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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 indentifiabie
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 the 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
sampied 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 members. 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 is 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.



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 Legislaters
to 78.6% for State Police Troop Commanders. It would be difficult 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 replied.

There were four different forms of the questionnaire: Courts, Police,
Corrections, and Political. The first 47 items and the Tast 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

No. of No. of Percent
Respondents Questionnaires Return
GROUP Sampled Returned
Courts Questionnaire
03 - D.A. 'S Assoc. 163 83 50.9
06 - Crim. Bar 240 126 52.5
10 - Judges 141 ‘ 54 38.3
13 - Law Instit. 19 7 36.8
Group Unknown 6
Total 563 276 49.0

Lorrections Questionnaire

01 - Social Workers 309 167 54.
05 - Vocat. Rehab. 163 98 60.
15 - Prob. and Parole 133 78 58.
18 - Corrections (HQ) 34 8 23.
19 - Corrections (Angola) 103 27 26.
20 - Corrections (Print-out)229 71 31.

Group Unknown 8

Total 971 457 47.

Police Questionnaire

09 - Chiefs 249 72 28.
11 - Sheriffs 57 22 38.
12 - State Police Troop Com. 14 11 78.
23 - City Police 668 231 34.
24 - Sheriff's Deputies 689 208 30.
Group Unknown 5
Total 1677 549 32.

Political Questionnaire

02 - La. Munic. Assoc. 567 96 16.
04 - Police Jurors 318 64 20.
07 - A.C.L.U. 30 20 66.
08 - La. C.A.A. 32 21 65.
14 - J.C.'s 210 51 24.
16 - Legislators 105 15 14,
17 - Senators 39 9 23.
21- League W.V, 26 17 65.
25 - N.A.A.C.P, 156 40 25.

Group Unknown 10

Total 1483 343 23.
Grand Total 4694 1625 34,
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FINAL REPORT ON THE LOUISIANA CRIMINAL JUSTICE SURVEY
TO THE LOUISIANA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND
ADMINISTRATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE

PART II
A GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND ANALYTIC OVERVIEW OF THE SURVEY

Submitted by:
Paul E. Grosser, Ph.D.

Department of Political Science
Louisiana State University

February 28, 1976
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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 1. 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 subsample 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 tems designed
to discover general attitudes toward the criminal justice system,
such as where the greatest improvement was needed and causes of
problems 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.
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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 questionnaire 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
Titerature in the area of criminology and penology.

The_goals.of the survey were to provide the Commission with
informatio: in three areas. First, tr» survey indicates the_amount
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 or opposition

various attentive groups felt toward the proposed changes. Third,
the survey was to discover the underlying attitudinal structure
relating to the criminal iustice 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 will contribute to the implementation process. In conducting
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 policemen,
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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and their work load and the additonal burden the questionnaire
involved, a rather high proportion, 40 percent, responded.

In addition to providing useful information, 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 significant increase in expenditures for the policy area.
The_changes'wi11 require action by all political levels, i.e.,
municipal, parish and state governments. Almost all the attentive
groups engage in lobbying activities at the various governmental
Tevels. Some have shown considerable skill and have been quite
successful in their efforts. Their active support for the
Comm1ss19n's proposals would be an important aid in their adoption
and fuqd1ng. The Commission will need a broad-based support
coalition when it presents its Tegisiative package. As previously
stateq, the survey performed consultative and participatory
functions for those in the attentive groups sampled.

___The successful implementation of the goals and standards
will require the active cooperation and support of both system
personnel and outside interests. Efforts at education and persuasion
will be necessary to this purpose. The survey, in a sense, was
a part of this process.

Section 2. Profile of Attitudes Toward‘Crimina1 Justice
System and Problem of Crime

_ Begause of the nature of the survey, that is, the great
q1vgr53ty of.the groups sampled and the uneven return rate,
it is impossible to infer anything from the following profile
to a larger population with 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.

Sociologists, psychologists,theologians, commentators, police
and the man in the street have been in continous debate over
thg cause of crime, crime prevention methods, and treatment of
criminals. Attitudes about these basic issues shape the attitudes
toward specific issues on Taw enforcement, prosecution and
corrections. Ii addition, some scholars in the field are
currently arguing that the goal of rehabilitation should be abandoned
and a more puntitve approach should be taken toward the prisoner.
They argue basically that rehabilitation has not worked and that
community and'persona1 safety should be the primary goals of
the criminal justice system. The National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice did not share this view but it is seen by
some observer§ as widely held among the general population and
by groups making up the criminal justice system. From the




Commission'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 1ist of sixteen statements
frequently suggested as causes of crime. The respondent 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.
"Permissiveness, Breakdown in Authority" was ranked very important
by fifty-three percent. "Decline in Religion and Morality" and
"Police Too Restricted" were each ranked very important by forty-five
percent. "lLack 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 1ittle 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 many people 1iving 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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6%
60%
53%
45%
45%
44%
38%
37%

56%
49%
48%
45%

Table 1. Causes of Crime

Most Important

Coddling of Criminals, Penalties too soft

Drug Addiction

Permissiveness, Breakdown in authority

Decline in réligion and morality

Police too restricted in dealing with criminals
Lack of education, training, opportunity
Poverty, unemplo,ment, bad housing

Broken homes, deprived backgrounds
Least Important

Uneven distribution of wealth in society
Racial discrimination in jobs, education, housing
Too many people 1living too close together

Too many people having guns
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Tatively conservative perceptions on the causes of crime
coinz?gerewith thg attitude toward the death pena]ty.. Sixty-one .
percent of the respondents favor the'death penalty wh119 only twenty -
percent oppose it. On this point, sixty-two percent said the appropriate
penalty for premeditated murder was the degth penalty. Other crimes )
seen as deserving the death penalty were kidnapping (twenty-four percen

and rape (twenty-three percent).

i i i flected to
The perceptions concerning the causes of.cr1me are re
a degreepin tge penalties suggested for particular crimes. _For_
example, the most suggested penalty for the sale of hero1n_1s ]1fe .
imprisonment, and for heroin possession five to ten years imprisonment.

On the other hand, the survey showed a fqir!y strgng qttitude
favoring the decriminalization of certain "v1c§1m1ess crimes.
Over half of the respondents stated that gambling, prostitution,

the sale of pornography and possession of marijuana should be decriminalized.

That is, there should either be no penalty or the penalty should
not exceed a fine and probation.

f other attitudes relating to the perception of the
crim%ga$e§2§tgce system, the study showed an oveywhe1m1ng awareness
of the need and support for improving and refgrm1ng the operations
of the system. Each respondent was asked to 1nd1ga?e thg degree
of improvement needed in the six phases of Fhe criminal Justice
system: police investigation and apprehens19n, prosecution by )
district attorney, court procedures, sentencing procedures, probation
and parole system, and prisons and rehabilitation. The rankings .
were A. Extremely Great MNeed, B. Great Need, C. querate Need, an
D. Little Need. The phase of the system.sgen as in greatest need
of improvement was corrections and rehab111tqt1on.- The phase seen
in the Teast need of improvement was police investigation and

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. Similarly the question asking to identify the stage in
greatest need of improvement elicited corrections and rehabilitation
Programs by thirty-five percent of the respondents. That is, twice
as frequent as any other stage. Police and Probation were the
stages least frequently cited.

As regards the question of treatment of prisoners, the study
does not indicate a punitive stance. Indeed, thereis strong support
for humane treatment of prisoners and for prisoners' rights.
Ninety-four percent of the respondents agree that prisoners should
have adequate medical and dental care including preventative medical
and dental care. Sixty-seven percent agree that free legal servives
should be available to indigent prisoners on criminal and appeal
matters. Sixty-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 should provide adequate privacy. Fifty-seven percent
agreed that prisoners 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 disagreed. On a related question, seventy-eight percent
agreed that rehabilitation should be the goal of prisons and that
prison Tife and routine should be determined by this goal.

This great humane attitude is also evident in responses to other
items. Seventy-two percent agreed that many convicted felons are
unnecessarily incarcerated and should be sentenced to alternative
programs such as conditional release, work and study release, supervised
Tiberty, etc. The concern for the rights of the accused is clear
in the seventy percent support for a pamphlet to be provided to each
arrested person 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 Jjustice
system and the problem of crime that emerge from the survey do not
fit any neat stereotype. While fifty-three percent of the respondents
classified themselves conservatives of one form or another and the
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perceptions of the causes of crime and prescribed penalties indicate a
certair conservatism and conventional more punitive approach to the
problem of crime, this is modified by a humane and compassionate set of
attitudes toward the prisoner and prisons,

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

There are some items suggesting change that have almost unanimous
support with ninety percent or more of all respondents agreeing. These
include: 1) establishment of permanent research and training institutes
on all matters affecting the criminal Justice system (95%); 2) adequate
medical and dental service for prisoners including preventative medical and

dental care (94%); 3) establishment of clear lines of command for overlapping

police jurisdictions and for coordinating combined police actions such as
riots, disasters or strike force activities (94%); 4) active police involve-
ment in community service youth and recreational programs (92%); 5) estab-
Tishment of procedures for receiving, investigating and adjudicating com-
plaints of misconduct by all police agencies (90%); and, 6) establishment
of uniform juvenile Justice system with specialized judicial personnel and
procedures (90%). These items are a mixed bag. Some are of the apple pie
variety that can be effected by administrative order within agencies. For
example, in many Jurisdictions, police involvement in youth and recreation
programs, is already policy. Procedures for dealing with police misconduct
usually exist in some form or another. In most police agencies, a standardi-
zation and expansion could be effected. Other items, however, include ex-
tensive legislation and fairly large expenditures. These include the estab-
Tishment of research and training institutes, the improvement of prisoner
medical and dental care, and reform of the juvenile justice system.

Another set of items received high support ranging in the seventy
percent agreement range. Again opposition within the sample is negligible.
These include: 1) requiring judges visit (on a yearly basis) the correctional
facilities and programs to which they sentence offenders (79%); 2) the
establishment (by the state) of minimum starting salaries for al]l police
agencies and state reimbursement of lTocal and parish governments unable to
meet the minimum (78%); 3) prison Tife and routine organized so as to meet
prison goal of rehabilitation (78%)5 4) increased use of citation or
written summons in place of physical arrest by police when compatible with
communtiy safety needs (74%); 5) non-prosecution by criminal justice system
of such types as juvenile status offenders (runaways, truants, etc.) and adult
minor offenders such as alcoholics, addicts, mentally and physically handi-

capped rather turned over to social service agencies for treatment (73%);
police agencies should recruyit more qualified women and expand police

functions of female personnel (72%)5 7) increased use of alternatives to
incarceration should be made for convicted felons who are not a pubTic danger
or likely to be recidivist (72%); and, 8) every arrested person should be
provided a pamphlet on rights and procedures of criminal justice process
(70%). With the exceptions of police salary and police recruitment of more
femaTe personnel, these items all deal with the treatment of prisoners or
those coming into contact in a pre-judicial way with the criminal justice

.
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system. Most of these issues require considerab@e modificatlogui£e$g;:ting
[ i i itures. On these items suppor
practices and increased expend1. nese 5 S utwelgns
iti ithi . pposition range :
opposition within every re§popd1ng group AN o
twenty and forty percent within certain group ) . Upp Ferg
i tion is the opposition o
rarely Tess than sixty percen@..The one exceptic | ) oT.t
i ts. As might be expected, opp .
by sheriffs to pamphlet explaining r1gh T _ . nu
i tion is highest among po
to increased female personnel and police func ion _ ng. .
thi . fs and thirty-five percen
. For example, thirty-three percent of sheriffs a .
ggog?iy police rSSponding to this survey opposed this tem. {On quezt1g;gh_
dealing with treatment of offenders, the goal of rehabw];tat1?p, agndp
let explaining rights, the groups least supportive were in police N e
prosecution). Opposition to state mandateg agd §ubsaﬁ1zggrm;?1gg$merce
ice personnel is strongest among the Junior lam s
;gyigg]gﬁroﬁé, the League of Women Voters and Probation and Parole personnel.

i i in the sixty percent range.
he following items have support scores in th :
Oppos?t?on to thege items in contrast towﬁh? p;ﬁV]ousr2T$e2ug;giid?rgget;2ta1
t score within particular groups. While the ove ort )
232§3£ sample may be sixty percent or better, somi grougz Eziwégglggtgggppo
; o 2699,
sition in the same range. Proposals hav1ng support sco: ! -
i isi to indigent prisoners for
include: (1) provision of free legal services gent prisoners for
iminal and appeal matters (67%); (2) right of appeal tenc
2;1?;nviction ?26%); (3) provision of free Tegal services to 1n?ég§?F
prisoners for civil matters such as divorce, f1nanc1a] matteg;y). ;na (5)
(4) adequate privacy in housing arrangemeﬂtihforcggéﬁz?ggz gubgeét =S
determination by sentencing court as to whether i e ender
ituti i 61%). Such provision wou
to unconstitutional or undesirable s1tuat10n ( _ ueh bt 1 ;
! iminals" syndrome.
ensive and can be seen as part of the "coddling o gr ;
gﬁgpor% or opposition for these items, for tgg mo;toﬁgr$%n2£eagipglaggscores
what would be considered 1iberal or conservative . S [L scores
i i f free legal services for i
in the ninety percent range on the_quest1on 0 S,
i 1 workers, the ACLU, Communi Y
dent prisoners are found among socia e NAACP. Grouss Wi th Wigh ‘onpo-
ies, the League of Women Voters, and t_e \ . : .
Qgi?gn to these issues are the Jaycees, po11cg jurors, chiefs of police,
prosecutors, corrections personnel and the criminal bar.

iti i tions does not
hould be noted that the opposition w1tb few exceptic
outweighsthe support on these items. Legal services for cr1m1na1tgngsappea1
matters has greater support than the legal services for civil matters.

. . . . . g
opposition to adequate privacy in prisoner housing is found

most gtgnoﬁﬁced among Headquarters correct1onsopersonng]f(G%égé)polgis
chiefs (57%), Angola corrections personnel (52%), sheriffs ( 1§t%mate1y
police (49%), and police jurors (45%). These groups are mos tinately
involved with the problem of jails and_pr1soqs anq th¢1r qppos1.t nind
considerable difficulties in implementing this objective in spite
overall approval rate of sixty-two percent.
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On the question of the sentencing court determiqiqg if prison
conditions are unconstitutional or inadequate opposition comes mainly
from prosecutors, judges, probation and parole personnel, state
senators and Corrections Headquarters all opposing the measure by
50% or better. This opposition again indicates difficulties greater
than would be expected with an overall support score of 61% for the item.

Opposition to right of appeal of sentence as well as goqviction
is highest among prosecutors (59%), judges (58%), the Louisiana Law
Institute (57%), probational parole personnel (50%), State Repre-
sentatives (46%) and State Senators (63%). Again the nature of the
opposition indicates serious difficulties in making such a change.

The following items have overall support scores'of more than
fifty percent but less fhan sixty percent. Opposition to these items
especially among groups most directly affected_by the proposa]s indicates
that adoption would be extremely unlikely and if adopted implementa-
tion would be haphazard if not totally unsuccessful. The items in
this category include: (1) greater use of pretrial release on recognizance
(59%); (2) police agency personnel should reflect a ratio roughly
equal to the ethnic and minority group population qf commqnyty
(59%); (3) married prisoners should be allowed conjugal visits
(57%); (4) prisoners should have easy access to Tega1 mater1a1s
(57%); (5) decentralization should be major objective of prisoner
reform in Louisiana (55%); and, (6) large population juvenile institutions
such as LTI should be replaced with small institutions such as group

homes and halfway houses (53%).

Opposition to increased use of release on recognizange is most
strong within police groups for example, 51% of police chiefs, 50%
of cheriffs, 54% Angola personnel, 50% of city police and 57% of
deputy sheriffs in the study oppose this proposal. Other groups
with high opposition to this item are prosecutors (42%), police
jurors(39%), state police commanders(44%), Jaycees (40%), and,
probation and parole personnel (38%). Strongest support is found
among social workers (78%), municipal association (70%), the criminal
bar %77%), the ACLU (100%), the League of Women Voters (92%), Judges
(74%), Louisiana Law Institute (75%), and the NAACP (89%). On this

item the groups most involved are about equally divided pro and
con.

The item urging ethnic and minority police personnel to reflect
ethnic and minority ratic in the community served is opposed most
strongly by judges (56%); state police commanders (54%); Jaycees
(53%); city police (55%); state representatives (46%); and the
criminal bar (48%). The nature of this opposition indicates serious
difficulties in realizing the objective.

Opposition to conjugal visits for married prisoners is highest
among police and corrections personnel and politicians. For example,
within the sample we find opposition by sheriffs (65%); police
chiefs (56%); Angola personnel (59%); deputy sheriffs (57%); probation
and parole personnel (48%); police jurors (56%); municipal association
(50%): and,state senators (43%). Given the nature of the opposition
this reform would-be very difficult to enact.
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The question of prisoners having access to legal materials

the some support score (57%) as conjugal visits bgt is obvigls1;as
not as emotional an issue. The strongest opposition to this reform
1s found among chiefs of police (59%); sheriffs (52%); corrections
perfonne1 other than Headquarters or Angola (50%); deputy sheriffs
(60%); and, city police (49%). High levels of support are found among
Rro§ecutors (60%); the criminal bar (70%); the ACLU (100%); Community
cgzon Agencies (80%); judges (56%); Jaycees (77%); state representatives
(85%); state senators (57%); Angola personnel (80%); the League
of Women Voters (100%); and the NAACP (75%). Again we see this item
fairlv well dividing the affected groups pro and con.

On the issue of decentralization of prisons as a major obj i
of prison reform support is fairly constant although no% Wiid%iFt1ve
ent?us1ast1c.0n1y one qroup, city police, opposes this proposal
(57%). A1l other groups support it roughly at its overall support
score of f1fty—f1ve_percent. On the related question of phasing
SUt 1arge Juveq1]e 1qstitutions such as LTI there is greater opposition.
But this opposition is found among police and corrections groups.
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 Tukewarm fashion.

A.sma11 aroup of proposed reforms in the general questi i
had hwgher opposition than support scores. T%ese itegseaglg?na2;§
probation should be standard criminal sentence and incarceration utilized only
when safety of community requires (63%), (2) removal of parisn anu
municipal jails from Tocal control and placed under state corrections
agency (61%), (3) parole agencies actively recruit ex offenders for

casework positons (51%), (4 idati i :
agencies (45%). ), (4) consolidation of parish and localpolice

Opposition is overwhelming on the question of maki i
. ing ing probation
the standard sentence in criminal cases. The only grougspshowing

sianificant support are social workers (50
. %), the ACLU (82%
Eorrect1ons Headquarters (75%), Corrections Angola (60%%, é%& the
tﬁgque of Women Voters {64%). A1l other groups in the study oppose
s proposal by_very high percentages. The Tlikelihood of this
proposal being given serious consideration is not great.

Removal of parish and municipal jai i
) of parist Jjails from Tocal control and ;
zgggoa?aggoggr;3d1ct1on of Ztate corrections agency also finds 1igl?g1ng
Sul , g survey respondents. The only support f
&s found among s?c1a1 workers (52%), the A%LU ?24%), 2;ettgagzgpg?a]
omen Voters (50%), and the NAACP (63%). Even within these groups,

support is only Tukewarm. 0 PP A i :
among all other groups. pposition is massive and fairly uniform

The issue of employing ex-offenders as
) \ parole caseworker i
slightly petter thap the other items in this group. Suppo$t5f2i1€;e
Broposq] is found within the criminal bar (59%), the ACLU (100%)
vgggag1€g89§t1gsz%ﬁnc%Aggg%z;6ﬂ?ycees (50%), the League of Women
5) s e {76%). Opposition is fairly unif
among the other groups. This item will be quite difficzlt toogﬁplement.




16

While the opposition to consolidation of parish and local police
agencies is not as high as. the other items in 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’ fairly

real” *ic and there appears to be considerable chance of success.

Of course, all of this is stated with the reservations concerning

the representativeness and other weaknesses in the survey.
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PART III: FOCUSED ANALYSIS - POLICE

General Questions

questions concerning
almost half (46.9%) feel that there is a great or extremely great need for
reform of police investigation and apprehension, only aboyt 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 police were not as effective as
they should be in Preventing crime. More than three-fourths (75.5%) believed
that restrictions on police 1in 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
police ineffectiveness can be secured by an examination of Table 3.1, "Causes
of Problems of PoTice". Almost 75% believe that political interference and lack

of money and pubTic support are at Teast somewhat important as causes of police
problems. These fagtors are external to the police themselves and can be

unqualified Personnel, poor administration, and inadequate organization are also
S€en 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 1n the criminal Justice system and that over half of them
described themselves as politically conservative,

requirement shoyld be, Table 3.2. While the majority of respondents (58.2%)
thought police officers shoyld finish high school, more than a third (35.4%)
felt that they should have at Teast two years of college. The high percentage
(93.6%) who would require at Teast a high schoo] education undoubtedly reflects
these respondents’ concern with unqualified Personnel in police agencies,

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. Byt first, a word aboyt the statistica]
test utilized. The statistic employed is "x2n (chi-square); in this discussion,
it is used as g ”gqodness—of—fit“ test. The percentage distributign on the
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The value of the statistic "X2" 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 respondents. The calcu-
lated value of X? is given at the bottom of each table accompanied by a proba-
bility level -- e.g., p & .01. This means that under the assumption of random
sampling from police and non-police respondents, 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£.01 -- if the two groups were actually
sub-groups of the same population. Since the probability of getting this result
is so small, it is concluded that these two groups actually come from two dif-
ferent populations -- 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.

It was noted earlier that approximately 47% of all respondents in the
survey felt that there was 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 1ittle need. Similarly- only 5.4 percent of police and 13 percent
of all others saw this as an area in greatest need of improvement (p < .001).

There are also marked differences among police and other respondents

concerning restrictions on police as a cause of crime, Table 3.4. While more than .-

67 percent of the police considered this a very important cause of crime, the
others sampled were almost equally divided among the three possible responses.
It is interesting to note that police inefficiency as a cause of crime is viewed
approximately the same way by both groups; over 65 percent of both groups
recognize it as somewhat or very important, Table 3.5.

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 did not differ particularly
concerning police inefficiency as a cause of crime but a significantly higher
proportirn of police compared to others 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 wiew.

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
q1fferent from that for other respondents. The principal difference
1s.thqt 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 thé two groups,
Table 3.8. While 85 percent of non-police persons agree with this
standard, only about 68 percent of the police concur. Correspon-
ingly, a considerably higher proportion of police disagree.

_ With respect to the standard on consolidation of parish and Tocal
police agencies there is considerable disagreement between the two
groups, Table 3.9. The great majority, 66 percent, of police disagree
while 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
raspondents 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 3.17, but non-police respondents are
stronger on this issue. This may be a result of proportionately fewer
women among police respondents as well as a greater degree of political
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
re?poqdents is due to the idea of state support of local area police
salaries.

While again there are differences between police and other
respondents for the standard on adjudicating complaints of police
m1scoqduct, 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. A1l 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' response patterns on these items from knowledge of their scale scores.
This is within acceptable 1imits 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

jtems. This item also had the Towest 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, refiecting the high 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 six items. It was these two standards which were most 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 involve 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 £.001). The police respondents are a bit
more spread out over the range of the scale 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 whiie 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 clear cut findings are that
those in the lowest (11 years of school or less) and highest (graduate
or professional degree) educational categories have proportionately
higher score values. Thus, the effect of education on scale score is
equivocal. This seems to be a case in which statistical significance
1s achieved because of large sample size even though no clear relationship
1s observable. The findings with respect to the effect of salary on
scale scores is also equivocg] in the same way that education is. While
statistically significant (X = 16.03; .02 <p 7 .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 1iberal 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 Tevel 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
(X¢ = 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 1ittle
variability among police officers on these characteristics and too
Tittle 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" TO
THE CAUSES OF PROBLEMS OF POLICE
SOMEWHAT VERY
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT
CAUSES OF PROBLEMS PERCENT "~ PERCENT
Lack of Money 29.5 56.8 86.3
Unqualified Personnel 33.5 49.2 82.7
Poor Administration 35.9 41.0 76.8
Inadequate Organization
or Structure 34.7 29.7 64.4
Wrong Approach to Job 28.1 27.6 55.7
Political Interference 24.9 49.4 74.3
Job Just too Tough 22.9 12.7 35.6
Lack of Public Support 25.6 53.7 79.3
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TABLE 3.2 ; § TABLE 3.3
3. o RESPONSE OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE CF ALL
: ING THE 1 | i OTHER GROUPS CONCERNING THE NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT OR
e L Sl - REFORM OF "POLICE INVESTIGATION AND APPREHENSION."
CUMULATIVE 3
EDUCATION REQUIREMENT PERCENT PERCENT ! i Degree of Need Police Questionnaire A11 Other
SHOULD BE: i For Reform Respondents Respondents
No Answer 1.0 100.0 - I Number Percent Number Percent
. 99.0 E Eoo
some figh Schoot 5o %3 6 b 4 Total* 522 100.0 1,045 100.0
35.4 = -
Eg?1232rgeg£ego11ege zgg 6.6 - 0 Extremely Great Need 63 12.1 247 23.6
o Great Need 147 28.2 305 29.2
- -
] Moderate Need 240 46.0 409 39,1
0 S Little Need 72 13.8 84 8.0
]
" i * Tota%s exclude those who did not respond to the question.
L 4 X¢ = 57.42; p £ .001
S
R |
g
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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 A11 Other
Importance Respondents Respondents
Number Percent Number  Percent
Total* 540 100.0 1,052 100.0
Very Important 364 67.4 381 36.2
Somewhat Important 131 24.3 351 33.4
Of Little or No
45 8.3 320 30.4

Importance

* 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 Questioﬁnaire
A1l Oth
Importance Respondents Respondeﬁzs
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

* To§s1§ exclude those who did not respond to the question.

4.48; p > .10
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TABLE 3.6
GROUPS
POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER
RESPO¥8E%HQFSTATE, “THE MINIMUM EDUCATION RFQUIREMENT
FOR EMPLOYMENT AS A PEACE OFFICE SHOULD BE:
i stionnaire A1l Other
Response p0]1cgegg§ndents Respondents
Number Percent Number Percent
Total* 544 100.0 1,065 100.0
4.6
Some High School 39 7.2 49
55.4
High School Diploma 355 65.3 590
31.6
2 Years College 132 24.3 336
8.4
College Degree 18 3.3 90

*Tot%1s exclude those who did not respond to the question.
X& =

43.5; p £ .001
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TABLE 3.7

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

30

Response Police Questionnaire A11 Other
Respondents Respondents
Number Percent Number Percent
Total* 539 100.0 1,030 100.0
Strongly Agree 290 53.8 500 48.5
Agree 235 43.6 509 49.4
Disagree 8 1.5 15 1.5
Strongly Disagree 6 1.1 6 0.6

* Totg]s exclude those who did not respond to the question.
Xe = 9.41; 05> p>.02
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TABLE 3-8 ir”;s {: “}QH TABLE 3.9
| S RESPONSES GF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH
" ] OTHER ¢ , THOSE OF ALL
RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL N 0 ROUPXGESC¥EE gggJEgEgT, "PARISH AND LOCAL POLICE
OTHER GROUPS TO THE STATEMENT, "POLICE AGENCIES SHOULD i b E CONSOLIDATED, "

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

COMPATIBLE WITH COMMUNITY SAFETY NEEDS." y; !
& Response Police Questionnaire A11 Other
{5 ' Respondents Respondents
. B Number Percent Number Percent
Response Police Questionnaire A1l Other ; I Total* 523
Respondents Respondents ﬁg P 100.0 957 100.0
Number Percent Number Percent L. | Strongly Agree 88 16.8 .
{ r . 223
Total* 526 100.0 1,010 100.0 - o Agree 89 . 23.4
0 ,‘ e .0 33]
Strongly Agree 83 15.8 266 26.3 § . Disagree 181 316 3.8
e T . 333 35.0
Agree 273 51.9 593 58.7 ; b Strongly Disagree 165 .
) . . 64
Disagree 126 24.0 123 12.2 N - 07
P ,
Strongly Disagree 44 8.4 28 2.8 . | * Totals exclude t .
: N | g( = B35 oF. Qoig vgo did not respond to the question,
* Totg]s exclude those who did not respond to the question. - f oo
Xe = 145.37; p <« .001 ?3 oo
i .
; |
I L
0
[ o
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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 ETHMIC OR MINORITY
POPULATIONS SHOULD TAKE STEPS TO ACHIEVE A RATIO
OF ETHNIC AND MINORITY PERSONNEL ROUGHLY EQUAL TO
THE COMMUNITY POPULATION."
Response Police Questionnaire A1l Other
Respondents Respondents
Number Percent Number Percent
Total* 519 100.0 1,006 100.0
Strongly Agree 51 9.8 192 19.1
Agree 243 46.8 485 48.2
Disagree 147 28.3 250 24.8
Strongly Disagree 78 15.0 79 7.8

* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question.
X2 = 60.10; p < .00T
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TABLE 3.11
RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER
GROUPS TO THE STATEMENT, "EACH POLICE AGENCY SHOULD
INCREASE ITS EFFORTS TO RECRUIT QUALIFIED WOMEN AND
EXPAND THE POLICE FUNCTION OF FEMALE EMPLOYEES."
Response Police Questionnaire A11 Other
Respondents Respondents
Number Percent Number Percent
Totals* 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

* Tetals exclude those who did not respond to the question.
X2 = 54,29; p £ .001
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* TABLE 3.13
TABLE 3.12 5 i i
3 i
PS o RESPONSES OF POLICE CONTRASTED WITH 3
RASTED WITH THOSE OF ALL OTHER GROU L THOSE OF ALL OTHER
RESPONSE? g?As'(E)l‘lﬁél(\:lE C'(')%\“‘ITIE STATE SHOULD ESTABLISH MINIMUM ; g GROUPS TO THE STATEMENT, "EACH POLICE AGENCY SHOULD
T?A-}gTING SALARIES FOR ALL POLICE AGENCIES IN THE STATE !r{ : ESTABLISH PROCEDURES FOR RECEIVING, INVESTIGATING
> AND REIMBURSE LOCAL AND PARISH GOVERNMENTS ' AND  ADJUDICATING COMPLAINTS OF POLICE MISCONDUL:, THE
UNABLE TO MEET THIS MINIMUM." | : PERSONS CUMPLAINING SHOULD BE INFORMED IN WRITING OF
3 , I THE DISPOSITION OF THEIR COMPLAINTS."
B
Police Questionnaire A11 Other
Response 0 Regpondents Respondents b ¢ - i I Response Police Questionnaire A1l Other
Number Percent Number ercen é ; Lok Respondents Respondents
100.0 ) —_— Number Percent Number Percent
Total# 530 100.0 1,003 . . ,
o 77 276 | | I Total* 535 100.0 1,054 100.0
Strongly Agree 263 49.6 2 ) C | St 1
59 5 o . rongly Agree 131 24.5 409 38.8
Agree 201 37.9 527 S T S A _
56 Lo was gree 325 60.8 598 56.7
. 53 10.0 157 15. | ; )
Disagree 12 49 K ’ T Disagree 49 9.2 43 4.1
3 2.4 . § j {
Strongly Disagree 13 Lo + Strongly Disagree 30 5.6 4 0.4
* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question. o ’ ‘i —_—
X2 = 129.07; p £ .001 : : I * Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question,
_; P X2 = 448.96; p o .001
L |
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TABLE 3.14
| )F ALL OTHER
POLICE CONTRASTED WITH THOSE OF
i T OO F S
ED TO ACTIVELY INV E A
ENCOURASEEVICE YOUTH AND RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS.
i i i A11 Other
naire
Response P°11C§egg§3§éﬁgs Respondents
Numbey Percent Number Percent
Total* 541 100.0 1,040 100.0
35.8
Strongly Agree 207 38.3 372
Agree 308 56.9 621 59.7
3 3.6
Disagree 21 3.9 38 »
S 9
Strongly Disagree 5 C.9

* Totals exclude those who did not respond to the question.
X3 = 1,755 p > .05
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TABLE 3.15

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

ny
~J

RESPONSE PATTERN Scale Score Percent of
34 33 28 32 Respondents

w

(o))
w
(ow]
N
({e]

++ 4+ o+ +

DI R_RMNOO
(@]
(o)

14.82

+ + + + + +
R I I N
+++ 1 10 1 1 g
S 20 oI T T R T B B |
200 N N T R T T B |
O~NOMT_RWN—O

A I S B
+ 4+ F 1o

30.83

27.

36.

34,

33.

28,

32.

30.

29,

Coefficient of ReproducibiTity = .92
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS FOR THE SCALE

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. - 94.4Y% Agree

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

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 ’

The state should establish minimum starting salaries for all police agencies

in the state and reimburse Jocal and parish governments unable to meet
this minimum. - 78.0% Agree

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

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

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. - 59.8% Agree :

Parish and local police agencies should be cousolidated. - 45.0Y% Agree
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TABLE 3.16
534 POLICE RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED
BY RESPONSES TO EIGHT POLICE ITEMS
Response Pattern Scale Score Percent of
27 36 33 34' 32 28 30 29 Respondents
- - - - - - - - 0 0.19
+ - - - - - - - 1 0.19
+ + - - - - - - 2 2.81
+ + + - - - - - 3 6.37
+ + + + - - - - 4 8.05
+ + + + + - - - 5 12.92
+ 0+ o+ o+ v+ oL 6 18.54
+ 0+ o+ o+ o+ o+ L 7 34.08
+ + o+ + 4 + + + 8 16.85

Coefficient of Reproducibility = .91
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TABLE 3.17

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

40

. Scale Score

Sex
Male
Number Percent

Female
Number Percent

ﬁf Total*
0-2

‘s

?3' 3-5

6-8

1,295 100.0
40 3.1
289 22.3
966 74.6

294 100.0
3 1.0
18 6.5
272 92.5

iE X2 = 37.93;

Ly * Totals exclude those with missing data on these items.
p < .001
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TABLE 3.18

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

o o D

TABLE 3.19

o

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

bl
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POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

Scale Score Middle of

Conservative

Scale Score Race
White Nonwhite
Number Percent Number Percent
Total* 1441 100.0 140 100.0
0-2 43 3.0 0 0.0
3-5 303 21.0 2 1.4
6-8 1095 76.0 138 98.6

Liberal

Number Percent

ot B |

aeasel

ki

3

* Totals exclude those with missing data on these {tems.
X2 =37,93; p «£ .001

390 100.90

2 0.5
37 9.5
351 90.0

o]

exclude those with missing data on these items.
p < .001
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POLICE RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY SEX [ ! ‘
AND SCALE SCORE FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS “ . POLTCE RESPONDENTS CLASSIFIED BY RACE
AND SCALE SCORE FOR EIGHT POLICE STANDARDS
Scale Score Male e Female { 7: Scale Score Race
; ook White Nonwhite
Number  Percent Number _ Percent f Number Percent Number Percent
* - H T
Total 486 100.0 46 100.0 f b Total* 194 100.0 37 100.0
0"2 16 3.3 ] 2.2 g- 5 q” 0_2 17 3.4 0 0.0
3-5 140 28.8 5 10.9 c 3 3.5 144 29,1 1 5.7
6-8 330 67.9 40 87.0 I o 6-8 333 67.4 36 97.3
. ] o . . o
TO)ESE §x§;9de 82023 W1<th rg;ssmg data on these items. fj P * Totg]s exclude those with missing data on these items.
325 . p . .- L - X6 =14.52; p < .001
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TABLE 3.22
E
525 RESPONDENTS TO POLICE QUESTIONNAIR
CLASSIFIED BY RESPONSES TO NINE POLICE ITEMS
Percent of
Response Pattern Scale Score
52 48 49 5] 54p 56 50 53 b5 Respondents
- - - 0 0.19
- - 1 0.00
+ - - - - - - -
- - 2 0.57
+ + - - - - -
+ + + - - - - - - 3 0.76
+ + + + - - - - - 4 1.71
6.10
+ + + + + - - - - 5
7.62
+ + + + + + - - - 6
+ + + + + + + - - 7 12.76
+ + + + + + + + - 8 23.62
+ + + + + + + + + 9 46.67

Coefficient of Reproducibility = .92
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Questionnaire Items for the Scale

52.

48.

49,

51.

54,

56.

50.

53.

55.

Each police agency should develop extensive liaison and

cooporation with all agencies in the community working with
youth. - 96.5% Agree

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

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

Every police agency should establish special training programs

for all its peace officers in preventing delinquent behavior
and juvenile crime. - 87.1% Agree

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

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

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

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

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 District 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 satisfied 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
Tfate 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 overiooked. 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-1 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 thg 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 ana!ys1s.
A choice of method is required. The most widely 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 1ying along attitude dimensions or continua.
In the present case, the dimensions are made up of varying intens1t1es
for reform within different areas of reform. The responses to each item
or question then make accessible the dimensions, and make possiblé& 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 un@er—
lying or latent, but is directly recoverable from the responses. This
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= TABLE IV-1. Scale 1. Conservatism: Support for severe sentenci

; : — : cing and
the scale. Obviously, people differ in the degree to which they posses . L :giasgggttof Er1m1qa15° [tems and item order in Guttman scale; gll
the trait (desire for reform) and, therefore, in the items they endorse, R poncents, Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey, 1975.
but if judges are relatively low in their endorsement of one reform b o
item, and social workers relatively high, then that relative position o L Ttem Dichotomized Responses
pattern must be maintained over other items in the scale. The principle, [ o # of Responses % of Responses
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 Most a ot
several directions. Such was indeed the case with four scale dimensions ; " of mar?PYOPPTa € penalty for sale
identified for the responses drawn from all respondents in the survey. | 1 Juana:

The items making up the reform scales, along with the scales' - g' Eena1ty]more severe than fine 1342 86.9
coeffecients of reproducibility are shown in Tables IV-1 through IV-4. { g - No penalty or fine 203 13.1
As is indicated in the tables, the responses were formed into dichotomies. e ~ Assessment of .

In most cases, all that process involved was adding together the strongly , coddh‘nen fo the importance of

agree plus agree, and strongly disagree and disagree, types of responses. g‘ ; ena]tigso Scr1m1na]s and too soft

In each scale the items are ranked according to the ease of reform they g - %BHE_TE_E'a- a cause of crime in

represent: item 1 in each scale, therefore, is that item endorsed by Y ociety:

more respondents than any other jtem; the final item in each scale is T a. Very or somewhat i

that endorsed by the Teast respondents and, in that sense of opposition, %, : , b' Of Titt] mewnat important 1357 84.7

is the most difficult to effect. T ‘ € or no importance 245 15.3
. - | ot K s

Scale 1 (Table IV-1) has been labeiled Conservatism: Severity of g ‘ ? ﬁ;i?ﬁsmeginf ;he 1mpor§ance Qf
Sentencing, because of the character of the items in the scale. The Lo - dea]ig Ewiiﬁe Torrerected Tn
marijuana possession and sale responses (items 1 and 6) were dichotomized | of crige : tc51m3nals as a cause
between no penalty or a fine, and all other penalties as the most , 7" 7 1h today's society:
appropriate sentence. This division distinguishes between those who woul 1 § .
decriminalize marijuana altogether (along with those who would have a i g. gir{igglsomeWhat.1mp°rta”t 1227 77.1
traffic-ticket-Tike approach to the issue) from those respondents who = m- . € Or no importance 365 22.9
would maintain a regular court supervision and more severe penalties. i i In principle, d
Not surprisingly, no penalty for marijuana possession is the relatively B - ODDoSe thp 3’ & you favor or
more popular of these two items. . PP e death penalty?

Scale 1 is made up of items endorsing penalties for marijuana L E' gavgg 1000 75.1
sale (87% agreement); support for the death penalty (75%); support for - YPpose 331 24.9
the denial of legal services facilitating prisoners' suing of the state 7" 1 .

(70%); and, support for tougher treatment of juveniles (58%). The social é i 252?1;§?a1tserV1?es shou!d be
context of these items is readily apparent in the other items which also . to assi i tg indigent prisoners
form part of the scale pattern. For example, item 2 gives support of 85% ; - suite St them in bringing civi]
to the concept that coddling criminals is a cause of crime in today's I | and aga1nst.state institutions
society, and restricting the police is regarded in the same light by s personnel:
some 77% of the respondents. Finally, the last item of the scale comprises a. Disa .
those who gave a self-description of "conservative'". [ { b A gree or strongly disagree 1064 69.7
i A - Agree or strongly agree 463 30.3
- . Mos@'appropriate penalty for
{ f | marijuana possession:
a. Penalty more severe than fine 885
(“ i b. No penalty or fine 544 gg:g
U, :
o i ]
11 5‘ {h
1




Item

7. There is so much special treatment
and so many special programs for
Jjuvenile 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-
vative

b. Middle of the road to strongly
Tiberal

Coefficient of reproducibility for scale

# of Responses

Dichotomized Responses

% of Responses

837
619

867
719

.905

54.7
45.3

prenTy
3 &

]

=

| S

r‘f’,""’": — p’."‘.‘._.—r—:;
ot E;—'?:; [ Rra

—

PR

-3
i}

54

The Guttman scale pattern, of course, implies that 55% who said
“conservative", also endorsed all of the other items in the scale -- 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 Tower on the scale (items 6 through 1) within tolerable
margins 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 Teniently (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 Tegal 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, Tawyers, 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 jtems.
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TABLE IV-2. Scale 2. Administrative and Organizational problems of

courts. 1tems and item order in Guttman scale; All respondents, Louisiana

Criminal Justice Survey, 1975.

Item # of Responses

Dichotomized 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
b. 0f little or no importance

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

a. Very important or somewhat important
b. Of 1ittle or no importance

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

a. Very important or somewhat important
b. Of 1ittle or no importance

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

a. Very important or somewhat important
b. Of 1ittle or no importance

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

a. Very important or somewhat important
b. Of 1ittle or no importance

Coefficient of reproducibility for scale =

1191
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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, delay; 76% point to a need for reform in sentencing pro-
cedures, and 64% to a similar need in prosecution by District Attorneys.
Such items clearly indicate 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.

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 thése 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 the 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 proeblems. 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 prosecuter's role in
plea-bargaining (51%). The respondents here do not include those who have
participated as accused parties in the judicial system (untess 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) Tack 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).
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TABLE IV-3 (cont'd)

TABLE IV-3. Scale 3. Inequities and Inefficiencies in Prosecution and }
Sentencing. Items and item order in Guttman Scale; A11 respondents, f
Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey, 1975. i

Dichotomized Responses

o] bre]  peeer]

Item # of Responses % of Responses
7 :
Dichotomized Responses ﬁi % 6. Assessment of the i
) 13 i . importance of
Item # of Responses % of Responses | corruption in government as a cause
I § ér of crime in today's society:
i o
1. To wha@ gxt$n§ d%_you fiE] Fhat b a. Very important or somewhat important 1147 72.2
our criminal justice system is . b. Of 1ittle or no importance 441 27.8
hindered by a Tack of coordination %: e .
and cooperat1og among the various W ﬁ; 7. Assessment of need for reform and/or
parts of it...? i improvement in prosecution by the
[ 5 District Attorney's Office as a part
g, Ceare?gtg$z1 or to some extent 1532 93-2 : i or stage of the Taw enforcement and
. "y . criminal justice system:
2. Assessment of the importance of i i qf a. Extremely
. L ) f Lo . great need, great need 997 63.6
inefficiency by the prosecution == - ¥ b. Moderat i :
in bringing cases to trial as rapidly . | ate or Tttle need > .4
as_possible as a contributor to the : Lo 8. The practi _ -
long delays between arrest and beginning . é ﬂ{ be ago?gs;g§:0f Plea bargaining shoul d
of trial: Lo
' . v e a. Agree or strongly agree 741 50.5
a. Very important or somewhat important 1375 88.0 Lk b Dis . .
b. Of Tittle or no importance 187 12.0 : L agree or strongly disagree 720 4.9
3. Assessment of the importance of political ' n
interference as a cause of courts'’ b S
probTlems: . ; Coefficient of reproducibility for scale = .910
. 3 ) | T
a. Very important or somewhat important 1209 80.6 ; gﬂ
b. Of 1ittle or no importance 292 19.5 |

4. Assessment of the importance of judges ’ {
who hold court an insufficient amount - !
of time, working short days and taking i
long vacations, as contributors to the
long deTays between arrest and beginning i !
of trial: |

==

- {
a. Very important or somewhat important 1240 79.5 ﬂ gﬁ
b. Of 1ittle or no importance 319 20.5 } ‘

5. Assessment of need for reform and/or
improvement in sentencing procedures
as a part v. stage of the law enforce-
ment and criminal justice system:

[=ss ]
3 £
i —

gy
a1

a. Extremely great need, great need 1201 76.3
b. Moderate or 1ittle need 373 23.7

[ | [

i
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Responses to these items reflect a disenchantment with prisons. It is

not surprising (in Tooking at measures of association) that those respon-
dents endorsing these diversions and protective measures also regarded
prisons and rehabilitation as an area of much-needed reform. Only the
final item -- probation as the standard sentence -- is not a majority
position (34%).

Two aspects of the scale items seem to call for comment. Substantively,
it seems curious that 75% support halfway houses or work release for
convicted felons, yet only 63% support pre-trial release 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 1in prisons, then
a 15% drop from 82% to 67% seems rather sharp -- the respondents clearly
see more distinction in those items. Similarly, halfway-houses are partial
confinement with Tiberty 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 assessment of reform could have been
different -- and surveys always do involve exactly that kind of sampling
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.

Dichotomized Responses
Item # 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 81.9
b. Disagree, strongly disagree 284 18.1

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:
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BLE IV-4 (cont'd)

Dichotomized Responses

em #

of Responses % of Responses

a. Agree strongly agree
gree, 1190
Disagree, strongly disagree 374 gg.;

Too many persons who are convicted of
felonies (but who cannot be considered
either dangerous to others or Tikely
to be_repeat offenders) are incarcer-
ated in correctional facilities.
Greater reliance should be placed upon
such.a]ternatives L0 incarceration as
cond1t}opa1 release, release under
supervision in the community, sentencing
to ha]fWay houses, and partial confine-
ment w1§h Tiberty to work or parti-
Clpate in training or education:

a. Agree strongly agree
gree, 1172
Disagree, strongly disagree 388 ;2.;

§en§enging courts should exercise
Jurisdiction to determine whether an
qffendgr in a correctional institution
is sungcted to conditions that are
unconstitutionart, undesirable, or not

rationally related to th
sentence: © purpose of

a. Agree strongly agree
: s 1002
Disagree, strongly disagree 492 g;.;

Defepdgnts should be investigated
suff1c1enp1y‘to determine whether their

for trial. Pretrial release on thij
. s
basis should be made wherever appropriate.

a. Agree strongly agree
gree, 966
b. Disagree, strongly disagree 570 g§.$

Probation.should become the Standard
sentence in criminal cases. An offender
should be sentenced to confinement only

if confinement is judged necess
i ar.
Protection of society. y for the

a. Agree strongly agree
gree, 534
b. Disagree, strongly disagree 1033 gg.;

Coef

ficient of reproducibility for scale = ,92]
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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 relative
position along the hierarchical scales, as reflected in the proportion of
various groups which perceive problems at each Tevel 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 ef the groups should, therefore, be
carefully made realizing that the gioups 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 Tow in
view of the heterogeneity of those groups. Accordingly, 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 significance of percentage differences among
the groups. The meaning of differences is, therefore, left to judges of
substantive import. Quite apart from the issue of sampling and group size,
some groups are inherently small. Percentages are provided for all groups
but it should be noted that in groups 1ike 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 numerical totals in each table,
therefore, shift with the varying numbers of "nonresponses" and "don't
know responses"; in no instance are such exclusions significant proportions
of the responses. Secondly, each table provides 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 Tooking at the overall responses, Scale 1 was identifi S
Conservative-Severity of sentencing dimension. The distributio£1§$ igsgonses
?% gygyp arghshown ior each item in the scale (Tables IV-5 to Iv-12).
Lnoviewing tne court groups in their relationships with ot i
1t is apparent that Scale 1's dimension finds thg court Sy2%£m1sﬁggiszogroups,
siderable attack. On one end of the continuum, the assault stems from those
who‘acgept the notion that crime is caused by coddling criminals and re-
§tr1ct1ng police (presumably at the courts' behest). At the other extreme
1s a dissenting group pushing for Tless severity of sentencing. The court
components are rather caught in the middle: the Criminal Bar tends to
a11gn_w1th the coddlers; judges are less consistently and less strongly
coddling, buy Tean in that direction; district attorneys again are not
tqta11y gons1stenp, across items in the scale, but tend toward the hard-
]1ne..Th1s d1mens1op of conflict pits police, with allies in the Municipal
Association and Po]jcg Juries, against Social Workers, A.C.L.U., League of
Women Voters, and similar groups. It should be remembered that the discussion
here of 1eve]s of support is in terms of deviations from the overall norm for
each item, with 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 the items in this scale from almost all groups, with
the few notable exceptions of small groups like A.C.L.U. and League of
Women Voters.

In Scale 1, item 1, (the most appropriate penalty for marijua
the overall Tevel of support for penalties is 87%p(Tab1g IV-5),. Pgna?iizz]e)
areosupported most by sheriffs and state police commanders (each with
100%). Support 1s also strong among the other police groups (city police,
deputy sher1ffs, police chiefs). Outside the police ranks, agreement is
most notable in the Municipal Association (97%). District attorneys (94%),
and judges (98%) are aligned with the penalty group. On the other hand,
Sggaggg:;?a; Eag_f?i%%.is %ggjgderab1y below the overall norm, along with

-Rehabilitation %), Social Wo % LC.L.U. (5%

League of Women Voters (69%). riers (718), A.C.L.U (%), and

The issue of coddling criminals (Table IV-6) evokes the same so
of support and dissen?. The police bloc again excegds the norm by cohs?gggzt
and considerable margins: chiefs (93%), city police (1009%), deputies (98%),
sheriffs (100%): External police support is once more derived from the
Municipal Association (97%) and Police Jurors (95%). District Attorneys
Assgc1at1on menbers are on the police side of the norm, but not so strongly
é§7€%é ?g?ges.(67%).andtthe Criwina] Bar (60%) are on the coddling side

ue 1n conjunction with Soci % 7

P rene 1ssue (3]%)‘J ocial Workers (61%), A.C.L.U. (5%), and
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TABLE IV-5. Scale 1, Item 1. Relative support among interest groups in - | TABLE IV-6. Scale 1, Item 2. Relative support among interest groups in
the louisiana Criminal Justice System for imposing nenalties for the sale It T the Louisfana Criminal Justice System for the attitude "coddling of
of marijuana. ! ! criminals causes crime".

% Favorable % Favorable

Interest Group Favor Oppose _—7Trfﬂ§ﬁﬂf_ § .8 Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
Social Workers 09 ) 5 N § social Workers . 101 64 61.2
LA Municipal Association ]89 4? ;g.g ! LA Municipal Asso?1at1on Do 92 3 %.8
District Attorneys Association 76 5 93.8 Lo District Attorney's Association 12 1 86.8
Police Jurors 52 4 " 83.9 Cod Police Jurors 56 3 94.9
Vocational Rehabilitation 71 21 77.2 Lo Jocational Rehabilitation .83 1 8.6
Criminal Bar 88 33 72.7 S Criminal Bar 76 50 60.3
A.C.L.U. ] 18 5.3 Lo AL . ! 18 5.3
LA Community Action Agencies 15 5 75.0 " o= LA Community Action Agencies 17 p 81.0
Police Chiefs 68 2 97.1 7 ; Police Chiefs 65 5 92.9
Judges 45 1 97.8 3 LT Judges 35 17 67.3
Sheri fs 22 0 100.0 - heriffs 2 0 100.0
State Police Commanders 11 0 100.0 | State Police Commanders 1 0 100.0
LA Law Institute 5 1 83.3 " S LA Law Institute ° 2 -4
Junior Chamber 42 9 82.4 . Y Junior Chamber 46 5 90.2
Probation and Paroie 64 9 87.7 - Probation and Parole 72 ; 52.3
State Representatives 14 1 93.3 : . State Representatives 12 3 80.0
State Senators 7 1 87.5 ? T State Sgnators 8 1 88.9
Corrections (H.Q.) 7 1 87.5 i} oL Correct1ons (H.Q.) 8 0 100.0
Corrections (Angola) 22 4 84.6 i Corrections (Ango]a) 24 2 92.3
Other Corrections 59 9 86.8 P e Other Corrections 61 9 87.1
League of Women Voters 11 5 68.8 | ij, Lgague Of Women Voters 6 ]? 8;'2
City Police 211 13 94.2 | City Police 226 o8 :
Deputy Sheriffs 192 9 95.5 ; T Deputy Sheriffs zgg g 76'9
NAACP .33 5 86.8 ] NAACP '
TOTAL 86.9 TOTAL 84.7
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Crime as an outcome of restricting police brings together the same
police-civic unanimity (Table IV-7). Prosecutors (72%) wobble somewhat
below the norm (77%) here to 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 exception 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 theliberal end of the issue but again less so than
the Criminal Bar (31%). The "Left" 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 fines).

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-11) 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
below the overall score of 58% for those believing juveniles are treated
too leniently. Social Workers (14%), A.C.L.U. (22%), Community Action
Agencies (30%), and League of Women Voters (25%) make up the lenient end

_of the distribution.

In the 1ight 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 Tess 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.

TABLE 1V-7. Scale 1, Item 3. Relative support among interest groups in

the Louisiana Criminal Justi i
ustice System for the attitude "restricting police

causes crime."

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Mupicipa] Association
D1s§r1ct Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Acti i
Police Chie%s ron Agencies
Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders

LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole

State Representatives
State Senators

Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)

Other Corrections

Lgague of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

—
~
(e
~nN)
[e)]
o
~

% Favorable

Favor Oppose n_Group
92 72 56.1
88 7 92.6
60 23 72.3
) 9 85.0
76 21 78.4
50 75 10.0

3 16 5.3
19 2 90.5
68 2 97.1
38 14 73.1
19 3 86.4
1g 1 90.9
13 | 85.7

8 84.3
60 18 76.9
]} 3 78.6

6 2 77.8

0 2 75.0
5 80.0
58 12 82.9

6 10 37.5

214 13 94.3
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Table IV-8. Scale 1, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups in

the Louisiana Crimina] Justice System for the death penalty.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

% Favorable

in Group

40.4

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.

% Favorable
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
Social Workers 43 108 28.
LA Municipal Association 77 13 85.
District Attorneys Association 62 18 80.
Police Jdurors 47 13 78.
Vocational Rehabilitation 50 41 55.
Criminal Bar 75 44 63.
A.C.L.U. 3 17 15.
LA Community Action Agencies 8 11 42.
Police Chiefs . 61 7 89
Judges 42 7 85
Sheriffs 19 3 86
State Police Commanders ' 9 2 81
LA Law Institute 4 2 '
Junior Chamber 40 8 81.
Probation and Parole 35 10 87
State Representatives 14 0 100.
State Senators 5 4 55.
Corrections (H.Q.) 8 0 100
Corrections (Angola) 17 10 63.
Other Corrections 52 12 81.
League of Women Voters 3 12 20.
City Police 178 43 80.
Deputy Sheriffs 152 43 78.
NAACP 9 26 25.
TOTAL 69.
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Table IV-10. Scale 1, Item 6. Relative support for imposing penalties

for the possession of marijuana among interest groups in the Louisiana

Criminal Justice System.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheriffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

% 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-11. Scale 1, Item 7. Relative S

upport for the attitude "Juveniles

are treated too TenientTy™ among interest groups in the Louisiana Criminal

Justice System.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

33

% Favorable

in Group



Table IV-12. Scale 1, Item 8. Relative distribution of Conservative/Non-

Conservative respondents among 1n

Justice System.

Interest Group

Social Workers _

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors .
Vocational Rehiabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U. _
LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheriffs

State Police Commanders

LA Law Institute
Junior Chamber
Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections
League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs
NAACP

TOTAL

terest groups in the Louisiana Criminal

148

% Favorable

in Group

26.4
72.5
51.9
71.9
50.0
45.6
10.5
20.0
67.1
62.8
81.8
54.6
7.4
49.2
59.7
64.3
55.6
25.0
68.0
50.7
23.5
64.6
67.3
21.1

54.7
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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
sharp contrast to their position in Scale 1. Perhaps s zial 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 League 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.

0f the groups who are most immediately dependent upon the courts,
as police or as correctional recipients of the courts' output, most are
strongly assertive 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 and inefficiencies of
Scale 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 Community Action Agencies' representatives. 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 c¢ivil Tibertarians and law enforcers, (from Scale 1)
the courts are exposed with 1ittle support on this dimension. Scme small
groups, like the A.C.L.U., waver from item to jtem, but the only consis-
tent support stems from the League of Women Voters (Tables IV-18 to IV-25).
The support for the courts on this dimension, with the courts, is Tled 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 numierical . majorities in
virtually all of the interest groups except the court groups themselves
and the League of Women Voters. Total support is least for the abolition
of plea bargaining {Table IV-25). The Courts volume of the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals pointed to the 1?pact
of plea bargaining on police who had accumulated evidence of guilt.¢ That
observation is supported by these data where support for the abolition of
plea bargaining is strong among city pelice (60%) and sheriff deputies
(64%). The same volume pointed to claims that inequities in the plea
bargaining process led to moraledifficulties in correctional institutions.3
Consistent with that viewpoint is the heavy support for plea bargaining among
the corrections groups (83%, 70%, and 66% respectively) and probation-
parole respondents (65%). At the same time, the Commission recognized that
to propose the abolition of plea bargaining "may be most far reaching in
the entire courts report" and likely to raise substantial opposition.

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 4's 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-31). Within the court groups, the criminal
bar is consistently above the overall norm for each scale item, pressing
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 bar's 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
their domains.

[t

Tab!e IV-13. Scale 2, Item 1.
Louisiana Criminal Justice Sys
court problem.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheriffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

]

1t
~NNhowmn o

NN
W

Relative support among interest groups in
tem for regarding poor administration a

% Favorable

1nGmug

80,8
83.3
73.8
83.0
84,0
72.1
737

85,7
82.0
54,0
81,

81.8
83.3
82.3
80.3
33.3
550

75.0
79.2
81.1
88,2
87.7
85.3
87,

80.3



-

ati i t groups
Table IV-14. Scale 2, Item 2. Relative to support among.1nteres )
in the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for regarding inadequate organi-

zation a court problem.

% Favorable

Favor Oppose in Grou
Interest Group — ~Ppose 1n Group

Social Workers 122 gi 3:03
LA Municipal Association J 73.0
District Attorneys Association 5L 22 63.2
Police Jurors 36 1 .
Vocational Rehabilitation ZB 21 gz.g
Criminal Bar 7 55 .0
A.C.L.U. 9 9 50.
LA Community Action Agencies 17 L 80,9
Police Chiefs k6 16 7.2
Judges 21 28 42.9
Sheriffs 15 6 76.2
State Police Commanders 10 1 90.9
LA Law Institute 5 2 7.4
Junior Chamber 37 13 4.0
Probation and Parole 50 27 64,9
State Representatives 8 7 53.3
State Senators 5 L 55.6
Corrections (H.Q.) 7 1 87.5
Corrections (Angola) 21 3 8?.2
Other Corrections 37 15 71,2
League of Women Voters 10 5 66.7
City Police 187 24 88,6
Deputy Sheriffs 147 37 79.2
NAACP 22 L 84,
TOTAL 73.0
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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.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheriffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

Favor

96
59

178

Oppose

59
25
28
18
38
57

8

5
19
24

7

4

3
23
25
12

L

5

7
16

7
Lo

51
8

% Favorable
in Group
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Table IV-16. Scale 2, Item 4 Relative support among i i
V-1 le 2, 1. g interest groups in

the Louisiana Criminal Jdustice System for assertion that

wrong approach to the job. 2% courts take the

% Favorable

Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
Social Workers 104 k6 69.3
LA Municipal Association 59 22 ?2:8
District Attorneys Association by 36 55,0
Police Jurors 33 18 64*7
Vocational Rehabilitation 4 20 78.7
Criminal Bar 60 63 48:8
A.C.L.U. 12 7 63,2
LA Community Action Agencies 17 4 81,0
Police Chiefs 29 29 50.0
Judges 11 36 23.b
Sheri £fs 11 6 6h.7
State Police Commanders L 6 bo'o
LA Law Institute 1 6 14.3
Junior Chamber 34 16 68.0
Probation and Parole L4 30 61.0
State Representatives 6 8 75'0
State Senators 4 3 57.1
Corrections (H.Q.) 6 2 75.0
Corrections (Angola) 18 6 75'0
Other Corrections 39 N1 73.6
League of Women Voters 8 8 50.0
City Police 128 64 66'7
Deputy Sheriffs 104 71 59.4
NAACP 21 6 77.8
TOTAL 62.4
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Table IV-17. Scale 2, Item 5. Relative support among interest groups in

the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for assertion that the courts' job

is too tough.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

Favor

ko
35
19
20
35
24

3

8

26
b

N~

tippose

1ok
48
60
33
59
98
146
13
35
473
1L

% Favorable

in Group

32,0
hz.2
24,1
377
37.2
19.7
15,8

38.1
42.6

g
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Table IV-18. Scale 3, Item 1. Rela*ive support among interest groups for

the assertion that the Louisiana Criminal Justice System is hindered by a
lack of coordination and cooperation.

Interest Group % Favorable
Favor ose in Group
Social Workers 150 12 92,6
LA Municipal Association 83 6 93.3
District Attorneys Association 53 29 4,6
Police Jurors 57 2 96.6
Vocational Rehabilitation 8L 11 88,4
Criminal Bar 97 25 79.5
A.C.L.U. 18 1 97.4
LA Community Action Agencies 20 0 100,0
Police Chiefs 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 L 2 66,7
Junior Chamber ‘ i1 9 82,0
Probation and Parole 69 9 88,5
State Representatives i 0 100,0
State Senators 8 1 88,9
Corrections (H.Q.) 6 2 75.0
Corrections (Angola) 25 0 100,0
Other Corrections 60 b 93.8
League of Women Voters 14 3 82.4
City Police 203 20 91,0
Deputy Sheriffs 186 17 5.6
NAACP 36 1 92:.3
TOTAL 88,90
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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-
tributor to delay between arrest and trial.

% Favorable
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
Social Workers . 161 L 97.6
LA Municipal Association 87 8 91,6
District Attorneys Association 76 6 92,7
Police Jurors 54 7 88.5
Vocational Rehabilitation 9 3 96.8
Criminal Bar 112 13 89.6
A.C.L.U. 18 1 94,7 ~
LA Community Action Agencies ‘ 20 1 95,2
Police Chiefs 62 6 91,2
Judges ks 7 86.5
Sheriffs 22 0 100.0
State Police Commanders 10 0 100.0 |
LA Law Institute 6 1 85,7 |
Junior Chamber 50 0 100.0
Probation and Parole 70 o .9
State Representatives 13 1 .9
State Senators 9 2 8
Corrections (H.Q.) 8 0 0
Corrections (Angola) 26 1 96.3
Other Corrections 6l 6
League of Women Voters 16 0 100.,0
City Police ‘ 220 5 97.8
Deputy Sheriffs 197 8 96,1
NAACP 0 100,0
TOTAL .5
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Table IV-20. Scale 3, Item 3. Relative support among interest groups cr . Table 1V-21. Scale 3, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups of
for the assertion that poTitical interference is a courts' problem in ¢ N the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the claim that Jjudges' short
Louisiana. c I days and Tong vacations contribute to delays between arrest and trial.
i 1 o
P I
% Favorable B P e
Interest Grou Favor Oppose in Grou | :
: B ~bpose e v - % Favorable
( } ? | Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
Social Workers 126 28 81.8 | b
LA Municipal Association 74 12 86.1 S -
District Attorneys Association 53 28 65.4 5 o Lol
Police Jurors 42 11 79.3 LK P Social Workers 123 37 76.9
Vocational Rehabilitation 32 13 86.3 o f LA Municipal Association 79 11 87.8
Criminal Bar 71 50 58.7 é ; it District Attorneys Association 66 15 8L.5
A.C.L.U. 13 6 68.4 P Lo Police Jurors 51 8 86.4
LA Community Action Agencies 21 0 100.0 i f Vocational Rehabilitation 82 12 87.2
Police Chiefs 55 7 88.7 » L Criminal Bar 74 48 60.7
Judges 10 Ly 19.6 Q Lol A.C.L.U. 16 3 8.2
Sheri ffs , 18 4 81.8 ) PR LA Community Action Agencies ' 16 L 80.0
State Police Commanders 10 1 90.9 - g . Police Chiefs 55 12 2,1
LA Law Institute 2 5 28.6 jf _— Judges 17 35 32.7
Junior Chamber 44 7 86.3 L. ;UL Sheri ffs 16 5 6.2
Probation and Parole 70 7 90.9 | State Police Commanders 10 1 90,9
State Representatives 8 7 53.3 gT Lo LA Law Institute 5 1 83.3
State Senators 3 6 33.3 1 3 gi Junior Chamber I é 88,0
Corrections (H.Q.) 7 1 87.5 j Probation and Parole 56 22 71.8
Corrections (Angola) 22 2 91.7 - | - State Representatives 12 2 85,7
Other Corrections 46 8 85.2 P P State Senators 7 2 77.8
League of Women Voters Q 7 56.3 © L Corrections (H.Q.) ” 1 87.5
City Police 211 7 96.8 N Corrections (Angola) 18 v 72.0
Deputy Sheriffs 166 26 86.5 § ;} Other Corrections L8 16 75.0
NAACP 27 1 96.4 S League of Women Voters 11 6 64,7
| | City Police ' 1 20 87.2
TOTAL 80.6 LT Deputy Sheriffs 1;3 27 82.6
] NAACP" 32 5 86.5
TOTAL 80.0
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Table IV-22. Scale 3, Item 5. Relative support among interest groups of : § - Table IV-23. Scale 3, Item 6. i :
the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for improvement in sentencing pro- ) Lo the Louisiana Criminal JusticeRg;ggééefégpport Shiog interest groups of
cedures. | g P cause of crime. corruption in government as a
" % Favorable o L - |
Interest Group avor Oppose in Group - | § - Interest Group Favor Oppose ﬁTﬁéﬁggﬁglg
| 'l
Social Workers - 130 31 80,7 ! P Social W
LA Municipa?rAssociation (I 18 22'2 | | . LA Munic?£§$rZssociation 122 gg 23'3
gg?§géc§uégigrneys Association 22 iz ?5°9 | }%‘ Bg?$£;c§uéttorneys Association Bg L 47:3
. ool ors
Voga?iona] Rehabilitation zg gﬁ §z°2 | § B VogaFiona1 Rehabilitation 28 ig gg:z
gréman81 Bar 9 70 Rk jm | | }M Xrémzna1 Bar ii 61 51.6
LA Community Action Agencies %8 18 gg-; - L bA Community Action Agencies 20 i ;z;z
Police Chiefs 9 . b olice Chiefs .
Judges 14 36 28,0 a? o Judges iﬁ 17 754
Sheri ffs 1 8 63.6 5 - Sheri ffs 13 37 27,5
State Police Commanders ) 5 5.6 State Police Commanders 11 4 5.1
LA Law Institute L 3 57.1 . - ¢ LA Law Institute L 0 100.0
Junior Chamber 43 8 8.3 }“ Lok Junior Chamber 33 J 57.1
Probation and Parole 6l 14 82,1 - ! 5 - Probation and Parole - 61 18 .7
State Representatives 8 6 57.1 A State Representatives 17 78.2
State Senators 6 3 66.7 ?? State Senators - g S "g o 357
Corrections (H.Q.) 7 1 87.5 - Corrections (H.Q.) 5 25.0
Corrections (Angola) 16 9 64,0 [ Corrections (Angola) 18 3 62.5
Other Corrections 51 19 72.9 S . Other Corrections 59 7 72,0
League of Women Voters i3 b 76.5 ‘ = League of Women Voters 11 L 84.3
City Police 207 18 92,0 | City Police 190 ] 68,8
Deputy Sheriffs 172 30 85.2 : Lo Deputy Sheriffs 165 36 84,1
NAACP 22 1 61.1 -. .} NAACP 38 81.3
TOTAL 7643 » e TOTAL ”2
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Table IV-24. Scale 3, Item 7. Relative support among interest groups of

the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for reform or improvement in

prosecution hy the District Attorney's Office.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

Favor Oppose
99 62
- 68 22
21 61
ks 13
55 39
b7 74
5 13
16 - 5
51 18
20 11
13 . 8
10 1
3 4
35 16
63 14
8 6
b 5
L L
18 7
42 28
5 12
176 k7
155 50
22 16

% Favorable
in Group

57.9
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Table IV-25. Scale 3, Item 8. Relative support among interest groups of

the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the abolishment of plea bar-

gaining.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
PoTlice Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar-

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sherij ffs

State Police Commanders

LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole :
State Representatives ‘
State Senators

Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)

Other Corrections

League of Women Voters

City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

Favor

o ©
M B SR rnEBovounBo nn R Eo &S

Oppose

39
36
73

26
120

% Favorable

in Group

N o | el ON
SELTRE ~PPERS
O OIW FOWNO KD

2EFNGL

3 &@%53?38%%5
" WU NHTWORWMO



focommie] ,

87 ‘ 88
! :
Table IV-26. Scale 4, Item 1. Relative support among interest groups in Py Table IV-27. Scale 4, Item 2. Relative support among 1n.erest groups in
the Louisiana criminal Jjustice system for having judges visit correctional [ | T‘ the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for diverting status offenders from
institutions. i P criminal prosecution.
]
)
% Favorable . o % Favorable

Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group : 4 Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group

146 16 90.1 I L soctal tork 151 8 95,0
Sacial Workers . ; L 0cial Workers .
LA Municipal Association 77 18 81.1 o LA Municipal Association 77 14 8.6
District Attorneys Association 58 21 73.4 L T District Attorneys Association 52 28 65.0
Police Jurors b6 17 73.0 : } - Police Jurors s 6 90,0
Vocational Rehabilitation 69 24 he2 . Vocational Rehabilitation 91 b 95.8
Criminal Bar 100 20 8303 : Py Criminal Bar 110 15 88.0
A.C.L.U. 19 0 100,90 'I" ‘ | ; A.C.L.U. 19 0 100.0
LA Community Action Agencies 20 1 95.2 i b LA Community Action Agencies 20 1 95.2
Police Chiefs 52 16 76.5 - - R Police Chiefs 53 15 779
Judges 31 18 63.3 e Lo Judges 38 15 71.7
Sheri ffs 18 4 81.8 I Pk Sheri ffs 13 9 59.1
State Police Commanders 9 2 8.8 - j State Police Commanders 9 2 81,8
LA Law Institute 5 2 714 ) — LA Law Institute 6 1 85,7
Junior Chamber 39 9 81.3 ’ L Junior Chamber 43 7 86,0
Probation and Parole by 31 58.7 - 3 Probation and Parole 5k 22 71.1
State Representatives 12 3 80,0 L — State Representatives 13 2 86,7
State Senators 5 1 71.4 ; coh State Senators 6 2 66.7
Corrections (H.Q.) 6 2 75 ; M Corrections (H.Q.) 8 0 100.0
Corrections (Angola) 24 3 88.9 . R Corrections (Angola) 24 3 88.9
Other Corrections 60 10 85.7 T o Other Corrections 65 6 91.6
League of Women Voters 16 1 4.1 g: 7 S League of Women Voters 14 3 82.4
City Police 141 81 63.5 | j City Police 158 6l 77.2
Deputy Sheriffs 136 6l 68.0 | S Deputy Sheriffs 149 49 753
NAACP 33 5 86.8 ] 4 NAACP 36 2 lt,7

: |
TOTAL 76.1 | - TOTAL 81.9
fi
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Table IV-28. Scale 4, Item 3. Relative support among interest groups in

the Louisiana Criminal Justice System for the provision of alternatives

to incarceration for safe felons.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

Faveor

146

102

125
135
35

Oppose

u%% DU v

% Favorable

in Group
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Table IV-29. Scale 4, Item 4. Relative support among interest groups in

?he Louisiana Criminal Justice
1n correctional institutions.

Interest Group

Social Workers

LA Municipal Association
District Attorneys Association
Police Jurors

Vocational Rehabilitation
Criminal Bar

A.C.L.U.

LA Community Action Agencies
Police Chiefs

Judges

Sheri ffs

State Police Commanders
LA Law Institute

Junior Chamber

Probation and Parole
State Representatives
State Senators
Corrections (H.Q.)
Corrections (Angola)
Other Corrections

League of Women Voters
City Police

Deputy Sheriffs

NAACP

TOTAL

Favor

130
&
36
hs
72
86
18
17
hé
25
11

5
5
33
29
11
L
3
22
L6
15
124
109
28

Oppose

2

2}
Lo
12
14

W
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System for having judges oversee activities

% Favorable

in Group
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Table IV-30. Scale 4, Item 5. Relative support among interest groups in i ?? Table IV-31 )
the Louisiana criminal justice system for extending the practice of pre- i P the Eouigiaﬁasga!e.4’ Item 6. Relative support among interest groups in
trial release a1 own recognizance. . { . sentence. riminal Justice System for making probation in the standard
L -
P [
' % Favorable L ool 9
Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group cod § i Interest Group Favor Oppose “?ﬁxggggég
. 8.5 o | Social Work
Social Workers 117 32 7 ; horxers 80 78 50,6
LA Municipal Association 2“ 23‘ ;é'% {5 B?sfuq1§1pa1 Association 35 58 37.6
District Attorneys Association 7 24 60.? o o PonmcJ Attorneys Association 12 71 14,5
PoTice Jurors 37 66'? o P Voca%g “{0?5 s 23 36 39.0
Vocational Rehabilitation 52 23 70'4 | . Crim']o?aB Rehabilitation 33 60 35.5
Criminal Bar ? 2 100.0 o A {& AC lna ar 48 73 39.7
A.C.LU. 20 ; o0 | S Ui Community Action Agenci 2 3 5.3
LA Community Action Agencies 16 o 48.6 . g Polic CQT ¥ ction Agencies 10 11 47,6
Police Chiefs b 36 o0 N Judass T ETS 29 40 42,0
Sheri ffs | 9 13 55.6 ﬁ State Police ¢ 6 15 28.6
State Police Commanders 5 L 85.7 ) { I LA Law I 1%? ommanders 2 9 18,2
LA Law Institute 6 1 ¥ . R AW nstltute 1 6 14.3
: 28 19 59. ' [ Junior Chamber
Junior Chamber : 1.8 I : Probati 11 40 21.6
Probation and Parole 47 29 6u'3 - R Stat %On and Parole 17 61 21.8
State Representatives 10 b 100.0 | . State Sepresentat1ves 2 11 13.3
State Senatcrs 7 0 71 g: | Pk Co € tgnators 2 7 22,2
Corrections (H.Q.) 5 2 W6, i | CO:rect1ons (1.0.) 6 2 75.0
Corrections (Angola) ‘ 12 14 75°§ Lo Othgecc1ons (Angola) 13 1 43,2
Other Corrections 50 16 . 92.9 R Lo Lea r OFPECtlons k2 28 60.0
League of Women Voters 13 1 50'0 gf ! j Citgug $. Women Voters 9 5 57.1
City Police 12 112 i2.9 Lo De ﬁt °S;°e. 50 177 22,0
Deputy Sheriffs 85 113 89.7 | L NARCEY Sheriffs 53 1h7 26,5
NAACP 35 b : , o 18 19 48,7
TOTAL 62.9 | T TOTAL %1
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Other Correlates of Support for Reforms | _ as being too lenient, and, finally, less likely to descri
1 'I as political conservatives. Y escribe themselves
; Region and residence patterns are similar in Scale 2, but the
; - responses are somewhat less regular. Both large city and South respon-
In surveys of the general population such characteristics as N dents are stronger critics of court administration, structure, and per-
race, sex, and educational level are typically important determinants : sonnel (Tab]e; IV-40 to IV-42), but Tess Tikely to perceive the court
of veriations in attitudes. In the present survey of the courts, P - problem as being due to taking the wrong approach or having too tough
these variables Tose much of their importance because the sample groups } o a job (Tables IV-43 to IV-44).
of interest contain so few females or blacks, and have a uniformly high ’ L e
degree of educational attainment. Some of the salient pressure groups : L In contrast to Scales 1 and 2, Scale 3 does not seem to form a

do contain females sufficient for analysis (as in Social Workers, unidimensional scale with reference to the urban-rural or regional
Community Action Agencies, A.C.L.U., League of Women Voters), but other ; dichotomies. Of the eight items in Scale 3, four are more endorsed by
parts of the interest group constellation contain no female respondents | cosmopolites, and the other four more by the small city and rural respon-
(e.g., sheriffs, state police commanders). Most critical is the almost ‘ dents; by regions, the first five items are supported more by southern
complete absence of female respondents in the groups of main focus residents and the last three by northern residents.
here: criminal bar, judges, Law Institute, District Attorneys Association.
Similarly, only a few groups contain many black respondents (Corrections, .. The arrestee-rights, prisoner-rights, and diversion items formin
NAACP, Community Action), but the courts groups are essentially white oy ] P Sca]e 4, mix the pattern of Scale 1 wi+h that of Scale 3. For the regioga]
as well as male. % Lo variable, the South region supports the reforms, usually be considerable
. i Tqrg1ns. The urban-rural variable, however, again splits over the items:

x cifferences tend to be small but fall in both directions. It may well ’

be that the urban variable measured '

rRp———

Iy FEETEY
3 [ 1]
o dori il b

©

Educational attainment in the court group is almost equally
homogenous. Only 1 judge (of 54) claims not to have a college degree;

ey

here is not wholly appropriate.

only 1 of 126 criminal Tawyers claimed not to be a college graduate. . Both Shreveport and Baton Rouge have proved politically conservati
The District Attorney's Association contains somewhat greater range W“ I recent elections and further analysis might well suggegt that ¥ﬁ£1;§a};tic
with only 69% professional, graduate, or law school -- but again, all i o problem occurring in Scales 3 and 4 would disappear if simply the New

but 18% are college graduates. Clearly, under such circumstances, Orleans metropolitan area were to be compared with the rest of the state
race, sex, and education variables cannot add to an undeystanding of ’
the response patterns to the scales. Accordingly, attention is Timited

to region of residence of respondents in the state, and to type of

Afterword on the Use of Guttman Scales

[eeativacst §
+

residence. ‘ f In the methodological section, prior to presenti
_ ﬁ | o the Guttman ch]es, it was noted that the usefu?ness ofn%h§2ea532l§§hfor
For purposes of analyzing responses to the scale items, the state U - to data analysis depends on how closely the actual data fit the model
has been divided into North and South according to State Planning : * The simple pattern implied by a Guttman scale gives a very succinct ov
Districts. The South consists of Districts 1 through 5, and ‘the North 1 S view of the responses, but it is clearly a misleadin vie% 1¥c€;nc del
of Districts 6 through 8. In order to distinguish the large city respon- i ©od IS not really appropriate. Of course, some deviationg in reSponsgsm(;ggr]n
dents from those in smaller cities and rural areas, the analysis was ’ o the perfect model are to be expected, but the questions raised here are
repeated for respondents in Caddo, East Baton Rouge, Jefferson, and Orleans . . how many mis-responses add up to a lack of fit, and what kinds of
Parishes compared with all other residents. In each case, it was anti- - deviations can occur before the model's usefulness is impaired?
cjpated that a genera]_1ibera1-conservqtive distipction would be apparent - oL . )
¥1Eh S?uthdand Targe city (or cosmopolite) composing up the relatively ) : which 1Zh§o§32X§vt1°?71 ge?sure o: fit is the coefficient of reproducibility
iberal end. LT ionally taken to have a 1o imi
: ‘ j; 10% of responses deviate from the ideal paﬁ%grl:méﬁdog Qgiugto;hag ;iVE]
Not surprisingly, since Scale 1 taps conservatism, the responses o higher is taken to indicate a satisfactory fit between data and %ode]. The

by item for region and residence (Tables IV-32 to IV-39) are consistent problem here is that, unless some care is taken., it is

over all the items. Both the South and the large city respondents are a scale (because the coefficient of reproducibifity is §?3h§$5{h§2 agfeﬁﬁ
less in favor of the death penalty, less in favor of penalties for ; in fact, the data items are not from such a scale. In the present case o
marijuana, less apt to see coddling criminals or restricting police as . ? ‘ with widely varying numbers of responses from the various sampling groaps

a cause of crime, less apt to view the current treatment of juveniles 1t would be possible for the responses for the smaller groups to be all in

ey

ooy
-
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error in terms of the scale pattern and yet meet the coefficient of
reproduciblity. This would be true for any groups that form less than
10% of the cases. For example, if ail the other respondents formed a
true scale, then almost all the judges and district attorneys could
deviate from the pattern without Towering 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 within each scale should not significantly be biased in this
way. Practically, the relative ordering of groups within 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 i11-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 Tess than the majority response. It
follows that if all items are endorsed by over 90% of respondents, then
the ovega11 coefficient has to be over .9, even if no scale pattern
exists.2 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 Timited 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 Court Respondents

In addition to the questions posed to all respondents in the
Louisiana Criminal Justice Survey, a further set was addressed to
members of the court-related groups (criminal lawyers, judges, prcse-
cutors, and members of the Louisiana Law Institute). Measures 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 this area was the highly specific response by
the four groups to individual items. For example, criminal lawyers tend
to be "liberal" 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, however, 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 1is 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 their rights are
relatively less unanimously endorsed, but are far from being controversial
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 with 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 services
to indigent prisoners and in the one appeal issue does the criminal bar
fail to be the most reform supportive group. The relative position of
Judges and district attorneys is less consistent. In no case are the dif-
ferences in responses between judges and district attorneys very signifi-
cant, except for the final item where only 9% of judges dissent over the

onve appeal issue whereas 22% of the prosecutors favor more than one appeal.

Perhaps, future analysis might reveal further dimensions of this kind in
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.

(a)

(b)

Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

439
875

Favor

487
838

Oppose

34
164

Oppose

117
81

% Favorable’

in Group

92.8
84.2
87.0
% Favorable

in Group
80.6
91.2
87.0
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Table IV-33. Scale 1, Item 2. Relative support by region and residence

for the attitude "coddling criminals causes crime."

(a) Region of Residence

1
!

1

North
South

TOTAL

(b) Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

429
907

Favor

489
847

Oppose

59
181

Oppose

141
99

% Favorable

in Group

87.9
83.4
84.8

% Favorable

in Groug

77.6
89.5
84.8
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Table IV-34. Scale 1, Item 3. Relative support by region and residence

for the attitude "restricting police causes crime."

(a) Region of Residence

(b)

L

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

379
828

Favor

447
760

Oppose

106
253

Oppose

182
177

% Favorable

in Group.

78.1
76.6
77.1

% Favorable
in_Group
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Table IV-37. Scale 1, Item 6. Relative support by region and residence

for imposing penalties for.

(a)

Region of Residence Favor
North 338
South 635
TOTAL

Type of Res‘idence Favor
Cosmopolite 306
Rest of State 667
TOTAL

the possession of marijuana.

Oppose .

129
404

Oppose

296
237

% Favorable

in Group

72.4
61.1
64.6

% Favorable
- in Group

50.8
73.8
64.6
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Table IV-38. Scale 1, Item 7. Relative support by region and residence

for the attitude "juveniles are treated too- leniently."

(a)

Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

252

Favor

319
506

Oppose

193
415

Oppose

259
349

% Favorable

in Group

56.6
58.0
57.6
% Favorable

in_Group
55.2
59.2
57.6
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Table IV-39. Scale 1, Item 8. Relative distribution by region and

residence of Conservative/Non-Conservative respondents.

(a)

Region of Residence Favor
North 289
South 563
TOTAL

Type of Residence Favor
Cosmopolite 305
Rest of State 547
TOTAL

Oppose

194
519

Oppose

322
391

% Favorable
in Group
59.8
52.0
54.4
% Favorable
in Group
48.6
58.3
54.4




Table IV-40. Scale 2, Item 1. Relative support by region and residence

for regarding poor admninistration a court problem.

(a)

(b)

Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

337
841

Favor

494
684

Oppose

97
191

Oppose

105
183

% Favorable

in Group

77.7
81.5
80.4

% Favorable

in Group

82.5
78.9
80.4
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Table IV-41. Scale 2, Item 2. Relative support by region and residence

for regarding inadequate organization a court problem.

(a) Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

316
744

Favor

430
630

% Favorable

Oppose in Group
121 72.3
270 73.4

73.1
% Favorable

Oppose in Group
156 73.4
235 72.8

73.1
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i-47, » Item 3. Relative support by region and residence . o Table IV-43. Scale 2, Item 4. Relative support by region and residence
£231ﬁe;zrggngsﬁﬁéﬁaﬁjfiei personnel a Couﬂ@ problem. X for assertion that courts take the wrong approach to the job.
b il
;
I 0
% Favorable - i % Favorable
(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group e et (a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group
. o
It I
North 274 161 63.0 T ; ‘ North 266 159 62.6
oo Vot
South 700 336 67.6 g | Q South 611 371 62.2
TOTAL 66.2 I ‘ TOTAL 62.3
| % Favorable i ; % . % Favorable
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in_Group p | ] (b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in_Group
CosmopoTite " 406 198 67.2 - Cosmopolite 355 219 61.9
Rest of State 568 299 ' .65.5 i g Rest of State 522 31 .62.7
yor |
TOTAL 66.2 | f ; TOTAL 62.3
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Hﬁ Pl
-44, Scale 2, Item 5. Relative support by region and residence 3 b ‘ . .
;g$1§sixri§on ghat the courts’ job is too tough. ! | i Table IV-45, S§a1e 3, Item 1. Re]at1ve support by region and residence
A ‘ i for the assertion that the Louisiana criminal justice system is hindered
. P by a Tack of coordination and cooperation.
: Lo
; } H
% Favorable - P _ . % Favorable
(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group IT Lo (a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose —iii]iiiﬂz——
North 132 296 30.8 ﬂ . North 451 29 94.0
South 335 689 32.7 E' I South 1027 57 9.7
TOTAL 32.2 i, § 55 TOTAL 94.5
-l
% Favorable - . . % Favorable
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose “in Group - ( g* {5, Type of Residence Favor Oppose in _Group
: y
L I _
Cosmopolite 163 433 27.4 - e Cosmopolite 595 28 95.5
Rest of State 304 552 35.5 | Ll Rest of State 883 58 93.8
TOTAL 32.2 i ! i TOTAL 9.5
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Table IV-45. Scale 3, Item 2. Relative support by region and residence
for the assertion that inefficient prosecutica is a contributor to delay
between arrest and trial.

% Favorable

(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group
North 412 63 86.7
South 946 121 88.7
TOTAL 88.1

% Favorable

(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in_Group
Cosmopolite 541 77 87.5
Rest of State 817 107 88.4
TOTAL 88.1
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Table IV-47. Scale 3, Item 3. Relative support by region and residence
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for the assertion that political interference is a courts' problem in
Louisiana.

% Favorable

(a) Region of Residence Favor Opprse in Group
North 346 a3 78.8
South 852 192 81.6
TOTAL 80.8

% Favorable

(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in_Group
Cosmopalite 186 120 80.2
Rest of State 712 165 81.2
TOTAL ‘ 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
avrest and trial, by region and residence.

% Favorable

(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppnse in Group
North 355 121 74.5
South 876 191 81.3
TOTAL 79.8

% Favorab?

(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group
Cosmopolite 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. Rela

for improvement in sentencing procedures.

(a)

(b)

Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

361
823

Favor

485
699

Oppose

Oppose

<«

113
252

136
229

114

tive support by region and residence

% Favorable

in Group

76.2
76.6
76.4

% Favorable

in Group

78.1
75.3
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

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

354
775

Favor

Oppaose

130
304

% Favorable
in Group -
73.1
71.8
72.2

% Favorable
in_Group

71.1
73.0
72.2
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Table IV-51. Scale 3,

for reform or improvem

(a)

(b)

Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmpolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

325
660

Favor

363
622

Oppose

147
410

258
299

116

Item_7. Relativg support by region and residence
ent in prosecution by the District Attorney's Office.

% Favorable

in Group

68.9
61.7
63.9

% Favorable

in_Group

58.5
67.5
63.9




Table IV-52. Scale 3, Item 8. Relative support by region and residence

for the abolishment of plea bargaining.

% Favorable

(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose. in Group
North 239 204 54.0
South 495 512 49.2
TOTAL 50.6

% Favorable

(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group
Cosmopolite 291 271 51.8
Rest of State 443 445 49.9
TOTAL 50.6
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Table IV-53. Scale 4, Item 1. Relative support by region and residence

for having judges visit correctional institutions.

(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose
North 389 89
South 878 188

 TOTAL

(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose
Cosmopolite 499 114
Rest of State 768 163
TOTAL

% Favorable

in Group

81.4
82.4
82.1

% Favorable

in_Group

81.4
82.5
82.1

118
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- , Item 2. Relative support by region and residence 1 1
Icab]gj\l,\éri?ﬁgsggliug offenders from criminal prosecution. QL § : Table IV-55. .St_:a1e 4, Item 33. Relative support by region and residence
or . F for the provision of alternatives to incarceration for safe felons.
U i
% Favorable - | - , . % Favorable
(a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose in Group (}T ’ i (a) Region of Residence Favor Oppose In Grow
i Lol
. U ! | e
North 347 127 73.2 | - North M5 128 72.9
77.3 Lr ’& L South 810 25 76.2
South 823 242 ;. "
76.0 Lo .
TOTAL ﬁ« g ji TOTAL 75.2
% Favorable - L ) % Favorable
(b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group . - (b) Type of Residence Favor Oppose in Group
. it H
L ﬂ |
Cosmopolite 164 148 75.8 i CosmopoTite 465 151 75.5
- T ‘
Rest of State 706 221 76.2 il | E Rest of State 690 230 75.0
76.0 TOT 75.2
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Table IV-56. Scale 4, Item 4. Relative support by region and residence

for having judges oversee activities in correctional institutions.

(a) Region of Residence

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

% Favorable

Favor Oppose in Group
© 296 148 66.7
693 335 67.4
67.2

% Favorable

Favor Oppose in_Group
390 198 66.3
67.2
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Tabie IV-57. Scale 4,

for extending the prac

(a)

(b)

Region of Residence

North
South

TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopolite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Item 5. Relative s
tice of pre-trial

Favor

266
685

Favor

407
544

122

upport by region and residence
release on own recognizance.

% Favorable

Oppose in Group
210 55.9
351 66.1

62.9
% Favorable

Oppose in Group
188 68.4
373 59.3

62.9
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Table IV-58. Scale 4, Item 6. Relative support by region and residence

for making probation the standard sentence.

(a) Region of Residence

(b)

North
South
TOTAL

Type of Residence

Cosmopoiite
Rest of State
TOTAL

Favor

223
305

% Favorable
Oppose in Group
337 29.7
677 36.3
34.2
% Favorable
Oppose in Group
386 36.6
628 32.7
.34.2
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Table IV-61. Scale 5, Item 2 i
. . s . Relati
police agencies make greater use of Zﬁm;g

Interest Group

District Attorneys Association
Criminal Bar

Judges

LA Law Institute

TOTAL

Favor

Oppose

15

12

126

pport by group fbr"having

% Favorable

in Group

80.5
93.4
75.5
100.0
86.2
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Table IV-62. Scale 5, Item;3. Relative support by group fqr.making
free legal services available to indigent prisoners 1in criminal matters.

% Favorable

Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
District Attorneys Association 60 22 73.2
Criminal Bar 90 33 73.2
Juﬁges 39 12 76.5
LA Law Institute 5 2 71.4
TOTAL 73.8
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Table IV-63. Scale 5, Item 4. Relative support by group for givin
every arrested person a pamphlet explaining his rights? ) ]

% Favorable

Interest Group Favor Oppose in Group
District Attorneys Association 49 33 59.8
C}imina1 Bar 90 32 73.8
Judges 36 16 69.2
LA Law Institute 7 0 100.00
TOTAL 69.2



Table 1V-64. Scale 5, Item 5. Relative support by group for giving

appeal of sentence to criminal defendants.

Interest Group Favor
District Attorneys Association 33
Criminal Bar 84
Judges 21
LA Law Institute 3
TOTAL

Oppose

47
36
.29
4

% Favorable

in Group
41.3
70.0
42.0
42.9
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.*

% Favorable

Interest Group Favor Oppose in_Group
District 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 different directions from which reform is urged for-
ward.

It is not proposed to re-summarize those details. It is hoped,
however, that the reform dimensions measured here will assist this
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 Targe 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 f~7d: 1) to simplify or
reduce the complexity of the multitude of questions on many related
topics in the corrections area by statisticall. creating 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 measures of basic
attitudinal dimensions is known as factor analysis.d Technical information
on this technique &s applied here is contained in Apvendix A o Part V
of this Repo~t. For purposer of a ready understanding of the description
that foTlows, a few comments on this method are in order. Factor
analysis begins with the calculation of the statistical correlations oy
assocfations among a group of "variables," in this case the answers to
questionnnaire items dealing with corrections. Taking this set of
correlations, every question correlated with every other, the technique
proceeds by anaiysis to determine whether the pattern of responses to one
or more subsets or questions was so‘similar that the question together
can be said to reveal an "underlying 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 particular
questions are used. The advantage of this is that the score on one
attitudinal dimension may replace 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
appearad quite clearly. This procedure was actually conducte? twice,
Pirst 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-1. As can be seen, the dimension referred
to as "Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges" is composed of items
relating to censoring mail, access to 'Tegal counsel and‘materials, 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 felons should not
have the possibility of probation and parole and that the guiding )
philosophy of operating our prisons should put the accent on a harsh life
for prisoners, keeping costs down and being guided by convenience 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 the
scores on these two factors (and others to be discussed) have been divided
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 onnaires. 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 prison
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 carrections questionnaire
offered respondents nineteen different potential causes that might
account for deficiencies in our correc*ional system.5 They were asked
to indicate the extent to which they 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 several common themes or underlying
dimensions. The factors that analysis uncovered are shown in 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 cther 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 discipline, and insufficient work for
prisoners do. This Tast item--work for prisoners--was not thought when
the questionnaire was constructed to be one that would strike the attention
of those concerned with "softness" or leniency in the prison. Idle time
might be thought destructive for prisoners for many reasons. However,
the Teniency 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 Tlarger society or political system.
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] The fourth dimension, called “"Lack of Professionalism," pe

is a p1t more difficult to interpret in Tight of the questionﬁa??gp?tems

on which it was baseq. The absence of vocational and academic training
programs and of traditional programs suggests criticisms resting upon
profes§1qna1 standards in the area of corrections. The item citing
uqqua11f1ed.personne1 fits easily into this context also. The fina]
d]agno§t1c item that contributed to the "Lack of Professionalism"

d1mens19n was "Cgrrupting and Embittering Influence of Prison Environment."
That this potential cause of prison problems fits neatly with the others

is not g]ar1qg1y obvious, but it may be that respondents see the corrupting
and emb!tterlng effects of prison 1ife as occuring because of a lack of
professionalism. Put another way, if prisons wz,e run in & professional

ggggega'then they would not have the corr .pting and embittering influences

The final factor or dimension was related to i i
i ctor o perceived racial roots
to correctional q1ff1c1ences. As seen in Table V-2, both the questionnaire
1tems that contributed to the definition of this dimension dealt directly

with racial bias, both among prison per :
themse]ves. gp personnel and among the prisoners

Decentralization of correctional facilities is the last subs i

irea into which analysis will delve, through Guttman scalingb ratﬁggt%xgn

he factor analytic techniques will e used. Not only did the questionnaire
ask d1rec?1y gbout the extent to which respondents favored prison
decentra11gat1on,7 but also a series of i+ems probed the willingness
of corrections respondgnts to have various kinds of correctional institutions
1ogated within three miles of their home. The types of institutions to
which the respondents reacted are displayed in Table V-3 along with the
percentages of respondents who would not object to their being located
near their homes. Through scaling techniques applied to these questions
a summary measure of support for decentralization as it affects ’
respondeqt§ where they 1ive" (as opposed to an attitudinal preference for
or opposition to decentralization in the abstract) was constructed.

In conclusion, the analysis reported in this Part b i
constrqction of several measures ofpattitudes which encaggz?azétgrthe
summarize a much larger number of specific questions. The product of
th}g gffor? 1s several indices of basic orientations toward correctional
go11c1esz institutions and problems. These indices, summarized immediately

elow, will be emplcyed in the analysis reported in the following pages:

Measures for all respondents:

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

Measures for corrections area respondents:

1. Reasons for problems in correctional institutions-
Degree to which attributed to Organizational
and Administrative Influences
2. Degree to which attributed to Leniency
3. Degree to which attributed to Lack of External
Support
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4. Degree to which attributed to Lack of
Professionalism

5. Degree to which attributed to Racial
Problems

6. Support for Prison Decentralization

Each of these eight measures--two for all respondents and six for
corrections area respondents only--are broken down into high, medium,

and Tow categories. For example, high, medium, and Tow levels of Support
for Prisoner Rights and Privileges, high, medium, and Tow degrees of belfief
that correctional problems are due to Lack of External Support, and so
forth.

One important interpretive point remains to be made--and it should
be emphasized: The high, medium, and low caternries are relative, not
absolute ones. Thus, while a respondent in the high category of support
for prisoner rights would exhibit more support for priscner rights would
exhibit more support for prisoner rights than those in the medium or low
categories, it would not necessarily be true that such a respondent was
a great supporter of prisoner rights in an absolute sense. His support
is great relative to those in the lower categories. Determination of the
absolute degree of suprort for some particular prisoner right would be best
determined by reference to the data in Part VI of this report whizh
breaks down the answers to individual cuestions.

Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges

The Group Bases of Support

A11 categories of respondents were classified by degree of Support

for Prisoner Rights and Privileges. Table V-4 shows the breakdown of

such support by group surveyed. There are some notable differences among

the groups.* The groups in which the greatest support for prisoner rights
was exhibited are soecial - .irs (70.3 percent in the high support category),
the American Civil Liberties Union (85.0% high), Louisiana Community

Action Agencies (61.9% high), the League of Women Voters (82.4% high) and
the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (63.9% high).

*Note that on the support for Prisoner Rights dimensions--and on all
others discussed subsequently except the support for decentralization
scale--the high, medium, and Tow categories were created by simply
dividing the "scores" on each dimension into thirds. Thus 33.3 percent

of all respondents are in the high actegory, 33.3 percent in the Tow,

and so forth. This equal division of respondents in the combined samples
provides a standard by which particuiar groups may be compared: if more
than one third of a group fall into a particular category the norm for all
groups together. Thus for social workers, of whom 70.3 percent fall into
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, a considerable
margin. (This division into thirds does not apply to tables in which only
one group of respondents is treated: it applies only when the table is
based on all respondents eligible).
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Additiona!1y, 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 Tess supportive of prisoner rights. Falling disproportionately

into the Tow category of support were Probation and Parole Officers
(51.9?), Corrections employees (43.5%), the District Attorney's Association
(43.2A), 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 disproporti : .
category. proporticnately bunched in the medium

A Necessary Digression into Methods

There appeared to be several other factors which were related t
the degree of Support for Prisaner Rights and Privileges, though it gust
be said at the_outsgt 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 problem is as follows. This study rests on 24 separate sam
(see Part I}, not a single one. Thus, a table which mightpcombine tﬁles
respondents from all groups into cne 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 respgndents 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, ?) that the weight or share of the particular group in the
Targer system is equal to the proportion of the total respondents that
the‘group respondents happen to represent. The Tatter is clearly a
dub1gus 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, 1n looking at educational differences, for
example, respgndents with graduate degrees, in reality, would be composed
almost exclusively of social workers and the criminal bar, groups whose
members must have graduate or professional degrees. Graduate education
?heljefore3 does not Just indicate graduate education in our data but, ’
s inextricably mixed with particular accupations. The same sort of thing
occurs with other variables, though not to the same degree as with education.

An alternative to Tur:ing a1l groups into a combined "s !

be t5 Took at the breakdown of some social variables such asaﬁglg orog;g
and support for an attitudinal dimension within each group. That is, one
$0u1d gaTcu1atg a table §howing the relationship between sex and Support
or_Pr1soner 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 sam81es are too small to have much hope of statistically dignificant

Findh s s . ;
c;ggég?s. Thus, there are difficulties regardless of which approach is
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As a practical solution to this problem, both approaches have been
taken: attitudinal dimensions have been tabulated against socio-economic
characteristics 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 not mislead one about what is happening within particular groups.
When the particular groups stand out as different, this will be noted. In
some cases, tables for particular groups will be presented.

Other Bases of Support for Prisoner Rights

Sex. Table V-5 contains the breakdowr of prisoner rights support by
sex and shows that women in the combined samples are more supportive of
prisoner rights than males. Over half the womer surveyed (51.9%) fell into
the high category of Support for Prisoner Rights, while only 29.2% of the men

were in the high category. This was true within all groups, as well as in the
combined samples.

Race. Table V-6 shows the relationship of race to Support for Prisoner
Rights in the combined samples. It can be seen that black respondents are a
bit more supportive of prisoner rights with 46.2% falling into the high support
class as compared to 32.0% for whites. While this slight relationship is
clear in the combined samples, there ave too few blacks in particular groups
to support conclusions on a group by group basis.

Education. Table V-6a contains data on educational level and Support
for Prisener Rights. It can be seen that with the exception of the lowest
education category (1 to 8 years, with half the respondents in the high support
group) prisoner rights support generally increases with education, sustaining
the generalization that, beyond the lowest educational bracket, the greater
the Tevel of educational attainment, the greater the degree of support for
prisoner rights. This simply reflects differing educational Tevels among the
groups, however. It is generally true that the better educated groups
support prisoner rights to a greater degree than less well educated ones,
e.9., social workers as compared to deputy sheriffs. Study of education-
support tables for each group indicates, however, that within groups
education makes no difference in support for prisoner rights. Thus, for
example, better educated deputy sheriffs are no more 1ikely to support
prisoner rights than less well educated deputies. The same is generally
true for all groups where there is variation in educational level.

Region. Louisiana is a state in which cultural differences that
tough y follow regional Tines Tong ago have been found to have political
implications.10 A breakdown of Support for Prisoner Rights by the region
in which the respondent 1ives!! shows that the regions seem to have a
relevance here also. (See Table V-7). Residents of the metropolitan
New Orleans area were most suppertive of prisoner rights (44.0% Sn the high
category) and Northk Louisiana were least supportive (26.3% high). Those
from the Florida parishes and the Acadiana region fell in between, though
1t should be noted that Acadiana residents were polarized to some extent:
they were the group with the highest percentage of respondents in the low
support classification (39.1%). This tendency for Acadiana respondents to
be relatively hostile to prisoner rights is particularly marked among

Probation and Parole officers and correction workers, as shown in Tables
V-8 and V-9.
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V-10 displays support for prisoner rights by thg type of community
in whggalihe respongen{ 11v22. It can be seen that there is a tend$2cy for
more support to be exhibited among those from 1arggr_urban areas.h e .
real distinction seems to be between thg Targest c1t1es.and all t $1rest, ories
however, rather than there being a continous re!at1onsh1p across a d_cheg .
This tendency is also shown in Tahle V—]l in which respondents are ETV% e
between those 1iving in the big city par1shes §0r1ean§, Jefferson, Eas
Baton Rouge, and Caddo) and all others. Big city par1shorespondenﬁs are
clearly more numerous in the high support_ca@egory (40.942 than other cent
respondents (28.4%). This is also true w1th1n most individual grﬁups e ﬂo
social workers and vocational rehabilitation wok:fs, among whqm there gre .
differences in support for prisoner irghts according to location 1n at'1g y
parish as opposed to other parishes. On the other hand, among corric ions
workers the relationship is even stronger thar. .n the combzned samples.

Table V-12 shows that big city correction workers are cons19erqb1y more
supportive of prisoner rights (43.3% high) than other (17.4% high).

itd Philosophy. The self-defined po1itjca1 phi1osophy of
respoigl;%;cilarz one gfythe most consistent re]§t1onsh1ps to suppogt for of
prisoner rights. The more Tiberal the respondent, the greater the egr$$
supportfor prisoner rights. This holds up for almost every group astwe .
as for the combined samples (see Table V-Tq). The interesting exgep11on i
for Judges (Table V-14). Judges who c.as§1fy themselves as re1at1vgby more
1iberal are less supportive 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 have the greatgsﬁ
effect in inducing relatively large degrees of support for pr1songr.r1g1$s.
Their opposites are associated with Tower Tevels of suppoyt. Add;?1ona y
race and region of residence were found to have some.bear1ng on t 1St'
attitudinal phenomenon, though in the Tatter cases with some interesting
exceptions in particular groups.

Support for a "Tough" of Traditional Prison Philosophy

e group basis of support for a tough 1ine._ The second summary
measulg o% at%itudes towargpcorrectiona1 1nstitut1ons"among a]] respondents,
discussed previously, was called Support for a "Tough" of Tr'ad1’t1ona11d
Philosophy of running the prisons, and it captures the flavor of an o .
fashioned, "hard-1ine" on prison matters. Table V-14_d1sp1ays.the suppor
for this philosophy broken down by groups in the criminal justice system.

Groups which support the Tough-Traditional position to a disprgport1onate
degree arg chiefs ofpgo1ice (52.6% high support), city po11ce'(53.65 g1gg2,h)
deputy sheriffs (40.7% high), the Lousiana Municipal Association (41.3% high),
and police jurors (49.2% high). It may be significant to note ?ha? these
groups all fall into the general areas of police grgups‘{except1on. the
State Police troop commanders who tend to oppose this ph11o§ophy) qnd .
politicians. The groups which tend to fall into the Tow category in suppor
for the tough-traditional position include the criminal bar (47.5% Tow),
judges (47.5% Tow), social workers (56.8% 1ow), the state po11ceotroop
commanders (54.5% Tow), the American Civil Liberties Union (65.0% Tow),
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A
the League of Women Voters (70.6% low), and the NAACP (47.2% 1ow).. Among .
the groups most directly a part of the correctional system,.probat1on and i
parole officers also tend slightly to oppose the toughjtraq1t1ona1 approach -
to running prisons (41.6% 1ow§, but vocational rehqb111tat1ons and corrections 3
personnel are about evenly divided among high, medium, and Tow categories. f

Other bases of support for a tough-traditional prison phi!osophy. As

with Support for PrisdﬁpRights, there were some noticeable soc1a1.d1fferences -
which were related to varying degrees of support for a tough-traditional 1
prison philosophy. Sex. Table V-15 shows tha? there are some small sex
differences in support for the hard 1ine on prisonc. Men are somewhatomore
Tikely to fall into the‘high support category (36.0%) than women (22.3%).
Among some groups this relationship is slight, but it does hold up for all o
groups with a significant number of women. ] ) .
Race. Table V-16 reveals that, unlike the case with the Prisoner Rights
dimension, there is no relationship of race to the hard 11ne support measure:
Both blacks and whites fall about equally into high, medium, and Tow categories.
This is true also within all groups with an appreciable number of blacks. .
Region. Region of residence of the respondents—-North Louisiana, F1or1da
arishes, Acadiana or Metropolitian New Orlean--has Tittle 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 insigificant) exceptions: social workers
and vocational rehabilitation persvinel from the_FTor1da Parishes are .
considerably less supportive of the hard 1ine ph11osoph¥ ?han others in their
respective groups; corrections personnel from North Louisiana (see Table V-18)
were more 1ikely to oppose the tough-traditional stance (43.3%010w support)
while those from Acadiana were more likely to support 1t_(55.6£ high).
Educational Level. Table V-19 shows that among the comb1ned samp1§s there

1s a clear and fairly strong relationship between educational attainment and
the degree of support for the tough-traditionq1 approach to prisons.
Specifically, the greater the level of education, the 1gss the extent to
which respondents favor the hard line phi]osqphy. It will be reca1]eq from
the discussion of the support for Prisoner Rights dimension that, similarly,
there was a relationship with educational level (with h!gh e@ucat1on types oz
tending to support prisoner rights), but that the relationship was due to the
educational differences between the groups surveyed not to educqt19na1
differences among the respondents within particular groups. Th1s.1s not the .
case with the tough-traditional measure, however.' Not only was h1gh education !
associated with welative oppositian to the hard 1ine among the combined -
samples, but this relationship also held up in v1ftua11y every group. As N
a result, we may say that better educated corrections workers , for example, ;
are less supportive of the tough-traditional approach than more poorly educated !
ones. .

Salary. Table V-20 indicates that among the combined samp!e§, the h1gher one'57~
salary, the less 1ikely he or she is to adept a tough-trad1?1oqa1 view J
concerning prison functioning. Nearly half (49.7%) of thg 1nd1v1dga1s in

the Towest income category (under $7,000) fall into the high classification
on support for the hard 1ine philosophy. This declines as one Tooks 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 tendeqcy is ma1n§a]ned. n
among the members of nearly every group sample, though vocational rehabilitatior
workers are an exception. Among the respondents in that group, there s no
clear relationship between salary and hard 1ine support, though there is a

slight (and statistically insignificant) tendency for Tower 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

v community score disproportionaltely Tow in degree of support for the hard
Tine on prisons. Some 42.0 percent of those from large cities and 38,1
percent of those from medium sized cities are placed in the Tow support
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 the tough-traditional position. These three groups, however, were not
heavily concentrated in any of the support categories, but were spread a bit
among all three. These relationships generally held up for all groups with
only a few deviations: among social workers it w~z the small town
residents who were most opposed to the hard Tine (71.4% low): the same was
true for members of the District Attorney's Association: and, among judges,
the medium sized city residents scored the gre=*3st opposition to the tough-
traditional viewpoint (71.8% Tow).
Political Philosophy. The self-reported, personal political philosophy of
respondents bears a strong relationship to their degree of support for
the tough-traditional prison Tine in the combined samples, as shown by Table
V-22. As one moves visually from the most conservative positions to the 1liberat,
there is a marked dropoff in degree of support for the hard line: 56.] percent
high support among strong conservatives to 25.0 percent for the strong
Tiberals. (Actually, the moderate Tiberals and 1iberals are less supportive
of this position than the strong Tibercis). This general pattern held up among
individual groups as well as in the combined samy les.
Summary. In general, differences in degree of support for a tough-traditional
approach to running prisons are related to a number of factors. There were
considerable differences in degrees of support according to the group of
which respondents were members. Law enforcement and public official groups
most tended to support this line, while the legal profession (judges and the
criminal bar), social workers and several Tiberal 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, the poorly paid, and rural or suburban residents tended to support
the hard Tine. Predictably, perhaps, political conservatives did also.

Attitudes of Corrections Area Respondents:
Diagnosis of Prison Ailments

As discussed in the section above on methods, five summary measures
or dimensions of attitude concerning the reasons for prison difficulties
were constructed. They were: the degree to which correctional problems
were attributed to (1) Organizational and Administratiye Deficiencies, (2)
Leniency, (3) Lack of External Support, (4) Lack of Professionalism, and
(5) Racial Problems. These indicators were based on questions asked only
of respondents receiving the specialized corrections questionnaires and thus
the analysis that follows will deal with the following groups only: social

workers, probation and parole officers, vocational rehabilitation workers,
and corrections personnel.

The Organization/Administrative Factor. Table V-23 breaks down by
group the degree to which respondents attribute prison problems to organizational
or administrative factors. The difference among social workers, vocational
rehabilitation personnel, probation and parole officers, and corrections workers
are slight. These differences 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 Tie 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
1ives, personal political philosophy, religion or region of residence in
Lousiana. Whatever may account for variation in opinion among out correcticns
area respondents as to the degree to which organi-ational or administrative
deficiencies account for prison problems, w. find no clue to it in the data
collected in this study.

The Leniency Factor. The lack of success in tracing the correlates
of belief in administrative 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
Teniency-related causes. Probation and parole officers were most likely
to cite this cause (59.0% in the high category) and social workers were
Teast 1ikely (with only 17.1% in the high category). Corrections and
vocational rehabilitation personnel fei, in between these two extremes,
with corrections workers tending slightly toward agreement with the leniency
cause (42.9% high) and vocational rehabilit2tion bunching in the medium
category (40.9%).

On the basis of other characteristics of respondents which might explain
differences in the degree to which they attribute correctional problems to
leniency, one stands out and several can be eliminated. Sex has no bearing
on this variable. However, educational attainment does, but only among
corrections workers, as shown by Table V-25. Among those who work directly
Tn or with correctional institutions, there is a tendency for the less well
educated to cite leniency to the greatest degree. Among corrections workers
without a high school degree, 64.3 percent were in the high category of citing
Teniency. For high school graduates, the figure dropped to 50.0 percent, and
for those who attended college the percentage in the high category declined
to 33.3 percent. Among the other three groups in the correctional area,
either there was 1ittle 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 Teniency as a cause of prison
problems. Among vacational rehabilitation and probation and parole
respondents, there was a slight tendency for the higher paid individuals to
cite Teniency related prison problems, but this relationship was s}ight and
statistically dignificant only among the probation and parole officers.

The type of community in which respondents live--the degree of urbaness
bears a significant relationship to the leniency factor among probation and
parole officers. Table V-26 displays this. It can be seen that the more rural
the community the greater the estent to which leniency is thought to be at the
root of prison:problems. The proportion of the large city respondents who
fall in the high group is only 21.4 percent and this increases to 80
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percent in the rural category.

The political philosophy of respondents bears a strong and consistent
relationship to belief in Teniency causes of correctional deficiencies. ‘
Table V-27 displays the relevant data for the combined samples. Self-identified
conservatives were considerably more 1likely than Tiberals 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 Tiberal responderts were placed in the high classification. This
same strong relationship occurs within each grour s 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 Support. The attitudinal dimension citing a dearth
of external support--such as monetary support--is broken down by group in
Table V-28. Probation and Parole officers are most supportive of the notion
that prison deficiences are due to lack of support from external sources and
corrections workers follow close behind. S~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 Tack of external support causes correctional differences,
Tittle 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 1ikely than women to cite outside factors (50.0% high for 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 ajlments 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 professionalism argument even more strongly than social workers support it.
Only 11.5 percent of the probation and parole respondents are in the high
category, while over half of them (57.7%) are classifiéd as low in the
extent to which they feel lack of professionalism accounts for correctional
deficiencies. Corrections personnel aiso 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 Tow categories. .

Among the social characteristics of respondents which might account fqr -
differences in inclination to see unprofessional prisons as a cause of their
problesm, one stands out.

I

"

Sex is a major explanatory factor, as Table V-31 shows. Among respondents
in the combined samples, women are considerably more Tikely to attribute prison
problems to deficiencies in professionalism. Over half (54.9%) of the women 1
are in the high category in the Lack of Professionalism factor, wereas, only -
19,4 percent of the men are found in the same catecory. When this re1atioqsh1p._m
is borken down further by groups, the 1ink hetween sex and the non-professionali 1
factor survives for social workers (Table y-32), vocational rehabilitation -
workers (Table V-33), and Probation and Parole ~fficers (Table V-34). For
corrections workers (Table V-35), the tendency for women to cite lack of
professionalism is only slight (and not statistically significant).

3
3

Among other variables, none is related to the Lack of Professionalism -
diagnosis in a statistically significant fashion. There js a slight tendency
for respondents from large cities to score high on this dimension, but this o
does not hold within any group except corrections personnel.

Racial Problems. Table V-36 show: the relative inclination of different . |
groups to see racial discrimination as causing deficiencies in the prison ;
system. There are only slight and statistically i.-significant tendencies for -~
one group to score higher on this dimension than another. Indeed, no variables |
including race--were significantly related to this diagnostic dimension. Ty
What accounts for avriation among respondents in this area unknown. S

Support for Prison Decentralization <

The final measure of attitudes toward correctional institutions involves
support for prison decentralization. Table V-37 displays the breakdown d
in support by each of the four groups. Social workers are most supportive of
decentralization (73.0% high), followed by the vocational réhabilitation group ~—
(63.7% high), and corrections (51.1% high), and Probation and Parole officers |
(49.3% high). Since the average for the high category for all groups is 62.0 -
percent (see column headed "Totals"), it can be seen that both corrections
and probations and parole officers are less supportive of decentralization than
the norm, the vocational rehabilitation group is almost exactly on the norm
and social workers are about 10 percent above it.

Beyond the groups themselves, several other variables are related to -?
support for decentralization in the combined samples. However, these relation-
ships disappear into statistical insignificance when each is related to support 7-
for decentralization within the four groups sampled. Political philosophy {with
liberals supporting decentralization), type of community (with urban residents
tending to support decentralization) come closest.

Conclusion

and which might seem promising in accounting for differences in the ways that

Of all the variables or characteristics that were included in this study ﬁ“ |
respondents feel about important issues in the correctional system, none so o
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consistently was found to make as much difference as the gro i
respondgnts belong. Table V-38 summarizes data relating %o gﬁetgoxC1Ch
corrections area groups and their positions on seven of the attitudinal
d1meqs1oqs. Each figure in the table is the percent of group respondents
scoring in the high category on one of the five diagnostic dimensions, the

support for prison rights factor and the support fo ' ! iti
prison philosophy factor. PP ra "tough’ or traditional

) On several of the variables, the contrasts among the group positio
s11ght: _There‘are small or negtigible differences ig beligf tﬁag organ?iai?gnal
or administrative, or racial causes are at the hexrt of correctional problems
Howgvgr, on the othgr variables the four ovaups stand apart, sometimes .
strikingly. Erobat1on and Parole officer, opt most heavily of all groups for
Teniency and %tack of external support as beinm most responsible for the
troubles of the prisons, while they are strongest in their rejection of
inadequate professionalism as the culprit. Probation and parole officers also
place 1a§t n support of prisoner rights. Yet, they do not rank at the top
;:ytg: 1;;% %g.su?pozt for ET“tgugh" of traditional prison philosophy. It

is last variable taps traditionali i
the sense of internal prison disc?p1ine). n mere than toughness (in

_ Social workers on most attitudinal dimensions are neares
attitudinal opposite of probation anr? Larole officers. Socia% Egrigrs are
thg most resolute in their rejectiun of leniency as a cause of prison problems
$n the mostqsta]wart in insisting that Tack of professionalism is a contributing
actor. Social workers are also first among the four groups in support of

prisoner rights and i ; ‘o X
phi1osophy.g nd the last in supporting a "tough" or traditional prison

. Corrections personnel tend to cite leniency as a root o i
difficulties (@hough not as strongly as Probati%n and Paro]efogggég?s)
They a!so attribute part of the blame to lack of external support. Like
probation and parole officers, corrections personnel rather strongly reject
lack of_prcfess1ona!1sm as a cause. Indeed, it generally can be said that
the attitudinal position of corrections personnel closely parallels that of

ggg?igggn and parole officers, though with not quite the same extremes of

_ Vocational rehabilitation respondents are more distinct i

is closer to that of the relatively "1iberal" social workers.thgge%;esgiagi

two groups, though.1n absolute terms there is some gap between them.

Vocational rehab111tation workers strongly reject lack of externa1'support

as a causative factor. They do not reject lack of professionalism as a

cause as strongly as do gorrections and vocational rehabilitation types, but
oq]x somewhat unqer a third of them cite it enough to land in the high category
S1m11qr1y, vocational rehabilitation respondents were stronger in support '
of prisoner rights than‘a11 groups except social workers. Yet, only 40.2
peggeqt‘fall into the high category on this variable. Further, vocational

;e bilitation workers are second highest among the four groups in support

or a tough-traditional philosophy, and they were first in citing organizational

deficiencies (though they wer i : !
workers on this cognt). y were not much higher than corrections and social

The attitudinal measures constructed here ta i i
. _ . : p a variety of important
dimensions of correctional issues. Further, groups in the correctional system
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i ignifi ~ted in this
shown to differ significantly on them. The.data collecte .
gizgybﬁ23e only, at times, been able to account for differences of opinion on
those issues within the groups. An explanation for these differences remains
an important and interesting question for future research.
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Notes
1See Part I for a 1isting 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 Secial
Workers.

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

4The factor scores were trichotomized to create these three
categories.

5The complete 1ist was: poor pay for security personnel, racial
bias of prison personnel, racial bias among prisoners, Tocation of
institutions remote from urban centers with professional services,
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 for
prisoners to do, corrupting and emvitiering 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.

6A11en L. Edwards, Techniques of Attitude 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 I. Some groups with
extremely 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.

9Also0, as pointed out above some social characteristics are concentrated
in or absent from some groups. There are no female sheriffs, for example.

10perry H. Howard, Political Tendencies in Louisiana {Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State University, 1970).

T1See Appendix B to Part V for the Region divisions in Louisiana.
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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-1
ATTITUDE DIMENSIONS FOR ALL RESPONDENTS
L. __SUPPORT FOR PRISONER RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES
Survey Items Contributing to Factor ) Responses
Strongly Strongly
_Agree Agree Disagree Disagree TOTAL
Mail to or from prisoners should not be
tampered with or censored except to _
control contraband. 15.5% 28.9 29.8 25.9 100.1% .
Housing arrangements for prisoners slrould , v
be such as to provide adequate privacy. 16.1% 48,6 24,6 10.6 99.9%
Free legal services should be available to
indigent prisoners to assist them in civil
matters, such as divorce, child custody,
estate, and financial settlements. 18.477 49,0 15.° 12.8 100.0%
Free lrizz1 services should be made available
to inaigent prisoners to assist them with
criminal and appeal matters. 17.3% 52.3 19.1 l;.j 100.0%
Free legal services should be made
avallable to indigent prisoners to assist
them in bringing civil suits against state
institutions and personnel. 8.8% 21.5 38.8 30.9 100.0%
Prisoners should have easy access to legal
materials, such as law books and court )
reports, 13.5% 47,7 27.4 11.5 100.1%
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TARLE V-1 (Continued)

Survey Items Contributing to Factor

Responses
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree TOTAL

Prisoners should have adequate medical -
and dental services incliuding preventive
medical and dental care, 36.2% 60.3 2,6 0.9 100.0%
Prisoners should be rermitted to 'communicate .
freely with the press. 7.4% 24,4 Ly, 7 23.9 100.1%
II. SUPPORT FOR "TOUGH" AND TRADITIONALLY RUN PRISONS
All convicted felons should be sentericed
to a fixed prison term with no probation 4
or parole, 30.0% 19.0 33.7 17.4 100.1%
Prison life should be burposely unpleasant
50 as to serve as punishment to those
incarcerated. 9.0% 24,3 50.1 16.6 100.0%
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% 25.7 yo.v 17.0 100.1%
Prison life and routine should be determined
primarily by convenience to the state and :
to prison personnel. ’ 5.1% 24 .4 51.7 18.8 100.0%
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TABLE V-2

ATTITUDE DIMENSIONS ON CAUSES OF CORRECTIONAL PROBLEMS OF CORRECTIONS RESPONDENT ONLY

I. ORGANIZATIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE DZFICIENCIES

Questionnaire Items

-

kS

Poor Administration
Inadequate Organization or Structure
Wrong Approach to Job

Political Interference

II. IENIENCY

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

Respondent Rating of Item
as Cause of Problem

Very Somewhat Of Little or :
Important Important No Importance TOTAL
591@% 3106 ‘ 9.’4' 100-0%
50.5% 32.3 17. 100.0%
48, 7% 35.7 15.6 100.0%
56.9% 24,9 18.2 100.0%
26.0% 33.7 0.3 100.0%
33.5% 32.4 .2 100.1%
57.0% 35.4 7.7 100.1%
43.6% 36.6 19.8 100.0%
58.1% 35.3 6.6 100.0%
- 80.7% 13.8 5.5 100.0%
62.4% 25.1 12.5 100.0%
60.0% 28.0 12.1° 100.1%
62.1% 27.4 10.5 100.0%



TABLE V-2 (Continued)

Questionnaire Items Respondent Rationing of Item

as Cause or Problem

Very Somewhat Of Little or

' Important Important No Importance TOTAL
IV. Lack of Professionalism (Continued)
Unqualified Personnel 66.1% 29,2 4,6 99. 9%
Corrupting and Embittering Influence of
Prison Environment 62.0% 30.5 7.5 100.0%
V. _RACIAL PROBIEMS |
Racial Bias of Prison Personnel 26.4% L34 30.2 100.0%
Racial Bias Among Prisoners 34.0% L, 2 21.8 100.0%
ﬂ I T i R =~ BIU0T 57 22 ZoowE sy osr osg -
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TABLE V-4 '

Relative Support for Prisorier Rights and Privileges
Among Groups in the Louisiana
Criminal Justice System

154

Degree
of
Support Group
~ _ DAY crimwae  soCiM-  VocaTlona PRODHTION/
|“assee. | B8R | quvees” | workers | Rewss, | PaRore |coRmecrias
Lowd f 35} 41 19 g 215 40] " 41
% 43.2 3“.7 3808 5.8 22.8 51.9 4100
| A=
MEDILA 24 45 24 3 3y 29 3
%é 29.6l 38. 11 49.0 23.9 37.0\ 37.7 33.0
l —— . .
Hicd | 22} 32 6 _109 371 8 26
%{ 27.2 2721 12.2 70. 31 40,2 10. 4 260
- i
{
M.b ﬂ 21 8 5 12 6 1 6!
%g O'Oﬁ 0.0 0.0 o.ol 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTLLS 3 126 167 g 78 106 .
COoi & 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0
REVISED 81 118 49 155 92 77 100
) ) MCJ'HEPS . STATE PoLics-
of PoLcE| SHERIFES ,‘mooP com.|
------ i ] ! .
30 9 5]
Low) 4328 40.9 1 45.5
------- & 27 5] 4
MBDBILM 39.1] 40.9] 36.4
______ % g __& _
1 4 2
HiGr+ 17.3% 18.23 18.2
"""" R Y R
M'bt 0.0i 0.0‘ 0.0
72 22 11
100.0 100.0 100.0
69 22 11



Table V—4 (Continued)

155

Degree
of
Support Group
CommomTy
vy Deput MuNICIPAt. POLICE BCTION |
porice | swemirds | Assoc, | gukers | AcLd acecies | JC's |
Louw 85@ 75 39 21 1 4 1u]
38.3} 38.7 42,4 35.6 5.0 19.0 28.6|
e e — {
MEDIUM 78l 7 ! 29 17 2 4 17;
- 35.1& 37.1 31.5 28.8 10.0 19.0 4.7,
Hiert 59] 47 2 21 1 13 18,
26.6} 2u.2] 26.1 35.6 85.0 61.9 36.7
MDD 9} 14 4 5 oI 0 2
4 o.o\ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTALS 231 208 9 64 20 21 51
cCoL % 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
»
_REVISED 222 9y 92 59 20 21 49
e —t
‘5%%5\3; | NAACP l' AD T TOTAL REVISED
““““ ; == |
1 2 21 513 492
~ow 5. 91 5.6{ 0o 33.2 .
------ % 2 ?:f 16 514 498
MEDIBM 11.8 30.6} 0.0 33.6
------ % 14 ESH 19 513 494
Hi6 H 82.4 63.9i 0.0 33.3
""" % 1 |
0 4 4 85 0
Mb o.oi o.og 0.0 0.0
------ % -
17 40 60 1625
100.0 100.0 0.0
17 36 1484
Lambda row = ,18

Contingency Coefficient = ,38

fmd Pl ey

ﬁ e s.g

3
i

0}
El

ot

B

=

e SR U

L 'T““,"i

| S

d

| S

pumasnit

L

| Sty |
£ o

1

o B R S R

154
TABLE V-5
Relative Suppo?t for Prisoners Rights
and Privilegesg By Sex
Degree
of
quport o Sex
___} M.D | MALE Female TOTAL BEVISEI;’
| _—
Lows | 2 460
%! 0.0! 36.9 18?8 ~3§3£ >1
! f -
L 5 4
e T R O s T
j 30.0 33.2
| |
2
-+ Hisk 3| o.oi 28%3 5129 131¢ 2
| i TS ‘
D ] 41 62
M %i 0.01 0.0 0.0 023 0
- TOTALS
o1 R 0l3 10318 1632 1625
REVISED 0 1248 283 e 1531
Lambda row = .09
.20

Contingency Coefficient =

156




Relative Supp

TABLE V-6

by Race

ort for Prisoner Rights and Pr

ivileges

Contingency Coefficient = .

Degree
of
Support Race
‘ m.D. ; WRITE “BLNCKL \
{ u? ue:§ 28
Low % 0.0} 34.5) 21.5
"""" \ 1 ot ‘
6 466 42
MEDILM %t o.oi 33.5\ 32.3
T s
Hick d 0.0 32.0} 4642
_— I |
4 \ 4] 70} 11
mD. % 0.0 0.0 0.0
me A ! | i
TOTALS 21 1463 141
coL % 0.0 100.0 100.0
REVISED 0 1393 130
Lambda Row = .03
»

TOTAL REVISED

513
33.4

514
33.4
513
33.2

85

1625

509
508

506
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TABIE V-6a
\ Relative Support for Prisecner Rights and
Privileges, by Level of Education
Degree
of ,
Support Level of Education
T ) : ) ) Some
I~ < 3»11 H.S. SOME.  COLLEGE GRAD/ROF GRAL/PROP i} :
J MDD YEARS | YEARS G RAD, C.OI_LE.QE;a G RAD, WORIC PECRSE TOTAL REVISEL
Do . 1 5 29 116 121|’ 64 1 50 127 513 512
. g 0.0 16.7 46.0 45.8 36.3‘ 36.2 33.1 24,2 33.4
[ - e _
D e |
MeD! - | 5] 10 15 79 120} . 5 57 169 514 509
!‘ » M M% 0.0 33.3 23.8 31.2 36.0¢ 33.3 37.7 32,2 33.2
[P D——— — {
HicH 2 15 19 58 92{ 54 4 229 513 511
P %{ 0.0} 50.0 30.2 22.9 27.6‘ 30.5 29,1 k3.6 33.4
A D, . 4 101 6 11 16‘ 3 6 29 85 0
ST % 0.0 C. 0.0 0.0 OaOi 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
TOTALS .12 - 4Q 69 204 349 180 157 554 1625
_‘,\CCL % 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 2100.0- . ;
REVISED - 0 30 63 253 333 177 151 525 ' 1532
Gamma = ,19
h—l
o
[00]



TAB LE v-7

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights

Privileges, by Region

and

Degree
of .
Support Region
o ' TRETRO. o T
f f NoRTH | FLORIDA | ACAD IANT: ';\‘I.O. MO, TOTAL REVISEDg
o v 90] 155 91 6 513 507
' x 35.7 30.2 39.1 26.0 0.0 3303 . R
) - .o
Iﬂﬂm»q 182] 104] 7 105 6 514 508
0 J 38.0 34,9 29.5 30.0 0.0 33.4 _ -
L. 2 208.1 _ . N )
- »w& 126 1041 y 154 5 513 508
{ 26.3 34,9 31.3 44,0 0.0 33.4 :
h&ﬁ 27] 7 15 26 10§ 85 0.
o.o! o.o‘ 0.0 0.0 0. 0.0 ,
- ;
TGTALS 506 305 411 376 27 1625 3
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 ‘
,szxsan 479 298 396 350 0 1523
Lambda Row = ,09 Contingency Coefficient = ,15
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Relative Su
Privileg

TABLE V-8

Parole Officers Only

pport for Prisoner Rights and
€S by Region, Probation and - .

Contingency Coefficient

= ,27

Degree
of
Support Region .
’ METRAQ
NORTH } FLORIDA 1» ACADIANA N"Z*‘ TOTAL REVISED
LowJ 11} 8 1 6 40 40
% uu.oi 57.1 71.4 35.3 51.9
T i }
B 11, 5 5 ' 29 29
M wﬂ% ua.o' 35'7i 23,8 47.1 37.7
HoH- '3f 14 1 31 8 8
. % 12.ol 7.1 4.8 17.6] 10. 4
M, o’ o1 0 1f 1 0
%] o.of o.oi 0.0 J,oi 0.0
TOTALS 25 14 21 18 78
[ COL % 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
REVISED 25 14 21 17 77
Lambda row = ,035

160



TABLE V-9

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

Degree
of
Support Region
' . METRO. | .
NORTH | FLORIDA JACADIANA | NLo. |, M.B. TOTAL. REVISED
Low 131 12 15 1 0 41 41
% 43.3 34.3 55,6 14.3 0.0 41.4 |
|-- - —_—
MEDIUM, 14 10 -7 2 0 33 33
M 46.7 28.6 25.9 28.6 | 0.0 33.3 |
MlGH 3 13 5 g~ 1 26 25
% 10.0 37.7 18.5 57.1 0.0 25.3
md. . 1 0 0 0 5 6 0
% - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0} 0.0 |
TOTALS 31 35 27 7 6 106
coL & 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0
REVISED 30 35 27 7 99
x% = 13,361, p = <.05 Lambda row = .09
Contingency Coefficient =. .34
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TABLE V-10
Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges
by Type of Community in Which Respondent Lives
Dégree
of .
Support Type of Community
i LARGE  MEPIUM  smarL '
. M.D. ciT SUBY URAL | TOTAL REVISED
i . J D L_CWY rm“ N ¢ L CWT_i _EiL_i_mmi
Y 3 67 126 18 66 64 513 510
| o) )4 0.0 23.8 33.3 40.1 31.6 33.5 33.4
1 i - — - )
‘MeEebw) 7 78 129 153 78 69 514 507
’m Piom d 0.0 21.8 3457 3208 37.3 36.1 33.2
: H»lu{- . S5 136 123 125 65 58 513 508
- ‘ —_— : |
N N 4 21 17} 21 9 13 85 0
| Mb‘x 0.0’ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ‘
TOTALS 19 302 395 487 218 204 1625
COoL ¢« 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 .
REVISED 0 281 378  yg¢ 209 191 1525 °
Lambda Row = .09 Contingepcy Coefficient = 17
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TABLE V-1l ! I TABLE V-12
3 i ights and i : s
STy Revsoncony'a bises I i e eshonaens s Fiice of hechemnen’ (Foiriieeee
-C £ Place o eslidence (Four
of gesidﬁnceoﬁpgiiergog;rl‘;gggé?us ] . Most Populous Parishes or other Parishes),
arishes ) ] j Corrections Respondents Only
i |
Degree I ' j
of {eh ”
Support Type of Parish l 3 ~ Degree
e - - - of
; ' !

Bleerry  oTHRER ~ Support Type of Parish

'4 PARISH IJ PARISH MDD | TOTAL REVISED t | .
- i — f 7 - — e oo -
I VU 162 | 345 6 513 507 | 1 Big ¢ T
% 26.5 37.5 0.0 33.3 ! - \TY, OTHER. | '
_ l' }‘ A ; . - | PARISH } PARIS K M.D, ~ TOTAL ervxsm]i
MEOWH _ | 1951 313] 6 514 508 | ;[ : oW | N 33 | f
%i 32.3l 34.1, 0.0 33.4 | | = g 26.7) 4728 . artd 41,
..... - ——l i . - . E !
HieH ‘ 20471 261 5 513 508 . 1 i MEDIUM 9] 24 '
| ! : 24 . .
%% 40.5] 28.4 0.0 33.4 | : 4 ; g 30.0; 3454 0.2 1333 33!
i | ! ‘ N -, i —— . |
mpb, i 34 ] 41 10 85 0 1 T [ HGH 13 12 .
% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 1 : % ) ! 26 25
| 1 - . = : 43.3 17.4 0.0 2523 ;
TOTALS 638 960 27 1625 ' ' T o . 3 mb, | 0 ;
| ! " ; \ 1 . .
COL & 100.0 100.0 0.0 . 1 \ Q; . ] 0.0, 0.0, 0.0 0.8 0
. BEVISED 604 919 0 1523 | - ;-°~- S
Lo i — - e e e e —— 5 OTALS 30
I | 1 COL % 100.0 100?8 o.g 106
| _ el . ' REVISED 30 . 69 ' E
Lambda row = ,08 Contingengy Coefficient = ,14 T T ' T N - 93..
f ‘ . o
4 iy 2 _
| X" = 7.976, p =02 Lambda Row = ,09
[” 7 Contingency Coefficient = .27
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TABLE V-13

Relative Support for Prisoner Rights and Privileges
by Political Philosovhy

Degree
of
Support Political Philosophy
STRONG DODERATE- MIDDLE- MODERATH STRoNG-
| MB. | cons. CoNs. CoNS. | oF ROAD| ripeRam-| LIBERAL | LIGERAL
Loud 9 56 138 139 112 ' 40 11 8
ot O'OI 49.1 38.2 39.6 37.1 15.7 12.8 20.0
J 11 2 144 123 100 88 15 4
MED"“: 0.0 25.4 39.9 35.0 33.1\ 34.6! 17.4 10.0
J ! - Ty
G 12 29 7 8 90 126 60 28
”"rx 0.0 25<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>