 40% of the criminal bar supports such a reform, 
10% of judges, 11% of district attorneys, and 0% of the Louisiana Law 
Institute. 

There is clearly a severe gulf between those external observers 
who see plea bargaining as part of an abused system which also extends 
through sentencing and the courts groups themselves who perceive these 
problems in slight degree.. 

Scale 41s dimension measures the levels of support for diversion 
methods and extended judicial oversight of the rehabilitative process. 
Salient aspects of the group responses to the items in Scale 4 are the 
splitting of court groups and the changing aggregations among the outsider 
groups (See Tables IV-26 to IV-3l). Within the court group~, the crim~nal 
bar is consistently above the overall norm for each scale ltem, presslng 
for arrestee rights, prisoner rights~ and diversion. Conversely, judges 
and district attorneys do not strongly support these issues, falling 
regularly below the norms. The criminal bar1s positions are supported con­
sistently by such groups as the NAACP, social workers, and corrections 
groups. The judges and district attorneys are supported most consistently 
by policemen, deputy sheriffs, and probation-parole. The last three groups 
are clearly not in favor of further extensions of judicial oversight into 
thei r domai ns. 
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Table IV-13. Scale 2, I~em 1. Relative support among interest groups in 
Louisiana Criminal Justlce System for regarding poor administration a 
court probl em. 

Interest Group Favor 

Social Workers 122 
LA Municipal Association 70 
District Attorneys Association .59 
Police Jurors 44-
Vocational Rehabilitation 79 
Cri mi nal Bar 88 
A.C.L.U. 14 
LA Community Acti on Agencies 18 Pol ice Chi efs 
Judges 50 
Sheri ffs 27 
State Police Commanders 18 

9 LA Law Imti tute 5 Juni or Chamber 
Probation and Parole 42 
State Representatives 61 
Sta te Senators 5 
Corrections (H.Q.) 5 
Corrections (Angola) 6 
Other Co rrecti ons 19 
League of Women Voters 43 

15 City Police 192 Deputy Sheri ffs 
NAACP 163 

21 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

29 
14 
21 
9 

15 
34-
5 
:3 

11 
23 
4 
2 
1 
9 

15 
8 
4 
2 
5 

10 
2 

27 
28 
3 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

80.8 
83.3 
73.8 
83.0 
84.0 
72.1 
73.7 
85.7 
82,,0 
.54.0 
81.8 
81.8 
83.3 
82.3 
80.3 
:33.3 
55.6 
75.0 
79.2 
81.1 
88.2 
87.7 
85.3 
87.5 

80.3 

74 
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Table IV-14. Scale 2, Item 2. Relative to support a~ong.interest groups. 
in the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for regardlng lnadequate organl­
zation a court problem. 

% Favorable 
Interest Group 

Favor Oppose in Group 

Social Workers 112 38 74.7 
LA Municipal Association 63 21 75.0 
District Attorneys Association 51 29 63.8 
Police Jurors 36 16 69.2 
Vocational Rehabilitation 73 21 77.7 
Criminal Bar 67 55 54.9 
A.C.L.U. 9 9 50.0 
LA Community Action Agencies 17 4 80.9 
Pol ice Chi efs 46 16 74.2 
Judges 21 28 42.9 
Sheri ffs 15 6 76.2-
State Police Commanders 10 1 90.9 
LA Law Institute 5 2 71.4 
Junior Chamber 37" 13 74.0 
Probation and Parole 50 27 64.9 
State Representatives 8 7 53.3 
Sta te Senators 5 4 55.6 
Corrections (H.Q.) 7 1 87.5 
Corrections (Angola) 21 3 87.5 
Other Corrections 37 15 ?l? .-
League of Women Voters 10 5 66.7 
City Police 187 24 88.6 
Deputy Sheri ffs 147 37 79.9 
NAACP 22 4 84.6 

TOTAL 7300 
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Table IV-15. Scale 2, Item 3. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for regarding unqualified personnel 
a court problem. 

Inte res t Group Favor 

Social Workers 96 
LA Municipal Association 59 
District Attorneys Association 51 
Police Jurors 33 
Vocational Rehabilitation 57 
Cri mi na 1 Ba r 65 
A. C. L. U. 11 
LA Community Action Agencies 16 
Pol ice Chi efs 44 
Judges 24 
Sheri ffs 15 
State Police Commanders 7 
LA Law Institute 4 
Juni or Chamber 28 
Probation and Parole 53 
State Representatives 2 
State Senators 5 
Correcti ons (H. Q.) 3 
Corrections (Angola) 17 
Other Corrections 37 
League of \~omen Voters 10 
City Police 178 
Deputy Sheri ffs 138 
NAACP 16 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

59 
25 
28 
18 
38 
57 
8 
5 

19 
24 
7 
4 
3 

23 
25 
12 
4 
5 
7 

16 
7 

40 
51 
8 

% Fa vorabl e 
in Group 

61.9 
70.2 
64.6 
64.7 
60 0 0 
53.3 
57.9 
76.2 
69.8 
50.0 
68.2 
63.6 
57.1 
.54.9 
68.0 
14.3 
55.6 
37.5 
70.8 
69.8 
58.8 
81.7 
73.0 
66.7 

66.0 

76 
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Table IV-16. Scale 2, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for assertion that courts take the 
wrong approach to the job. 

Interest GrouR Favor 

Soci a 1 Wo rkers 104 
LA Municipal Association 59 
District Attorneys Association 44 
Police Jurors 33 
Vocational Rehabilitation 74 
Cri mi nal Bar 60 
A.C.L.U. 12 
LA Community Action Agencies 17 Pol ice Chi efs 29 Judges 11 
She ri ffs 11 
State Police Commanders 4 
LA Law Institute 1 Juni or Chamber 34-Probation and Parole 47 
State Representatives 6 
Sta te Senators 4 
Corrections (H.Q.) 6 
Corrections (Angola) 18 
Other Corrections 39 League of Women Voters 8 
City Police 128 
Deputy Sheri ffs 104 
NAACP 21 
TOTAL 

Oppose 

46 
2Z 
36 
18 
20 
63 
7 
4 

29 
36 
6 
6 
6 

16 
30 
8 
3 
2 
6 

14 
8 

64 
71 
6 

% Favorable 
in Group 

69.3 
72.8 
55.0 
64.7 
78 .. 7 
48.8 
63.2 
81.0 
.50.0 
23.4 
64.7 
40.0 
14.3 
68.0 
61.0 
75.0 
57.1 
75.0 
75.0 
73.6 
50.0 
66.7 
59.4 
77.8 

62.4 
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Table IV-17. Scale 2, Item 5. Relative support a~ng interest grouP7 in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for assertlon that the courts job 
is too tough. 

% Favorable 
Interest GrouR Favor UPRose in Group 

49 104 32110 Social Workers 
35 48 42.2 LA Municipal Association 19 60 24.1 District Attorneys Association 20 33 37.7 Police Jurors 
35 59 37.2 Vocati onal Rehabil ita ti on 24 98 19.7 Cri mi nal Bar 
3 16 15.8 A.C.L.U. 
8 13 38.1 LA Community Action Agencies 

26 31- 4286 Pol ice Chi efs .) 

Judges 4 4:3 8.5 
Sheri ffs 7 1l~ 33.3 
State Police Commanders 2 9 18.2 
LA Law Institute 1 6 14.3 
Juni or Chamber 17 34 :33.3 
Probation and Parole 20 57 26.0 
State Representatives 1 13 7.1 
State Senators 3 6 :~3.3 
Corrections (H.Q.) 1 7 12.5 
Corrections (Angola) 9 15 37.5 
Other Co rrecti ons 19 34 3.5.9 
League of Women Voters 1 13 'l.l 
City Police 80 134 3~'~,4 
Deputy Sheri ffs 70 115 37.8 
NJl.ACP 12 11 52.2 

TOTAL 32.2 

78 
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Table IV-lB. Scale 3~ Item 1. RelQ.-!:;ve support among interest groups for 
the assertion that the Louisi.ana Criminal Justice System is hindered by a 
lack of coordination and cooperation. 

Interest Group % Favora.ble 
Favor Oppose in Group -

Social Workers 150 12 92.6 
LA Municipal Association 83 6 93.3 
District Attorneys Association 53 29 64.6 
Pol i ce Jurors 57 2 96.6 
Vocati onal Rehabil itati on 84 II 88.4 
Criminal Bar 97 2.5 79.5 A.C.L.U. 18 1 97.4 
LA Community Action Agencies 20 0 100.0 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 59 9 86.8 
Judges 39 13 75.0 Sheri ffs 18 3 85 .. 7 
State Police Commanders 8 3 72.7 LA Law Institute 1} 2 66.7 
Juni or Chamber 41 9 82.0 
Probati on and Parol e 69 9 88.5 
State Representatives 14 0 100.0 
State Senators 8 1 88.9 
Co rrecti ons (H. Q. ) 6 2 75.0 Corrections (Angola) 25 0 100.0 
Other Corrections 60 4 93.8 League of Women Voters 14 3 82.4 
City Pol ice 203 20 91.0 Deputy Sheri ffs 186 17 91.6 NAACP 36 1 92.3 
TOTAL 88.D 

---
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Table IV-19. Scale 3~ Item 2. Relative support among criminal justice 
interest groups for the assertion that inefficient prosecution is a con­
tri butor to del ay between a rres t and tri a 1. 

Interest Group Favor 

Soci a 1 Wo rkers I,., 161 
LA Municipal Association 87 
District Attorneys AssJciation 76 
Police Jurors 54 
Vocati onal Rehabi 1 ita ti on 91 
Cri mi nal Bar 112 
A.C.L.U. 18 
LA Community Action Agencies 20 
Pol ice Chi efs 62 
Judges 4.5 
Sher'i ffs 22 
State Police Commanders 10 
LA Law Institute 6 
Junior Chamber 50 
Probation and Parole 70 
State Representatives 13 State Senators 7 Corrections (H.Q.) 8 
Corrections (Angola) 26 
Other Corrections 64 
League of Women Voters 16 City Police 220 Deputy Sheri ffs 197 NAACP 40 
TOTAL 

Oppose 

4 
8 
6 
7 
3 

13 
1 
1 
6 
7 
0 
0 
1 
0 
7 
1 
2 
0 
1 
6 
0 
.5 
8 
0 

% Favorable 
in Group 

97.6 
91.6 
92.7 
88.5 
96.8 
89.6 
9lh7 
9.5.2 
91.2 
86.5 

100.0 
100.0 

85.7 
100 .. 0 

90.9 
92.9 
77.8 

100.0 
96.3 
91.4 

100.0 
97.8 
96.1 

100.0 

94 • .5 
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Table IV-20. Scale 3, Item 3. Relative support among interest groups 
for the assertion that political interference is a courts' problem in 
Louisiana. 

% Favorable Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group 

Social Workers 126 28 81.8 LA Municipal Association 74 12 86.1 District Attorneys Association 53 28 65.4 Po 1 i ce J u ro rs 42 11 79.3 Vocational Rehabilitation 32 13 86.3 Criminal Bar 71 50 58.7 A.C.L.U. 13 6 68.4 LA Community Action Agencies 21 0 100.0 Police Chiefs 55 7 88.7 Judges 10 41 19.6 Sheri ffs 18 4 81.8 State Police Commanders 10 1 90.9 LA Law Institute 2 5 28.6 Juni or Chamber 44 i 86.3 Probation and Parole 70 7 90.9 State Representatives 8 7 53.3 State Senators 3 6 33.3 Corrections (H.Q.) 7 1 87.5 Corrections (Angola) 22 2 91. 7 Other Corrections 46 8 85.2 League of Women Voters 9 7 56.3 Ci ty Pol i ce 211 7 96.8 Deputy Sheri ffs 166 26 86.5 NAACP 27 1 96.4 
TOTAL 80.6 
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Table IV-2l. Scale 3, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups of 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the claim that judges' short 
days and long vacati ons contribute to del ays between arrest and tri al . 

Interest Group Favor 

Social Workers 123 
LA Municipal Association 79 
District Attorneys Association 66 
Police Jurors 51 
Vocational Rehabilitation 82 
Criminal Bar 74 
A.C.L.U. 16 
LA Community Action Agencies 16 Pol ice Chi efs 

55 Judges 17 Sher'j ffs 16 State Police Commanders 10 LA Law Institute 
5 Juni or Chamber 44 Probation and Parole 56 $tate Representatives 12 State Senators 
7 Corrections (H.Q.) 
7 Corrections (Angola) 18 Other Corrections 48 League of Women Voters 11 City Police 

197 Deputy Sheri ffs 174 NAACP' 
32 

TOTAL 

Oppose. 

37 
11 
15 
8 

12 
48 

:3 
4 

12 
35 
5 
1 
1 
6 

22 
2 
2 
1 
7 

16 
6 

20 
27 
5 

% Favorable 
in Group 

76 .. 9 
87.8 
81.5 
86.4 
87.2 
60.7 
84.2 
80.0 
82.1 
32.7 
76.2 
90.9 
83.3 
88.0 
11.8 
85.7 
77.8 
87.5 
72.0 
75.0 
64.7 
87.2 
86.6 
86.5 

80.0 

82 
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Table IV-22. Scale 3, Item 5. Relative support among interest gr0ups of 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for improvement in sentencing pro­
cedures. 

Interest Group Favor 

Social Workers 130 
LA Municipal Association 73 
District Attorneys Association 53 
Pol i ce Jurors 44 
Vocational Rehabilitation 75 
Cri mi nal Bar 69 
A. C. L. U. 9 
LA Community Action Agencies 18 
Po 1 i ce Ch i efs 59 
Judges 14 
Sheri ffs 14 
State Police Commanders ~ 

0 

LA Law Institute 4 
Juni or Chamber 43 
Probation and Parole 64 
State Representatives 8' 
Sta te Senators 6 
Corrections (H.Q.) 7 
Corrections (Angola) 16 
Other Corrections .51 
League of Women Voters 13 
City Police 207 
Deputy Sheri ffs 172 
NAACP 22 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

31 
18 
29 
14 
22 
54 
10 

3 
10 
36 
8 
5 
:3 
8 

14 
,6 

:3 
1 
9 

19 
4 

18 
30 
14 

% Favorable 
in Group 

80.7 
80.2 
64.6 
75.9 
77 .. 3 
56.1 
47.4 
85.7 
85.5 
28.0 
63.6 
54.6 
57.1 
84.3 
82.1 
57.1 
66.7 
87.5 
64.0 
72.9 
76.5 
92.0 
85.2 
61.1 

76.3 

83 

p 
'. 

j! 0 
< 

L 
r. 
.~ : 

~ . 

", 

L 
r 
r u .• 

r 
r 
L 
L f 

1 

J ~ 

L 
L 
~ : 
h ; 

. 

f . " 

" . 

, 

I 84 

"'. 
J Interest Group Fa vor Oppose 

% Favorable 
in Group ""Q 

, . 
il 
U. Social Workers 130 36 

LA Municipal Association 65 78.3 
28 69.9 nt District Attorneys Association 39 44 Ii 47.0 Police Jurors 38 19 66.7 Vocational Rehabil itati on 78 19 80.4 II ! 

Cri mi nal Bar 65 6J. 51.6 Ii, A.C.L.U. 14 .5 73.7 ~ . 
LA Community Action Agencies 20 1 95.2 Po 1 ice Ch i efs 52 17 ). 
Judges 75.4 :l 14 37 j ~. Sheri ffs 13 2iT.5 
State Police Commanders 9 .59.1 

l' 11 0 100.0 It: LA Law Institute 4 I;. Juni or Chamber :3 .57.1 .....l. ~, 33 18 Probation and Parole £4 .. 7 
State Representatives 

61 17 78~2 
i\ .5 9 'j' State Senators' 2 6 

'35.7 
-l .. 

Correcti ons (H.Q.) 2.5.0 5 '3 62 • .5 ... ,j ..... Corrections (Angola) 18 7 J Other Corrections 72.0 
""'-' League of Women Voters 59 11 84 .. 3 11 .5 City Pol ice 190 68.8 
r._ 

Deputy Sheri ffs 36 84.1 ; ~ 165 38 81.3 ., NAACP ~ 36 :3 92.3 
TOTAL 

i 72.2 : f ..... 
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Table I~-?4. Sca~e.3, Item? Relative support among interest groups 
the Loulslana Crlmlnal Justlce System for reform or improvement in 
prosecution ~y the District Attorney's Office. 

% Favorable 
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group 

Soci a 1 Wo rkers 99 62 61.5 .... 
LA Municipal Association 68 22 75.6 
District Attorneys Association 21 61 25.6 
Police Jurors 45 13 77.6 
Vocati onal Rehabi 1 i ta ti on 55 39 58.5 
Cri mi nal Bar 47 74 38.8 
A.CL.U. 5 13 27.8 
LA Community Action Agencies 16 5 76.2 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 51 18 73.9 
Judges 20 31 39 .. 2 
Sheri ffs 13 8 61.9 
State Police Commanders 10 1 90.9 
LA Law Institute :3 4 42.9 
Juni or Chamber 35 16 68.6 
Probation and Parole 63 14 Bl.8 
State Representatives 8 6 57.1 
State Senators 4 5 44.4 
Corrections (H.Q.) 4 4- 50.0 
Corrections (Angola) 18 7 72.0 
Other Co rrecti ons 42 28 60.0 
League of Women Voters 5 12 29.4 
City Police 176 47 78.9 
Deputy Sheri ffs 155 50 75.6 
NAACP 22 16 57.9 

TOTAL 63.6 
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Table IV-25. Scale 3, Item 8. Relat'ive support among interest g"roups of 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice Syst'em for the abolishment of plea bar­
gai ni ng. 

86 

% Favorable 
Interest Group Favor Oppose in GroYQ 

69.8 Social Workers 90 39 
56.1 LA Municipal Association 46 36 

District Attorneys Association 9 73 11.0 
64.2 34 Police Jurors 19 

Vocational Rehabi 1 ita ti on 56 26 68.3 
Criminal Bar· 5 120 4.0 
A.C.L.U. 5 12 29.4-
LA Community Action Agencies 9 7 56.3 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 31 34 47.7 

9.8 Judges 5 46 
Sheri ffs 9 13 40.9 

63.6 State Police Commanders 7 4 
LA Law Institute 0 7 
Junior Chamber 21 28 42.9 

64.5 Probation and Parole 49 27 
State Representatives 5 8 38.5 
State Senators 2 5 28.6 
Correcti ons (H. Q. ) 5 1 83.3 
Co rrecti ons (Angola) 19 8 70.4 
Other Corrections 37 19 66.1 
League of Women Voters 6 7 46.2 
City Police 132 89 59.7 
Deputy Sheri ffs 126 70 64.3 
NAACP 20 16 55.6 

TOTAL SO.5 
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Table IV-26. Scale 4, Item 1. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana criminal justice system for having judges visit correctional 
instituti'ons. 

Interest Group Favor 

So ci a 1 Wo rkers 146 
LA Municipal Association 77 
District Attorneys Association .58 
Pol i ce Jurors 46 
Vocati onal Rehabilitation 69 
Cri mi nal Bar 100 
A.C.L.U. 19 
LA Community Action Agencies 20 
Pol ice Chi efs .52 
Judges 31 
Sheri ffs 18 
State Police Commanders 9 
LA Law Ins titute 5 
Junior Chamber 39 
Probati on and Parol e 44 
State Representatives 12 
State Senators .5 
Corrections (H.Q.) .-

0 

Corrections (Angola) 24 
Other Corrections 60 
League of Women Voters 16 
City Police 141 
Deputy Sheri ffs 136 
NAACP 33 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

16 
18 
21 
17 
24 
20 
0 
1 

16 
18 
4 
2 
2 
9 

31 
3 
1 
2 
3 

10 
1 

81 
64-

.5 

% Favorable 
in Group 

90.1 
81.1 
73.4 
'73.0 
74.2 
83.3 

100.0 
9.5.2 
76 • .5 
63.3 
81.8 
81.8 
71.4 
81.3 
58.7 
80.0 
71.4 
75.C 
88.9 
8.5.7 
94.1 
63 • .5 
68&0 
86.8 

76.1 
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Table IV-27. Scale 4, Item 2. Relative support among lrll..erest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for diverting status offenders from 
criminal prosecution. 

Interest Group Favor 

Social Workers 151 
LA Municipal Association 7? 
District Attorneys Association 52 
Police Jurors 54 
Vocati onal Rehabil ita ti on 91 
Cri mi nal Bar no 
A.C.L.U. 19 
LA Community Action Agencies 20 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs .53 Judges 38 Sheri ffs 13 
State Po 1 ice Commanders 9 LA Law Institute 6 
Junior Chamber 43 
Probation and Parole 54 State Representatives 13 Sta te Senators 6 
Corrections (H.Q.) 8 
Corrections (Angola) 24 
Other Corrections 6,5 
League of Women Voters 14 City Police 1.58 Deputy Sheri ffs 149 NAACP 36 
TOTAL 

Oppose 

8 
14 
28 
6 
4 

15 
0 
1 

15 
1.5 

9 
2 
1 
7 

22 
2 
2 
0 
:3 
6 
:3 

64-
49 
2 

% Favorable 
in Group 

95.0 
84.6 
65.0 
90.0 
9.5.8 
88.0 

100.0 
9.5.2 
77.9 
71.7 
59.1 
81.8 
8.5.7 
86.0 
71.1 
86.7 
66.7 

100.0 
88.9 
91 .• 6 
82.4 
77.2 
75.3 
94.7 

81.9 

, 



I .. 
I 
I 

89 

Table IV-28. Scale 4, Item 3. Relative support amo~g.interest group~ in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the provlslon of alternatlves 
to incarceration for safe felons. 

% Favorable 
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group 

146 17 89.6 Social Workers 
64 27 70.3 LA Municipal Association 
48 31 60.8 District Attorneys Association 
49 10 83.1 Po'l i ce Jurors 
79 15 84.0 Vocati onal Rehabil ita ti on 

102 22 81.0 Cri mi nal Bar 
19 0 100.0 A.C.L.U. 
16 5 76.2 LA Community Action Agencies 
56 13 81.2 Pol ice Chi efs 

60.8 Judges 31 20 
66.7 Sheri ffs 14 7 
90.9 10 1 State Police Commanders 

6 1 8.5.7 LA Law Institute 
34- 16 68 .. 0 Junior Chamber 

73 .. 7 56 20 Probation and Parole 
12 2 85.7 State Representatives 
7 2 77.8 State Senators 

75.0 Corrections (H.Q.) 6 2 
24 :3 88.9 Corrections (Angola) 
64 5 92.8 Other Corrections 
15 2 94.1 League of Women Voters 

56.3 City Police 125 W 69.6 135 59 Deputy Sheriffs 
35 3 92.1 NAACP 

TOTAL 7.5.1 
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Table IV-29. Scale 4, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for having judges oversee activities 
in correctional institutions. 

Interest Group Favor 

Soci a 1 Wo rkers 
19~ LA Municipal Association 

District Attorneys Association 36 
4.5 Police Jurors 

Vocati onal Rehabi 1 i ta ti on 72 
Criminal Bar 86 
A.C.L.U. 18 
LA Community Action Agencies 17 
Po 1 ice Ch i efs 46 
Judges 25 Sheri ffs II 
State Police Commanders 5 LA Law Institute .5 Juni or Chamber 33 Probation and Parole 29 
State Representatives II 
Sta te Senators 4 
Co rrecti ons (H. Q. ) 3 Corrections (Angola) 22 
Other Co rrecti ons 46 
League of Women Voters 15 
City Pol ice 12.1+ 
Deputy Sheri ffs 10~ 
NAACP 28 

TOTAL 

Oppose 

23 
23 
40 
12 
14 
37 
1 
3 

17 
26 
9 
6 
2 

12 
45 

4 .. 
:J 
3 
5 

21 
2 

90 
76 
7 

% Favorable 
in Group 

8ge O 
7 .4 
47.4 
79.0 
83.7 
69.9 
94.7 
85.0 
73.0 
49.0 
55.0 
4.5.5 
71.4 
73.3 
39.2 
73.3 
44.4 
50.0 
81.5 
68.7 
88 .. 2 
57.9 
58.9 
80.0 

67.1 
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Tabl e IV-30. Scal e 4, Item 5. Rel ati Vf', support among interest. groups in 
the Louisiana criminal justice systerr, for extending the practlce of pre­
trial release a,] own recognizance. 

% Favorable 
Interest Group. Favor ~se in Group 

117 32 78.5 Social Workers 
64 26 71.1 LA Municipal Association 
47 34 .58.0 District Attorneys Association 
37 24 60.7 Police Jurors 
.58 29 66.7 Vocati onal Rehabil i ta ti on 
96 28 71.4 Criminal Bar 
20 0 100.0 A.C.L.U. 
16 4 80.0 LA Comnunity Action Agencies 
34 36 48.6 Pol ice Chi efs 74.0 Judges 37 13 

40.9 Sheri ffs 9 13 
5.5.6 State Police Commanders .5 4 
8.5.7 LA Law Institute 6 1 
59.6 Juni or Chamber 28 19 
61.8 Probation and Parole 47 29 
64.3 State Representatives 10 4 

100.0 State Senatcrs 7 0 
71. /t Corrections (H.Q.) 5 2 
46.,~ Corrections (Angola) 12 14 
75.8 .50 16 Other Co rrecti ons 
92.9 League of Women Voters 13 1 
50.0 City Police 112 112 
42.9 Deputy Sheri ffs 85 113 
89.7 NAACP 35 4 

TOTAL 62.9 

• 0 ., 
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Table Iy-~1. Sca~e.4, Item ~. Relative support among interest groups in 
the Loulslana Crlmlnal Justlce System for making probation in the standard sentence. 

Interest Group. % Fa vorab 1 e Favor Oppose in GI"OUp 

Social Workers 80 78 50.6 LA Municipal Association 35 58 37.6 District Attorneys Association 12 71 14.5 Po 1 i ce Jurors 23 36 39.0 Vocational Rehubilitation 33 60 35.5 Criminal Bar 48 73 39.7 A.C.L.U. 15 3 83.3 LA Community Action Agencies 10 11 47.6 Pol ice Chi efs 29 40 42.0 Judges 8 44 15.4 Sheri ffs 6 15 28.6 State Police Commanders 2 9 18.2 LA Law Institute 1 6 14.3 Junior Chamber II 40 21.6 Probation and Parole 17 61 21.8 State Representatives 2 11 13.3 Sta te Senators 2 7 22.2 Corrections (H.Q.) 6 2 75.0 Corrections (Angola) 13 14 48.2 Other Corrections 42 28 60.0 League of Women Voters 9 5 57.1 City Police 50 177 22.0 Deputy Sheri ffs 53 147 26.5 NAACP 18 19 48.7 
TOTAL 

34.1 

, 
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Other Correlates of Support for Reforms 

In surveys of the general population such characteristics as 
race, sex. and educational level are typically important determinants 
of v,·riations in attitudes. In the present survey of the courts, 
these variables lose much of their importance because the sample groups 
of interest contain so few females or blacks, and have a uniformly high 
degree of educational attainment. Some of the salient pressure groups 
do contain females sufficient for analysis (as in Social Workers, 
Community Action Agencies, A.C.L.U., League of Women Voters), but other 
parts of the interest group constellation contain no female respondents 
(e.g., sheriffs, state police commanders). Most critical is the almost 
complete absence of female respondents in the groups of main focus 
here: criminal bar, judges, Law Institute, District Attorneys Association. 
Similarly, only a few groups contain many black respondents (Corrections, 
NAACP, Community Action), but the courts groups are essentially white 
as we 11 as rna 1 e . . 

Educationai attainment in the court group is almost equally 
homogenous. Only 1 judge (of 54) claims not to have a college degree; 
only 1 of 126 criminal lawyers claimed not to be a college gnaduate. 
The District Attorney's Association contains somewhat greater range 
with only 69% professional, graduate, or law school -- but again, all 
but 18% are college graduates. Clearly, under such circumstances, 
race, sex, and education variables cannot add to an understanding of 
the response patterns to the scal es. Accordi ngly, attention is 1 i mi ted 
to region of residence of respondents in the state, and to type of 
resi dence. 

For purposes of analyzing responses to the scale items, the state 
has been divided into North and South according to State Plan.ning 
Districts. The South consists of Districts 1 through 5, and the North 
of Districts 6 through 8. In order to distinguish the large city respon­
dents from those in smaller cities and rural areas, the analysis was 
repeated for respondents in Caddo, Eas t Baton Rouge, Jefferson, and Orl eans 
Parishes compared with all other residents. In each case, it was anti­
cipated that a general liberal-conservative distinction would be apparent 
with South and large city (or cosmopolite) composing up the relatively 
liberal end. 

Not surprisingly, since Scale 1 taps conservatism, the responses 
by item for region and residence (Tables IV-32 to IV-39) are consistent 
over all the items. Both the South and the large city respondents are 
less in favor of the death penalty, less in favor of penalties for 
mar1Juana, less apt to see coddling criminals or restricting police as 
a cause of crime, less apt to view the current treatment of juveniles 
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as being too lenient, and, finally, less likely to describe themselves 
as political conservatives. 

Region and residence patterns are similar in Scale 2, but the 
responses are somewha~ ~ess regular. Both large city and South respon­
dents are stronger cr1t1cs of court administration, structure, and per­
sonnel (Table~ IV-40 to IV-~2), but less likely to perceive the court 
pr~blem as be1ng due to taklng the wrong approach or having too tough 
a Job (Tables IV-43 to IV-44). 

. . In.contrast to ?cales 1 and 2, Scale 3 does not seem to form a 
u~ldlmen~lonal scale w1th reference to the urban-rural or regional 
d1chotom:es. Of the eight items in Scale 3, four are more endorsed by 
cosmopol1tes,.and the other four more by the small city and rural respon­
den~s; by reg1ons, the first five items are supported more by southern 
res1dents and the last three by northern residents. 

The.arrestee-rights, prisoner-rights, and diversion items forming 
Sca~e 4, m1X the pattern of Scale 1 wi~h that of Scale 3. For the regional 
var1~ble, the South region s~pports the reforms, usually be considerable 
m~rg1ns. The urban-rural vanable, however, again splits over the items' 
d1 fferences tend to b~ small but fall in both di rections. It may well ' 
be that the urban vanable measured here is not wholly appropriate. 
Both ShreveP9rt and Baton Rouge have proved politically conservative in 
recent elect1o~s a~d further analysis might well suggest that the analytic 
problem ocCUrr1n$ 1n Scales 3 and 4 would disappear if simply the New 
Orleans metropol1tan area were to be compared with the rest of the state. 

Afterword on the Use of Guttman Scales 

In the method?logical section, prior to presenting the tables for 
the Guttman Sc~les, 1t was noted that the usefulness of this approach 
to da~a analys1s de~end~ on how closely the actual data fit the model. 
T~e slmple pattern lmpl1ed ?y ~ Guttman scale gives a very succinct over­
~lew of the responses~ but 1t 1S clearly a misleading view if the model 
1S not really appropr1ate. Of course, some deviations in responses from 
the perfec~ model are to be expected, but the questions raised here are 
how.ma~y m1s-responses add up to a lack of fit, and what kinds of 
dev1at1ons can occur before the model's usefulness is impaired? 

h' .The conve~tional measure of fit is the coefficient of reproducibility 
w ;ch 1S convent1ona~ly taken to have a lower limit of .9. At that level 
l~% of ~esponses de~la~e from the. ideal pattern, and a value of .9 or 
h1gher 1S tak~n to 1ndlcate a sat1sfactory fit between data and model. The 
problem here 1S that, unle~s.some care is taken, it is too easy to accept 
~ scale (because t~e coeff1c1ent of reproducibility 'is higher than .9) when 
1~ fac~, the dat~ 1tems are not from such a scale. In the present case, 
~lth w1dely vary!ng numbers of responses from the various sampling groups, 
1t would be poss1ble for the responses for the smaller groups to be all in 
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error in terms of the sCQle pattern and yet meet the coefficient of 
reproduciblity. This would be true for any groups that form less than 
10% of the cases. For exampl e, if all the other respondents formed a 
true scale, then almost all the judges and district attorneys could 
deviate from the pattern without 10liJering the coefficient below .9. 
Yet, such a biased pattern of deviations would clearly point to two 
scales existing in this area, rather than one. This point is that errors 
by group withi n each s ca 1 e shoul d not s i gnifi cantly be bi ased in thi s 
way. Practi ca lly, the rel ati ve orderi ng of groups wi thi n each item of 
each scale should remain more or less constant. If social workers are 
relatively lower than judges in their responses to the first item of a 
scale, then that relative position should remain the same over the other 
items. The tables of responses by interest group for the items of each 
scale permit the reader himself to inspect this aspect of the scales' 
degree of fit (of course, in no case do the scales fit this criterion 
perfectly, and Scale 3 probably has the most biased or ill-fitting 
group responses). 

The coefficient of reproducibility also fails to reject false 
scales when the item responses are all too close to the extreme of over 
90% -- less than 10% dichotomies. The coefficient for a scale is essentially 
the average of separate coefficients for each item. In turn, the coeffi­
cient for each item cannot be less than the majority response. It 
follows that if all items are endorsed by over 90% of respondents, then 
the overall coefficient has to be over .9, even if no scale pattern 
exists.~ None of the scales here have this source of difficulty since 
all include items much closer to the safe 50% -- 60% agreement levels. 

Finally, there is sharply increasing confidence that the Guttman 
scale model is an appropriate representation of a dimension in the data 
as the number of items in the scale increase. Scales with three response 
items are of limited validity even with high coefficients of reproduci­
bility. Conversely, those scales with six and eight items (as in Scales 1 
and 4) excellently meet this criterion. 
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Reform Scale Measured for Cburt Respondents 

In addition to the questions posed to all respondents in the 
Louis'iana Criminal Justice Survey, a further set was addressed to 
members of the court-related groups (criminal lawyers, judges,prc;e­
cutors, and members of the Louisiana Law Institute). r~easures of 
association showed many of these court questions to be only weakly 
related and most formed scales of unsatisfactory fit or length. A major 
problem for analysis in th'is area \vas the highly specific response by 
the four groups to individual items. For example, criminal lawyers tend 
to be "liberal ll over most items but when an item seems to directly 
threaten their prerogatives, they become ccnservative. Consequently, 
responses by group were not consistent over scale items. One area of 
concern, hOIolJever, did make up a meaningful scale of six items covering 
the rights and protection of trial defendants and arrestees. 

Scale 5 (Table IV-59) reflects considerable support among the 
four court groups for a variety of protective measures covering defendants, 
indigent prisoners, arrestees, and juveniles. Protecting juveniles from 
the criminal justice system by the provision of juvenile courts and 
judges is supported by 89% of these respondents. Greater use of citations 
and summons by police instead of arresting people is also supported by 
a very substantial 86%. Free legal services for indigent prisoners, and 
providing arrested persons with pamphlets explaining thei~ rights are . 
relatively less unanimously endorsed, but are far from belng controverslal 
reforms for these court groups. Conversely, the trial appeal responses 
(items 5 and 6) raise quite different levels of reform opposition. Sentence 
appeal splits the court group with 55% in favor. Providing for more than 
one appeal (item 6) is opposed by some 82%. The Guttman scale pattern 
again implies a rank ordering of the items such that the 18% who declared 
there should be more than one appeal possible (item 6) also endorsed all 
the other items, just as the 55% who supported sentence appeal also tended 
to endorse items 1 through 4. 

Responses to each of the scale items by the court groups are dis­
played in Tables IV-60 to IV-65. The Law Institute response pattern tends 
to be uneven, as is to be expected for a group wi th only 7 respondents, 
and the calculation of percentages is not intended to be taken too 
seriously. Of the other three groups, the criminal bar tends to be the.most 
in favor of this reform dimension. Only in the provision of legal serVlces 
to indigent prisoners and in the o~e appeal issue does.the cr~m~nal bar 
fail to be the most reform supportlve group. The relat1ve pos1t10n of 
judges and district attorneys is less cons~ste~t. In no case are t~e ~if­
ferences in responses between judges and d1~tr1Ct attorneys very slgmf1-
cant, except for the final item where only 9% of judges dissent over the 
onve appeal issue whereas 22% of the prosecutor~ fav?r more th~n o~e a~peal. 
Perhaps, future analysis might reveal further d1mens10ns of th1S k1nd 1n 
the court questionnaires. 
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Table IV-32. Scale 1, Item 1. Relative support by region and residence 
for imposing penalties for the sale of marijuana. 

% Favorabl e 
(a) Region of Residence Favor QN!ose in Group 

North 439 34 92.8 

South 875 164 84.2 

TOTAL 87.0 

% Fa vorabl e 
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmopol i te 487 117 80.6 

Rest of State 838 81 91. 2 

TOTAL 87.0 
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Table IV-33: Scal~l~ I~em 2 .. R~lat-ive support by- region and residence 
for the attltude coddllng cnmlnals causes crime'" 

(a) Reg'ion of Residence Favor 
% Favorabl e 

Oppose in Grou~ .. - --. , 
I 

I 

North 429 59 87.9 

South 907 181 83.4 

TOTAL 84.8 

(b) Type of Residence 
% Favorabl e 

Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmopolite 489 141 77.6 

Rest of State 847 99 89.5 

TOTAL 84.8 
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Table IV-34. Scale 1, Item 3. Relative support by region and residence 
for the attitude "restri cti ng pol ice causes crime. II 

% Favorabl e 
(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

North 379 106 78.1 

South 828 253 76.6 

TOTAL 77 .1 

% Favorabl e 
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmo po 1 i te 447 182 71.1 

Rest of State 760 177 81.1 

TOTAL 77 .1 
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T~b1e IV-37. Scale 1, Item 6. Relative support by region and residence 
for imposing penalties for the possession of marijuana. 

% Favorab1 e (a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

North 338 129 72.4 

South 635 404 61.1 

TOTAL 64.6 

% Fa vorab1 e (b) Type of Res'j dence Favor Oppose in Group 

Co s rna po 1 i te 306 296 50.8 

Rest of State 667 237 73.8 

TOTAL 64.6 
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Table IV-38. Scale 1, Item.7. Relative support ~Y regi~n and residence 
for the atti tude IIjuvenil es are treated too, 1 emently. 

% Favorabl e 
(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

North 252 193 56.6 

South 573 41b 58.0 

TOTAL 57.6 

% Favorable 
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmopolite 319 259 55.2 

Rest of State 506 349 59.2 

TOTAL 57.6 
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Table IV-39. Scale 1, Item 8. Relative distribution by region and 
residence of Conservative/Non-Conservative respondents. 

% Favorabl e (a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

North 289 194 59.8 

South 563 519 52.0 

TOTAL 54.4 

% Favorable (b) ~_. of Res i dence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmopo 1 i te 305 322 48.6 

Rest of State 547 391 58.3 

TOTAL 54.4 
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Table IV-40. Scale 2, Item 1. Relative support by region and residence 
for regarding poor administration a court problem. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmo po 1 i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

337 

841 

Favo\~ ---

494 

684 

Oppose 

97 

191 

Oppose 

105 

183 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

77.7 

81. 5 

80.4 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

82.5 

78.9 

80.4 
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Table IV-4l. Scale 2, Item 2. Relative support by region and residence 
for regarding inadequate organization a court problem. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmopol i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

316 

744 

Favor 

430 

630 

Oppose 

121 

270 

Oppose 

156 

235 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

72.3 

73.4 

73.1 

% Favorable 
"in Group 

73.4 

72.8 

73.1 
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Table IV-42. Scale 2, Item 3. Relative support by region and residence 
for regardi ng unqual i fi ed personnel a court probl em. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Co s rna po 1 i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

274 

700 

Favor 

406 

568 

Oppose 

161 

336 

Oppose 

198 

299 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

63.0 

67.6 

66.2 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

67.2 

65.5 

66.2 
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Table IV-43. Scale 2, Item 4. Relative support by region and residence 
for assertion that courts take the wrong approach to the job. 

(a) % Favorabl e Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

NOI'th 266 159 62.6 
South 611 371 62.2 
TOTAL 62.3 

(b) % Favorable Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmo po 1 i te 355 219 61. 9 
Rest of State 522 311 62.7 
TOTAL 62.3 
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Table IV-44. Scale 2, Item 5. Relative support by region and residence 
for assertion that the cou~tsl job is too tough. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmo po 1 i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

132 

335 

Favor 

163 

304 

Oppose 

296 

689 

Oppose 

433 

552 

% Favorab1 e 
in Group 

30.8 

32.7 

32.2 

% Favorab1 e 
in Group 

27.4 

35.5 

32.2 
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Table IV-45. S~a1e 3, Item 1. Relative support by region and residence 
for the assertlon that the Louisiana criminal justice system is hindered 
by a lack of coordination and cooperation. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOT.I\L 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmopol i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

451 

1027 

Favor 

595 

883 

Oppose 

29 

57 

Oppose 

28 

58 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

94.0 

94.7 

94.5 

% Favorab1 e 
in Group 

95.5 

93.8 

94.5 
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Table IV-46. Scale 3, Item 2. Relative support by region and residence 
for the assertion that inefficient prosecuticil is a contributor to delay 
between arrest and trial. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmo pol i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

412 

946 

541 

817 

Oppose 

63 

121 

Oppose 

77 

107 

% Favorabl e 
-,r, Group 

86.7 

88.7 

88.1 

% Favorable 
in Group 

87.5 

88.4 

88.1 
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Table IV-47. Scale 3, Item 3. Relative support by region and residence 
for the assertion that political interference ;s a courts' problem in 
Louisi ana. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Co sma po 1 ite 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

346 

852 

Favor 

-'t86 

712 

192 

Oppose 

120 

165 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

78.8 

81.6 

80.8 

% Fa vorabl e 
in Group 

80.2 

81. 2 

80.8 
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Table IV-48. Scale 3, Item 4. Relative support for the claim that 
judges' short days and long vacations contribute to delays between 
a~rest and trial, by region and residence. 

113 

% Favorabl e 
(a) Region of Residence Favor Qppnse in Group 

North 35:; 121 74.5 

South 876 191 81. 3 

TOTAL 79.8 

% Fa vorab' 
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosrropol i te 503 115 81.4 

Rest of State 726 197 78.7 

TOTAL 79.8 
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Table IV-49. Scale 3, Item 5. Relative support by region and residence 
for improvement in sentencing procedures. 

(a) Region of Residence % Favorabl e 
Favor Oppose in Group 

North 361 113 76.2 
South 823 252 76.6 
TOTAL 76.4 

(b) Type of Residence % Favorabl e 
Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosrro po 1 i te 485 136 78.1 

Rest of State 699 229 75.3 

TOTAL 76.4 
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Table IV-50. Scale 3, Item 6. Relative support by region and residence 
for corruption in government as a cause of crime. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmo po 1 i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

354 

775 

Favor 

~45 

684 

Qppn~e 

1.30 

304 

Oppose 

181 

253 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

73.1 

71.8 

72.2 

% Fa vorabl e 
in Group 

71.1 

73.0 

72.2 
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Table IV-51. Scale 3, Item 7. Relative support by region and residence 
for reform or improvement in prosecution by the Distri ct Attorney's Office. 

T 
""'-' 

~ 

~ 

(a) Region of Residence % Favorabl e 
Favor Oppose in Group 

~"-'t 

11; 
I" 

It 

North 325 147 68.9 
South 660 410 61.7 

r-&L 
TOTAL 63.9 

rr-

/'" d.~ 

(b) Type of Residence % Favorabl e 
Favor Oppose in Group 

r I L 

COSIlY.) po 1 i te 363 258 58.5 
Rest of State 622 299 67.5 
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TOTAL 63.9 

rI Ii 
), ~ u. 

'1 
U 

W' ~ ; 

" c 

L 
[: 

E 
r I. 

j: 

, 

f~ .' 



~I I 

Table IV-52. Scale 3, Item 8. Rel~t~ve support by region and residence 
for the abolishment of plea bp.rgalnlng. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmopol i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

239 

495 

Favor 

291 

443 

?04 

512 

Oppose 

271 

445 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

54.0 

49.2 

50.6 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

51.8 

49.9 

50.6 
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Tabl e IV-53. Scal e 4, Item 1. Rel ati ve support by regi on and resi dence 
faY' having judges visit correctional institutions. 

% Favorabl e (a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

North 389 89 81.4 
South 878 188 82.4 
TOTAL 82.1 

% Favorabl e (b) Type of Res i dence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cos roo po 1 i te 499 114 81.4 
Rest of State 768 163 82.5 
TOTAL 82.1 
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Table IV-54. Scale 4, Item 2. Relative s~pport by reg~on and residence 
for diverting status offenders from crimlnal prosecutl0n. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmopol i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

347 

823 

Favor 

.+64 

706 

Oppose 

127 

242 

Oppose 

148 

221 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

73.2 

77.3 

76.0 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

75.8 

76.2 

76.0 
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Table IV-55. Scale 4, Item 33. Relative support by region and residence 
for the provision of alternatives to incarceration for safe felons. 

(a) Region of Residence % Favorabl e Favor Oppose in Group 

North 345 128 72.9 
South 810 25~' 76.2 
TOTAL 

75.2 

(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose 
% Fa vorabl e m Group 

Cosmopol i te 465 151 75.5 
Rest of State 690 230 75.0 
TOTAL 

75.2 
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Table IV-56. Scale 4, Item 4. Relative support by region and residence 
for having jud9.es oversee activities in correctional institutions. 

% Favorabl e 
(a) Region of Residence Favor QQpose in Group 

North 296 148 66,,7 

South 693 335 67.4 

TOTAL 67.2 

% Favorabl e 
(b) Typ~ of Residence Favor Oppose in Group 

Cosmopo 1 i te 390 198 66.3 

Rest of State 599 285 67.8 

TOTAL 67.2 
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Table IV-5? Scale 4, I~em 5. Relative support by region and residence 
for extendl.~g the practlce of pre-trial release on own recognizance. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosmopol ite 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

266 

685 

Favor 

407 

544 

Oppose 

210 

351 

Oppose 

188 

373 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

55.9 

66.1 

62.9 

% Fa vorabl e 
in Groul2. 

68.4 

59.3 

62.9 
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t by region and residence T ble IV-58. Scale 4, Item 6. Relative suppor 
f~r maki. ng probati on the standard sentence. 

(a) Region of Residence 

North 

South 

TOTAL 

(b) Type of Residence 

Cosroo po 1 i te 

Rest of State 

TOTAL 

Favor 

142 

386 

Favor 

223 

305 

337 

677 

Oppose 

386 

628 

% Favorabl e 
"TrlGroup 

29.7 

36.3 

34.2 

% Favorabl e 
in Group 

36.6 

32.7 

34.2 
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Table IV-61. Scale 5, Item 2. Relative support by group for having 
police agencies make greater use of summons. 

% Favorabl e Interest Group Favor Qppose in Groue 

District Attorneys Association 62 15 80.5 
Cri mi nal Bar 113 8 93.4 
Judges 37 12 75.5 
LA Law Institute 7 0 100.0 
TOTAL 

86.2 
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Table IV-62. Scale 5, Item. 3. Relative support by group for making 
free legal services available to indigent prisoners i,n criminal matters. 

% Favorabl e 
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group 

District Attorneys Association 60 22 73.2 

Cri mi nal Bar 90 33 73.2 

Judges 39 12 76.5 

LA Law Inst'itute 5 2 71.4 

TOTAL 73.8 
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Table IV-63. Scale 5, Item 4. Relative support by group for giving 
every arrested person a pamphlet explaining his rights. 

Interest Gro~ % Favorabl e 
Favor Oppose in Group 

District Attorneys Association 49 33 59.8 

Cri mi nal Bar 90 32 73.8 

Judges 36 16 69.2 

LA Law Institute 7 0 100.00 

TOTAL 69.2 
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Table IV-64. Scale 5, Item 5. Relative support by group for giving 
appeal of sentence to criminal defendants. 

% Favorabl e 
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group 

District Attorneys Association 33 47 41. 3 

Cri mi nal Bar 84 36 70.0 

Judges 21 29 42.0 

LA Law Institute 3 4 42.9 

TOTAL 54.9 
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Table IV~65. Scale 5, Item 6. Relative support by group for giving the 
convicted only one state court appeal.* 

Interest Group % Favorabl e 
Favor Oppose in Group 

Dist~ict Attorneys Association 18 64 22.0 
Criminal Bar 25 97 20.5 
Judges 4 46 8.0 

LA Law Institute 1 6 14.3 
TOTAL 18.4 

*The correct scale response (Favor) is the disagree response. 
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CONCLUSION 

At the beginning of this section of the report, it was observed 
that the courts elicit great concern and ready criticism from those 
who come into contact with them. 

The intervening tables are abundant evidence for that point, 
and show the many di fferent di recti ons from whi ch reform is urged for­
ward. 

It is not proposed to re-summarize those det~ils. I! is h?ped, 
however that the refo rm di mens ions meas ured here wlll as s 1 s t thl s 
raucous'dialogue -- especially for those court participants who were 
respondents for this Survey. 
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The purpose of Part V is to describe the result of an analysis 
of attitudes toward certain aspects of Louisiana's correctional 
institutions, policies, and problems. Part V of this report provides 
great detail about those attitudes by breaking down each response 
to questionnaire items by groups surveyed. l While this wealth of 
specific information is-most useful, the accumulation of those details 
into a large mass of information presents a formidable barrier to seeing 
larger trends and similarities that run through the data. In fact, it 
is possible that general patterns might be lost entirely in a sea of 
facts. 

The purpose of this analysis is two fr~d: 1) to simplify or 
reduce the complexity of the multitude of questions on many related 
topics in the corrections area by statisticall~ :reating some summary 
indicators or measures of basic attitudinal dimensions: and, 2) is 
analyze the distribution of these basic attitudes throughout the 
criminal justice system and by various social groupings, such as 
race, sex, level of educational attainment, and so forth. Since those 
survey respondents having a direct involvement or concern with correctional 
issues were asked additional detailed questions pertaining to the 
corrections ares, particular attention will be devoted to those 
respondents. 2 

Methods 

The technique used to create several summary m~asures of basic 
attitudinal dimenr-ions is known as frlctor analysis. j Technical infoY'matioYl 
on this technfq~e as applied here is con~ained in Apoendix A to Part V 
of this Repo"t. For purpose~ of a ready understanding of the description 
that follows, a few comments on this method are in order. Factor 
analysis begins with the calculation of the ~tat;stica! correlations 0\" 
associations among a group of "vo.\"'iab1 es, II in this ca.se the answers to 
questionnnaire items dealing with corrections. Taking this set of 
corre1ations~ ev~ry question correlated with every other, the technique 
proceeds by ana.lysis to determine whether the pattern of responses to one 
or more subsets or questions was sO'simi1ar that the question together 
can be said to reveal an "under1ying attitudinal dimension." If such 
attitudinal dimensions are discovered, then."scores" on them are 
calculated and can be used in analysis, just as the answers to p~rticular 
questions are used. The advantage of this is that the score on one 
attitudinal dimension may rep~~ce a large number of specific questions 
of which it may be considered a kind of summary. 

When questions from the Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey were 
subjected to this form of analysis, several attitudinal dimensions 
appeared quite clearly. This procedure was actually conducte~ twice, 
first on questions asked of all respondents, and then on the supplementary 
questions asked only to those in the correctional area. For the all­
respondent group two factors, attitudinal dimensions, appeared. The 
questions that dominated each dimension and that suggested the interpretation 
of them are shown in Table V-l. As can be seen, the dimension referred 
to as "Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges" is composed of items 
rel ating to censoti~ng ma.il, access to '1 egal counsel andl..material s, 
housing privacy, medical care, and communication with the' press. 
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The dimension or factor labeled "Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
Prisons" incorporates questionnaire items asserting that fel~n~ should not 
have the possibility of probation and parole and that the gUldlng . 
philosophy of operating our prisons shou1d put.the accent on.a harsh l1fe 
for prisoners, keeping costs down and belng gUlded by conven1ence to 
the state and personnel rather than on the bases of other factors and 
goals. As will be seen, for purposes of analysis and presentation t~e. 
scores on these two factors (and others to be discussed) have been dlvlded 
into thirds4 denoting high, medium, and low levels of support for prisoner 
rights and a tough-traditional prison phlosophy respectively. 

The survey items on the questionnaires going to individuals in 
correctional or correctional-related positions delved into substantive 
areas not touched upon in the other quest unnaires. For these respondents, 
this permits the creation of several additional measures of general 
attitudinal dimensions. Two types of questions will be dealt with here: 
1) the perceptions of corrections respondents about the reasons.for 
problems in the correctional area today,~and, 2) support for prlson 
decentralization, both in principle and in terms of support for the 
location of particular types of prisons near the respondents' homes. 

Diagnosis of Prison Ailments. The r~rrections questionnaire 
offered respondents nineteen different potential causes that might 
account for deficiencies in our corrpr:ional system. 5 They were asked 
to indicate the extent to which t~sy felt each contributed to prison 
problems. Application of factor analysis to this set of questions again 
revealed a cleat structure to the data: tne nineteen possible diagnoses 
of prison ailments can be reduced to snveral common themes ~r underlying 
dimensions. The factors that analysis uncovered are shown 1n Table V-2 
along with the diagnostie questionnaire items that determined them. 

The first dimension uncovered related to organizational and 
administrative deficiencies in the prisons and it was based on the 
questionnaire items suggesting poor administration, inadequate organization 
or structure, wrong approach to job, and political interference as 
causes of correctional problems. The item on political interference 
may seem a bit- out of keeping with the general tenor of the other items 
except that it does represent outside interference in the administration 
of correctional institutions. 

The second diagnostic; dimension, interpreted as "leniency" is 
based on items citing leniency by the Parole Board and by judges in 
sentencing, inadequate prison d'iscipline, and insufficient work for 
prisoners do. This last item--work for prisoners--was not thought when 
the questionnaire was constructed to be one that would strike the attention 
of those concerned with IIsoftness" or leniency in the prison. Idle time 
might be thought destructive for prisoners for many reasons. However, 
the leniency perspective is apparently the one into which respondents 
placed this item. 

The third dimension--labeled "Lack of External Support"--taps 
perceived causes which relate to deficiencies in prisons due to the 
amount of sustenance the prisons receive from the environment. The 
items citing poor pay, lack of funds, and lack of public support, while 
they result in internal deficiencies in the prison system, have their 
origins in the larger society or political system. 
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. T~e fourth.di~ension, ~alled "Lack of Professionalism," perhaps 
1S a ~lt ~ore dlfflcult to lnterpret in light of the questionnaire items 
on WhlCh lt was base~ .. The absence of vocational and academic training 
program~ and of tradltlonal programs suggests criticisms resting upon 
prOfeS~1?na1 standards !n the ~rea.of corrections. The item citing 
u~quallf~ed.personnel flts easlly lnto this context also. The final 
d~agno~tlc ltem that contributed to the "Lack of Professionalism" 
dlmensl~n was "C~rrupting and Embittering Influence of Prison Environment." 
That thlS p~tentlal ~ause of prison problems fits neatly with the others 
1S not ~larl~gly ObV10US, but.it ma~ be that respondents see the corrupting 
and emb~tter~ng effects of prlson 11fe as occuring because of a lack of 
professlonal1sm. Put another way, if prisons "':,,'e run in a professional 
manner, then they would not have the corr .pting and embittering influences they do. 

The f!nal fa~to~ ?r dimension was related to perceived racial roots 
~o correctlOnal ~1fflclences. As seen in Table V-2, both the questionnaire 
l!ems th~t co~trlbuted to the definition of this dimension dealt directly 
wlth raclal blas, both among prison personnel and among the prisoners 
themselves. 

Decentralization of correctional facilities is the last substantive 
area into which a~alysis ~ill de~ve,. through Guttman scaling6 rather than 
the f~ctor analytlC technlques wlll Q~ used. Not only did the questionnaire 
ask dlrec~ly ~bout the extent to which respondents favored prison 
decentral1~at10n,7 but also a series of i:9ms probed the willingness 
of cOrrec!10~s respond~nts to have various kinds of correctional institutions 
lo~ated w1thln three m1les of their home. The types of institutions to 
WhlCh the Y'espondents reacted are displayed in Table V-3 along with the 
percenta~es of respondents who would not object to their being located 
near the1r homes. Through scaling techniques applied to these questions 
a summary measure of support for decentralization as it affects ' 
respondents "where they live" (as opposed to an attitudinal pr~ference for 
or opposition to decentralization in the abstract) was constructed. 

In c~nclusion, th~ analysis reported in this Part began with the 
constr~ctl0n of several measures of attitudes which encapsulate or 
su~arlze a ~uch larger.nu~ber of spe~ific.questions. The product of 
th1~ ~ffor~ ls.sev~ral 1ndlces of bas1c orlentations toward correctional 
pollcles~ 1nstltutl0ns a~d problems. These indices, summarized immediately 
below, wlll be employed 1n the analysis reported in the following pages: 

1. 

2. 
3. 

Measures for all respondents: 

1. Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 
2. Support for "Tough" or Traditionally Run Prisons 

Measures for corrections area respondents: 

Reasons for problems in correctional institutions~ 
Degree to which attributed to Organizational 

and Administrative Influences 
Degree to which attributed to Leniency 
Degree to which attributed to Lack of External 

Support 



" , 

4. Degree to which attributed to Lack of 
Professionalism 

5. Degree to which attributed to Racial 
Problems . . 

6. Support for Prison Decentra11zatl0n 
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Each of these eight measures--two for all responden~s and.six for. 
corrections area respondents only--are broken down 1nto h1gh, med1um, 
and low r,ategories. For example, high, mediu~, and low levels of suppo~~ f 
for Prisoner Rights and Privileges, high, med1um, and low degrees, of be 1e 
that correctional problems are due to Lack of External Support, and so 
forth. 

One important interpretive point rema1ns to ~e made--and ~t should 
be emphasized: The high, medium, and low.cate~n~~es are relat1ve, not 
absolute ones. Thus, while a respondent 1n the hlgh ~ategory.of support 
for prisoner rights would exhibit more support for p~1soner r1~hts would 
exhibit more support for prisoner rights than those 1n the med1um or low 
categories, it would not necess~rily ~e true that such a resp~ndent was 
a great supporter of prisoner rlghts 1n an abso~ute sense .. H1S.support 
is great relative to those in the lower categor1e~. Dete~mlnatlon of the 
absolute degree of-Sup~ort for some ~articular prlsoryer rlght wo~~~ be best 
determined by reference to ~he.d~ta ln Part.VI of thlS report Wh1~ 
breaks down the answers to 1nd1v1dual ~~estlons. 

Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 

The Group Bases of Support 

All categories of respondents were classified by degree of Support 
for Prisoner Rights and Privilegp.s. Table V-4 shows the ~r-eakdown of 
such support by group surveyed. There are some notable d1ffe~ences a~ong 
the groups * The groups in which the greatest support for pr1soner r1ghts 
was exhibited are social :.Jrs (70.3 perc~nt in th~ ~igh suppor~ category), 
the American Civil Liberties Union (85.0% h1gh), Lou1s1ana commun~ty) d 
Action Agencies (61.9% hjgh), the League of Women Voters (82.4% hlgh a~ 
the National Associatlonfor the Advancement of Colored People (63.9% hlgh). 

*Note that on the s~pport for Prisoner Rights dimensions--and ~n a~l 
others discussed subsequently except the support for decentra~1zat1on 
scale--the high, medium, and low categories were created by s1mply 
dividing the "scores" on each dimension into thirds. Thus.33.3 percent 
of all respondents are in the high actegory, 33.3 ~ercent 1n ~he low, 
and-sQ forth. This equal division of respondents 1n the comb1ned.samp1es 
provides a sta.ndard by which particular groups may be compared: 1f more 
than one third of a group fa11 into a particular category the norm fo~ all 
groups together. Thus for social workers, of whom 70.3 percent fall 1nto 
the high category of support for prisoner rights (see Table V-4) we.can 
say that they exceed the norm of high support by 37 percent, ~ con~1derable 
margin. (This division into thirds does not apply to tables 1n Wh1ch.only 
one grollp of respondents is treated: it applies only when the table 1S 
baSed on all respondents eligible). 
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Additionally, the Vocational Rehabilitation group was slightly above 
the norm in support for prisoner rights (40.2%). Members of groups 
more directly a part of the criminal justice system are generally 
much less supportive of prisoner rights. Falling disproportionately 
into the low category of support were Probation and Parole Officers 
(51.9%), Corrections employees (43.5%), the District Attorney's Association 
(43.2%), Chiefs of Police (43.5%), and Sheriffs (40.9%). Other groups, 
in Table V-4, are either divided in support for prisoner rights in about 
the same proportions as all groups combined (i.e., one-third in each 
category) or they tended to be disproportionately bunched in the medium category. 

A Necessary Digre?~ion into Methods 

There appeared to be several other factors which were related to 
the degree of Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges, though it must 
be said at the outset that there are certain problems with the interpretation 
of these relationships that the reader should be aware of. The conclusions 
that follow must be understood in the appropriate context. 

The pr'oblem is as follows. This study rests on 24 separate samples 
(see Part I), not a si~le one. Thus, a table which might combine the 
respondents from all groups into s~e pool, and then break down their scores 
on the Support for Prisoner Rights dimension by some other variable 
(such as sex or race) would not be bas:d on a valid sample of anything. 
The combined respondents from each group cannot be considered a random 
sample of the "Criminal Justice System" even, unless one is willing to 
assume that 1) the groups surveyed together comprise the Criminal Justice 
System; and, 2) that the weight or share of the particular group in the 
larger system is equal to the proportion of the total respondents that 
the group respondents happen to represent. The latter is clearly a 
dubious assumption. Still another problem is that some of the social 
attributes that might account for differences in Support for Prisoner 
Rights (or any other attitudinal dimension) are not evenly distributed 
among the groups. Thus, in looking at educational differences, for 
example, respondents with graduate degrees, in reality, would be composed 
almost exclusively of social workers and the crimlna1 bar, groups whose 
members must have graduate or professional degrees. Graduate education, 
therefore, does not just indicate graduate education in our data but, 
is inextricnb1y mixed with particular occupations. The same sort of thing 
occurs with other variables, though not to the same degree as with education. 

An a1ternative to lun:,.;ing all groups into a combined "sample" would 
be to look at the breakdown of some social variables such as race or sex 
and support for an attitudinal dimension within each group. That is, one 
could calculate a table showing the relationship~ween sex and Support 
for Prisoner Rights for judges only, another such table for probation 
officers alone, another for social workers, and so on. Besides the 
problem of the sheer number of tables that would be generated by this 
approach (number of attitudinal dimensions X the number of groups X 
the number of variables), an additional difficulty is that many individual 
group samBles are too small to have much hope of statistically dignificant 
findings. Thus, there are difficulties regardless of which approach is chosen. 
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As a practical solution to this problem, both approaches have been 
taken: a~ti~udinal dimensions have been tabulated against socio-economic 
character1st1cs for all samples combined and these tabulations have been 
repeated for each group sample. Data on the combined samples will be 
presented when a,look at the breakdowns by group indicates that the combined 
samples do no~ m1slead one about what is happening within particular groups. 
When the part1cular groups ~tand out as different, this will be noted. In 
some cases, tables for part1cular groups will be presented. 

Other Bases of Support for Prisoner Rights 

~. Table V-5 contains the breakdowr of prisoner rights support by 
se~ an sh~ws that women in the combined sdmples are more supportive of 

J 

""" ~, 

j 

prlso~er r1ghts than male~.," Over h~lf the WOWo" surveyed (51.9%) fell into 
the h!gh cate~ory of Support for Pr1soner Rights, while only 29.2% of the men 
were

b
, 1n

d
the ~l1gh category. This was true within all groups as well as in the i 

com 1ne samples. 'J 

R' ht Ra~e. Table ~-6 shows the relationship of race to Support for Prisoner i"" 
:g s 1n the co~b1ned samples. It can be seen that black respondents are a I 

b~t more support1ve of prisoner rights with 46.2% falling into the high support 
c
1 
ass ~s compared ,to 32.0% for whites. While this s1ight relationship is ';" 

~ ear 1n the comb1ned samples, there ~r~ too few blacks in particular groups i 

o support conclusions on a group uy group basis. 

f pEqucation: Table V-6a contains data on educational level and Support 
or r~s0ner Rlghts. It can be seen that with the exception of the lowest 
educatlon.categor~ (1 to 8 years, with half the respondents in the high support 
~~oup) prls~ner.r1ghts support generally increa~es with education, sustaining 
the 1ene~al1zat10n ~hat, beyo~d the lowest educational bracket~ the greater 

~ eve ~f educat1~nal ,atta1nment, the greater the degree of support for 
prlsoner r1ghts. Th1~ s1mply reflects differing educational levels among the 
groups, ho~ever. ~t 1S gene~ally true that the better educated groups 
support p~lsloner r1ghts to a greater degree than less well educated ones 
e.g., SOCla workers as compared to deputy sheriffs. Study of education: 
suppor~ tables for each group indicates, however that within grou~ 
educatlon makes no difference in support for pri~oner rights. ThuS: for 
ex~mple, b~tter educated deputy sheriffs are no more likely to support 
prlsoner rlghts than less well educated deputies:--The same is generally 
true for all groups where there is variation in educational level. 

~eg*ol' Loui~iana i~ a state in which cultural differences that 
~OUt~ y .0 10foreglOnal 11nes long ago have been found to have political 
!mp ~~a~10~s. A breakdown of Support for Prisoner Rights by the region 
lnlw lC t e respondent lives l1 shows that the regions seem to have a 
re evance here also. (See Table V-7). Residents of the metropolitan 
New Orleans area were most supportive of prisoner rights (44 0% 1n the h' h 
~ategory) and,Nottfr ~ouisiana were least supportive (26.3% high). Those

1g 

.~omhth~dFborlda parlshes and the Acadiana region fell in between though 
1 S ou e noted that Acadiana residents were polarized to some'extent· 
they w~relthe.g~ouP.With the highest percentage of respondents in the lo~ 
~~P~~~at~va~sl~lCta~110n (3g.~%). This tendency for Acadiana respondents to 

, e y os 1 e to prlsoner rights is particularly marked amon 

V
Pr80batdl0vn and Parole officers and correction workers, as shown in Tagles 
- an -9. 

~I"" 
'. 

(1' 

~ . 
" 

r 

r 
J 

j 
~ 

.~ 

J 

! 
fl 

, 
...:-

J 
I 

140 

Table V-10 displays support for prisoner rights by the type of community 
in which the respondent lives. It can be seen that there is a tendency for 
more support to be exhibited among those from larger urban areas. The 
real distinction seems to be between the largest cities and all the rest, 
however, rather than there being a continous relationship across all categories. 
This tendency is also shown in Table V-ll in which respondents are divided 
between those living in the big city parishes (Orleans, Jefferson, East 
Baton Rouge, and Caddo) and all others. Big city parish respondents are 
clearly more numerous in the high support category (40.9%) than other 
respondents (28.4%). This is also true within most individual groups except 
social workers and vocational rehabil itation wor.c,'s, among whom there are no 
differences in support for prisoner irght~ dccording to location in a big city 
parish as opposed to other parishes. On the other hand, among corrections 
workers the relationship is even stronger thar. :n the combined samples. 
Table V-12 shows that big city correction workers are considerably more 
supportive of prisoner rights (43.3% high) than other (17.4% high). 

Political Philosophy. The self-defined political philosophy of 
respondents bears one o~the most consistent relationships to support for 
prisoner rights. The more liberal the respondent, the greater the degree of 
supportfor prisoner rights. This holds up for almost every group as well 
as for the combined samples (see Table V-13). The interesting exception is 
for Judges (Table V-14). Judges whG s,assify thems~lves as relatively more 
liberal are less supportiv,e of prisoner rights than those who describe 
themselves as conservative. 

Summary. In terms of social characteristics, female sex, large city 
residence and liberal political philosophy all seem to haue the greatest 
effect in inducing relatively large degrees of support for prisoner rights. 
Their opposites are associated with lower levels of support. Additionally 
race and region of residence were found to have some bearing on this 
attitudinal phenomenon, though in the latter cases with some interesting 
exceptions in particular groups. 

Support for a "Tough" of Traditional Prison Phil osophy 

The group basis of support for a tough line. The second summary 
measure of attitudes toward correctional institutions among all respondents, 
discussed previously, was called Support for a "Tough" of Traditional 
Philosophy of running the prisons, and it captures the flavor of an old 
fashioned, "hard-line" on prison matters. Table V-14 displays the support 
for this philosophy broken down by groups in the criminal justice system. 

Groups which support the Tough-Traditional position to a disproportionate 
degree are chiefs of police (52.6% high support)) city police (53.6% high), 
deputy sheriffs [40.7% high), the Lousiana Municipal Association (41.3% high), 
and police jurors (49.2% high). It may be significant to n6te that these 
groups a11 fall into the general areas of police groups (exception: the 
State Police troop commanders who tend to oppose this philosophy) and 
politicians. The groups which tend to fall into the low category in support 
for the tough-traditional position include the criminal bar (47.5% low), 
judges (47.5% low), social workers (56.8% lOW), the state police troop 
commanders (54.5% low), the American Civil Liberties Union (65.0% low), 
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the League of Women Voters (70.6% low), and the NAACP (47.2% low). Among 
the groups most directly a part of the correctional system, probation and 
parole officers also tend slightly to oppose the tough-traditional approach 
to running prisons (41.6% low), but vocational rehabilitations and corrections 
personnel are about evenly d'ivided among high, medium, and low categories. 

Other bases of support for a tough-traditional prison philosophy. As 
with Support for Prison Rights, there were some noticeable social differences 
which were related to varying degrees of support for a tough-traditional 
prison philosophy. Sex. Table V-l5 shows that there are some small sex 
differences in support for the hard line on prisons. Men are somewhat more 
likely to fall into the'high support catego"y (36.0%) than women (22.3%}. 
Among some groups this relationship is sll~ht, but it does hold up for all 
groups with a Significant number of women. 
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Race. Table V-16 reveals that, unlike the case with the Prisoner Rights 
dimension, there is no relationship of race to the hard 1 ine support measure: .' 
Both blacks and whites fall about equally into high, medium, and low categories. v 

This is true also within all groups with an appreciable number of blacks. " 
Region. Region of residence of the respondents--North Louisiana, Florida 
Parishes, Acadiana or Metropolitian New Orlean--has little bearing in the 
degree of support for a traditional prison philosophy in the combined samples. 
Table V-17 shows this. However, tables for particular groups suggest a few 
interesting (though statistically ins~;'lificant) exceptions: social workers 
and vocational rehabilitation perscJlmel from the Florida Parishes are 
considerably less supportive of the hard line philosophy than others in their '" 
respective groups; corrections personnel from North Louisiana (see Table V-l8) 
were more 11kely to oppose the tough-traditional stance (43.3% low support) 
while those from Acadiana were more likely to support it (55.6% high). 
Educational Level. Table V-19 shows that among the combined samples there 
is a clear and fairly strong relationship between educational attainment and 
the degree of support for the tough-traditional approach to prisons. 
Specifically, tne greater the level of education, the less the extent to 
which respondents favor the ha~d line philosophy. It will be recalled from 
the discussion of the support for Prisoner Rights dimension that, similarly, 
there was a relationship with educational level (with high education types • 
tending to support prisoner rights), but that the relationship was due to the 
educational differences between the groups surveyed not to educational 
differences among the respondents within particular groups. This is not the 
case with the tough-traditional measure, however. Not only was high education 
associated with ~elative opposition to the hard line among the combined 
samples, but this relationship also held up in virtually every group. As 
a result, we may say that better educated corrections workers , for example, i 
are less supportive of the tough-traditional approach than more poorly educated 1 
ones. 
Salary. Table V-20 indicates that among the combined samples, the higher one's "j' 
salary, the less likely he or she is to adept a tough-traditional view 
concerning prison functioning. Nearly half (49.7%) of the individuals in 
the lowest income category (under $7,000) fall into the high classification 
on support for the hard line philosophy. This declines as one looks across 
the Table, to the point that only 19.4 percent of those in the over 
$20,000 income bracket are in the high category. This tendency is maintained 
among the members of nearly every group sample, though vocational rehabilitatioq 
workers are an exception. Among the respondents in that group, there is no U~ 
clear relationship between salary and hard line support, though there is a 
slight (and statistically insignificant) tendency for lower income 
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individuals to oppose the tough-traditional stance. 
Type of Community. Table V-21 shows that respondents in the combined 
samples who identify themselves as living in a large or medium-sized 
c~mmunity ~core disproportiona1tely low in degree of support for the hard 
11ne on pnsons. Some 42.0 percent of those from large cities and 38 1 
percent of those from medium sized cities are placed in the low suppo;t 
category. Residents of small towns, suburban, and rural areas all fall in 
about the same position with from 37.3 to 41.4 percent of them high in support 
of t~e tough-trad;tio~al position. These three groups, however, were not 
heavlly concentrated ln any of the support categories, but were spread a bit 
among all thre~Q ,These relations~ips generally held up for all groups with 
onl~ a few devlatl0ns: among soclal workers it 1A/!I: the small town 
resldents who were most opposed to the har~ line (71.4% low): the same was 
true fo~ mem~ers o~ the D!strict Attorney'~ Association: and, among judges, 
the ~e~lum s1~ed c:ty resldents scored the gre~+;st opposition to the tough­
tradltlonal vlewpolnt (71.8% low). 
Pol}tical Philosophy. The self-reported, personal political philosophy of 
respondents bears a strong relationship to their degree of support for 
the tough-traditional ,prison line in the combined samples, as shown by Table 
V-22 •. As one moves vlsually from the most conservative positions to the liberal, 
t~ere lS a marked dropoff in degree of support for the hard line: 56.1 percent 
h~gh support among strong conservatives to 25.0 percent for the strong 
llber~ls. (A~tual1y, the moderate,libe~als and,liberals are less supportive 
~f ~h:s posltlon than the strong llberi IS). ThlS general pattern held up among 
lndlVldual groups as well as in the combined sam~ les. 
Summary. In general, differences in degre~ of support for a tough-traditional 
appr~ach to ru~ning prisons are related to a number of factors. There were 
co~slderable dlfferences in degrees of support according to the group of 
WhlCh respondents were me~ber~. Law.enforcement and public official groups 
mo~t,tended to sup~ort th1s 11ne, whl1e the legal ~rofession (judges and the 
crlmlnal bar), soclal workers and several liberal oriented private interest 
groups (the NAACP, ACLU, and League of Women Voters) tended to oppose the 
tough approach. In terms of social characteristics males the less well­
educated, ~he poorly.paid, and rural or suburban re~idents'tended to support 
the hard 11ne. Predlctably, perhaps, political conservatives did also. 

Attitudes of Corrections Area Respondents: 
Diagnosis of Prison Ailments 

,As d~scussed in,the section above on methods, five summary measures 
or dlmensl0ns of attltude concerning the reasons for prison difficulties 
were cons~ructed. They were: the degree to which correctional problems 
wer~ attrlbuted to (1) Organizational and Administrative Deficiencies, (2) 
Lenlenc~, (3) Lack of External Support, (4) Lack of Professionalism and 
(5) Raclal Problems: ,These indic~to~s were based on questions asked on1y 
of respond~nts recelvlng th~ speclallzed corrections questionnaires and thus 
the analysls th~t follows wl11 deal with the following groups only: social 
workers, pr~batlon and parole officers, vocational rehabilitation workers 
and correctlOns personnel.13 ' 

The Organization/~dministrative Factor. Table V-23 breaks down by 
group ~h~ degr~e to WhlCh respondents attribute prison problems to organizational 
or ad~l~lst~atlve factors. The difference among social workers, vocational 
rehabl~ltatl0n perso~nel, probation and parole officers, and corrections workers 
are Sllght. These dlfferences are, in fact, not statistically significant 
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and we cannot conclude that one group is more likely than another to perceive 
that administrative dificiencies lie at the root of correctional problems. 

Not only are there neglible differences among correction-related groups, 
but also no other variable available in this study can account for them 
either. There are no statistically significant differences according to 
sex, race, education, salary, urbanness of community in which respondent 
lives, personal political philosophy, religion or region of residence in 
Lousiana. Whatever may account for variation in opinion among out corrections 
area respondents as to the degree to which organi:Jcional or administrative 
deficiencies account for prison problems, 1". find no clue to it in the data 
collected in this study. 

The Lenienc¥ Factor. The lack of success in tracing the correlates 
of belief in admlnistrative causes of prison deficiencies is not repeated 
for the leniency factor. Table V-24 shows that there were strong and 
statistically dignificant differences among groups in the correctional 
area according to the degree to which respondents in each group cited 
leniency-related causes. Probation and parole officers were most likely 
to cite,this ca~se (59.0% in the high category) and social workers were 
least llkely (wlth only 17.1% in the high category). Corrections and 
vocational rehabilitation personnel fti~ in between these two extremes 
with corrections workers tending ~lightly toward agreement with the le~iency 
cause (42.9% high) and vocational rehabilit~tion bunching in the medium 
category (40.9%). 

. On the ~asis of other char~cteristics of respondents which might explain 
dlf~erences ln t1e degree to WhlCh they attribute correctional problems to 
lenle~cy, o~e stands out and sever~l can be eliminated. Sex has no bearing 
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, on thlS varlable. However, educatlonal attainment does but only among 
:orrections workers, as shown by Table V-25. Among tho~e who work directly r-- I 

I 
} "'I"'*.~I .,;, I ln or with correctional institutions, there is a tendency for the less well 

e~ucated tO,cite leniency to the greatest degree. Among corrections workers 
Wlt~out a hlgh s.t.:hool degree, 64.3 percent were in the high category of citing "" 
lenlency. For hlgh school graduates, the figure dropped to 50.0 percent, and I 
for those who attended college the percentage in the high category declined 
t~ 33.3 percent. Among the other three groups in the correctional area, 
elther there was little variation in education (all social workers but a 
few have graduate degrees) or no relationship with the leniency factor. 

Respondents' salaries have no bearing on the tendency among social 
workers and corrections personnel to view leniency as a cause of prison 
problems. Among vacational rehabilitation and probation and parole 
r~sponde~ts, there was a.slight tendency for the higher paid individuals to 
clte.le~lency r~la~e~ prlson problems, but this relationship was slight and 
statlstlcally dlgnlflcant only among the probation and parole officers. 
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The ~yp~ ~f communit-¥ i n ~hi ch respondents 1 ive--the degree of urbaness r 
bears a slgnlflcant relatlonshlp to the leniency factor among probation and U 
parole off!cers. Table V-26 disolays this. It can be seen that the more rural 
the commun:ty the greater the estent to which leniency is thought to be at the U" 
root ~f Pr1so~;.problel11s: The proportion of the large city respondents who ~ .... 
fall ln the hlgh group 1S only 21.4 percent and this increases to BO 
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percent in the rural category. 

The political philosophy of respondents bears a strong and consistent 
relationship to belief in leniency causes of correctional deficiencies. 
Table V-27 displays the relevant data for the combined samples. Self-identified 
conservatives were considerably more likely than liberals to attribute 
correctional problems to types of leniency. OVer half (57.3%) of the con­
servatives fall into the high category on leniency, whereas only 14.3 percent 
of the liberal respondei:ts were placed in the high classification. This 
same strong relationship occurs within each grotft- dS well as in the combined 
sample. 

In summary, two factors--respondents' grc-, (social workers, vocational 
rehabilitation, probation and parole officers, cr corrections personnel) and 
personal political philosophy account for the greatest part of the differences 
in the degree to which leniency was diagnosed as the cause of correctional 
problems. Other factors were related to the leniency variable but not 
consistently for all groups. 

Lack of External su~port. The attitudinal dimension citing a dearth 
of external support--suc as monetary support--is broken down by group in 
Table V-2B. Probation and Parole off:cers are most supportive of the notion 
that prison deficiences are due to lack of support from external sources and 
corrections workers follow close behind. ~~me 43.6 percent of probation and 
parole officers fall into the high support category, while the figure is 42.9 
percent for the corrections group. On the other extreme, vocational 
rehabilitation workers tended to reject external causes (only 19.4% were 
located in the high category). This diagnosis of prison troubles divided 
social workers evenly: about a third are found in high, medium, and low groups. 

In looking for other social characteristics which relate to differences 
in the extent to which lack of external support causes correctional differences, 
little is found. No variable is related to the Lack of Support variable for 
all groups. For corrections personnel, there are substantial sex differences 
in how respondents score on this dimension (See Table V-29). Men are far 
more likely than women to cite outside factors (50.0% high far men compared 
to 25.9% for women). Sex does not affect the views of other groups, lowever. 
Such other variables as race, education, salary, region of residence, and 
political philosophy are unrelated to the tendency to attribute correctional 
problems to a dearth of externa support. 

Unprofessionally Run Prisons. As indicated in Table V-30, social workers 
are most inclined among our four corrections area groups to find the Lack 
of Professionalism explantion of prison ailments a plausible one. Over half 
the social workers (50.7%) are located in the high category on this variable. 
Probation and parole officers stand at the other extreme and reject the lack 
of professional ism argument even mOrE! strongly than social workers support it. 
Only 11.5 percent of the probation ~nd parole respondents are in the high 
category, while over half of them (57.7%) are classified as low in the 
extent to which they feel lack of professionalism accounts for correctional 
deficiencies. Corrections personnel also are prone to reject the lack of 
professionalism cause, with 44.0 percent being placed in the low support 
category. Vocational rehabilitation respondents are divided fairly evenly 
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between high, medium and low categories. 

Among the social characteristics of respondents which might account f~r 
differences in inclination to see unprofessional prisons as a cause of the1r 
problesm, one stands out. 

,,,­, , 
i ....,. .. 

Sex is a major explanatory factor, as Table V-3l shows. Among.respond~nts 
in the combined samples, women are considerably more likely to attr1bute prlson ~. 
problems to deficiencies in professionalism. Over half (54.9%) of the women 
ai'e in the high category in the Lack of Professionalism factor, ,,;,ereas, ~nly . 
19.4 ercent of the men are found in th~ same catpgory. When thlS relat10~sh1p.,-;~ 
i s bo~ken down further by groups, the 11 nk .... etween sex. a'1d the no~-~rof~ss 1 ona 11 )1 
factor survives for social workers (Table v-32), vocat10nal rehab1l1tat10n 
workers (Table V-33), and Probation and Parole nTficers (Tabl~ V-34). For 
corrections workers (Table V-35), the tenden~y ~or wome~ t? ~lte lack of 
professionalism is only slight (and not stat1st1cally slgnlf1cant). 

Among other variables, none is related to the Lack o~ Profe~sionalism 
diagnosis in a statistically significant fas~ion. Th~re ~s a :llght tend~ncy 
for respondents from large cities to score h1~h on thlS dlmenslon, but th1S 
does not hold within any group except correct10ns personnel. 

Racial Problems Table V-36 sho~~ the relative inclination of different 
groups to see racial'discr!minatiol, as ~au~ing defi~~en~i~s in the pri~on 
system. There are only Sllght and statlstlcally L}lgmflcant tendencles.for , 
one group to score higher on this dimension than.ano~her. !nde~d, n~ varlables 
including race--were significantly related to ~hlS ~lagnostlc dlmens1on. 
What accounts for avriation among respondents ln thlS area unknown. 

Support for Prison Decentralization 

The final measure of attitudes toward correctional institutions involves , 
support for prison decentralization. Table V-37 displays the breakdown. ~ 
in support by each of the four groups. Social worke~s are ~ost.s~ppo~tlve of 
decentralization (73.0% high), followed by the vocatlonal rehabll1tatl0n.group 
(63.7% high), and corrections (51.1% high), and Probation and Parole o~flcers 
(49.3% high). Since the average for the high category for all groups ~s 62.0 
percent (see column headed "Totals"), it can be see~ that both corr~ct1~ns T 
and probations and parole officers are less supportlve of decentral1zatl0n than I 
the norm the vocational rehallilitation group is almost exactly on the norm ~, 
and soci~l workers are about 10 percent above it. r 

,I Beyond the gl~oups themselves, several other variables are related to . 
support for decentralization in the combined samples. However, these relat1on­
ships disappear into statistical insignificance when each.i~ relat~d to suppo~tn­
for decentralization within the four groups sampled .. Pollt~cal phl1osop~y (W1tt~1 
liberals supporting decentralization), type of communlty (wlth urban resldents 
tending to support decentralization) come closest. 

Conclusion 

Of all the variables or characteristics that were includ~d in this study 
and which might seem promising in accounting for differences ln the ways that 
respondents feel about important issues in the correctional system, none so 
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consistently was found to make as much difference as the group to which 
respondents belong. Table V-38 sumnarizes' data relating to the four 
corrections area groups and their positions on seven of the attitudinal 
dimensions. Each figure in the table is the percent of group respondents 
scoring in the high categoY'y on one of the five diagnostic dimensions, the 
support for prison rights factol" and the support for a 'tough' or traditional 
prison philosophy factor . 

On several of the variables, the contrasts among the group positions are 
slight. There are small or negligible differences in belief that organizational 
or administrative, or racial causes are at the hp:~t of correctional problems. 
However, on the other variables the fo~r a~JUps stand apart, sometimes 
str!kingly. Probation and Parole officer~ opt most heavily of all groups for 
lemency and lack of external support as bein~ ""ost responsible for the 
~roubles of the prisons, while they are strongest in their rejection of 
lnadequate professionalism as the culprit. Probation and parole officers also 
place last in support of prisoner rights. Yet, they do not rank at the top 
of the list in support for a "tough" of traditional prison philosophy. It 
may be that this last variab1e taps traditionalism Mere than toughness (in 
the sense of internal prison discipline). 

Social workers on most attitudinal dimensions are nearest to an 
attitudinal oPPosite of probation arr:! ,Jdrole officers. Social workers are 
the most resolute in their rejeCtlvn of leniency as a cause of prison problems 
and the most stalwart in insisting that lack of professionalism is a contributing 
fa~tor. S~cial workers are also first among the four groups in support of 
pr~soner rlghts and the last in supporting a "tough" or traditional prison 
phllosophy. 

. .Corr~ctions personnel tend to cite leniency as a root of prison 
dlfflcultles (though not as strongly as Probation and Parole officers). 
They also attribute part of the blame to lack of external support. Like 
probation and parole officers, corrections personnel rather strongly reject 
lack of professionalism as a cause. Indeed, it generally can be said that 
the attitudinal position of corrections personnel closely parallels that of 
Probation and parole officers, though with not quite the same extremes of 
position. 

Vocational rehabilitation respondents are more distinct. Their stance 
is closer to that of the relatively "liberal" social workers than the other 
two groups, though in absolute terms there is some gap between them. 
Vocational ~ehabilitation workers strongly reject lack of external 'support 
as a causatlve factor. They do not reject lack of professionalism as a 
cause as strongly as do corrections and vocational rehabi1itation types, but 
only somewhat under a third of them cite it enough to land in the high category. 
Similarly, vocational rehabilitation respondents were stronger in support 
of prisoner rights than all groups except social workers. Yet, only 40.2 
percent fall into the high category on this variable. Further, vocational 
rehabilitation w?r~ers are second highest among the four groups in support 
for.a.tou~h-tradltl0nal philosophy, and they were first in citing organizational 
deflclenc1es (though they were not much higher than corrections and social 
workers on this count). 

. T~e attitudinal ~easures constructed here tap a variety of important 
dlmenslons of correctlonal issues. Further, groups in the correctional system 
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have been shown to differ significantly on them. The,data collected in.this 
study have only, at times, been able to account for dlffere~ces of opinl0n,on 
those issues within the groups. An explanation fot these dlfferences remalns 
an important and interesting question for future research. 
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Notes 

lSee Part I for a listing of the group samples 

2These respondents include those who work for correctional 
institutions or the State Department of Correction, Pardon and 
Parole Officers, Vocational Rehabilitation workers, and Social 
Workers. 

3Harry Harman, Modern Factor Analysis (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1960). 

4The factor scores were trichotomized to ~reate these three 
categories. 

5The complete list was: poor pay for security personnel, racial 
bias of prison personnel, racial bias among prisoners, location of 
institutions remote from urban ce~ters with professional services, 
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parole board too lenient, lack of vocational and academic training 
programs, leniency in sentencing, lack of transitional programs to 
ease released prisoners' adjustment to ';ociety, insufficient work fat" 
prisoners to do, corrupting and €m~ittering influence of prison enviroment, 
inadequate prison discipline, lack of money, unqualified personnel, 
poor administration, inadequate organization or structure, wrong 
approach to job, political interference, job just too tough, and lack 
of public support. 

6Allen L. Edwards, Techniques of Altitude Scale Construction 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1957), Ch.7. Guttman scaling 
creates a unidimensional, ordinal measure of an attitudinal dimension. 
Scores have been trichotomized into high, medium, and low levels of 
support for decentralization. The Coefficient of Reproducibility for 
the scale equals .960. 

7Respondents were presented the following statement to which they 
were to indicate their strong agreement, agreement, disagreement or strong 
disagreement: "A major objective of prison reform in Louisiana should be 
the decentralization of the state prison system." 

8The groups samples are discussed in Part 1. Some groups with 
e~tremely poor response rates and/or small size have been omitted from 
the present analysis. Also, the three separate samples of corrections 
personnel--composed of those working at the Department of Corrections, 
Angola and at other correctional facilities--have been combined here. 

9Also, as pointed out above some social characteristics are concentrated 
in or absent from some groups. There are no female sheriffs, for example. 

lOPerry H. Howard, Political Tendencies in Louisiana (Baton Ro~ge: 
Lou.hiana State University, 1970). -

11See Appendix 8 to Part V for the Region divisions in Louisiana. 
I 



12The one exception is deputy sheriffs among whom a larger percentage 
of women are placed in the high category on Support for the Tough­
Traditional Philosophy (50.0% vs. 31.8%). A chi square test shows that 
the relation fails to be statistically significant, however. 

13The three corrections personnel samples from the Department 
of Corrections, Angola and other institutions have been combined for 
purposes of this analysis. 
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TA3LE V-I 

ATTITUDE DIMENSIONS FOR ALL R!!:SPONDENTS 

----------~----------------------~--------------. 
I. SUPPORT FOR PRISONER RIGHTS AND PRIVILE=..:G=E=S:....-__________________ _ 

Sgry~It~ms Contributin~to Factor 

Mail to or from prisoners should not be 
tampered with or censored except to 
control contraband. 

HOllsing arrangements for prisoners sf.ould 
be such as to provide adequate privacy. 

Free legal services should be available to 
indigent prisoners to assist them in civil 
matters, such as divorce, child custody, 
estate, and financial settlements. 

Free J~~~l services should be made available 
tQ inaigent prisoners to' assist them with 
criminal and appeal matters. 

Free legal services should be made 
available to indigent prisoners to assist 
them in bringing civil suits against state 
institutions and personnel. 

Prisoners should have easy access to legal 
materials, such as law books and court 
reports. 

Strongly 
~gree 

15.5% 

16.1% 

18.4;'& 

17.3% 

8.8% 

13.5% 

" 

Responses 

Agree Disagree 

28.9 29.8 

4-8.6 24.6 

19. i 

52.3 

21.5 38.8 

27.4· 

Strongly 
Bisagr~e 

25.9 

10.6 

12.8 

11.3 

11.5 

,.~ ..., '::-j 
1.',; .... L !-:.;> 

TorAL 

100.1% 

99.9% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.1% 

"" U 

...... 
(..TJ 
o 

1-":::; .... :--1 

b 

'\ 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Prisoners should have adequate medical 
and dental services including preventive 
medical and dental care. 36.2% 

Prisoners should be permitted to'communicate 
freely with the press. 7.4% 

II. SUPPORT FOR "TOUGH" At'\JD TRADITIO~JALLY ~PRISONS 

All convicted felons should be sentenced 
to a fixed prison term with no probation 
or parole. 30.0% 

Prison life shoula be purposely unpleasant 
so as to serve as punishment to those 
incarcerated. 9.0% 

Prisons should be run in such a way as to 
operate as cheaply as possible, preferably 
with little or no cost to the state. 9.7% 

Prison life and routine should be determined 
primarily by convenience to the state and 
to prison personnel. 5.1% 

IT " 
.i 
1 

~------,.-.. ~----------~----------------------------------

Response~ 

Agree Disagree 

60.3 2.6 

44.7 

19.0 33.7 

24.3 50.1 

25.7 47. '/ 

24.4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

23.9 

17.4 

16.6 

18.8 

, 

TOTAL 

lOO.Oj& 

lOO.l~ 

100.1% 

100.0% 

100.1% 

100.0% 

r~" p 
...., . .,. """ 

f 
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TABLE V-2 

ATTITUDE DIMlj;NSIONS ON CAUSES OF CORRECTIONAL PROBLEMS OF CORRECTIONS RESPONDENT ONLY 

I. ORGANIZATIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE DEFICIENCIES 
------------

Questionnaire Items 

Poor Administration 
Inadequate Organization or Structure 
Wrong Approach to Job 
Po1i~ica1 Interference 

II. LENIENCY 

Parole Board TOO Lenient 
Leniency in Sentencing 
Insufficient Work for Prisoners 
Inadequate Discipline 

III. Lack OF EXTERNAL SUPPORT 

Poor Pay for Security Personnel 
Lack of Money 
Lack of Public Support 

IV. LACK OF PROFESSIONALISM 

Lack of Vocational and Academic Training 
Programs 
Lack of Transitional Programs to Ease 
Prisoners Adjustment to Society 

Very 
Important 

59.0% 
50.5% 
48.7% 
56.9% 

26.0% 
33 • .s% 
57.0% 
43.6% 

58.1% 
80.7% 
62.4% 

60.0% 

62.1% 

Respondent Rating of Item 
as Cause of Problem 

Of Little or Somewhat 
Important No Importance TOTAL 

31.6 
32.3 
35. '1 
24.9 

33.7 
32.4 
35.4 
36.6 

35.3 
13.8 
25.1 

28.0 

'27.4 

9.4, 
17.2 
.15.6 
18.2 

40.3 
34.2 
7.7 

19.8 

6.6 
5.S 

12.5 

12.1 ' 

10.5 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 
100.1% 
100.1% 
100.0%-

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

100.1% 

100.0% 
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TABLE V-2 (Continued) 

Questionnaire Items 

IV. Lack of Professionalism (Continued) 

Unqualified Personnel 
Corrupting and Embittering Influence of 
Prison Environment 

Racial Bias of Prison Personnel 
Racial Bias Among Prisoners 

Very 
Important 

66.1% 

62.0% 

26.4% 
34.0% 

Respondent Rationing of Item 
as Cause or Problem 

Somewhat 
Important 

29.2 

30.5 

43.4 
44.2 

Of 
No 

Little or 
Importance 

4.6 

7.5 

30.2 
21.8 

P:;)--'" r:7 r 
1>..-,.-.. ._ L 

TO'TAL 

. 
99.9% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
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Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
cor, % 

REVISED 

TABLE v-4 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 
Among Groups in the Louisiana 

83 
100.0 

81 

Criminal Justice'System 

126 
100.0 

118 

54 
100.0 

49 ' 

GrouE 

167 
100.0 

155 

98 
100.0 

92 

78 
100.0 

77 
------------ ... _-".".- ,---- --------

72 
100.0 

69 

22 
100.0 

22 

11 
100.0 

11 

154 

106 " 
100.0 

100 



Table v-4 (Continued) 

Degree 
of 

Support 

REV ISBD _ .. -. ~-

~f I 

222 

17 
100.0 

17 

194 

40 
100.0 

36 

II 

92 

60 
0.0 

o 

Group 

59 20 21 

1625 

1484 

Lambda row = .18 
Contingency Coefficient = .38 

155 

I 
I 
I 
'J 

I 
I , 
.I 
I 
I 
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1 
1 
J 
I 

Degree 
of 

Suppor~ 

TABLE V-S 

Relative SuPPo~t.for Prisoners Rights 
and Pr~v~leges By Sex, 

=- - - ~, .... 
t" -

Sex 

TOTAL R~~ISE~ 
513 

,33.4 5~1 

514 509 
33~ 2 

513 ,511 
3,3 .. 4 

85 0 
O,e 0 

1625 

15JU 

Lambda row = .09 
Contingency Coefficient = 2 • 0 

156 

, 
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TABLE v-6 

Relative support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 
by Race 

Degree 
of 

support 

----

: : 

Race -----
--"" _ .. --' .--.. --- .. ~ .. ,-_.-... --

TOTALS 21 1463 141 
COL % 0.0 100.0 100.0 

__ R~E~VI~S=E=D __ ----~0----~1~3~9~3----_130 

. ' 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 509 
33.4 

514 
33.4 

508 

513 
33.2 

506 

85 0 
. o. Q 

1625 

._1~~.3 

= 

._ ... ---

.. :;1;57 I 

I 
J, 

I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
[ 

I 
~ I 

I 

Lambda RoW = .03 
contingency Coefficient = .09 
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\ 
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Degree 
of 

Support 

TO'lALS 
eeL ~ 

BEVIS ED 

12 
0.0 

a 

40 
100~0 

3,0 

Gamma = .19 

IT - IT - rf -'.i r. -J .. 

TABLE V-6a 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and 
Privileges, by Level of Education 

Level cif Education 

69 
100 .. 0 

63 

264 
100.0 

253 

349 
100.0 

333 

180 
100.0 

177 

157 
100.0 

151 

554 
100.0-

525 

Dr ~ 
t.:.:: ej 

r:-:: tr.1 r.:: ~ ;::-:; ~ 
I,...:.:! i-i '",.;.;. LJ '..;:..::.:t:..:J 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 512 
33.4 

514 509 
33.2 

513 511 
33.4 

85 0 
0.0 

1625 

1532 

, 
i, 
I' I 
d 

\ 
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Support 

L' 

TABLE V-7 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and 
Privilege~ by Region 

Region 

~~------------------~ 

lambda Row = .09 Contingency Coefficient = .15 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
f 
1 
1 
1 
1 
, 

, 

I 
I 
1 
1 
J 

TOTALS 
COL % 

TABLE V-8 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and 
Privileges by Region,· Probation' and' 

Parole Officers Only 

25 
100.0 

14 
100.0 21 1 a 

100 .. 0 100.0 

TOTAL 

40 
51.9 

29 
37.7 

8 
10.4 

1 
0.0 

78 

REVISED 25 14 21 17 
--_._. . .. --.-- .------------

Lambda row = .05 
Contingency Coefficient = .27 

co 

160 

REVISED 

40 

29 

8 

'0 

77 . 
.-~ 

, 
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TABLE V-9 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges by Region, 
Corrections Personnel Only 

------------------------ ---------

D~gree 
of 

----------

Support Regio~n=_ __________ _ 

------- -. -----

TOTAL. REVIS ED 
" 

41 41 I 
41.4 

] L:! 

TOTALS 
COL % 

REVISED 

31 
100.0 

30 

35 
100 .. 0 

35 

x2 = 13.361, p = <.05 

27 1 
100.0 100.0 

21 7 .. ~ .... - .. - -.~. 

6 
0.0 

o 

Lambda row = .09 

Contingency Coefficient = .. 34 

!1 n CT - p 
~ 

33 33 
33.3 

. 26 25 
25.3 

6 0 
0.0 

106 

99 _ 
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TABLE V-lO 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 
by Type of Community in Which Respondent Lives 

" 

r::; '\W r:: T.::l r-::; c:1 l~ 'li"l 
~ "-' 1:' .. :::': V I:~ ""J = L.t 

Tlpe of Community -------..... --------_. __ . __ .... 

TOTALS 
COL ~ 

REVISED 

19 
0.0 

o 

Lambda Row = .09 

302 
100.0 

281 

395 
100.0 

378 

. ~.- ....... .. ....... - .. - .... _. "_. 0_-.. .. -

481 
100.0 

466 

216 
100.0 

209 

" •• _ .... - '4' _____ .. ___ ,. ________ • __ 4'"", 

204 
100.0 

191 
. - -.. "-- -... ' 

TOTAl. 

513 
33.4 

514 
33.2 

513 
33.3 

85 
0.0 

1625 

REVISED 

510 

507 

50.8 

0 

1525 

Contingency Coefficient = .• 17 

". 

, 

-----
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TABLE V-ll 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and 
Privileges' by Respondent's Place 

of Residence (Four most populous 
Parishes or other Pa~ishes) 

Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL % 
REV ISED 

~ of Parish 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 507 
33.3 

514 508 
33.4 

513 508 
33.4 

85 0 
0.0 

638 960 27 1625 I 
100.0 100(10 .. , 0.0 j' 

604 919 0 1523 
•• ----. __ • ___ •• ___ ... ___ .-. __ ••••• __ • __________ .,.~._ ... _. - •• _0 

Lambda row = .08 Contingengy Coefficient = .14 
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TABLE V-12. 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 
by Respondent's Place of Residence (Four 

. Most Populous Parishes or other Parishes), 

Degree 
of 

Corrections Respondents Only 
......... 'r:a 

Support ~e of Parish 

TOTALS 
COL % 70 6 106 

100.0 0.0 
i REVISED 

100:8 
30 _'""'-' . ....:.. 69 _______ ..<'--"., ..• ~ _. _ ... __ " ... ,._ 9.9._: 

.:'" 

x2 
= 7.976, P =/.02 Lambd R 09 \,.' a ow = . 

Contingency Coefficient ~ .27 
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Degree 
of 

Support 

• 

----- ---

TABLE V-I] 

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges 
~y Politic~l Philosoph~ 

Political Philosophy 
-----------.-- ------_. __ .-._ .... _.- .--.. _ .. _--

TOTALS 39 118 ~'81 368 321 265 91 42 
COL I 0.0 ·100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .. 0 100~0 100.0 

BEVISED 0 114 361 351 302 254 86 40 ----------- ..... ___ . -h' __ ., __ ~ _ •• _ 

GAMMA ::: .30 

r:;: C) if 10 
~ >C.-l c:;;,;. ~ 

, 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 504 
33.4 

514 503 
33.4 

513 501 
33.2 

85 0 
0.0 

1625 

I 
1508 \ 

_ .. _-- . 

1-::;-'\:1 
I...;....<>.~ 

, 



'f ( 

~-----------.--

Degree 
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Support 
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TABLE V-l4 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally 
Run Prisons, by Group 

Group 

~-:'7~ l.':::'O r;-;:;~l 
G ~ 1.,.;"';: Cj 4;'::;~ 

t' 
, 
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Table V-14 (Continued) 

Degree 
of 

Support 

~f , 

TOTALS 
COL % 

__________________ ,~G~r~ou~p~ ________________ __ 

231 
100.0 

208 
100.0 

17 
1'00.0 

17 

96 
100.0 

40 
100 .. 0 

36 

64 
100.0 

60 
0.0 

o 

20 21 
100.0 100.0 

·20 21 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 492 
33.2 

514 493 
33.2 

513 499 
33.6 

85 o I 0.0 

I 
1625 I 

.. - ---- 1~ 

Lambda row = .19 
Contingency Coefficient:: .;4 
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TABLE V-15 

Relative Support !or 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
, Prisons, by Sex 

Degree 
of 

Support 

i 

Lambda row:: .06 

Sex 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 
33.2 

509 

514 510 
33.3 

513 512 -.., . 
33.4 

85 0 0.0 

1625 

1531. , 

Conti.ngency Coefficient:: .1; 

, 



TABLE V-16 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
Prisons, by Race 

Degree 
of 

Support 

Lambda row = 0.0 

Race 

TOTAL REVISED 

513 508 
33.4 

514 508 
33.4 

513 507 
33.3 

85 0 
0.0 

1625 

Contingency Coefficient = .02 

169 
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Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL % 

BEV IS ED 

IT 
f':) .. ~ ~ .'~ 

'''';' .til .... Lt 
D "'" ~ F' 
.0. 0 I>J;<:l ~ 

TABLE V-17 

Support for "Tough' or Traditionally Run Prisons 
by Region 

Region 
-------

TOTAL REVISED 

513 505 
33.2 

514 507 
33 .. 3 

513 511 
33.6 

85 .0 
0.0 

506 305 411 376 27 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 

1625 

479 298 396 350 0 1523 
. . ~-.. ,- . - - - _--0 .• _. -_._-----_ ... - ... - .... ~ .. - _._ - ._. _._ - .' .•. '-':..1 

Lambda row = .04 . Contingency Coefficient = .07 
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TABLE V-18 

I I , 
,. ,. ]' .,wo.1 

, I 
I 

I 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
Prisons) by Region, Corrections Personnel Only ~I 

J 
I 
J 

Degree 
of 

Support Region 
. '. -_. _. :~-=-~---~'...:..' ':'-...:..' --==-------

TOTALS 31 
COL ~ 100.0 

REVISED 30 

35 
100.0 

35 

Lambda row = .16 

27 
100.0 

27 

'7 
100.0 

1 

6 
9.0 

o 

TOTAL REVISED 

-", '""-.. ---~-' . 

31' 30 

30~: 33 ~ 
33.3, 

36 
36.4 

6 
0.0 

106 

Contingency Coefficien~ = .30 [ 
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TABLE V-19 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
Prisons, by Educational Level 

'" , '" • iJ r.1 

---=~====================~==================== 

TOIALS 
cet 7' 

_.I!~_V..IS ED 

12 40 69 264 349 180 151 554 
0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

.....::0'-__ ..-::3::....;0"---___ ....:6=3==--_----'2=-:5::;....:30.-_. _.-.:3=3~3~ __ 1.:.....:7~7 ____ 1~_1=----_-cs..~S 

Gamma = -.37 

TOTAL 

513 
33.4 

514 
33.4 

513 
33.2 

85 
0.0 

1625 

REVISED, , 
I 

511 

! 
512 

509 

0 

1~Jl_ 

\ 

l 
, 
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Degree 
-of 

Support 

'lOT1LS 
COL % 

REVISED 

52 
0.0 

o 

Gamma = -.25 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

TABLE V-20 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
Prisons, by Salary 

178 
100.0 

161 

405 
100.0 

390 

Salary 

493 
100.0 

470 

216 
100.0 

206 

281 
100.0 

268 

TOTA L REVIS ED 
! 

513 493 
33.0 

514 502 
33.6 

513 500 
33.4 

85 0 
0.0 

1625 

1495 i 

- . --..-- ----_. -- - ,-~! 
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Degree 
of 

Support 
I·· .. _--

TOTALS 
COL % 

BEV IS ED 

rr'~­u _ 

19 
0.0 

o 

Lambda row = .05 

rr~""'": iT -- ,'" U"'·'~'·: 
p. ... .,>c..,-•. ~ f/%;'. "'1'1 
l.i " L!. .! ;, ~ ~ lJ 

TABLE V-2l 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or Traditionally Run 
Prisons, by Type of Community 

Type of COIJlI.!!~~i t:i ____ _ 

"" 7"'~ \l 

TOTAL 

302 395 
100 .. 0 100.0 

__ ~28 . .....!.1 __ ~37 8 

487 
100.0 

218 
100.0 

204 
100.0 

191 

513 
33.2 

514 
33.5 

513 
33.2 

85 
0.0 

1625 

~"~"'\i ""-- .. ~ 

REVISED 

507 

511 

507 

0 

1525 

Contingency Coefficient = .15 
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Degree 

of 
Support 

TABLE V-22 

Relative Support for 'Tough' or ~t:radi tionall:y' Run 
Prisons. by' Political PhIlosophy 

~---========================================--------. 

Political Philosophy 

5TROtJG Mt)D~A{lS MfOt>lAS~ Mo~~ $l7fcV'" 

~-l-~.!?~~l-~:;~I CoNS'
S5 

-~~~;I-~~~J:~e-=-:~11--='8~J:~e~~1 
~ __ ~ I ___ ~~~ ,L __ 2~::' 2:. 5 I_==~-= 1, ___ 34.:.~' __ ~~:~ __ .-=2:: \I __ ._~~:~ I 

MJ;I)\UI-'\ J 9 . 3 0 1 26 12 8 1 031 8 4 J 231 11 \ 

til'" . 12 \ 641 152'1"- 106 1 96 56 r 191 10/ 

-M.;~ ---~:~I-·· --:~:~11~1~0 II 3~~;\1 31 ;:I-__ 2~J- 2~'1- 25:~1 
__ ~ _._ O.Oi ____ ~:~ . 0.0 _____ ~:~ ____ ~:~I ___ ~~I_~:O __ ~~~I 
TOTALS 
COL % 

39 
0.0 

118 
100.-0 

Gamma = -.25 

381 
100.0 

368 
100.0 

321 
100.0 

265 
100.0 

S'1 
100.0 

42 
100 .. 0 

" 

TOTAL REV ISED , 
513 502 

33.3 

514 _505 
33.5 

51'3 501 
33.2 

85 0 
0.0 

1625 
\ 

, 
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TABLE V-2.3 

Relative Support for"View that Prison Problems are 
Due to Organizational or AdmL.':strative 

Defiencies~ by Gro~p 

Degree 
of 

Support 
Group 

TOTAL REVISED 

TOTALS 
COL % 

REVISED 

167 
100.0 

152 

98 
100 .. 0 

93 

78 
100.0 

78 

106 
100.0 

91 

138 
33.3 138 

138 
33.3 138 

138 138 33.3 

35 
0.0 0 

449 

414 

Lambda row = ,07 
Contingency Coefficient = .11 

'117&' 

, 



TABLE v-24 

Relative Support for View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Leniency, by Group 

Degree 
of 

Support 

TO'IALS 
COL % 

REVIS ED 

167 
100.0 

152 

Group 

98 
100.0 

93 

78 
100.0 

78 

106 
100.0 

91 

TOTAL 

139 
33.6 

135 
32.6 

140 
33.8 

35 
0.0 

449 

REVISED 

139 

135 

140 

0 

414 

Lambda row = .24 Contingency Coefficient = .37 
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Level 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL % 

REVIS ED 

r -

1 
0.0 

0 

Gamma = "'.39 

r . ( .. 

TABLE V -25 

Relative Support for View that Prison Problems are 
Due to Leniency, by Educational Level, 

Corrections Personnel Only 

Education=a=l~L~e~_v~e~l~ __________ __ 

21 43 20 5 6. 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .. 0 
14 40 18 3 5 10 . 

". 

-------------------------~----------------~.~~---------------------------------------­~-

TOTAL REVISED 

21 21 
23.3 

31 30 
33.3 

39 39 
43.3 

15 0 
0.0 

106 

90 
\ 

, 

., 
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---~--~~-- -------
----------~----~------------------------

Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL % 

BEVISED 

r<= 1'"7 ""'" r' "'" n"'~-_ 
I;;::;lt ~,' \::;t '::~,' ~ 0 \a1 l1.-l 

TABLE V-27 

Rela.tive Support for View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Leniency, by Political Philosophy 

11 
0.0 

o 

93 
100.0 

82 

Political Philosophy 

98 
100.0 

94 

89 
1 qO. 0 

82 

107 
100.0 

99 

~1 
100.0 

49 

Gamma = -.47 

" 

" 

] 

TOT.AL REVISED 

139 136 
33.5 

135 132 
32 .. 5 

14CJ 138 
34.0 

35 0 
0.0 

449 

406 
\ 

...... 
~l 

I 
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TABLE V-28 

Relative Support for the View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Lack of External Support. by Group . 

Degree 
of 

Support Group 

TOTAL REVISED 

TOTALS 
COL ~ 

167 
'j 00. 0 

98 . 
100.0 

78 
100.0 

106 
100.0 

135 135 
32 .. 6 

13g 139 
33.6 

140 140 
33.8 

35 0 
0.0 

449 

REVISED 152 93 78 91 414' I 

Lambda row = '.11 Contingency Coefficient = .24 
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TABLE V-29 

Relative Support for the View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Lack of External Support, 

by Sex, Corrections Personnel Only 

Degree 
of 

Support Sex 

____ 1 MA~ __ \_~~_I 

!.OW I 131 
131 

-----~I----~~::j---~~~~, 
/"I'\S'bIU""\ - 1 1 91 7 I 

%1 29.71 2S.S\ 

------\--------~--------J 
H!6.lt- 1 32 \ 71 

-----~}--~~:~1-~~::~1 
M.~. . I 11,' 4 i _____ ~l _____ ~l _____ ~~ 

TOTALS 75 31 
COL % 100.0 100.0 

. REVISED 64 27 

7.812, P = < .05 

TOTAL 

26 
28 .. 6 

26 
28.6 

39 
42.9 

15 
0.0 

106 

Contingency Coefficient = .28 

REVISED 

26 

26 

39 

0 

9'1 

Lambda row = .12 



TABLE V-30 

Relative Support for View that Prison. Problems are Due 
to a Lack of Professionalism, by Group 

Degree 
of 

Support 

REVISED 152 

Lambda row = .21 . , 

~f I 

Group 

93 78 

I' .~ :l,', .. ~, -:" oc. 

TOTAL REVISED 

137 
33.1 

137 

141 141 
34.1 

136 
32.9 

136 

35 
0.0 

0 

449 

91 414 

Contingency Coefficient = .36 
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TABLE V-31 

Relative Support for the View that Prison Problems are 
Due to Lack of Professionalism, by S'ex 

Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL ~ 

REV ISED 

. 
Lambda row = .21 

4 
0.0 

o 

273 
100.0 

258 

Sex 

\ 

172 
100.0 

153 

TOTAL 

137 
33.3 

141 
34. 1 

136 
32.6 

35 
0.0 

449 

REVISED 

137 

140 

134 

o 

411 

Contingency Coefficient = .36 

l84 

I 
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TABLE V-JI2 

Relative Support for View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Lack ofProf~ssionalism, by Sex, 

Social tforkers Only .' 

Degree 
of 

Support 

... --.; 

\ 

I M .1), 1 M/H..£· II FS/tIIrf..e;! 
----1----- 11-----1------ f 
LOt.) I 0 1 1 81 71 
_____ ~1 _____ ~~~~----~~~~,-----~~1 

MSilI""i:e\ 0.8 1 33~31 33~~1 
, -;b~--! ---~ ! -----;; J ----;~ I 

%1 0.01 36.71 59.31 ___ I ~- __ 11 ______ , _____ 1 

M. D. II 1 , 2 i 121 
%1 0.01 o.o~ O~O ______ 1 _______________________ _ 

TO'IALS 2 62 103 
COL % 0.0 100.0 100.0 
REVIS ED 0 60 31 

x2 = 14.56J, p = (.001 

_.- ---- ,-

TOTAL REVISED 

25 25 
·1606 

50 50 
3J.1 

77 
50.3 ii 

76 

15 0 
0.0 

167 

151 

Lambda row = 

Contingency Coefficient = • JO 
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TABLE V-JJ 

Relative Support for View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Lack of Professionalism, by Sex, 
Vocational Rehabilitation Respondents Only. 

Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL ~ 

REVIS ED 

= 1'7.919, 

Sex 

TOTAL REVISED 

27 27 
29.7 

37 ·36 
39.6 

29 28 
30.8 

5 0 
0.0 

2 65 31 0.0 100.0 100.0 
98 

0 63 28 ... -.. _--. - .. - 91 

P = < .001 Lambda row = .16 

Contingency Coefficient = .41 

f 

186 
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TABLE V-34 

Relative Support for the View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Lack of Professionalism, by Sex 

Probation and Parole Officers Only 

Degree 
of 

Support Sex 

------\-~~f-~~-t LDt.J.\ 42\ 3\ 
% 59.2l 42.91 

----7-1------~-1--------1 M~1l1OH\ \ 23 J 11 
%1 32.4 14.31 

---___ 1-------- 1-_------, 
ltl&t+ II 61 3 _____ :I ____ ~::J ____ ~~:~I 

TOTALS 71 7 
COL ~ 100.0 100.0 

REVISED 71 7 

x2 
= 7.510, P = <.05 

TOTAL REVISED 

,45 45 
5"1.7 

24 24 
30.8 

9 
11.5 

9 

78 

78 

Lambda row = 0.0 

Contingency Coefficient = .30 
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. TABLE V-35 

Relative Support for View that ?rison Problems 
are Due to a Lack of Professionalism, by Sex, 

Corrections Personnel Only 

Degree 
of 

Support Sex 

---~--l-~~!.:--~-~~-\ I . 1 
L..Ot.O I 291 111 
-----~\----~:~:\-~~:~I 
H.~ \ 241 61 

-----21----=~:=J-~::::1 
fHbH 1 11 1 1 0 I 
-----~l----~~:f--- 37.~ 

)1\. b. 1 1 d 4j 
---__ ~1 _____ ~~1 _____ ~:~ 
TOTALS 75 31 COL ,; 100.0 100.0 
REV ISED 64 27 

4.677, N,S. 

TOTAL 

40 
44.0 

. 30 
33.0 

21 
23.1 

15 
0.0 

106 

Contingency Coefficient = .22 

REVISED 

40 

30 

21 

0 

91 

Lambda row = 

188 

0.0 

, 

• I 
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Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL % 

REV IS ED 

TABLE V-.36 

Relative Support for the View that Prison Problems 
are Due to Racial Problems, by Group 

167 
100.0 

152 

Group 

98 
100.0 

93 

78 
100.0 

78 

106 
100 .. 0 

91 

TOTAL REVISED 

139 
33.6 139 

138 
33.3 138 

137 
'33.1 137 

35 0 0'.0 

449 

414 
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TABLE V-.37 

Degree of Personal Support for Pr1..son Decentralization,' 
by Group 

: 

Degree 
of 

Support 

TOTALS 
COL % 

REVISED 

167 
100.0 

159 

Lambda row = 0.0 

98 
100.0 

91 

Group 

78 
100.0 

71 

106 
100.0 

90 

TOTAL 

67 
16.3 

89 
21.7 

255 
62.0 

38 
0.0 

449 

REVISED 

67 

89 

255 

0 

411 

Contingency Coefficient = .28 

190 

, 
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TABLE V-38 

Percentage in the High Category on Seven Factors 
Relating to Correctional Issues, 

by Group 

Leniency Lack of External Sup~ort 

Probation and Parole 59.0 Probation and Parole 
Corrections 42.9 Correcti ons 
Vocational Rehab. 31. 2 Social Workers 
Soci a 1 Workers 17.1 Vocational Rehab. 

Lack of Professionalism Racial Problems 

Social Workers 50.7 Probation and Parole 
Vocational Rehab. 31.2 Vocational Rehab. 
Corrections 23.1 Social Workers 
Probation and Parole 11.5 Corrections 

Organizational and Administration 
Der; ci end es 

Support for Prisoner Rights 

Vocational Rehab. 37.6 Social Workers 
Corrections 37.4 Vocational Rehab'.' 
Social Workers 31.6 Corrections 
Probation and Parole 26.9 Probation and Parole 

Support for a "Tough" or Traditional Prison Philosophy 

Corrections 
Vocational Rehab. 
Probation and Parole 
Soci a 1 Workers 

36.0 
32.6 
26.0 
13.5 

43.6 
42.9 
32.2 
19.4 

37.2 
35.5 
34.9 
24.2 

70.3 
40.2 
26.0 
10.4 
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CONFIOEr\iTIAL 

LOUISIANA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SURVEY 

The (jest questions deal generally with our criminal justice System and some of the problems it laces. Please indicate in response to each, what your opinion is. 

I. Below is a list of the parts or stages that make up Our law enforcement and criminal iustice .W'te.,. Each 
has bee n cd tic ized as needing ref or", or im pmvcmen t. Place an "A", "B", "C", or "D" in thc blank beside 
each, depending on how great you feel the need for improvement or reform is. 

A - Extremely great need 
B - Great need C - Moderate need 

D - Little need 

8 a. Police investigation and apprehension 
~" b. Prosecution by the District Attorney's Office 
i 

I 0 C. COUrt procedures 
'-'1 i d. Sentencing procedures 
_12 e. Probation and parole system 

I. 3 f. Prisons and rehabilitation programs { 

2. Which one of the above parts (a through t) of the criminal justice systernJs in greatest need 01 ".j. improvement? ____________ . ___________ _ 

l. To what extent do you feel that our criminal justice system is hindered bv a lack of coordination and 
cooperation among thc various parts of it, including Dolice, district attorneys, courts, and corrections personnel? 

i 
I 

t 
-15 

i 
1 

1 
! 
17 
18 

I' 
'f ) 

! 
"'LO 

21 ;r-

I ~ 
-_3 

2+ 
,1 
! 

...... J 

27 
;, 
f 
J~ 
30 

T 
!/ 
.1-
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J~ 
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I 

-/ 

) 
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-- A great deal 
To some extent 

- Very little 

4. F

O

llowing is a list of com monl y sugwted causes of the crime in toda v's society. Pia ce an "A", "B", or 
"e" in the blank beside each, deoending on how important you feel each is a cause of crimc today. 

A - Very important 
B '- Somewhat important 

C - 01 little 0,' 110 importance a. Lack of education, training', opnortunity 
b. Police too restricted in dealing with criminals 
c. Drug addiction 

d. Too many people ha\'inf! guns 
e. Police inefficiency 

f. Too many people living too close to!!ether 
g. Permissiveness, breakdown in authority 
h. Coddlin!! of criminals, penalties too soft 
I. Broken homes, deprived backgrounds 
J. Lack of ambition, shiftless types 

k. Hacial discrimination in jobs, education, housing 
1. Corruption in government 

nl. Po\,ertv, unemployment, bad hOusin1! 
I. Greed and hatred 

o. Une\'cn distribution of wealth in society 
p. Decline in religion and moralitr 

Rcfon
n 

in .,cntcneing procedures is one of thc maior conccrns of thosc intcrcstcd in COUrts and corrcctional 
institutions. The following statcments rcnresent rcforon goals advucated b,. somc in the scntcncing arca. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disab

Tfee 
with each. 

"-_ DisagrL'L' 

, 

-, 



I 

I 
-I 

H J 
I 
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35 

36 

37 

Tlf" 39 

40 41 

42 43 

44 4S 

46 47 

48 49 

50 51 

52 53 

54 55 

56 57 

58 59 

60 61 

62 63 

64 65 

66 67 

6Jl 69 

70 71 

72 73 

74 75 

76 

. , . f'l -'" (I 'I 0 cannot be considered either danl!er?us to 
6. Too many kcr~ons who arc con\"l~~ed ~~ : o.Il,le~. ),l~~a\~ed in correctional facilities. Greater rehance .. 

others or Ii ely to be rcpeated otlt n~crs) .l~e l~lC:l~('~:ion 'IS conditional release, release under supervlsl~n I'. 

~h()uld be placed upon sucl~ altenhlatllt
yes ~~ I11c.lrcc'~~d p'l:tial confinement \vith libert\, to work or partl- . 

ill the community, sentcncl.nQ: to a way 1Ouses" , 
cipatc in tntinillg or education. 

A Disagree _. _ St lungl)' Agree _. g.ree ,. __ Strongly Disagrec Don't Know 

. ., I \ offender should be sentenced to 
7. Prou.ltion should 1~~col11e. the sta n~i~~rdd se~ r~~~~s~~1l~:T~~nt~eC~~~~~e~t70n of soci~tv, 

confinement only It (ontll1cment I~ JU ge, '. . Don't Klww 
.' ,. 'C Disagree _ Strongly Dlsagl ee _ Slfllngly Agrce _. .~.!.,I" • .., 

• , . >.' , • • • n to determine whether an offender 1!1 a correctIOnal InStl-
B. SentenCInI! courtS should dC::! clsehJunsdlcutloconstitutional undesirable, or not ratIOnally related to the 

ru rion is su bjected to con mons t at are n , 

purpose ot sentence. Strongly Disagree Don't Know 
St lOngl)' Agree _ Agree _ Disagree 

- . 1fT' d rograms to which they sentence, J 
9. Judges should visit, at lelSt yebarly, /het~~~~e~~~~edag~ ~~~~ea~on~equences of their sentencing decisIOns: 

offenJers so that they mayo tam Irs . Don't Know . 
I A Aoree Disagree _ Strongly DIsagree -_ Strong y gree - c> -

J 
J 

10 Appeal of a sentence (as well as a conviction) should be a right o~ a defendant in a c:imKinal case. J 
. . , D' , Stronoly Disagree __ Don t now _ Strongly Agree __ Aglec _ Isagree - " 

11. For each crime, please check what you consider, in general, to be the most appropriate penaltv. I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
1 

One Year to 5 Years 

5 Years to 10 Years I-+--+-+-t--+--t--t----t--I'-Ti-- ___ _ - ---- -- - -- -- --------r--t--- --.. ~- ~~ 
10 Years to 20 Years 

[ 
--- -,.~ ------ ----- --- -- --. -;----j-- r-- ... ----t-- -t---- --- --1---

Over 20 Years 
- - - - -- ---- - -- -- r-·-I---l--l-----t--t--t----t--i-,--r- --t--t--'t---r--"-"- r--

[ 
~i~e..!. ~ I:.r.isonm_en_t_. ______ t--+-~t--l-_t--+-j---r--11-1--+--t---t---t----j'---r-r--I-, 
Death Penalty 

- - -- --'--'---'--"-~--

r? 
11 

12. In principle, do you favor or opnose the death penalty? LL 

u~ 
_ Favor _ Oppose _Don't Know 

IT" u_ 

~r I 

. 

----- ----------~---------------
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13. There are often long delays from the time of arrest until the start of a person's trial. Below is a list of 
sU~2:ested causes which many say contribute to these delays. Indicateby each how important vou think 
it IS as a contributor to the long delays prior to the beginning of trials, 

A - Very important B·- Somewhat important C - Of little or no importance 

a, Lack of sufficient personnel in the court system given the caseload 

b. Judges who hold court an insufficient amount of time by working short days and taking long 
vacations 

c. Dilatory tactics by the defense, such as in the filing of motions. 
d. Inefficiency bv the prosecution in bringinQ: cases to trial as rapidly as possible 

One of the most controversial issues in the area of corrections is the question of treatment of prisoners. 
Following is a series of statements of prisoner rights which have been advocated by some. Indicate the extent 
to which you agree or disagree with each. 

14. Mail to or from. prisoners should not be tampered with or censored (except to control contraband). 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

15. Housing arrangements for prisoners should be such as to provide adequate privacy. 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

16. Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in civil matters, such as divorce, 
child custody, estate, aI1':i financial settlements. 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

17, Free legal services should be made available to indigent prisoners to assist them with criminal and appeal 
matters. 

_ Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

18. Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in bringing civil suits against 
state institutions and personnel. 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

19. Prisoners should have easy access to legal materials, such as law books and court reports. 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

20. Prisoners should have adequate medical and dental services including preventive medical alld-dental care. 

_Strongly Agree _. Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

21. Married prisoners should be permitted conjugal visits with their spouses. 
___ Stroll~.ly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

22. Prisoners should be permitted to communicate freely with the press. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Following is a list of statements representine: changes in the manner in which those arrested are handlled by 
our court system. Please indicate following each statement the extent to' which you agree or disagree with 
the suggested change. 

23. 
Every arrested person should be provided with a pamphlet explaining in detail his rights and each step 
of the criminal justice process from arrest through trial and appeal. 

- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Dov't Know 

24. The practice of plea bargaining should be abolished. 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _Don'tKnow 



22 

23 

24 

25 

2b 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 
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1 

lkfl'l.d;ll1tS should be ilwestlgatcd sufficientlv t.o deten~line whether th~.ir char.a.cteri~tics.~T~ ~irc.l.llr 
slal1u:s are such that they should be released pnor to trial sole}y on then promise to ,lOpe,l 01 tn,l . I 

26. 

Pretrial release on this basis should be made wherever approprIate. 

Sl lon!ll~ Agree Agree _._ Disagree __ St rongly Disagree Don'l Know 

Jll\ ':nile st'lt'Us offenders (sllch as runawa\'s, truants, and abused or neglected children) and ad~dts 
,u c h '" "k~1t 0 H ". ad Jim. m '0 tall Y 'ctarded a od th '. p hy.sicaH)' Ita od i capped wh 0 h a \'e co~m m1f . j 
minor offl'mcs should not be prosecuted by the cnmmallustlce S\'stem but rather should be h,ll1( Cl 
In' ~ocial sen'ice agencies of \'urious kinds. 

. - \ D', __ Strongly' Disaorcc _ /)(111't Know - "it IlIn!!ly Agree I grec __ Isugrec '" 

I 
I 
I The following stateI1len~s represept changes in the criminal justice system affecting police. Indicate the extent 

to which you agrec or dlsaf.,Tfee With each. I: 

27. Clear lines of command should be e<,tablished for overlapp,ing police ju:i~d.ictions and for coordination of 
combined police actions, such as in riots, disasters, and strIke force ~ctIvltles. , 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don t Know 

Police agencies should make gre~ter u~e of written. summons and citations in place of physical arrest or 
pre-hearing iailing when compatible WIth communIty safety needs. . , 

- ~lron!lly Agree -- Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don t Know 

Parish and local police agencies shOuld be consolidated. 

- Strongl) Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Each police agency serving a community with large ethnic or minority population.s should ta~e steps 
to achie\'e a ratio of ethnic and minority personnel roughly equal to the commulllty populatIOn. 

- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

The minimum education regllirement for employment as a peace officer should be: 

Some high school __ :2 years college 
High school diploma _ Co~;:~ge degree 

Each police agency should increase its efforts to recruit gualified. women and expand the police function 
of female employees. 

- Strongly Agrc,c _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

The state should establish minimum starting salaries for all police agencies in the state and reimburse 
local and p;Jrish govemments unable to meet this minimum. 

-- Str()n~ly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree 
- Don't Know 

Each police agenc\' should establish procedures for receiving, investigating,. and adjudi~ating ~omplaint~ 
of police misconduct. The persons complaining should be informed In WrItIng of the dISpOSItIOn of theIr 
complaints. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Parole agencies should actively recruit ex-offenders for case work positions. 

-- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know \ ?i 
11···· 

36. 
Police personnel should be encouraged to actively involve themselves in commuility service youth and 
recreational programs. 

-- Sl rongly Agree - Agree - Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

.. 

[ 
37. 

Permanent research and training institutes should be established for continue~ researc~ on all n:a~ters 
affecting the criminal justice system and for specialized training of personnel Involved In the CrImInal 
justice process. [ 
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_. Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree - Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 
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There long has been controversy over what goals and objectives we should ~ry to achieve in structuring and 
rullnin~ prisons. Below is a series of statements which you sometimes hear about the purposes of prisons. 
Plcasc Indicate the degree to which you agree with each. 

38. Prison life and routine should be purposely unpleasant so as to serve as punishment to those incarcerated. 
- Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

39. Prisons should be run in such a way as to operate as cheaply as possible, preferably with little or no cost to the state. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree - Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

Prison life and routine should be determined primarily by convenience to the state and to prison personnel. 
_Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Prisons should be structured around the goal of rehabilitation and prison life and routine should be determined by this goal. . 

_Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

A major objective of prison reform in Louisiana should be the decentralization of the state prison system. 
-Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Parish and n:unicipal prisons should be removed from local control and placed under the authority of the state correctIOns agency. 

-Strongly Agree Agree - Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Don'tKnow 
The following statements relate to the specific situation of juvenile offenders. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each. 

44. The public schools use the disciplinary devices of suspension and expulsion excessively. The schools should 
curtail their Use of suspensions and expulsions and reserve them for only the most extreme cases. 

- Strongly Agree __ Agree 
Disagree 

- Don'tKnow Strongly Disagree 

45. Large population juvenile institutions, such as the Louisiana Training Institutes (LTI), should be phased 
out and replaced with such smaller institutions as group homes and halfway houses . 

- Strongly Agree - Agree Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

46. The special situation and needs of juvenile offenders requires specialized judicial personnel, such as 
juvenile courts and judges, to deal with them. 

- Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

47. There is so much special treatment and so many special programs for juvenile 'offenders that these offenders 
are generally treated too leniently by the judiCIal system. 

- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

The following questions focus on specific aspects of the state court system. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

Except under extraordin:lry circumstances (such as the discovery of new evidence), those convicted 
shou[d have only one appeal in state COUrts at which time the whole trial record should be reviewed. 
- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

COUrt syste~ should ~dopt the practice of conducting sentencing institutes to provide judges with the 
background lIlformatlOn they need to fulfill their sentencing responsibilities in a knowledgeable manner. 
. .. - Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

~n order to achieve eguitab.lt treatmen.t of offenders in sentencing, judges in courts with more than one 
Judge should ad?pt. the polIcy of meetmg ~egularly ~n "sentencing councils" to discuss individuals awaiting 
S~nt~nce. The. tnal Judge .alone should retam authonty to pass sentence, but the other judges should assist him III an adVIsory capacity. 

-- Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

, 
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51. Civilian witnesses should be compensated for their time spent in court. I 
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree __ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

52. 
~ 

The ~C'\'erin' of sentence imposed on an offender convicted should not be affected by whether he plead ~~ 
guilty <llld Insisted on his right to trial. 

SI fungi; Agree_ Agree ___Disagree _ -- Strongly Disagree -- _ Don't Know I 
53. Which of the following s)'Stems would you most strongly favor to meet the needs of indigent defendants? 

a. A statewide public defender system roughly paralleling the district attorney system. 

b. A system of court appointed attorneys who are compensated at a reasonable rate. 

e. A system of court appointed attorneys who serve without compensation. 

d. Undecided. I 
54. If there were to be established an "ideal" maximum amount of time that should elapse between arrest fOlll 

a felony and the beginning of the trial, how long do you think that maximum should be for the following 

a. For those granted pre-trial release: months 

b. For those incarcerated: months I 
55. A code of juvenile procedure should be enacted. 

___ Strongly Agree ~ Agree _ Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Don't Know I 
56. Most people recognize certain problems in the criminal justice system, but they disagree about their causes. 

Taking the police, courts and prisons and correctional institutions, how important do you think each of I; 
the following suggested causes of their problems actually is. ' 

A - Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no importance 

-- I 
PRISONS AND CORRECTIONAL 

POLICE COURTS INSTITUTIONS 
. ---- .. ~-.---- -~-- --. --1---- ----. I 
! Mone~ _______ 

~iied personnel -

Lack 0 

I 
dministration 

-_. - -~'--'-

y~~ i>.rgaI1 ization and Structure -_._--.-----

Poor A 

I 
1\pproach t~J ob_._ --i- II 

Politic al Interference 

st Too ']:'ough ___ 
- -------. [ 

-f~_l~bl~.s~~p~~£._._ .- ----_. __ . Lack 0 
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Finally, \:,ouldyoll please provide some gencral and b,ckgroulld information essential to the analysis of 
the questlOllnalrc. 

57. In whicll parish do you li\'e? 

Sg. III which parish do you work? 

59. In which state were you born? 

60. If YOll were born in Louisiana, in which parish? 

61. What is your sex? Female 

62. What is your race? --_ White Black --. Other (specify) 

63. 

64. 

How many vears have you lived in your present community? __ . ______ . __ 

65. 

66. 

Please check the highest level of formal education which applies to you: 
I to 8 years 

C) to I I years 
High school graduate 
Attended college 

College graduate 
Some graduate or Professional work 
Graduate or Professional degre(' 

Hdave y.ou atten.ded any kin.d of additional specialized training program or received any other specialized 
e ucatlOn relatIng to your Job? _ Yes _ No 

If yes, in what kinds of programs or training did you participate? 
-----------

67. What is your present occupation? -------_._---_._.- .--. 

68. How many years have YOll done this kind of work? 

69. How many years have you been at your present occupational level? 

70. Are you a member of a church? _ Yes __ No 

30 31 71. If yes, which denomination? 

32 

u' 
33 

Ul4 

n. 
35 

n" t u. 

W 1. ~ . 

~': ), 

L!;' 

72. In which of the following categories does your present salary faIl? 

Under $7,000 $10 000 to $15 000 
$7,000 to $10,000 $15:000 to $20:000 

__ Over $20,000 

73. Which of the foHowing best describes the area in which you live? 
Large City Suburb 

-.- Medium-Sized City Rural 
-- Small City or Town 

74. How would you describe the area in which you work? 

75. 

Large City Suburb 
- Medium-Sized City _ Rural 
_ Small City or Town 

Generally, how would you describe your political views? 
Strongly Conservative 
Conserva tive 
Strongly Liberal 

Moderately Conservative 
- Middle of the Road 

Moderately Liberal 
Liberal 
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CaNt' JUENT1AL 

LOUISIANA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SURVEY 

The first questions deal generally wi th our criminal justice system and some of the problems it faces. Please 
indicate in response to each, what your opinion is. 

1. Below is a list of the parts or stages that make up our law enforcement and criminal justice system. Each 
has been criticized as needing reform or improvement. Place an "A", "B", "C", or "D" in the blank beside 
each, depending on how great you feel the need for improvement or reform is. 

A - Extremely great need 
B - Great need 

a. Police investigation and apprehension 
b. Prosecution by the District Attorney's Office 
c. Court procedures 
d. Sentencing procedures 
e. Probation and oarole system 
f. Prisons and rehabilitation programs 

C - Moderate need 
D - Little need 

2. Which one of the above parts (a through f) of the criminal justice system.is·in greatest need of 
improvement? 

3. To what extent do you feel that our criminal justice system is hindered by a lack of coordination and 
cooperation among the various parts of it, including police, district attorneys, courts, and corrections 
personnel? 

_ A great deal To some extent _ Very little 

4. Following is a list of commonly suggested causes of the crime in today's society. Place an "A", "B", or 
"c" in the blank beside each, denending on how important you feel each is a cause of crime today. 

A - Very important B - Somewhat important 

a. Lack of education, training, opnortunity 
b. Police too restricted in dealing with criminals 
c. Drug addiction 
d. Too many people having guns 
e. Police inefficiency 
f. 
g . 
h. 
1. 

- J. 
k. 
1. 

Too many people living too close together 
Permissiveness, breakdown in authority 
Coddling of criminals, penalties too soft 
Broken homes, deprived backgrounds 
Lack of ambition, shiftless types 
Racial discrimination in jobs, education, housing 
Corruption in government 

m. Poverty I unemployment, bad housing 
n. Greed and hatred 
o. Uneven distribution of wellth in society 
p. Decline in religion and morality 

C - Of little or no importance 

Reform in sentencing procedures is one of the maior concerns of those interested in courts and correctional 
institutions. The following statements reoresent reform goals advocated b\' some in the sentencing area. 
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each. 

5. All convicted felons should be sentenced to a fixed prison term with no probation or parole . 
_ .. Stron!!!y Agree _ Agree _ Disagree . _ Strongl\, Disagree _ Don't Know i 

I 

, 
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6. ~~~~~~~i~~lsotns who are convicted of felonies (but who. cannot be considered either dan.erous to I 
should be I y d 0 be repeated offen.clers) a~e mcarcerated m correctional facilities. Greater reliance I 
in the cor!m~c~ity~~~~t~~1~7n~~~h~w'es th mcarcera~ion a~ condit.ional relea~e, r~leasc under supervisio 
cipate in training or education. way ouses, an partIal confmemi,!nt With liberty to work or parti-

- Strongly Agree Ag D' I - ree - Isagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

7. ~~~~i~t~~~e~~oou~fy~f~~m;. the stan~~rddsendtence in criminal cases. An offender should be sentenced to 
n mement IS JU ge necessary for the protection of societv. I 

- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

8. Se':ten~ing c.ourts should e?,~rcise jurisdiction to cietermine whether an offender in a correctional insti­
tutIOn IS sU

f 
bJected to conditIOns that are unconstitutional, undesirable or not rationally related to thel 

purpose 0 sentence. ' 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

9. ~f~~eJeSr~~~I~hvisith at least year~y, ~he correctional facilities, and programs to which they sentence I 
, at t ey may obtam firsthand knowledge of the consequences of their sentencing decisions. 

- S ... .Jngly Agree Agree D' S· - - Isagree _ trongly DIsagree _ Don't Know 

. 10. Appeal of a sentence (as well as a conviction) should be a right of a defendant in a criminal case. I 
- Strongly Agree Agree D' S· - - Isagree _ trongly DIsagree _ Don't Know 

11. For each crime, please check what you consider, in general, to be the most appropriate penalty. 

(1., .~.:;, (1.,<; ~ c.,"" ~ $ 0 (1.," q; c.,'" ~ c.,~ c.,'" (J 

No Penalty 

Fine 

Fine & Probation '-

Indeterminant Sentence 

Up to One Year 

One Year to 5 Years 

2_'! ears to lOY ears --

10 Years to 20 Years -- I- ---r-

Over 20 Years 

Life Imprisonment 
--- -- - --r-- -- I----!--

Death Penalty 
L ___ L_ ----- ------------- ... -- --- -- -.--

12. In principle, do you favor or opoose the death penalty? 

- Favor _ Oppose 
- Don't Know 
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13. There are often long delays from the time of arrt.:c;t until the start of a person's trial. Below is a list of 
su¥!!ested causes which many sav contrib(ltc to these delays. Indicateby each how important vou think 
it IS as a contributor to the long delays prior to the beginning of trials. 

A Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no importllllce 

a. Lack of sufficient personnel in the court system given the caseload 
b. Judg~s who hold court an insufficient amount of time by working short davs and taking long 

vaca ttons 
c. Dilatory tactics by the defense, such as in the filing of motions. 
d. Inefficiency bv the prosecution in bringing cases to trial as rapidly as possible 

One of the most controversial issues in the area of corrections is the question of treatment of prisoners. 
Following is a series of statements of prisoner rights which have been advocated by some. Indicate the extent 
to which you agree or disagree with each. 

14. Mail to or from prisoners should not be tampered with or censored (except to control contraband). 
_ St rongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

15. I-lousing arrangements for prisoners should be such as to provide adequate privacy. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

16. Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in civil matters, such as divorce, 
child custody, estate, and financial settlements. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

17. Free legal services should be made available to indigent prisoners to assist them with criminal and appeal 
matters. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

18. Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in bringing civil suits against 
state institutions and personnel. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongiy Disagree Don't Know 

19. Prisoners should have easy access to legal materials, such as law books and court reports. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

20. Prisoners should have adequate medical and dental services including preventive medical and dental 
care. 
_~Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

21. Married prisoners should be permitted conjugal visits with their spouses. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree _ Don't Kno\\ 

22. Prisoners should be permitted to communicate freeh- with the press. 
_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Following is a list of statements r('presentinl! changes in the manner in which those arrested arc handled by 
our court system. Please indicate following each statement the extent to which YJU agree or disagree with 
the suggested change. 

23. Every arrested person should be provided \vith a pamphlet explaining in deL~lil his rights .md each step 
of the crill1 inal justice process from arrest through trial and appeal. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Dun't Know 

24. The practice of plea bargaining should be abolished. 
_ SII lll\gl~ Agree __ Agree _ Disagree _. St mngly Disagr.:e ~ Dun '[ t<nuw , 
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25. Defendants should be investigated sufficiently to determine whether their characteristics and circum­

stances are such that they should be released prior to trial solely on their promise to appeal for trial. I 
Pretrial release Oil this basis should be made wherever appropriate. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

20. Ju\'cnilt, status offenders (such as runaway), truants, and abused or neglected children) and adults I 
such as alcoholics, addicts, mentally rctarded and the physically handicappcd who ha\'l~ committed 
minor offenses should not be prosecuted by the criminal justice system but rather should be handled 
by social service agencies of various kinds. I 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

The following statements represent changes in the criminal justice system affecting police. Indicate the extlt 
to which you agree or disagree with each. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

Clear lines of command should be established for overlapping police jurisdictions and for coordinatioyf 
combined police actions, such as in riots, disasters, and strike force activities. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

Police agencies should make greater use of written summons and citations in place of physical arrest 1 
pre-hearing jailing when compatible with community safety needs. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

Parish and local police agencies should be consolidated. 
_Don't Know 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree 
I 

Each police agency serving a community with large ethnic or minority populations should take steps I 
to achieve a ratio of ethnic and minority personnel roughly equal to the community population. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

The minimum education requirement for employment as a peace officer should be: 

Some high school _ 2 years college 
_ High school diploma _ College degree I 

Each police agency should increase its efforts to recruit qualified women and expand the police function 

of female employees. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 

The state should establish minimum starting salaries for all police agencies in the state and reimburse 
local and p~rish governments unable to meet this minimum. If 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree - DOIl't Know 

Each police agency should establish procedures for receiving, investigating, and adjudicating complainl 
of police misconduct. The persons complaining should be informed 111 writing of the disposition of thj; 

complaints. . 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Parole agencies should actively recruit ex-offenders for case work positions. 
I 

___ Strongly Agree __ Agree ___ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Kllll\\, 

Police ~crsonnel should be encouraged to actively iovolve themselves in cornmuility service youth andI 
recreatIOnal programs. 

__ Strollgly Agree __ Agree _ Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Don't Kl\llw ["' 

37. Permanent research and tr;lining institutes should be established for continued research on all matters 
.\flcl'ting the criminal justice sptem and for specialized traimng of personnel involved in the criminal 

justice process. i[ 
_ Stfllllgly Agree __ Agree Disa •. rcc _ Strongly Disagree - DOll't Kllow 
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49, :I~e .foll.owin.g are S?~1C specific reasons that people sometimes give for problems with correctional. 
m"tltutlfons III Loulslan~. To what extent do you think that the items listed below ar . 
causes 0 the pl'Oblems 111 correctional institutiolls? e Important as 

A - Verv importanl B - Somewhat importan t c .- or little or no importllllce 

a. Poo: par for sec.urity personnel 
b. Rac~al b!as of prISon personnel 
c. RaCIal bias among prisoners 
d. Location of instituti?ns remote from urban centers with professional services 

. e. Parole board too lel11ent 
f. Lac~ of v~cational a!1d academic training programs 
g. Lemency m s~~tencmg 
~. ILaclf(f?f. transitIOnal pro~ams to ease released prisoners' adjustment to society 
!., nsu ICI.ent work fo~ pn~on~rs to do 
J. Corruptmg and embIttermg mfluence of prison environment 
k. Inadequate prison discipline. 

50. Most people recognize certain problems in the criminal justice system but they d' bout theJ'r 
causes Tnking the police t d' d' • , Isagree a ea h f th f 11' ' cour san pnsol1s ~n. correctional institutioils, how important do you think 

c 0 e 0 owmg suggested causes of theIr problems actually is. 

A - Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no importance 

POLICE COURTS 
PRISONS AND CORRECTIONAL 

INSTITUTIONS 

~ck _o!_~oney --------.----------+-----1-------1----.-------------
_ Unqu~lified Personnel ------------+----l----...j~---- ---.-.------.. 

Poor A,:lministration 
--------------------~--~------ -----_._----_._---_. __ . 

. Inadeq~a_~~_()rganization or Structure .-------- --------- - ---'- --- ----_._- ---_. ---

Wrong Approach to Job -----. -~--.-.--

Political Interference 
----~ ------- .------l-----f---.-------- --- ---------- -. --. 

Job Just Too Tough ----.-.--.------=----------1-----+---------
Lack of Public Support 

-~'--- --- .. -"--_._._----_.---__________ L-___ --.J ____________ _ 

Finally, wo.uld you please provide some general and background information essential to the analysis of the 
questIOnnaIre. ' 

51. In which parish do you live? 

52. In which parish do you work? 

53. In which state were you born? 

54. If Louisiana, in which parish? 
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There long has been contw\'C'(sy over what gmls and objectives \ve should try to achieve in structuring and 
rllnllin~ prison". Below is a series of' statc\l1cnt~ which you sometimes hear about the purposes of prisons. 
Plca!lc mdicatc the dq,Tl'C'C to which you agree with each. I 
38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

Prison life' and routine should be purposely unpleasant so as to serve as punishment to those incarcerated .. 1 
Strongly Agree _._ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Prisons should be run in such a way as to operate as cheaply as possible, preferably with little or no cost 
to thc state. II 

____ Strungly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 
Prison life and routine should be determined primarily by convenience to the state and to prison personnell I 

_Strungly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Prisons should be structured around the goal of rehabilitation and prison life and routine should be I II 
determined by this goal. 

__ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

A major objective of prison reform in Louisiana should be the decentralization of the state prison system. I ~ 
__ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _. Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know ~ 

!I 
Parish and municipal prisons should be removed from local control and placed under the authority of the I 
state correctirms agency. 

_Strongly Agn;r _ Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

The following statements relate to the specific situation of juvenile offenders. Please indicate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with each. I 
44. The public schools use the disciplinary devices of suspension and expulsion excessivelv. The schools Shouldl 

curtail their use of suspensions and expulsions and reserve them for only the most extreme cases. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

45. Large population juvenile institutions, such as the Louisiana Training Institutes (LTD, should be phased 
out and replaced with such smaller institutions as group homes and halfwav houses. 

_ Strong;y Agree _ Agree Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

46. Tr' <.:necial situation and needs of juvenile offenders requires specialized judicial personnel, such as 
... e courts and judges, to deal with them. 

StnJngly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _._ Don't Know 

I 
I 
I 

47. There is so much special treatment and so many special programs for juvenile offenders that these offcnders 
. arc generally treated too leniently by the judiCIal system. '. . , "" 

+8. 

" I 

_ Strongly Agree __ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don t Know I 

Many pcople object to the pL1cement of correctional institutions near their homes. Which. if an~·. of 
thc follo\ving types of institutions would yOU object to ha\'ing established within three mill's of ~'oLlr 
home. 

WOULD OBJECT WOULD \;01' OBJECT 

a. Psychiatric institution 

b. Maximum security institutions 
c. .vlinimum security institutions 
d. Juvenilc currectional institutions 
e. Work rdease center 
f. JLl\cnile group home 
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55. What is your sex? Male Female 

56. What is your race? White Black Other (specify) _. 

How many years have you lived in your present community? 57. 

58. Please check the highest level of formal education which applies to you: 
.. I to 8 years C II d 9 1 --- 0 ege grn uate 

H'~ l,~ears .. d Some graduate or Professional work 

A
l sd!,; dOoC gllIa uate Graduate or Professional Degree 
tten e 0 ege 

59. Hdave y~)U attlen.ded any kin.d of additional specialized training program or received any other specialized 
e ucatlOn re at1l1g to your Job? _ Yes _ .. No 

60. If yes, in what kinds of programs or training did you participate? 

61. What is your present occupation? 

62. How many years have you done this kind of work? 

63. How many years have vou been at your present occupational level? 

64. Are you a member of a church? __ Yes _No 

65. If yes, which denomination? 
-----------_._----

66. Tn which of the following categories does your present salary fall? 

- Under $7,000 _ $10 000 to $15 000 
$7,000 to $10,000 _._ $15:000 to $20:000 

_ Over $20,000 

Which of th~ following best describes the area in which you live? 
-'. Large City _ Suburb 

Medium·Sized City __ . Rural 
Small City or Town 

67. 

68. How would you describe the area in which you work? 
Large City Suburb 
Medium-Sized City Rural 
SlI1all City or Town 

69. Generally, how would you describe your political views? 

Strongly Conservative Moderately Conservative 
Conservative _~ Middle of the Road 
Strongly Liberal 

--- Moderately Liberal 
__ Liberal 
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4 

The first l]uestions deal generall\· with our criminal justice Svstem and some of the problems it faces, Please indicate in resJ)unsc to each, what your opinion is. 

1. Below is a list of the parts or stages that make up our law enforcement and criminal justice system. Each 
has been criticized as needing reform or improvement. Place an "A", "B", "C", m' "D" in the blank beside 
each, depending on how great you feel the need for improvement or reform is. 

A - Extremely great need 
B - Great need 

a. Police investigation and apprehension 
b. Prosecution by the District Attorney's Office 
c. Court procedures 
d. Sentencing Procedures 
e. Probation and parole system 
f. Prisons and rehabilitation programs 

C - Moderate need 
D - Little need 

2. Which one of the above parts (a through f) of the criminal justice system is in greatest need of improvement? _ 

3. To what extent do you feel that our criminal justice system is hindered by a lack of coordination and 
cooperation among the various parts of it, including police, district attorneys, courts, and corrections personnel? 

_ A great deal 
To Some extent _ Very little 

4. Following is a list of commonly :;uggested causes of the crime in today's society. Place an "A", "B", or 
"c" in the blank beside each, deoending on how important you feel each is a cause of crime today. 

A - Very important 
B - Somewhat important 

a. Lack of education, trainin{!, opnortunity 
b. Police too restricted in dealing with criminals 
c. Drug addiction 
d. Too many people havine: guns 
e. Police inefficiencv 

f. Too many people living too close to{!ether 
g. Permissiveness, breakdown in authority 
h. Coddlin{! of criminals, penalties too soft 

Broken homes, deprived backgrounds 
Lack of ambition, shiftless types 
Racial discrimination in jobs, education, housing 
Corruption in government 

1. 

- J. 
k. 
I. 

m. Povert\·, unemployment, bad housine: 
n. Greed and hatred 

o. Uneven distribution of wealth in society 
p. Decline in religion and morality 

C - Of little or no importance 

Reform in sentencing procedures is one of the maior concerns of those interested in courts and correctional 
institutions. The following statements represent reform goals advocated by some in the sentencing area. 
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each. 

5. All L'ol1lictcd fl'lons should be sentenced to a fixed prison term with no probation or parole . 
StlOllt!ly A~re~ _ Agre~ _ Disagree '- Strungl\, Disagree -_ DOIl't KilO\\, 

, 
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(1. Tun ll.lanY'p<.:rsons who are eomi,cted of fclon.ies (but who,cal1l1l)t h~~ cOI\s~de.r~(.1 eitl~cr d(ln!!c.:r~)u.; to 
othcrs or hkcly to be repeated otfcn?ers) :l:e IIlcarce~ated 111 cor~<.:.ctlOl1all'a<':lht](:s. (,rcater relIance .... 
~ho\lld be plilce~ upon such alternatives to IIlcarceratlOn as COlHlltlOnal release. rclea.;c lI11dcr supervlslOl. 
tn the communlty, sentencing to halfway houses, and partial confinement with liberty to work or parti­
cipate in training or education. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree _ Disagree _ 5trullglv Disagree Don't Knuw 

7. Probation should become the standard sentence in criminal cases. An offender should be sentenced to 
confinement only if confinement is judged necessary for the protection of society. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

I 
I 

8. Sentencinll courts should exercise jurisdiction to determine whether an offender in a correctional insti-
ttl tion is subjected to conditions that are unconstitutional, undesirable, or not rationally related to the I 
purpose of sentence. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

9. Judges should visit, at least yearly, the correctional facilities, and programs to which they sentence I 
offenders so that they may obtain firsthand knowledge of the consequences of their sentencing decisions. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

10. Appeal of a sentence (as well as a conviction) should be a right of a defendant in a criminal case. I 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

11. For each crime, please check what you consider, in general, to be the most appropriate penalty. II 
II 
I 
I 

---------.-----------j--I--I--f-.-f---+-f-.--I---l--I--l---l--+-l----1---4---

Fine & Probation I 
I 

-- ---

One Year to 5 Years 
-- I-- --!--I--!--+--I---I--I--I---I---II--I--+-- /---- -.-- -.-- _. __ 

5 Years to 10 Years I 
--.~ ,----- ---------+--1--1--1--1--+--1---1---1---1--1--1---1--+ __ +--._.1-__ . I--- --. 

10 Years to 20 Years 
---- ----------+--+--I-4--I--+-t---4---I--.l---1--- I-- --+--I--l--

Over 20 Years I 
-.- .. -.~.-. - '----- -------,f---l---If---!--I---l--I--l--.J---I----l- - -- -. I-- -'-1-'" 

_L_i_f~_~mE:_iso_n!flen t _____ --+---+-~- .-+--I----!---+---I--\--\-----~- 1-- ----- f-- ~-. _r--__ -t"-_-~ 
Deat~~Per:a~lL ____ _ 

_-L---L __ L---l_..l __ -'-_--'---'l-..-l-__ L._, ____ .. _'--.. 

I 
I 

12. In principle, do you favor or opnose the death penalty? 
_ Favor _ Oppose _ Don't Know ~ 
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B. There are often long delays from the time of arrest until the start of a person's trial. Below is a list of 
sug!!csted causes which many sav contributc to these delays. Indicateby each how important \'OU think 
it is as a contributor to (he lnng delays prior to the beginning of trials. 

A Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of litlle or no impllitancc 

a. Lack of sufficient personnel in the court system given the caseload 
h. Judg~s who hold court an insufficient amount of time by working short days and taking long 

vacations 
c. Dilatory tactics by the defense, such as in the filing of motions. 
d. Inefficiency bv the prosecution in bringing cases to trial as rapidly as possible 

One of the most controversial issues in the area of corrections is the question of treatment of prisoners. 
Following is a series of statements of prisoner rights which have been advocated by some. Indicate the extent 
to which you agree or disagree with each. 

1+. 

15. 

16. 

Mail to or from prisoners should not be tampered with or censored (except to control contrabandl. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

I-Iollsing arrangements for prisoners should be such as to provide adequate privacy. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in civil matters, such as di\'orce, 
child custody, estate, and financial settlements. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

17. Free legal services should be made available to indigent prisoners to assist them with criminal and appeal 
matters. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

18. Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in bringing civil suits against 
state institutions and personneL 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

19. Prisoners should have easy access to legal materials, such as law books and court reports. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

20. Prisoners should have adequate medical and dental services including preventive medical and dental 
care. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agrce _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

21. Married prisoners should be permitted conjugal visits with their spouses. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

22. Prisoners should be permitted to communicate freely with the press. 
_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Following is a list of statements representinl! changes in the manner in which those arrested are handled by 
our court system. Please indicate following each statement the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
the suggested change. 

23. Every arrested person should be provided with a pamphlet explaining in detail his rights and each step 
of the criminal justice process from arrest through trial and appeal. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree . __ SI rongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

2+. Thc practice of plea bargaining should be abolished. 
_ Strungly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ StJ'llngly Disagree _ Don't Know 

" 
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25. 

I Ii 
Defendants should be investigated sufficiently to determine whether their characteristics and circum- I 
stances are such that they should be released prior to trial solely on their promise to appeal for trial. I 
Pretrial release on this basis should be made wherever appropriate. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

26. Juvenile status offenders (such as runaways, truants, and abused or neglected children) and ad~lts I i 
such as alcoholics, addicts, mentally retarded and the physically handicapped who have commItted I 
minor offenses should not be prosecuted bv the criminal justice system but rather should be handled I 
by social service agencies of various kinds. I I 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 

I 
The following statements represent changes in the criminal justice system affecting police. Indicate the eXllt I 
to which you agree or disagree with each. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

Clear lines of command should be established for overlapping police jurisdictions and for coordinati0it0f 
combined police actions, such as in riots, disasters, and strike force activities. I 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Police agencies should make greater use of written summons and citations in place of physical arrest I 
pre-hearing iailing when compatible with community safety needs. 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Kno\\-

Parish and local police agencies should be consolidated. 
_ Strongly Agree __ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 

Each police agency serving a community with large ethnic or minority populations should ta!(e stepsl 
to achieve a ratio of ethnic and minority personnel roughly equal to the community populatIon. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

The ,.,inimum education requirement for employment as a peace officer should be: I 
Some high school . __ . 2 years college 

-- High school diploma .--- College degree I 
Each police agency should increase its efforts to recruit qualified women and expand the police func n 
of female employees. 
_- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 

The state should establish minimum starting salaries for all police agencies in the state and reimburse 
local and p>lri.sh !!overnments unable to meet this minimum. I, 
- Strongly Agrce __ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Each police agenc\' should establish procedures for receiving, investigating, and adjudicating complai,. 
of police misconduct. The persons complaining should be informed In wnting of the disposition of t1lT 
complaints. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Parole <lgencies should actively recruit ex-offenders for case work positions. I 
_. Strongly Agree_ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Police personnel should be encouraged to actively involve themselves in commuility service youth ani 
recreational prograIT' C 

--Slrongly Agree - Agree _ Dbagrce _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Knll\v 

Perm.1I1ent research and training institutes should be established for continued research on all mattcrl 
.~l I tl:cting the criminal ju~rice system and fur specialil.ed training of personnel involved in the criminal 
Justll'C process. (I.' 

- - Str'lllgly Agree __ ,'\grec __ Di~ugree _ Strongly Disagree _ Dun't Know Ll 
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There long has been controversy over what goals a~d objectives ~e should try to achieve in structur!ng and 
running prisons. Below is a serie~ of statements ~hlch you sometimes hear about the purposes of pnsons. 
Please mdicate the degree to which you agree With each. 

38. Prison life and routine should be purposely unpleasant so as to serve as punishment to those incarcerated. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

39. Prisons should be run in such a way as to operate as cheaply as possible, preferably with little or no cost 
to the state. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

40. Prison life and routine should be determined primarily by convenience to the sta.te and to prison personnel. 
_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don'[ Know 

4 L Prisons should be structured around the goal of rehabilitation and prison life and rou tine should be 
determined by this goal. 

_Strongly Agree Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

42. A major objective of prison reform in Louisiana should be the decentralization of the state prison system. 
_Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

43. Parish and municipal prisons should be removed from local control and placed under the authority of the 
state corrections agency. 

_Strongly Agree -_ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

The following statements relate to the specific situation of juvenile offenders. Please indicate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with each. 

44. The public schools use the disciplinary devices of suspension and expulsion excessively. The schools should 
curtail their use of suspensions and expulsions and reserve them for only the most extreme cases. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree - Don't Knllw 

45. Large population juvenile institutions, such as the Louisiana Training Institutes (L TO, should be phased 
out and replaced with such smaller institutions as group homes and halfway houses. 

_ Strongly Agree __ Agree Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

46. The special situation and needs of juvenile offenders requires specialized judicial personnel, such as 
juvenIle courts and judges, to deal with them. 
_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don"t Know 

47. There is so much special treatment and so many special programs for juvenile offenders that these offenders 
are generally treated too leniently by the judiCIal system. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Dtl/J't Knuw 

The next questions deal with some specific changes affecting the police. 

48. Each police agency should establish educational incenti\'e programs w:th the goal of upgrading across 
the board the educational level of all police personnel. 

___ Strongly Agree _Agree _ Disagree _ Stfllngly Disagree D(lll't KilO\\, 

49. Each police agency should require monthly firearm practice and specif\' a minimum qualif~'ing score. 
_Stro,'gly Agree _Agree _Disagrce _Strongly Disagree _ DUII'( Know 

50. Efforts ShOldd b.e l!1ade by al.l pol1ce agen.cies in the state to standardize equipment in order to sa\'t' 
money by pernllttmg centralized purchasmg arrangements 

_Strongly Agree _Agree _Disagree _Strongly Disagree _DOli', Know 
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58. 

Every police agency should establish special training programs for all its peace officers in preventing 
delinquent behavior and juvenile crime. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 
Each police agency should develop extensive liaison and cooperation with all agencies in the community 
working with youth. I 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree __ Don't Know 

The State of Louisiana should establish minimum selection and training standards for all police agencil 
and peace officers within the state. 

_ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Each police agency should have the services of a qualified psychiatrist or psychologist to screen out I: 
personnel and applicants with mental disorders or who are emotionally unfit for police work. 

_Strongly Agree _ Agree __ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Dun't Know 

Each police agency should change its" personnel procedures to make maximum use of civilian emp[o)'ccl 
in the \'arious non-enforcement positio',1s of the agency (clerical. dispatching, maintenance, traffic cont )1.) 

_ Strongl\' Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Police collective bargaining procedures should include binding arbitrarion to prevent strikes or job actils. 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ DOIl't Know 

Which of the follOWing comes closest to the minimum amount of training you feel should be required Ie 
law enforcement officers within their first year of service? , 

None 
Two Weeks 
Four Weeks 
Six Weeks 

I 
_ Eight Weeks or Over I I 

Most people recognize certah. i_,:oblems in the criminal justice system, but they disagree about their 
causes. Taking the police, courts, and prisons and correctional institutions, how important do YOll think 
each of the following suggested causes of their problems actually is. I 

A - Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no importance 
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Fin4lllr, \~'Otdd YOll please pro"ide somc 'cncl" I, d b .. _. " . 
fhc qucstlOllnaire. g ,t 311 ,1ckglOLllld IllfornlUtlO11 c'isential to the analysis of 

r :1 59. In which parish do you live? 
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1l 60. In \vhich parish do YOll work? 
--.- -- - ------

l.~ 61. In which state were YOll born? 

t-l 
62. If you were born in Louisiana, in which parish? 

----- ---
63. What is your sex? Male. Female 
64. What is your race? 

White Black 
18 65. 

Other (specif,·) 
How many years have you lived in your present community? _______ . ________ _ 

22 

24 

26 

28 

31 

66. 
Please check the highest level of formal education which I' 

67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

app les to you: 
1 to 8 years 
9 to I 1 years College graduate 
High school graduate Some graduate or professional work 
Attended College Graduate or professional degree 

Have y.ou attended any kind of additional s eci l'- . . 
educatIOn relating to your job? pya Ized tratntng program or received any other specializ d 

- es _ No .. e 

If yes, in what kinds of pro ". 
grams or tralI1tng dId you particioate? 

-- - --------- --- --- ---- --------- ._-

WhaI is your present oc~-u-p-a~~~---------------------- -.-~------- ____ o. __ 

How many years have you done this kind of work? 
-------_._------- - - ---- - ~--- .~ 

----------------
How many years have yo b 

u een at your present occupational leVel? 

Are you a member of a church? 
--------- .. _--

-- Yes _-No 
73. If yes, which denomination? 

74. 

75, 

76. 

77. 

--------
In which of the following categories does your present salary fall' 
. - Under $7.000 . 

S7.000 to S10,000 S10.000 to $15,000 

.--- Over S20.000 
S15,000 to $20,000 

Which of the fOllowing best describes the area in which you l' ;l 
L C· lve . --- arge Ity S b 'b 
M d· S· U UI e HlJll- Ized City R . I 
S II C· ula ma Ity or Town 

How would )TOU describe the area in which you \vork' 
Large City S b . 
M d· S· u urb e 1l1l11- lzed City R I 
~ . urn 
~rnall CIty or Town 

Generally, how would you describe Your political views? 
Strongly Conservative 
Middle or the Road 
Strongly Libera] 

Conserva tive 
Moderately Liberal Moderately Conservative 

Liberal 

, 
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LOUISIANA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SURVEY 

The first questions deal generally with our criminal justice system and some of the problems it faces. Please 
indicate in resPonse to each, what your opinion is. 

1. Below is a list of the parts or stages that make up our law enforcement and criminal justice Svstem. Each 
has been criticized as needing reform or improvement. Place an "A", "B", "C", or "0" in the blank beside 
each, depending on how great you feel the need for improvement or reform is. 

A - Extremely great need 
B - Great need 

a. Police investigation and apprehension 
b. Prosecution by the District Attorney's Office 
c. COUrt procedures 
d. Sentencing procedures 
e. Probation and parole system 
f. Prisons and rehabilitation programs 

C - Moderate need 
D - Little need 

2. Which one of the above parts (a through f) of the criminal justice systern.is'in greatest need of 14 improvement? 
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3. To what extent do you feel that our criminal justice system is hindered by a lack of coordination and 
cooperation among the various parts of it, including police, district attorneys, courts, dnd correctiom personnel? 

I 

_ A great deal To some extent _ Very little 

4. Following is a list of commonly suggested cal,ses of the crime in today's society. Place an "A", "B", or 
"C" in the blank beside each, deDending on how important you feel each is a cause of crime today. 

A - Very importa'1t 
B - Somewhat impol t:mt 

a. Lack of education, training, opnortunity 
b. Police too restricted in dealing with criminals 
c. Drug addiction 
d. Too many people having guns 
e. Police inefficiency 

f. Too many people living too close together 
g. Permissiveness, breakdown in authority 
h. Coddling of criminals, penalties too soft 
I. Broken homes, deprived backgrounds 
J. Lack of ambition, shiftless types 
k. Racial discrimination in jobs, education, housing 
I. Corruption in government 
m. Poverty, unemployment, bad housing 
n. Greed and hatred 

o. Uneven distribution of wealth in society 
p. Decline in religion and morality 

C - Of little or no importance 

Reform in sentencing procedures is one of the maior concerns of those interested in courts and correct;r.'nal 
institutions. The following statements reoresent reform goals advocated by some in the sentencing area 
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each. 

5. All convicted felons should be sentencled to a fixed prison term with no probation or parole. 
Stronuly Agree _ Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 
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. . (b h cannot be considered either dalH!er?us to 
6. Too many persons who are codnvflfctedd of)fe~on'~~art~;a~edo in correctional facilities. Greater rei tance . . , 

others cr likely to be repeate 0 en ers a.e I . ditional re!e'lse release under supl'r\,I~1C 
should be placed upon suc~ alternatives to mc~rcera~o~ ~ialoc~nfine~ent \~ith libert" to work or partl-
in the community, sentenc~ng to halfway houses, an par I 
cipate in training or educatIOn, . Don't Kn\l\~ 

A Disagree Stronglv DIsagree __ Strongly Agree _ gree _ _ 

. ", 1 cases -\n offender should be sentenced to 
7. Probation should ~~comfe. the stan?~rddsedt~~~~s~~r~lfu:.nt~e ~~~~e'ction of societv. I 

confinement only If con mement IS JU ge . Don't Know 
I A Agree Disagree _ Strongly DIsagree _ 

- Strongy gree - - . .', I' .' 
. . . " determine whether an offender tn a correctiOn,l Insttt-

S. Sentencing courts should e~~rclsehJurISdlctlono~~titutional undesirable, or not rationally related to til . wtion is subjected to condItIons t at are unc , 
Purpose of sentence. . D Don't Know 

D Strongly isagree _ Strongly Agree -- Agree _ Isagree I 
. If Tt'es and programs to which they sentence 

9. Judges should visi t, at least yebarl.v, f~he hcorrdeckt!Oonwaledag~ ~; the consequences of their sentencing decisions. 
offenders so that they may 0 tam Irst an n D 'K 

S I A Agree Disagree _ Strongly Disagree on t now I _ trong y gree _ _ 

11 . . ) hould be a right of a defendant in a criminal case. 10. Appeal of a sen tence (as we as a convictIOn sID" Don't Know 
S I A Agree Disagree _ Strong y Isagree _ _ trong y gree _ _ 

11. For each crime, please check what you consider, in general, to be the most appropriate penalt\'. I 
I 
I \\: 

Indeterminant Sentenc~ __ ._'_-1-__ ---i--- ----1--1----1----- ... -~ .---~--~ --.. ~-.--. 

--~~~t- ......... -
.. -.~ 

Up to One Year 
--- --.-.......------ --- -- .-. -_._----

Of!e.! e~r _t? 5 Yea!.~~_, 

5 Years to 10Yea:~_, ___ _ 
- .--

Over 20 Years 
·-1-·t--10 Years to 20 Years 

-.-

, 

_~fe ~ lTlI)I'isonme~ t 

Death Penalty I .Ll .. 1.Lt J.- --- .... 
L._J __ ., __ 

12. In principle, do \'ou favor or opoose the death penalty? 
_._ Favor _ Oppose 
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13. 
There are often long delays from the time of arrest until the start of a person's trial. Below is a list of 
su~!!:ested causes which many say contribute to these delays. Indicateby each how important vou think 
it IS as a contributor to the long delays prior to the beginning of trials. 

A - Very importan t B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no importance 

a. Lack of sufficient personnel in the court system given the caseload 
b. Judges who hold COUrt an insufficient amount of time by working short davs and taking long vacations 

c. Dilatory tactics by the defense, such as in the filing of motions. 
d. Inefficiency bv the prosecution in bringing cases to trial as rapidly as possible 

One of the most controversial issues in the area of corrections is the question of treatment of prisoners. 
Following is a series of statements of prisoner rights which have been advocated by some. Indicate the extcnt 
to which you agree or disagree with each. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

Mail to or from prisoners should not be tampered with or censored (except to control contraband). 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Housing arrangements for prisoners should be such as to provide adequate privacy. 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in civil matters, such as di\'orce, 
child custody, estate, and financial settlements. 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Free legal services should be made available to indigent prisoners to assist them with criminal and appeal matters. 

_ Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Free legal services should be available to indigent prisoners to assist them in bringing civil suits against state institutions and personnel. 

- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Prisoners should have easy access to legal materials, such as law books and COUrt reports. 
- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

Prisoners should have adequate medical and dental services including preventive medical and dental care. 

__ Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Married prisoners should be permitted conjugal visits with their spouses. 
_Stron.~ly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree Don't Know 

Prisoners should be permitted to communicate freely with the press. 
--. Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _Strongly Disagree -_ Dlln't Know 

Following is a list of statements representing changes in the manner in which those arrested are handlcd by 
our court system. Please indicate following each statement the extent to which you agrcc or dbagrec with the suggested change. 

23. Every arrested person should be pro\'ided with a pamphlet explaining in detail his rights and each step 
of the criminal justice process from arrest through trial and appeal. 

-- SI! ongly Agree 
_ 0')11'1 Kl10w 

2-1-. Tht' practice of plea barg:lining should be abolished. 
'-- Sirongly Agree - Agree _ Disugree _ Strol1gly Disagree - Don't Knllw 

I 
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25. 
. " d' I Defendants should be investigated sufficiently to determine whether th~lr char.actenstlcs an clrc.um-

stances are such that they should be released prior to trial sole.ly on theIr promIse to appeal for tnal. 
Pretrial release on this basis should be made wherever approprIate. I 
--- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _. Strongly Disagree Don't Knuw 

26. 
Juvcnile status offenders (such as runaways, truants, and a~used or nc.glected children) and ad~tlts I 
sllch as alcoholics, addicts, mentally retarded and ~he. phy:slc~lly handicapped who ha\'e committed . I' 
minor offenses should not be prosecuted by the cnmlnallUstice system but rather should be handled, 
by social service J.gencies of \'arious kinds. 

- 5trungly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know I 
The following statements represent changes in the criminal justice system affecting police. Indicate the extent 
to which you agree or disagree with each. I 
27. Clear lines of command should be established for overlapping police jurisdictions and for coordination of 

- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

28. 

combined police actions, such as in riots, disasters, and strike force activities. I 
Police agencies should make greater use of written summons and citations in place of physical arrest or 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

pre-hearing jailing when compatible with community safety needs. . . . I 
-- Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly DIsagree _ Don t Know 

Parish and local police agencies should be consolidated. 

-- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 
- Don't Know 

Each police agency ::.erving a community with l;Irge ethnic or minority population.s should ta~t' steps 
to achieve a ratio of ethnic and minority personnel roughly equal to the commuIllty population. 

___ Strongly Agree - Agree _ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

The minimum education requirement for employment as a peace officer should be: f; 
I '~ Sume high school _ __ 2 years college Ii 

High school diploma College degree
l 

Each police agency should increase its efforts to recruit qualified women and expand the police functln I of female employees. 

'- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Stmagly D;"g'" _ Doa', Kaow I' 
The state should establish minimum starting sahries f~r all police agencies in the state and reimburse I. 

local ann p'fish .overnmenrs unable to meet thIS mInImUm. I 
-- Strongly A!!;~(: - Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Dun't Know I ':1," 

Each police agenc\' should establish proce9u~es for receivi,:g, investigating,.and adjudi~ating ~omplaint~ 
of police misconduct. The persons complainIng should be Informed 111 WritIng of the disposItion of thl 
complair.!:s. , l 

--. Strongly Agree __ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disagree Don't Know , 

Parole agencies should actively recruit ex-offenders for case work positions. 

-- Strongly Agree _ Agree _ Disagree _ Strongly Disa~ree I 
Pol;cc personnel should be cncol1!'aged to actively involve themselves in commuJlity service you:.h an1 recreational programs, 

37. 

-Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly L?isugree _ 0011'1 Knllw 

Permanent research and training institutes should be established ror eontinueJ research on .,11 n"mer,. 
'lfi't'L'ting the L'rimindl jU~tiL'e system and for specialized training of personnel invoked in fhl.:' crimilIal justice process. 

- S{rllllgl~ Aprel' Agree _ Disagree -- Strongly Disagrl:!c 
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Ther~ long, has heen cOI~trover~y over what goals a~d objectives \~e should try to achieve in structuring and 
rl111nll1~ prIsons. Below IS a sertes of statements whIch you sometimes hear about the purposes of prisons. 
Please mdicate the degree to which you agree with each, ' 

Prison lifc and routine should be purposely unpleasant so as to SCr\'e as punishment to those incarcerated, 
', .. Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree '_ Strongly Disagree _, Dtlll', Kilow 

3R, 

39. 
Prisons S~H'ldd be run in such a way as to oper,lte as cheaply as possible, preferably with little or no cost to the state. 

40, 

41. 

- Agree - Disagree 
-- DOll"' Knuw - Strongly Dhagree 

Prison life and routine should be determined primarily by convenience to the state and to prison personnel. 
,_Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ DOll" KnOll 

Prisons should be structured around the goal of rehabilitation and prison life and routine should he dctermined /),. this goal. 

42. 

"_ Agree - Disagree 
- Dun', KllllW - Strongly Disagree 

l\ major objective of prison reform in Louisiana should be the decentralization of the state prison systclll. 

43. 
--Strollgl~' Agree - Agree - Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ DOll't KilO\', 

Parish and n:unicipal prisons should be removed from local control and placed under the authority of the state corrections agenc),. 

----Stlongly Agree -- Agree - Disagree - Strongly Disagree - DOll', KnO\v 
Thc following statements relate to the specific situation of juvenile offenders. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each, 

44. 
The ~ublil: SL'hool~ usc the .disciplinary de~ices of suspension and expulsion excessivelY', The schools should 
ClJrtatl their use ot suspensIOns and expulSIOns and reserve them for only the most extreme cases. 

-- Strongly Agree - Agree Disagree 
45. 

Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

Large population juvenile institutions, such as the Louisiana Training Instil utes (LTI), should be phased 

46, 

47. 

4B. 

OUt and replaced \\llth such smaller institutions as group homes and halfway houses. 

- Strongly Agree - Agree Disagree _ Strongly Disagree _ Don't Know 

'rhe 
special Situation and needs of juvenile offenders requires specialized judicial personnel, such as 

luvelllie courts and jUdges, to deal with them. 
- Strongly Agree _ Agrl!e - Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Don't Know 

There is so much special treatment and so manv special programs for ju\'enile offenders that thesc offenders 
are generalh- treated too leniently by the judicial system. ~ 

-~ Strongly Agree - Agree - Disagrec_ Strongl) Dbagree _ Don"t Know 

Abny people obieer to the placcment of correctional institutions ne;lr their homes. Which. if a11\', of 
the i'ollowing t,'pes of institl! "ions would vou object to ha\'in,r establi~hl'J \\'ithin thrcl' mile, o(\'our homl'. " . /:' 

:I. Pwchi:ltric institution 
h .. \I:I\imUlll ~l'cl!rit\· instinltiol1s 
L'. ,\\inil11l1l11 st'curit:'\- institutions 
d, Work rcll':bl' center 
c. J lJ\l'llilc corrl'ctiona! institutions 
(. J l1\ l'1l ill- i!I'OUP home 

\\'Ol'LD Of3JEC1 WOliLD :\OT OI3J!:C I 

f 
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49. 

50. 

,--

f 

II 
The following are some specific reasons that people sometimes ~ive for. problems with ~orrectional 
institutions in Louisiana. To what extent do you think that the Items hsted below are Important as I 
causes of the problems in correctional institutions? 

A . Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no i1l1portalH:C 

a. Poor pay for secllritv personnel 
b. Racial bias of prison personnel 
c. Racial bias among •• risoners . 
d. Location of insritt;tions remote from urban centers with professional services 
e. Parole board too lenient 
f. Lack of vocational and acad~mic training programs. 
g.. Leniency in sentencing ." 
h Lack of transitional programs to ease released PrIsoners' adJustment to society 
I. Insufficient work for prisoners to do __ . 
J. Corrupting and embittering influence of prIson envIronment 
k. Inadequate prison discipline. 

A code of juvenile procedure should be enacted. 

I 

I 
I l 

51. 

-- Strongly Agree -- Agree -- Disagree -- Strongly Disagree Don't Know I 
Most people recognize certain problems in the criminal ju.stice ~yst~m,. but they ~isagree about their . 
causes. Taking the police, courts and prisons. and correctIOnal mS~ItutlOns, how Important do you thmk I! 
each of the following sugl£ested causes of theIr problems ~tctually IS. I 1:1 

A - Very important B - Somewhat important C - Of little or no importance 
\' 

,-------r-----,.-------------------

POLICE COURTS 

PRISONS AND CORRECTIONAL 

INSTITUTIONS 
------_ .. --------------------------f-----+-----t-----------

----------;-------t------ir------ --------

----------+----_._+-- ----+-------- - ----- - ._-- ----_. 

Poor Administration 
--- -.----------------- -- ------------1-- ---+-- ---.--1------- --------------

Political Interference 
----- -- ----------- --_·-------1------+------+---------.--.---------

_J~b JUS! f2.~.IC2_ugh __ _ -- ---- ----------t.---- -+-----t-------- --- '. 

Lack o(P_llblic_~tp..P()rt -- .-- --- -----+--- ---'-------_._-_.----- - --"-_. 

Finally, would you please provide some general and back!ITound information essential to the analysis of 
the questionnaire. 

52, In which parish do \'OU li\'e? 

53, In which parish do YIJU work? 

5.f. In v,:hich state were \'ou born? 

55. If \'OU were born in I .()1I1~i .. na. in which parish? 

50. Wh;lt is \'our sex? lvtalc 

Whitl: 

Female 

Biack Other (spcl'ify) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

!i 
I' if 

" I 

1 (, 17 

18 

19 

20 21 

22 23 

24 25 

26 27 

28 

29 30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

5K, I10w i1l:lny ,'cars have you lived in your present community? 

59. Pleasl: check the highest level of formal education which applies to YOU: 

J ttl K YC<lrs 
l) tu J 1 ye~rs 

College graduate 

High school graduale 
A !tended L'ullege 

Some graduate or professional work 
Graduate or professional degree 

60. llave you attended any kind of additional specialized training program or received any other specialized 
education relating ~o your job? _Yes _No 

61. If yes, in what kinds of programs or training did you participate? 

--------_._--- -- -- - ------

62. What is your present occupation? 

63. How many years have you done this kind of work? 

64. How many years have you been at your present occuoationallevel? 

65. Are you a member of a church? _ Yes No 

66. If yes, which denomination? . ------------.- ----- - --._----. 

67. In which of the following categories does your present salary fall? 
Under $7,000 $10,000 to $]5,000 

--- $7,000 to $]0,000 S15,000 to $20.000 
Over $20,000 

68. Which of the following best describes the area in which you live? 

Large City 
Medium-Sized City 
Small City or Town 

Suburb 
Rural 

69. How would you describe the area in which you work? 

Large City 
Medium-Sized City 
Small City or Town 

--- Suburb 
-. Rural 

70. Generally, how would you describe your political views? 

Strongly Conservative 
Conservative 
St rongly Liberal 

Moderately Conservative 
Middle of the Road 

Moderately Liberal 
Liberal 



--------...... -----... ,-~- - --
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