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PREFACE 

Local government officials are playing an increasingly important role in 

the criminal justice system. While that role is not always easily or clearly 

recognized, their responsibilities for planning, budgeting and the development 

of policy is fundamental to the administration of justice on the local level. 

The major objective of this report and the monographs and materials to 

follow is to assist local government officials by providing the~ with the in-

formation they need to make sound criminal justice decisions. 

The Criminal Justice Information Needs of Illinois Local Government 

Officials is the first of the Criminal Justice Awarene~s Project series pre-.- ---._------_. ----=---
pared by the Center for the Study of Middle-size Cities of Sangamon State 

University. Support for this project was obtained through a grant by the 

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission to the Crime Prevention Commission of 

Jacksonville, Illinois. Sangamon State University entered into a contract with 

the Crime Prevention Commission to carry out these activities. 

To accomplish this objective the following three major activities have 

been undertaken: (1) to determine the nature and extent of the criminal jus-

tice information needs of local government officials, (2) to organize, develop 

and publish in a usable format relevant documents, reports and materials, and, 

(3) to plan and field test alternative delivery systems for enabling local 

government officals to have optimum access to criminal justice information. 

These activities are referred to as the Criminal Justice Awareness Project. 

Daniel M. Johnson 
Director 
Center for the Study of Middle-size Cities 
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Any report is the product of a number of persons. Without the assistance 
J. , 

of local government officials, criminal justice planners, and members of pro-

fessional organizations affiliated with criminal justice in the State of 

Illinois, this report would not have been possible. These persons gave fully 

of their time to answer the numerous questions posed of them. For their coop-

eration and the many courtesies they extended to the Project staff, we ate very 

grateful. 

Special thanks are extended to the consultants to the Project (referred to 

in the text as the 'panel of experts') who helped the staff to explore the 

question, What do local government officials need to know in order to make sound 

decisions about criminal justice matters? A special word of appreciation is also 

extended to three colleagues in the Social Justice Professions at Sangamon State 

University: Robert M. Crane, Sidney Burrell, and Frank Kopecky and to Jack 

Baldwin, Director of the Crime Prevention Commission. 

Dave Schachtsiek served as Research Specialist for the Project. He ably 

supervised the field operations, the coding operations and otherwise assisted in 

all phases of the research component. The field a'.!d library research was done by 

the Project staff: Larry Bianchi, Karen Guimond, Rhonda Kirkpatrick, Marcia 

Langsjoen, JoEllyn Reeder and Bob Wesley. 

Assistance in the design and conceptualization of this study was provided by 

Dan Johnson, Director of The Center for the Study of Middle-size Cities and Con-

tract Director for the Criminal Justice Awareness Project, and Norman Langhoff, 

Associate Director for Training for the Project. The typing of this report, and 

the voluminous correspondence associated with it, was ably done by Sara Dobron and 

Libby Williams. 
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The points of view expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of 

Sangamon State University, the Crime Prevention Commission, nor the Illinois 

Law Enforcement Commission. Ultimate responsibility for tete analysis and 

interpretation of the data remains with the writers of this report. 

S. Burkett Milner 
Associate Director for Research 
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Barbara Ferrara 
Research Specialist 
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION 

According to the results of a Gallup opinion survey done in June, 1975, 

crime is regarded as the most important local problem by the residents of large-, 

middle- and small-size American cities. Only in small towns and rural areaS is 

crime superseded by the problems of unemployment and transportation. The rate 

of crime is seen as increasing from year to year by half of all Americans and nearly 

1 
half register fear for their personal safety. The growth of the private security 

industry, the increased use of electronic security devices and the emergence of 

criminal justice task forces, institutes and curricula also attest to the prominence 

given crime on the public agenda. 

Debate on how to reduce crime usually focuses on the role of the police, courts, 

and corrections. Occasionally the role of citizens is considered but seldom is the 

role of local government officials. 

This study was based upon two assumptions: that the budgetary and other 

decisions of local government officials directly affect the efficiency and effec-

tiveness of local criminal justice operations; and that sufficient knowledge is 

vital to sound local governmental decision making. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem on which this study is based had four parts: 1) low public 

confidence in government; 2) inefficiency in government; 3) lack of sufficient 

background for sound decision making; and 4) the need for role clarification. 

Public opinion polls have indicated the low level of public confidence in 

1 "Fear of crime, victimization now common to many Americans," The Gallup 
Opinion Index, Report No. 124, October, 1975. pp. 6-17. 
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government. 2 Alth h' d oug 1t oes not extend to all government units, it includes 

the productivity of the government unit and the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the criminal justice services it provides. 

.•..•. concern about productivity and the evidence of its 
current status depend largely upon what people expect and 
feel they are getting from government. Public opinion 
polls indicate that a large majority of the American 
peoplp. do not think that they get their money's worth from 
the taxes they pay, yet most people believe that state and 
local government can be well run. It is the gap between 
what people expect from government and what they believe 
it is delivering that ultimately defines public perceptions 
of government productivity.3 

Inefficiency in providing criminal justice services is demonstrated by 

2 

the duplication of personnel, equipment and facilities often within only a few 

miles of one another. Further.', efficiency is often defeated by the diffusion of 

criminal justice responsibility to several different levels of government. This, 

together with the existence of overlapping jurisdictions and the fragmentation 

of criminal justice services, often impedes an effective response to local 

problems. Inefficiency in a time of high inflation and scarce resources 

concerns both citizens and criminal justice professionals. According to The 

Committee on Economic Development (CED), 

2 

Persistent inflation, compounded by an onerous recession, 
has intensified public concern with the cost and performance 
of government and has threatened the ability of even the 
most affluent jurisdictions to continue to function and 
fulfill their obligations. 4 

Cf., Committee on Government Operations, U. S. Senate, "Confidence and 
Concern: Citizen's View American Government, Washington: U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1973, and Current Opinion, November, 1975. 

3 Committee for Economic Development, Improving Productivity in State and 
Local Government (New York: Committee for Economic Development, 1976), p. 39. 

4 Ibid., p. 7. 



With respect to decision making, the CED notes: 

Government policies and decisions tend to evolve through 
the planning and budgetary process, which sets the agenda 
for top decision makers. Yet, final policy decision~ are 
usual1y taken without systematic analysis of various 
alternatives in terms of their likely costs and benefits. S 

3 

Each year, over 20,000 budgets are prepared for local criminal justice operations. 6 

The budget process at the local government level is largely controlled by laymen, 

that is persons who may lack the experience and information to make complex 

budget decisions. This contrasts with professional staffs who prepare budgets 

for the exc~utive and legislative branches of state and federal government. 

Since budget decisions are in effect policy decisions in that they determine 

which programs will prevail and which will founder, it becomes a question whether 

only lay input into the local budget process is adequate. 

It is often asserted among criminal justice professionals that there is 

a relationship between politics in a local community and the community's 

perceptions of criminal justice services. Trojanowicz and Dixon elaborate this 

point: 

5 

The Criminal Justice System is greatly affected by politics 
and its process of decision making, within the community: 
decision makers and political representatives by and large 
determine the quantity of resources allocated to the system. 
In addition, the amount of political interference and 
manipulation affect the quality and quantity of services 
provided by the criminal justice system; and the quality 
and quantity of services, in t~'r"" determine the way the 
system is perceived by community residents. If a system 
is perceived positively, there will be little friction 
between it and the community. If the syste:1I is perceived 
negatively by the community, or some segments of the 
community, then a great deal of friction will be predictable. 7 

Ibic!., p. 44. 

6 There are 18,000 municipal and 3,050 county governments with criminal 
justice agencies. Cf: Reducing Crime and Assuring Justice, Committee for 
Economic Development, New York, 1972, p. Bl. 

7 
Robert C. Trojanowicz and Samuel L. Dixon, Criminal Justice and The 

Community (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1974), p. 106. 
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The consequences of political manipulation for the system and the citizens it 

serves include: low morale and productivity of system employees; their isolation 

from the gerteral public; their cynicism; inconsistency in the application of the 

law; and injustice for certain social categories in the community. 

The observers cited have suggested that local government officials are 

directly involved in the distribution of justice in the local community. Klonski 

and Mendelsohn state: 

A basic assumption is our belief that political considera
tions, broadly conceived, explain to a large extent who 
gets - and in what amounts and how - the "good" justice 
that is produced by the legal system in the setting of 
the local community" Considerations we view as political 
include the power to influence decisions affecting the 
direction of the con~unity's growth and development, roles 
played by community influentials, and the prevailing ethos 
within which the corrmunity life functions. All of these 
are either immediately or potentially available as resources 
to shape the face of justice in the community.B 

Criminal justice services are organized,9 administeredlO and financed!l largely 

at the local government level. This, together wi~h the fact that, in terms of 

budget preparation, the decision makers are largely laymen in reference to 

B James R. Klonski and Robert I. Mendelsohn, The Politics of Local Justice 
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1970), p. xx. 

9 The distribution of criminal justice agencies indicates the level at which 
criminal justice services are organized. With the exception of juvenile corrections 
agencies and those specialized agencies such as identification bureaus, state 
planning agencies and court administrators, criminal justice agencies are located 
predominantly at the local level of government. See: U.S. Department of Justice, 
Criminal Justice Agencies in the United States, Summary Report 1970 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970). 

10 The distribution of criminal justice employees indicates the level at which 
criminal justice services are administered. Employment data indicate a majority of 
those persons working full time in a criminal justice occupation are employed by 
local government. See: U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System 1974 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976), pp. 46-49. 

11 The distribution of criminal justice expenditures indicates the level at 
which criminal justice services are financed. Expenditure data indicate that during 
fiscal year 1974, local governments accounted for over 60 percent of all expenditures 
for criminal justice activities. See: Ibid., pp. 26-29. 
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Criminal Justice, leads to the question: do local government officials have 

adequate information to make sound decisions about criminal justice matters? 

The heed for role clarification is one dimension of the problem on which 

this research is based. The fact that Criminal Justice is funded by several 

levels of government complicates the issue. Most of the laws to be enforced 

are state or federal laws. Nevertheless, the local governments (city and 

county) are expected to finance the enforcement of these laws, the trying of 

offenders, the legal defense of indigenous persons, and often the supervision 

of detained, or incarceration of convicted persons. Within the past decade, 

some states have established minimum standards to be met by local criminal 

justice personnel and facilities. Moreover, the federal government has 

authorized commissions to recommend standards for criminal justice operations 

at the local level. Some view the participation of state and federal govern-

5 

ment as meaning local government is to pay the bill while higher levels of govern-

ment prescribe what ought to be done. Thus, it is likely that the local decision 

maker finds his role ambiguous. 

The need for role clarification may also exist at the level of the individual 

official. A local government official is expected to make decisions about a 

myriad of problems such as sewers, the dog pound, jail, roads, personnel 

selection, and salaries. This poses the questions, Is it possible for an 

individual to make well informed decisions on each problem? What are the duties 

of local government officials in relation to each area of responsibility? Can 

it be assumed that the necessary knowledge to perform these duties can be gained 

solely through experience in the office? A 1973 survey by the National League 

of Cities reported that, " ... 67 percent of the respondents agreed that a program 

of specialized training sessions for elected officials would be very he1pfu1."l2 

12 "The 1973 National League of Cities Survey on Municipal Elected 
Officials," Nation's Cities, Washington, D. C., April 1974. 
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In summary, the problem that stimulated this research is based upon the 

increasing necessity to assemble technical information prior to specifying 

objectives, setting priorities and allocating scarce resources, such as personnel, 

tax dollars, and time. The research problem was therefore, to determine what 

local government decision makers need insofar as technical information, skills 

and attitudes to enable them to make these decisions with regard to criminal 

justice services. 

Theoretical Perspectives 

Three perspectives have provided a means for conceptualizing the major 

variables involved in the research. 'The "systems model" has helped discern 

the systemic features of Criminal Justice. Each of the system components, 

police, courts and corrections, has been viewed as an organizational subsystem. 

Finally, the "exchange model" has been used to depict criminal justice decision 

making as a product of the system's interaction with its environment. 

George F. Cole has described two parallel analytical perspectives: one 

views Criminal Justice as a bureaucracy while the other views it as a system. 13 

The bureaucratic or rational model was developed by Max Weber as an ideal 

type. It depicts those organizations that subordinate the informal group to 

the formal, and the goals of the individuals that comprise an organization to 

those of the organization itself. The model emphasizes the rational, mechanistic 

design of organizational structure. Its major features are: 1) the organization 

is a mechanism designed to achieve expressly stated goals; 2) the 'Fositions and 

roles in the organization, and the relationships between them, are highly 

specified; 3) "authority" is an attribute of an office; 4) the components of the 

organization are functionally coordinated in order to maximize efficiency of 

the whole; and 5) success of the organization is measured by the degree to 

which it achieves its stated goals. 14 

13 
Mass. : 

14 

George F. Cole, The American Syst~m of Criminal Justice (North Scituate, 
DuxbuTY Press, 1975), p. 133 ff. 

Ibid., p. 134. 
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Although Weber looked upon the administration of justice as a prime 

example of the rational model, many theorists today seem to consider bureaucracy, 

as a conceptual model, to be incomplete. As organizational subsystems, criminal 

justice agencies seem to these theorists to conform somewhat more with the 

"systems model." The systems model is considered more complete analytically in 

that it takes into account the needs an organization must satisfy to be effective 

other than those represented by the formal goals, and the adaptive rather than 

prescribed responses the organization must make to satisfy them. The systems 

approach recognizes that either the needs of groups in the environment or those 

of the individuals that comprise an organization, or both, may be incongruent 

with the stated goals and requirements of the organization. Acconling to this 

view, to disregard these competing needs lessens organizational effectiveness. 

Thus, according to the systems model, adaptation may be more crucial to 

realizing organizational effectiveness than adherence to formal rules. Also, 

since any organization as a system exists in, and is dependent upon, an 

environment, cooperation and exchange are also crucial. 

As a system, Criminal Justice has four major features. First, it consists 

of identifiable subsystem components, namely, police, courts and corrections 

each having its own particular goals. Second, as parts of the system, each is 

also guided by a set of objectives held in common with the others. Third, in 

order to accomplish the system's objectives, the components are functionally 

interrelated and interdependent, meaning a change in one will effect a 

corresponding change in all the others. Fourth, the criminal justice system is 

an open system, meaning it is affected by its sociopolitical environment. Both 

the community and the elected local government have an impact upon whether 

resources are supplied or withheld and whether policy and legislation are 

constraining or facilitating. 

The subsystems must exchange resources and pruducts with one another and 
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with groups in the environment to achieve the system's objectives. Resources 

exchanged among criminal justice subsystems typically include personnel, equip-

ment? irtfdrmation~ policy commitments, and support for decisions made. Items 

exchanged with the sociopolitical environment co\lld include votes, money, 

citizen support, time, influence, publicity and policy pledges. 

Not only does need dictate that exchange relationships be developed with 

local government but also the law requires local government officials to make 

decisions on funds to be allocated, facilities to be pro'~ided and so forth. 

As public agencies, criminal justice agencies operate in an economy of limited 

resources. Thus, each must try through exchange to mai~~ain an advantageous 
, 

position vis-a-vis local government. 

A criminal justice decision is a product of the system having exchanged 

some benefit for some resource within the sociopolitical environment. The 

following hypothetical case illustrates the relationship between decision making 

and exchange. 

The downtown business merchants felt that the number of officers patrolling 

their area should be doubled. They submitted a request accordingly to the chief 

of police. He in turn submitted the proposal to the city council's police and 

fire committee. Serving on this committee were some of those members who speak 

for the interests of the residents of the city's subsidized housing. They were 

apprehensive that doubling the number of patrolmen downtown would necessitate 

cutting back the number patrolling the lower income area since funds to hire 

additional cfficers were not available. The finance committee submitted its 

resolution to deny the request to the full council. Prior to voting on the 

resolution, the mayor addressed the council. He favored the proposal not only 

for its merit but because the businessmen supported his campaign for re-

election and so he, in turn, wished to satisfy their request. The council voted 

to return the resolution to the finance committee for review. 
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Figure I-I identifies the exchange relationships involved in this case 

between the police as a subsystem and the local government officials, citizens 

and community influentials who contribute to the criminal justice decision lnaking 

process. 

Figure I-I 

Selected Exchange Relationships of Police 

Mayor Citizens 

Police 

Businessmen City Council 

i 
• I 
I 
I 

i· Environmen t 

In summary, Criminal Justice may be viewed as a system comprised of three 

organizational subsystems: police, courts and corrections. The system exists 

in a sociopolitical environment wherein the system's formal objectives must be 

reconciled with the objectives of the local government and the local community. 

In order to achieve its objectives, the system must transact with its environ-

, 'f d d rces Crl.'ml.'nal J'ustl.'ce decisions ment, exchangl.ng servl.ces or nee e resou . 

result from these exchanges. 

Literature Review: ~ecision Making Studies 

The availability of information on criminal justice decision making will 

be discussed in this subsection. Studies focusing on the decision making of 

criminal justice personnel will be noted, as well as studies on the political 

decision making of local government officials. No information is available, 

however, on the criminal justice decision making of local government officials. 
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Decision Making by Criminal Justice Personnel 

The in.ordinate discretion granted actors within the criminal justice 

system "11:;t1.1ld seetrt to be an obvious subject for inquiry. It is one of the. most 

distinctive features of American criminal justice. Unlike most organizations, 

the amount of discretion an individual. can use seems inversely related to his 

position within a criminal justice agency. Discretion largely resides with the 

h h 1 · d" t t 15 patrolman, for example, rather than wit t e po l.ce a ml.nl.S ra or. Citizens, 

criminal justice professionals and theorists frequently question the rationality 

of criminal justice decision making. Yet little empirical information is 

available on the subject. Some information exists on the attitudes and behavior 

of members of the subsystem components. However, few studies explore the 

rationale of decision makers in a way that would disclose their perceptions of 

d . 16 offenders, offenses an alternatl.ve resources. 

Most research on criminal justice decision mak.ing has sought the situational 

factors which may sway an actor's decision with respect to a particular 

individual. These include: 1) the nature of the offense; 2) attitudes of the 

actor; 3) attitudes of significant others such as supervisors and citizens; 

4) characteristics of the offenders; and 5) options available to the actor. 

b . f . d" k' b I' 17 There is also considera Ie l.n ormatl.on on eCl.Sl.on ma l.ng y po l.ce, 

15 Kenneth Culp Davis, Police Discretion (St. Paul: West Publishing 
Company, 1975). 

16 Richard K. Brautigan, "Criminal Justice Decision-Making: An Exploratory 
Empirical Study," Howard Journal of Penology and Crime Prevention, Vol. 14, 
1974, p. 55. 

17 H. E. Pepinsky, Police Decision to Report Offenses (Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1972). 



prosecutors,18 judges,19 probation officers,20 wardens,2l parole boards,22 

and parole officers. 23 Studies also exist on the decision of citizens to 

report or not report crimes. However little or no research has focused on the 

important role of local government officials as criminal justice decision 

makers. The absence of information on local government officials as allocators 

of criminal justice resources is noteworthy inasmuch as this would seem to be 

a conspicuous area for research. 

18 P. W. Greenwood, Prosecution of Adult Felony Defendants in Los Angeles 
County (Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand Corporation, 1973). 

19 T. P. Thornbert, "Race, Socioeconomic Status and Sentencing in the 
Juvenile Justice System," Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 64, 
1973, pp. 90-98; H. Jacob and K. Vines, Judicial Decision Making (New York: TI1e 
Free Press, 1963); K. M. Delebeau, "Decision Making in Urban Trial Courts," 
Trial Courts in Urban Politics (New York: Wiley & Sons, 1967). 

20 D. M. Gottfredson and G. D. Gottfredson, "Decision M?ker Attitudes 

11 

and Juvenile Detention," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 6, No. 
2, 1969, pp. 177-183. 

21 W. T. Gore, Administrative Decision-Making (in corrections) (New 
York: Wiley & Sons, 1964). 

22 E. W. Burgess, The Working of the Indeterminate Sentence Law and the 
Parole System in Illinois (Springfield, Ill.: Illinois Parole Board, Chapt. 
28-30. 

23 D. M. Gottfredson, et. al., Summarizing Experience for Parole Decision
Making (Davis, Calif.: National Counc:.U on Crime and Delinquency Research 
Center, 1972). 
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Decision Making of Local Government Officials 

In contrast to the dearth of informati,:m on the criminal justice 'role of 

local government officials, their role as political decision makers haS' been 

widely studied. A number of independent variables that may influence an 

official's decision have been identified. Some of these are the power to call 

upon information resources,24 tenure in office,25 skills brought to the office,26 

personal interests and those of influential others,27 status in the community,28 

and age. 29 

The fact that no previous studies examined the role that the Criminal 

Justice Awareness Project took as its focus, meant the entire area was uncharted: 

the manner in which the statutory authority of local government officials is 

used to make budget and other decisions which directly affect criminal justice 

operations was not known. Local government officials do make decisions crucial 

to the administration of justice. The process, assumptions, knowledge base 

and setting within which local governmental criminal justice decision making 

occurs all became the subject of this study. 

24 Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City 
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1961). 

25 Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of the Budgetary Process (Boston: Little, 
Brown & Co., 1964). 

26 Richard Bolan and Rona:\.d Nuttall, Urban Planning and Politics 
(Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1975). 

27 Edward Banfield, Big City Politics: A Comparative Guide to the Political 
Systems of Nine American Cities (New York: Random House, 1965). 

28 ( Nelson Polsby, Community Power and Political Theory New Haven, Conn.: 
Yale University Press, 1963). 

29 James C. Simons and Nathanial Heintz, Local Government Administration: 
An Empirical Evaluation (Los Angeles, Calif.: Pilgrim Press, 1968). 

-



13 

Hypotheses 

One of the major concerns that motivated this research was the question, to 

what extent ia there a gap between what local government officials should know 

about Criminal Justice and what they do know? To address this question, a series 

of hypotheses were posed for study. They are: 

1) City and County officials differ in their knowledge of Criminal 

Justice; 

2) Knowledge of Criminal Justice held by local government officials is 

related to the type of government with which they are affiliated; 

3) City and county officials differ in their attitude toward inter-

government cooperatiott: 

4) Members of criminal justice committees differ from other local 

government officials in knowledge of Criminal Justice; and 

5) Knowledge of Criminal Justice held by local government officials is 

related to the demographic factors, age and education. 

These hypotheses were developed with the needs of the training phase of 

the Project in mind. They were to determine any significant differences that 

may exist among local government officials in attitudes, knowledge level and 

demographic characteristics that would affect curriculum des'ign. This report 

is limited to that training context. Other hypotheses, as to the size or rural/ 

urban character of the respondent's community, for example, are not dealt with 

in this report. 

Operational Definitions 

Local government refers to political representation units known as counties, 

municipalities, cities, and vil~ages. 

Local Government Officials refers to the body of elected representatives, 

(boards, councils, or commissions), and appointed chief administrators (city 

managers, county managers, or county administrators), that constitutes the 
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governing authority of a local government political unit. 

Criminal Justice refers to the functions and activities of police, courts, 

probation, parole, and corrections. 

Knowledge refers to a condition of being aware of a fact, concept, technique, 

or process that may be gained through experience or instruction. Persons who 

said they were familiar with a concept, had observed a process and cited correct 

sources of information were considered more knowledgeable than those who said 

they were unfamiliar, had not observed, and were unable to cite correct informa-

tion sources. 

Intergovernment Cooperation refers to contracts and joint agreements in 

which a) one government unit performs a service or provides a facility for one 

or more other governments; or b) two or more government units jointly perform 

a function or operate a facility. 
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The research phase of the Criminal Justice Awareness Project sought 
~1 

empirical data to determine, What are the criminal justice information needs J 

of local government officials? To accomplish this, two prior questions had i\ 
U 
" 

" to be answered. They were: 

1) What should local government officials* know about Criminal Justice? 
fi 
H 
J 

and 

2) What do they know about Criminal Justice? 
Ii 
\/ 

To determine the information needs of local government officials it was 
0 
1\ 

J 

first necessary to limit a body of knowledge to that which might conceivably 
a 

be related to their tasks and over which they might be tested. This task was b 

"\ 
! 

,/ 
complicated by the fact Criminal Justice is a relatively new discipline with-

! 

out an agreed upon body of knowledge. Academics involved in criminal .iustice 
.. 
iI 
J 

education do not agree on the competencies to be achieved. A check of the 

criminal justice curricula of colleges and universities finds great diversity 
,\ 

\ 

,I 
in curricular philosophies, emphases and practices. The themes of two recent 

J q 
national meetings of criminal justice practitioners reflect the need for an 

agreed upon body of knowledge. The theme of the March, 1975 meeting of the 

Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences was, "On Developing a Scientific Body of 
'II 
jJ 

Knowledge for Criminal Justice," and the meeting of the American Association 

for Professional Law Enforcement in October, 1975 discussed the need for 

a body of knowledge related to Criminal Justice. Neither meeting resolved ~ p 
0 

the problem. 

,,< See definition on page 13 of this report. 
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This lack of an agreed upon body of criminal justice knowledge presented 

an interesting challenge to determining the information needs of local govern-

ment officials in the State. It required that an attempt be made to derive a 

knowledge base empirically. 

Phase I: Determining rlliat Local Government Officials Should Know 

Methodology 

Delimiting the body of knowledge to that related to the decision areaS 

that confront local government officials was accomplished by using two methods 

of judgment sampling in tandem. They were: a) a survey questionnaire and 

b) a panel of experts. 

a) Survey of Practitioners 

The survey questionnaire was designed to elicit the judgment of criminal 

justice practitioners as to hmy important a selected concept, standard, 

technique, and act of legislation is for local government officials to know . 

Questionnaire items were decided upon after an examination of the literature and 

discussions with knowledgeable persons. There is no claim that the particular 

items were objectively determined. They were determined subjectively by the 

Project staff and its consultants. 

The instrument was divided into six sections: concepts, standards, skills 

and techniques, legislation, personal opinions, and demographic information. 

Rating scales were employed in the first four sections; several types of 

question formats were used in the latter sections. A copy of the instrument 

is found in Appendix A. 

The questionnaire, accompanied by a cover letter explaining the Project's 

objectives and a prepaid retur~ envelope, was mailed to all Illinois members 

of three groups of criminal justice practitioners. The groups were: 

1) Illinois Academy of Criminology; 2) Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences; 
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and 3) regional planners affiliated with the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission. 

Anonymity was guaranteed to all respondents. Ten days after the initial mailing, 

follow-up letters were sent to members of the sample encouraging completion 

and return of the questionnaire. 

Two hundred thirty-seven (237) questionnaires were distributed. One 

hundred four (104) or 43.9 percent of the respondents returned completed 

questionnaires. Since the characteristics of the population are unknown, and 

there was a low rate of retllrn for two of the three groups, no claim is mad~ 

that the sample is representative. 

Characteristics of Respondents (Phase I) 

Respondents are typically described in terms of major demographic 

characteristics. The'characteristics (self-reported) of the questionnaire 

respondents are summarized in Table II-I. 

b) Panel of experts 

To supplement the information obtained from the survey of practitioners, 

eight criminal justice experts, four Social Justice faculty and two criminal 

justice planners were invited to participate in a workshop in Springfield, 

Illinois. A deliberate effort was made to assemble a panel that would 

represent all phases of the criminal justice process. 

The participants were asked at the workshop to consider the question, 

"What do local government officials need to know in order to make sound 

decisions about criminal justice matters?" The key words were operationally defined 

and it was emphasized that they were to consider what local government officials 

should know, not what they do know. The data gathering process was structured 

according to the technique known as Nominal Group Process. A description of 

the technique and how it was used by this study is found in Appendix B. 
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Table II-I 

Characteristics of Qurstionnaire Respondents .(Phase I) 

Age 

Under 20 
21 - 30 
31 - 40 
41 - 50 
51 - 60 
61 - 70 
Over 70 
NA 

Total 

Education 

High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate with Bachelor's 
Some work toward Master's 
Master's degree completed 
Some work beyond Master's 
Ph.D., Ed.D. (earned doctorate) 
NA 

Total 

Occupation 

Director of ILEC region 
College educator 
Police administrator 
Police officer 
Corrections employee 
Psychiatrist/psychologist 
Criminologist 
Student 
Courts employee 
Social services employee 
Planner 
Other 
NA 

Total 

Affiliation 

ILEC Regional Planner 
Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences 
Illinois Academy of Criminology 

Total 

N 

o 
28 
29 
22 
11 

8 
1 
5 

104 

N 

1 
4 
5 

18 
21 
36 
12 

7 

104 

N 

17 
23 

5 
4 

24 
4 
2 
1 
4 
5 
1 
2 

12 

104 

N 

17 
12 
75 

104 

% 

0.0 
26.9 
27.9 
21.1 
10.6 

7.7 
1.0 
4.8 

100.0 

% 

1.0 
3.9 
4.8 

17.3 
20.2 
34.6 
n.5 

6."1 

100.0 

% 

16.3 
22.1 
4.6 
3.9 

23.1 
3.9 
1.9 
1.0 
3.9 
4.6 
1.0 
1.9 

n.8 

100.0 

% 

16.4 
ll.5 
72.1 

100.0 

l7a 



Phase II: Deterrning Hhat Local Government Officials Do Know 

Interview Guide 

Using the knowledge base defined by the questionnaire respondehts nnd 

workshop participants as a benchmark, an interview guide was developed and 

administ'ered to local government officials. The interview guide, reproduced 

in Appendix C, contained both fixed-choice and open-ended items. The items 

dealt with the following factors: 

a) Demographic variables 

b) Extent of contact with criminal justice facilities and processes 

c) Types of skills, tasks and activities involved in serving as a local 
government official 

d) Awareness of criminal justice information sources 

e) Information used in making criminal justice decisions 

f) Major problems in the local criminal justice system 

g) Projective items: alternative positions on current criminal justice 
issues 

h) Standards and legislation related to Criminal Justice 

i) Role of local governm~nt officials related to Criminal Justice 

j) Attitudes toward intergovernment cooperation 

Nine indices were included in the interview guide. Each was formed on 

the basis of one or more of the items selected by the members of the judgment 

samples. Each index captures a particular dimension of knowledge related to 

local governmental criminal justice decision making. The indices were treated 

as summative scales, that is, the total score for anyone index was found by 

scoring the responses for all its items. Scoring assigned one point for each 

18 

correct response to each question associated with a given index. A description 

of each scale appears in Appendix D. 
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Sampling Procedures 

Two samples of local government officials were selected: one of 

municipal officials and the other of county officials. In each case, a 

population-based, stratified random sample was selected. Each sample was 

geographically representative of the State excluding Cook County. The study 

excluded all local governments, both municipal and county, found within 

Cook County at the suggestion of the funding agency. 

1) County sample 

The 101 counties were divided into population quartiles starting with 

the most populous and moving toward the least populous. Each quartile was 

to approximate 1,405,465 in population or 25% of the total population. A 

county was not placed in a quartile unless more than half of its population 

fell within the boundaries of that quartile. Those excluded were placed in 

the next quartile. After each quartile was determined, the names of the 

counties were arranged in alphabetical order within each separate quartile. 

Using a table of random numbers, approximately 25 percent of the total 

number of counties in each quartile were chosen. To ensure representativeness, 

the difference-between-two-means test was used to compare the sample mean 

with the statewide mean (see Table 11-2). No significant difference was 

found. It was therefore concluded the county sample was representative of 

the state in terms of population and geography. (see Table 11-3 for the 

comparison.) 



Table II-2 

A Comparison of County Sample Mean and State Mean 

Mean Standard 
population deviation Number 

State 55,662.00 82,353.00 101 
Sample 61,159.69 103~609.90 26 

Table II-3 

A Comparison of County Sample and the State 

Ouartile 

Q III 
Q 1f2 
Q If3 
Q 1f4 

Total 

Number of counties 
in state 

4 
7 

19 
71 

101 

2) Municipal sample 

Total population 
in quartile 

1,410,701 
1,433,723 
1,415,475 
1,361,963 

11,114,231 

t = .287 
n.s. 

Number of counties 
picked for sample 

1 
2 
5 

18 

26 

In addition to excluding all municipal governments found in Cook County, 

the sample of municipalities excludes all cities under 5,000 in population. 

The 151 municipalities that have populations of 5,000 or over were divided 

into population quartiles starting with the most populous and moving toward 

the least populous. Each quartile was to approximate 742,875 in population 

or 25 percent of the total population. A municipality was not placed in a 

quartile unless more than half its population fell within the boundaries of 

that quartile. If not, it was placed in the next quartile. After each 

quartile was determined, the names of the municipalities were arranged in 

alphabetical order within each separate quartile. Using a table of random 

numbers, approximately 33 percent of the total number of municipalities in 

each quartile were chosen. 
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Officials in two of the municipalities originally picked declined to 

participate in the study. Therefore two additional municipalities were 

selected as re~lacements. The replacements were selected at random from 

the lists of remaining municipalities within each respective quartile. 

To insure representativeness of the sample,. the difference-between-two-

means test again was used to compare the sample mean with the state statistics 

(see Table 11-4). No significant difference was found. It was therefore 

concluded the municipal sample was representative of the state in terms of 

population and geography. (See Table 11-5 for the comparison.) 

Table II-4 

A Comparison of Municipal Sample Mean with State Mean 

Mean Standard 
population deviation Number 

State 19,618 22,000 151 t = .04 
Sample 19!794 22!305 50 n.s. 

Table II-5 

A Comparison of Municipal Sample with the State 

Number of Total Number of 
municipalities population municipalities 

Quartile in state in quartile picked for sample 

Q Ifl 8 744,682 3 
Q 112 18 758,718 6 
Q 113 36 739,026 12 
Q If4 89 729,075 29 

Total 151 2!971!50l 50 
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The sample cities and counties are indicated in Table 11-6. These units 

are geographically displayed on a state map in Chart II-I. Cities included 

in the sample are identified with a dot (.) and counties are highlighted by 

heavy black outline. In Table 11-7, the regional distribution of local 

governments included in .the sample is reported. The study used the same 

regions as those employed by the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission. 
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Municipalities and Counties Selected for Sample 

City Sample 

Aurora 
Batavia 
Beardstown 
Bensenville 
Benton 
Bolingbrook 
Bourbonnais 
Carbondale 
Centreville 
Centralia 
Champaign 
Clarendon Hills 
Crest Hill 
East Moline 
Fairview Heights 
Flora 
Galesburg 
Geneseo 
Geneva 
Glen Ellyn 
Herrin 
Highland 
Highland Park 
Jerseyville 
Kewanee 
Lawrenceville 
Lomberd 
Macomb 
Madison 
Mascoutah 
Metropolis 
Mount Carmel 
Mt. Vernon 
Naperville 
Ottawa 
Peoria 
Quincy 
Rantoul 
Robinson 
Rock Island 
Roselle 
Streator 
Sycamore 
Taylorville 
Washington 
Washington Park 
Waukegan 
Wood Dale 
Wood River 
Woodstock 

1970 Population* 

74,182 
8,994 
6,222 

13,628 
6,833 
8,504 
5,909 

26,857 
11,378 
15,966 
56,837 

7,552 
7,460 

20,832 
14,591 
5,283 

36,290 
5,840 
9,115 

21',909 
9,623 
5,981 

32,263 
7,446 

15.762 
5,863 

34,043 
19,643 

7,042 
5,045 
6,940 
8,096 

16,382 
22,617 
18,716 

126,963 
45,288 
25,562 

7,178 
50,166 

6,207 
15,600 

7,843 
10,644 

7,722 
9,524 

65,134 
8,831 

13,186 
10,226 

County Sample 

Boone 
Brown 
Christian 
Clay 
Clinton 
Coles 
DeKalb 
DeWitt 
DuPage 
Edgar 
Ford 
Franklin 
Jasper 
Johnson 
Knox 
Lawrence 
Marshall 
Mason 
Massac 
McDonough 
Ogle 
Pulaski 
Sangamon 
Tazewill 
White 
Will 

1970 Population** 

25,440 
5,586 

35,948 
14,735 
28,315 
47,815 
71 ,654 
16,975 

491,882 
21,591 
16,382 
38,329 
10,741 

7,550 
61,280 
17,522 
13,302 
16,161 
13,889 
36,653 
42,867 

8,741 
161,335 
118~649 
17,312 

249,498 

* Figures taken from 1970 U.S. Census, 
reported in Counties and Incorporated 
Municipalities in Illinois, published 
by the Office of the Secretary of State, 
Springfield, Illinois, March 1, 1976. 

** Ibid. 



Chart II-I 
Geographic Distribution of Sample 
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Table II·-7 

Regional Distribution of Local Government Officials in the Sample 

ILEC Number of Number of 
Region County Officials City Officials Total 

1 6 3 9 
2 3 0 3 
4 0 3 3 
5 6 38 44 
7 0 11 11 

8 3 5 8 
10 6 5 11 
11 2 5 7 
12 3 0 3 
13 3 3 6 

14 6 3 9 
15 3 0 3 
16 0 5 5 
17 3 6 9 
18 3 18 21 

19 10 14 24 
20 12 10 22 
22 6 0 6 

Total 75 129 204 

Selection of Respondents 

For the purposes of this study, members of local governments were divided 

into the following three subgroups: 

1) Chief administrators: refers to persons with the titles, City 
Manager, County Administrator, County Board Chairman, Village 
President, or Mayor. In the city manager form of government, 
the mayor is not considered to be the Chief Administrator. 

2) Members of criminal justice committees: refers to elected members 
of local government units who serve on the jail committee, sheriff's 
committee, police and fire commissj.on, civil defense, judicial, or 
courts committee. 

3) Other local government officials: refers to all elected members of 
local government units who do not fall into either of the above two 
groups. Members of the finance, building and grounds or streets 
and highways committee, for example, fell into this third group. 

--
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The respondents were selected as follows: 1) the chief administrator 

for each jurisdiction appearing in the sample was automatically selected; 

2) then, for each local government unit in the sample, the members of criminal 

justice committees were identified, their names arranged alphabetically, and 

one selected at random; 3) finally, from an alphabetical list of other local 

government officials, one member was picked randomly. In this manner, 

three members of each local government included in the sample were selected 

at random to be interviewed. In the cases where the local government unit 

did not have criminal justice committees, only two respondents were selected, 

the chief administrator and the at-large or "other" member. 

Using the above procedures, seventy-five (75) county officials and one 

hundred twenty-nine (129) municipal officials were selected to be included in 

the final sample. To provide an entree and ensure cooperation, the regional 

criminal justice planners contacted the local government officials in their 

area and urged their participation. Some planners telephoned the officials 

while others corresponded by mail. Many made appointments for interviews 

on behalf of the interviewers. 

All instruments used in this study were pretested prior to their being 

administered to the final samples. Following the first pretest, the 

results were studied and the instrument revised in light of them. A 

second pretest was then conducted using the revised version. This procedure 

was repeated until the pretest results showed no major problems with the 

instrument remained. 

All pretests were conducted with groups similar to those in the samples. 

The mailed questionnaire used with the first judgment sample was pretested 

with former local government officials and university faculty. Then several 

drafts of the interview guide were pretested with local government officials 
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in Central Illinois whose jurisdictions were not included in the municipal 

and county samples. No contamination of pretest respondents and the study 

respondents occurred. 

Data Collection 

Data for Phase II (i.e., determining what local government officials 

do know) were gathered by means of interviews. Appointments for interviews 

were made. in advance at the time and place of the respondent's convenience. 

The place was typically the county courthouse or city hall in the respondent's 

locale. A call-back \l7as made if a respondent failed to appear for the 

interview. The average length of an interview was sixty minutes. All 

interviewers had received intensive training in proper interview techniques. 

Following each interview, the completed interview guide was logged in and 

checked by a supervisor for thoroughness and legibility. 

To facilitate computer analysis, a code was derived empirically 

(i.e., on the basis of, and in conformity with, the obtained responses) to 

translate interview data into numerical form. All instruments were coded by 

two persons and checked by another pair. Following the coding check, all 

data were key punched onto computer cards. Each punched card was verified 

using a key punch verifier. Following verification, the researchers manually 

checked random cards against the original interview guides. These steps 

were taken to insure the accuracy of the data. 

Response Rate 

Table 11-8 reports the response rate for city and county officials. 

Ninety-one percent of the total number of interviews sought were obtained. 
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Table II-8 

Response Rate for City and County Officials 

County officials 
City officials 

Sought 

75 
129 

Obtained 

65 
121 

Response rate 

86.7% 
93.8% 

________________ ~T~o~t~a~1~ __ _=2Q:~4~ ____________ =1~8~6 ________________ ~9~1~.~2~%~ 

The mean population of the jurisdictions of those local government 

officials from whom interviews were obtained (the respondents) was cqmpared 

with the mean population of all those jurisdictions in the State that had 

been included in the sampling frame (the universe). According to the 

difference-between-two-means test, the respondents' jurisdictions were 

found to be representative in terms of population. This analysis is 

summarized in Table 11-9. 

Table II·-9 
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A Comparison of the Population of the Respondents' Jurisdictions with the State 

county sample 

Respondents' 
jurisdictions 

State 

City saTllple 

Respondents' 
jurisdictions 

State 

Mean 
Population 

63,432 
55,662 

22,211 
19,618 

Standard 
deviation 

108,152 
82,353 

30,057 
22,009 

Number 

65 
101 

121 
151 

t = .49 
n.s. 

t = .79 
n.s. 
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SECTION III: A KNOWLEDGE BASE FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 

The major objective of this study was to determine the level of knowledge 

of the field of criminal justice with which municipal and county officials were 

approaching local criminal justice planning and decision making. This was 

required in order to assess the information needs of local government officials. 

To measure knowledge level, a benchmark had to be specified. Both the 

state of the field of criminal justice and the nature of the research case 

called for the use of a special technique for delimiting the body of knowledge 

to be inventoried. 

There is as yet no unified theory of criminal justice. This is dUB 

primarily to the comparat~.ve newness of the field. As a result, a textual 

paradigm or standard against which knowledge level can be compared is not 

available. The three groups which comprise those experienced in the field, 

i.e., planners, practitioners and educators, vary in the perspective from which 

they view the criminal justice system and in the degree of systematization of 

their analysis of it. The literature in the field reflects this disparity of 

views making a standard difficult to derive from it. It was therefore necessary 

to devise a means of obtaining a plurality of opinion as to what are the 

important facets of knowledge within the field with which local government 

officials should be familiar. 

In addition to the disparate views of the field held by those in it, the 

defining of a benchmark had to take into account the practical limits on 

specialized knowledge expected of the individual official (the research case). 

The question of what local government officials actually need to know in 

order to function effectively in their roles had to be considered. Even though 

a large proportion of the local budget is allocated for law enforcement-related 

29 



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

expenditures, city and county administrators also engage in planning and 

decision making in the areas of finance and taxes, ordinances, zoning, 

utilities, roads, maintenance of buildings, compliance ~vith environmental 

regulations, animal control and so forth. Recognizing this, the point of 

~2ference sought from which measurements of knowledge level could be made was 

one that reflected the likely reliance of local administrators upon subordinate 

agency heads who, having the oDe~ational responsibilities, would be expected 

to know and provide specific information. 

In sum, a method was needed for selecting and obtaining consensus on 

those facets of knowledge local officials should know to enable measurement of 

what they do know. The method of judgment sampling was used to meet the need 

for a benchmark. 

Questionnaire Results 

The first judgment sample surveyed the opinions of members of three 

professional groups in the field of criminal just~ce. The procedures used in 

this survey were describep in the preceding section of this report. A 

questionnaire containing some 115 items was developed to obtain: 1) ratings 

of selected concepts, standards, techniques, and legislation, and; 2) 

respondents' personal opinions and demographic characteristics. Respondents 

were asked to rate the items in terms of how important each is for local 

government officials (LGO's) to know. The section on concepts used a four-

point rating scale. The scale and scoring were: 

1 = Of major importance 
2 = Important 
3 = Of minor importance 
4 Of no importance 

The ratings given each concept are reported in Table III-I. 
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Table III-l 

Ratings of Concepts by Total Respondents (N = 10~*) 

Criminal Justice System 
Complaint 
Comm. Based Corrections 
Crime Prevention 
Decriminalization 
Diversion 
Due Process 
Felony 
Goal 
Habeus Corpus 
Home Rule 
Index Crime 
Indictment' 
In-Service Training 
Jurisdiction 
Juvenile Justice System 
Lateral Entry 
Line Unit 
Mgmt. by Objectives 
Metro. Enforcement Unit 
Misdemeanor 
Model Penal Code 
Mutual Aid Plan 
Neighborhood Citizen Cncl. 
Objective 
Ombudsman 
Parole 
Participatory Management 
Planning Process 
Plea Bargaining 
Police Service Unit 
Police Union 
Private Police 
Probation 
Re1pased on Recognizance 
Ris ;anagemen t 
Stafl Unit 
Standard 
Special Crime Tactics Unit 
Team Policing 
Uniform Crime Reporting 
Unreported Crime 
Youth Service Bureau 

Of major 
importance 

N % 

77 
21 
49 
58 
25 
40 
57 
31 
34 
14 
45 
16 
17 
41 
37 
62 
16 
11 
39 
15 
24 
23 
26 
19 
30 
15 
34 
30 
51 
30 
21 
22 

7 
45 
32 
20 

8 
26 
13 
18 
33 
37 
35 

74.8 
20.7 
47.6 
56.3 
24.3 
39.6 
55.3 
31.1 
34.3 
13.9 
44.1 
15.6 
16.5 
39.8 
36.3 
60.2 
15.9 
11.2 
38.6 
14.9 
23.3 
22.6 
26.3 
19.0 
30.9 
15.0 
33.6 
30.0 
52.0 
29.7 
21. 2 
22.2 
7.0 

44.6 
31. 7 
20.6 
8.4 

27.7 
13.1 
18.6 
33.3 
37.8 
35.0 

Important 
N % 

20 
36 
43 
34 
51 
45 
36 
51 
41 
29 
35 
47 
51 
38 
48 
30 
38 
34 
38 
47 
42 
53 
46 
45 
45 
40 
42 
37 
30 
46 
51 
33 
36 
45 
54 
43 
34 
37 
33 
47 
42 
40 
47 

19.4 
35.6 
41. 7 
33.0 
49.5 
44.5 
35.0 
49.5 
41.4 
28.7 
34.3 
45.6 
49.5 
36.9 
47.0 
29.1 
37.6 
34.7 
37.6 
46.5 
40.8 
52.0 
46.5 
45.0 
46.4 
40.0 
41.6 
37.0 
30.6 
45.5 
51.5 
33.3 
36.4 
44.6 
53.4 
44.3 
35.8 
39.4 
33.3 
48.4 
42.4 
40.8 
47.0 

Of minor 
importance 
N % 

3 
37 

8 
10 
22 
12 

8 
17 
17 
44 
16 
34 
29 
24 
15 

9 
40 
40 
21 
31 
33 
23 
21 
31 
18 
40 
20 
30 
17 
24 
24 
34 
40 
11 
14 
31 
44 
27 
39 
26 
23 
19 
18 

2.9 
36.6 

7.8 
9.7 

21.4 
11.9 

7.8 
16.5 
17.2 
43.5 
15.7 
33.0 
28.2 
23.3 
14.7 

8.7 
39.6 
40.8 
20.8 
30.7 
32.0 
22.5 
21.2 
31.0 
18.6 
40.0 
19.8 
30.0 
17.4 
23.8 
24.3 
34.4 
40.4 
10.8 
13.9 
32.0 
46.3 
28.7 
39.4 
26.8 
23.2 
19.4 
18.0 

31 

Of no 
importance 
N % 

3 
7 
3 
1 
5 
4 
2 
3 
7 

14 
6 
6 
6 
o 
2 
2 
7 

13 
3 
8 
4 
3 
6 
5 
4 
5 
5 
3 
o 
1 
3 

10 
16 
o 
1 
3 
9 
4 

14 
6 
1 
2 
o 

2.9 
7.0 
2.9 
1.0 
4.8 
4.0 
1.9 
2.9 
7.1 

13.9 
5.9 
5.8 
5.8 
0.0 
2.0 
2.0 
6.9 

13.3 
3.0 
7.9 
3.9 
2.9 
6.0 
5.0 
4.1 
5.0 
5.0 
3.0 
0.0 
1.0 
3.0 

10.1 
16.2 
0.0 
1.0 
3.1 
9.5 
4.2 

14.2 
6.2 
1.0 
2.0 
0.0 

* The total number of respondents was 104. In some cases however, not all 104 
responded to a question. The total number respondi.ng to a question was used in 

computing the percentages reported in this and the other tables in this Section. 
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Theoretically, the responses of the judges could have followed one of 

four possible distributions. They are: 

1) 

2) A normal or skewed normal "h h curve w~t t e highest frequencies located 
in the center; 

3) ~ ~mo a ~stribution; or A U shaped distribution indicat~ng a b" dId' 

4) Equal frequencies in all intervals . d' . ~n ~cat~ng chance was operating. 

A distributiun of type 3 or 4 ld' d wou ~n icate the lack of common judgment among 

~n ~cate substantial agree-the respondents. A normal or a J distribution would' d' 

ment on the importance of these concepts. S· h d ~nce t e ata reported in Table 111-1 

comprise either normal or J distributions, the practitioners seem to agree on 

the importance of these concepts for the local government official. 

Th' t . h ~r y-e~g t of the forty-three concepts were considered by a majority of 

the respondents to be "of ma]' or importance" " or important" for local government 

officials to know. The ten concepts having the lowest mean score, indicating 

they were of greatest importance,.became constituents of the knowledge base or 

benchmark being defined for the study. 

Table 111-2 

Percent of Respondent Subgroups 
Rating Top Ten Concepts as Important 

ILEC Academy of 
Planners CJ Sciences 

Il. Academy of 
Criminolog~ Total 

32 

(N = 17) (N = 12) (N = 75) (N = 104) 

% % % % 

Criminal Justice System 88.2 100.0 94.6 94.3 
Due Process 64.7 100.0 94.6 90.3 
Juvenile Justice System 82.4 91. 7 90.5 89.3 
Crime Prevention 88.2 100.0 87.8 89.3 
Community Based Corrections 82.4 75.0 93.2 89.3 
Probation 81.3 72.7 93.2 89.1 
Diversion 76.5 83.3 86.1 84.2 
Planning Process 93.3 100.0 77 .8 82.7 
Youth Service Bureau 80.0 81.8 82.4 82.0 
Unreported Crime 66.7 72.7 81.9 78.6 
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Table 111-2 presents these ten concepts and the percent of respondents in 

each subgroup who rated them as important for local government officials to knpw. 

The ten items are rank ordered according to the rating assigned them by all 

respondents. The total column reports the percentage of all respondents who 

rated a given concept as important. 

The subgroups did not differ significantly in their rating. While there was 

general agreement among them, some concepts were considered more important by 

some groups than by others. For example, Illinois members of the Academy of 

Criminal Justice Sciences and members of the Illinois Academy of Criminology 

gave the concept "Criminal Justice System" the top rating, where ILEC planning 

directors rated the concept "planning process" highest. Of the ten concepts, 

the regional planning directors rated the term "due process" lowest while the 

other groups rated it the same as they did the term, "Criminal Justice System." 

Members of the Academy of Criminology considered the term "planning process" 

to be much less important than did either of the other groups. 

Table 111-3 reports t~e rating by all respondents of the techniques included 

in the questionnaire, This section employed a three-point rating scale: 

1 LGO's should be able to understand and use 
2 = LGO's should be able to understand, but need 

not be able to use 
3 Non-essential for LGO's 

-
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Table 111-3 

Ratings of Techniques by Total Respondents 

Techniques Understand & use Understand, not use Non-essential 

N % N % N % 

Cost Benefit Analysis 52 51.5 48 47.5 1 1.0 
Clear and Concise 
Writing Ability 72 71.3 25 24.8 4 4.0 

Crime Analysis 22 21.8 64 63.4 15 14.9 
Effectiveness in Oral 

Communication 78 76.5 20 19.6 4 3.9 
Fault Tree Analysis 5 5.6 52 57.8 33 36.7 
Government Statistics 39 38.6 56 55.4 6 5.9 
Interviewing Techniques 38 37.6 48 47.5 15 14.9 
Nominal Group Process 20 20.6 57 58.8 20 20.6 
Performance Evaluation 

Review Technique 34 34.3 54 54.5 11 11.1 
Program Evaluation 

Techniques 51 50.0 49 48.0 2 2.0 
Program Planning 
Budgeting System 50 49.0 47 46.1 5 4.9 

Program Planning 
Techniques 62 61.4 36 35.6 3 3.0 

Rational Decision Making 
Techniques 75 74.3 25 24.8 1 1.0 

Resources to Identify 
Alternatives 60 58.8 41 40.1 1 1.0 

Small Group Process 24 24.2 58 58.6 17 17.2 
Social Survey 17 16.8 69 68.3 15 14.4 
Statistic Techniques 17 16.5 72 69.9 14 13.6 
Techniques to Select 

Among Alternatives 59 58.4 36 35.6 6 5.9 

This list was reduced by using a mean of 1.5 (denoting local government officials 

should be able to understand and use the technique) as the cutting point. The 

five items that received a mean score of 1.5 or less became constituents of the 

knowledge inventory. They included the techniques of effectiveness in oral 

communication, rational decision making, clear and concise writing ability, 

program planning, and developing resources to identify program alternatives. In 

fact, these were the only techniques that the majority of all three subgroups 

indicated local government officials "should be able to understand and use." 

(See Table III-4~ 
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Table 111-4 

Percent of Respondent Subgroups 
ttating Techniques as Should be Understood and Used 

Effectiveness in Oral 
Communication 

Rational Decision
Making Techniques 

Clear and Concise 
Writing Ability 

Program Planning 
Techniques 

Resources to Identify 
Program Alternatives 

Techniques to Select Among 
Alternatives 

Cost-Benefit Analysis 
Program Evaluation 

Techniques 
Program Planning Budgeting 

System 
Government Statistics 
Interviewing Techniques 
Program Evaluation Review 

Techniques 
Small Group Process 
Crime Analysis 
Nominal Group Process 
Social Survey 
Statistic Techniques 
Fault Tree Analysis 

ILEC 
Planners 
(N = 17) 

% 

68.8 

75.0 

37.5 

50.0 

62.5 

41.1 
64.7 

31.3 

70.6 
29.4 
31.3 

56.4 
20.0 
23.5 
1.0 

25.0 
17.6 

6.3 

Academy of 
CJ Sciences 

(N = 12) 

% 

83.3 

75.0 

91. 7 

58.3 

66.7 

75.0 
41. 7 

50.0 

33.3 
45.5 
41. 7 

16.7 
33.3 
9.1 

25.0 
8.3 
o 

18.2 

II Academy of 
Criminology 

(N = 75) 

% 

77 .0 

74.0 

75.3 

64.4 

50.0 

59.7 
50.0 

54.1 

46.6 
39.4 
38.4 

32.4 
23.6 
23.3 
24.6 
16.4 
18.9 
3.2 
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Total 
(N = 104) 

a/ 
,'.') 

76.5 

74.4 

71.3 

61.4 

58.8 

58.4 
51.5 

50.0 

49.0 
38.6 
37.6 

34.3 
24.2 
21.8 
20.6 
16.8 
16.5 
5.6 
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Table III-6 

Percent of Respondent Subgroups 
Rating Lesiglati?n as Essential 

ILEC Academy of 
Planners CJ Sciences 
(N = 17) (N = 12) 

"% % 

Child Abuse Act 66.7 75.0 
Federal Equal Employment 

Laws 87.5 66.7 
Hatch Act 64.7 75.0 
Juvenile Court Act 50.0 25.0 
Municipal Ordinances 81.3 75.0 
County Ordinances 50.0 66.7 
Illinois Criminal Code 43.8 41. 7 
Illinois Corrections Code 43.8 25.0 
Omnibus Crime Control Act 68.8 41. 7 
Intergovernmental Coopera-
tion Act 70.6 83.3 

County Department of 
Corrections Act 29.4 33.3 

Police Training Act 58.8 75.0 
Illinois Revised Statutes 33.3 33.3 
Illinois Uniform Crime 
Reporting Program Act 56.3 33.3 

Highway Safety Act 31.3 41. 7 
Illinois Vehicle Code 18.8 16.7 

Preceding page blank 

IL Academy of 
Criminology Total 

(N = 75) (N = 104) 

% % 

70.7 70.6 

65.3 69.0 
61.6 63.7 
70.7 63.0 
56.2 62.4 
63.4 61.6 
67.6 60.8 
61.6 54.5 
50.0 52.0 

41.4 51.5 

58.9 51.0 
40.6 48.0 
50.7 45.9 

32.3 36.4 
20.8 25.0 
27.8 25.0 

Although there was considerable agreement among the subgroups, there were 

37 

also noteworthy differences. (Responses by subgroups are reported in Table 111-6.) 

Five of the seven top items were judged essential by a majority of each of the 

groups. The Juvenile Court Act was considered essential by only a quarter of 

~; the respondents from the Academy of Criminal Justice (ACJS). Only two-fifths of 

the ILEC planning directors and ACJS members felt the Criminal Code was essential. 

Of those items not rated among the top seven, two of the three response groups 

considered the Police Training Act and the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act to 

be essential. 

-
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Limitations of Questionnaire Method 

There were two advantages gained by using a mailed questionnaire that was 

relatively short in length and consisted of forced-choice items. It permitted 

a large sample size without at the same time entailing excessive cost in 

collecting the data. And it increased the likelihood of obtaining an acceptable 

rate of response since the time involved to complete the instrument was designed 

to be relatively minimal. 

The pro.cedure also had limitations, however. An important one was with 

respect to the design of the instrument. While the simple rating by respondents 

of items on a scale meant that rapid and straightforward analysis could be 

accomplished, the fixed-choice format yielded a limited type of data i.e., 

unidimensional. In responding to any given item, only one attribute or 

dimension was considered. In the case of rating the concept "criminal ju~tice 

system" for example, in terms of how important it is for all local government 

officials to know, a determination was made on the basis of only one aspect, 

namely the systemic definition, and excluded the importance or unimportance of 

knowing how the system functions in theory or in practice. 

In fact, one has no way of knowing which aspect the respondent 

was referring to in determining his rating. A concept may have several sub-sets 

of factors associated with it or a term, several definitions. As a result, 

what one respondent had in mind by a particular item may not correspond at all 

with what that item brings to the mind of another respondent. For example, 

"management by objectives" may connote a procedure for collaborative goal 

38 

setting, or a set of assumptions about man's capacity for self-direction, or both. 

In sum, a survey instrument comprised of rating scales, wherein there is no 

control over which characteristic of an item a respondent perceives as salient, 

will yield abundant but only partially refined data. Such was the case with 

the mailed questionnaire. 
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A further procedural limitation was the sample. Not all of the members of 

the three response groups are recognized as experts. As a panel of judges, it 

fell somewhat short of its purpose i.e., having those with widely recognized 

credentials in the field determine the facets of knowledge local government 

officials should possess. 

To provide an additional source of input for a benchmark, a second panel of 

judges was planned. The members of this panel included experts in the field 

with "national reputations" wr!a were familiar with Illinois legislation and 

government. 

This panel of judges was intended to supplement and partially compensate 

for the limitations of the first. The format used with the experts permitted 

them to identify in their view the essential facets of knowledge. It also 

provided for el~borating and clarifying all of the features of an item so there 

would be agreement on what are its salient characteristics. Finally, in order 

for the panel to perfonn its role of delimiting those items, a rating procedure 

was included. This format required bringing the members of the panel into 

face-to-face interaction at a workshop and presenting them with a single, broadly 

stated, open-ended question. 

At this stage the problem was how to structure the workshop situation in 

such a way that each participant had equal input and an opportunity to make 

independent individual judgments, that an optimal blend of quantity and quality 
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of items in response to the one broad question was generated, and that a plurality 

of opinion as to what are the most important items would be the principle product. 

A technique for structuring small group interaction called Nominal Group Process 

was decided upon as a way of treating this problem. It is described in Appendix 

B. 
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Below are the items local government officials (LGO's) need to know, 

according to the panel of experts, in order to make sound decisions about 

criminal justice matters. Accompanying each item is a summation of the 

clarification p~ovided by its author. 

Nominal Group Workshop Items 

Rank 

(1) 

Item 

How the criminal justice 
system actually works 

(2) How to identify and ask 
the "right" questions 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Citizen involvement 

Arbitrary nature of the 
criminal justice process 

Crime climate 

Priority setting 

Mythological assumptions 
about the criminal justice 
system 

Clarification 

Assumes common notions about system are at 
odds with how it actually works, Since there 
is a relationship between how people perceive 
the system and how they respond to it, LGO's 
need to know how system actually works. 

By "right questions" is meant those that will 
provide choices and data needed to make an 
informed decision. A critical skill fot 
decision makers who must always operate with 
less than complete knowledge. 

LGO's need to know there are citizen groups 
that are or could be organized for helping 
in planning and evaluation. Citizens should 
be made aware of facts and implications of 
decisions. 

Screening process is selective resulting in 
system bearing down on those 10% without 
power or alternative resources. LGO's need 
to look at why the other 90% are screened out. 

Prior to making decisions, LGO's must have 
broad data base including geographic, demo
graphic, social, political, economic, ethnic, 
racial, cultural climates in their locale. 

What financial, organizational, administrative 
priorities to set and according to whose 
advice. Includes issue of whether county or 
municipality, or neither, is appropriate unit 
of government for organizing and financing 
such services as detention. 

Some decision makers are governed in choices 
by myths e.g., that punishment is an effective 
deterrent to crime, that it rehabilitates, and 
that there is a direct relationship between 
police and crime rates. 
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(8) Actual nat~re of system
offender transactions 

(9) System impact of decision 
making process 

(10) 

(11) 

Structure of the criminal 
justice system 

Alt':!rnatives to criminal 
justice process and their 
effects 

(12) Evaluating research and 
utilizing findings 

(13) System interrelationships 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(I 7) 

Systemic legal constraints 
and requirements 

Municipal, county and 
regional planning process 

Broad spectrum of anti
social behavior 

Information feedback to 
individual decision makers 
regarding rule compliance 

Knowing actual nature of the arrest/jail/ 
prison experience enables LGO's to assess, 
is this what society really means to do to 
the offender? 
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LGO's need to know what impact their decisions 
have had on total system. Some do not realize 
that decisions on education or health matters, 
for ex., affect criminal justice subsystpms. 

If LGO's knew what each part of the system is 
responsible for functionally, where they/others 
fit in, then conflict in zones across sub
systems would be reduced. 

Knowledge of 1) alternatives to incarceration, 
juvenile detention, arrest and 2) cost-benefit 
effects of diversion. 

Facilitating research utilization by two-way 
communication between academics and practitioners. 

LGO's need to understand the relationships 
between system components: where courts or 
corre~tions fall in the system in relation to 
law enforcement. 

LGO's are not expected to know the details of 
the Criminal Code but should know substantive 
statements that identify constraints and 
requirements that apply to their role and 
subordinate roles. 

Knowledge of intergovernmental planning 
process: how and why LGO's should make 
input into the process. 

By "broad spectrum" is meant the public 
offender in relation to the white collar/ 
political/professional criminal. If LGO's were 
more aware of the fact that crime is a problem 
in all segments of society, public offender 
would be viewed appropriately. 

Providing decision makers with cost-benefit 
information on results of their decisions 
would enhance accountability and reduce 
inconsistency in decision making. 

The Nominal Group Process agenda included a sequence of votes designed 

to reduce the broad list of items originally proposed to a list of priority 

items. Some key items were filtered out as a result. They were: 

-
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Role of the local government official: responsibility 
and authority. 

Budgeting: developing and allocating financial, 
technical, physical and personnel resources. 

Criminal justice terminology. 

Federal, state and local sources of information. 

JUdicial system: performance requirements in terms of 
due process, public defense, sentencing, plea
bargaining, bail-bonding. 

Comparative experiences: cross-region, state, country. 

Management principles and styles. 

Methods of program evaluation: cost-benefit analysis. 

Community-based mode of providing programs and services. 

Many more items were a so e ~m~na e 1 1 '· t d through voting but most of those were not 

discrete and were subsumed under one or more of the final itemd. For example, 

the final item "broad spectrum of antisocial behavior" devolved from the 

following earlier items: 

Broad spectrum of crime 
Characteristics and origins of criminal justice clients 
Criminal victimology 
Improve criminal justice selection procedures 
Relationship of power and resources to screening process 
Demographic information 

The panelists' views were sought on whether the list they had derived 

was a generic one, or whether the knowledge base needed by local government 

officials varies by size of jurisdiction, type of government, by city and 

county, or by the role they exercise. The consensus was there is generic 

information every local official needs to know regardless of the size of 

his jurisdiction or the nature of the other variables. Although the degree 

of need for services varies by size and demography, a certain basic minimum 

level of services must be provided uniformly throughout the state. This 

implies that knowledge of the system is required whether the jurisdiction 

is an urban or rural county, a large or small municipality, a home rule or 
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non-home rule unit, a city manager or aldermanic form of government, and so 

forth. Likewise, whether he is a monitor of criminal justice functions, [J blldget 

decision maker, a manager of resources, a lobbyist on behalf of his community, 

an interpreter of state policy, or an arbiter between contending interest 

groups, the local government official needs a certain knowledge base in order 

to be an effective decision maker. 

Wo~kshop and Questionnaire Results Compared 

The seventeen final items selected by the panel of experts coincided 

with in some cases, and complimented in others, the top items selected by 

the survey respondents. The combined results provided a broad yet 

clearly defined standard by which to assess local government officials' 

knowledge level. 

The groups agreed on which items are the most important. "Criminal 

justice system," the most important concept according to the survey respondents, 

compares with "how the system actually works," the item ranked first by the 

workshop participants. (A systems orientation underlayed many of the nominal 

group items in fact.) Effective communication and rational decision making 

were the techniques rated highest by the practitioners surveyed; the nominal 

group item ranked second, "how to identify and ask the right questions," 

included both. Some further examples of comparable top items are: 

Nominal Group Item 

Legal constraints and requirements 

Utilizing research 

Intergovernmental planning process 

Alternatives to criminal justice 
process 

Citizen involvement; 

Crime climate 

Priority setting 

Survey Item 

Illinois Revised Statutes 

Resources to identify program alternatives 

Planning process 

Diversion 

Communication between pertinent groups 

Government statistics 

Techniques to select among alternatives 



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

There were also items rated as being of major importance by the 

practitioners who were surveyed that did not appear in the workshop panel's 

final list. Some of these are: 

Survey Items 

Concepts 

Crime prevention 

Due process 

Unreported crime 

Community based corrections 

Probation 

Techniques 

Cost-benefit analysis 

Standards 

Policies to reduce occurrence of specific 
crimes 

Pre- and in-service training 

Juvenile detention 

Public defender services 

Legislation 

Omnibus Crime Control Act 

Juvenile Court Act 

Illinois Corrections Code 
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Overall, the final list of items selected by the workshop panel emphasizes 

the broad aspects of the structure and process of the criminal justice system. 

Specific techniques, l~gis1ative acts. concepts and standards were by and large 

filtered out as a result of the sequence of votes. Where the survey items have 

somewhat more of a practical or operat~onal focus, the nominal group items 

reflect the panel's striving for a larger, generic approach to local 

governmental planning and decision making with respect to criminal justice. 

Together, the two judgment samples satisfied the need for a benchmark. 

The Knowledge Base 

As defined by a plurality of the two judgment samples, the knowledge base 

local government officials need in order to make sound decisions about criminal 

justice matters consists of the inventory of concepts, processes, laws and 
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techniques presented below.* Accordingly, these items were incorporated in 

the interview guide. 

Concepts 

Criminal Justice system 
and its environment 

Crime climate 
Crime prevention 
Due process 
System interrelationships 
Systemic legal constraints 

Techniques . 

Priority setting 
Seeking varip,d sources of decisi0h input 
Arraying and selecting among alternatives 
Program planning 
Cost-benefit analysis 
Effective cooonunication 
Rational decision making 
Utilizing research 
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and requirements 
Unreported crime 
Myths about the system 
System-wide impact of 

How to identify and ask the "right" questions 

decisions 
Community based corrections 
Probation 
Juvenile justice system 
Broad spectrum of antisocial 
behavior 

Accountability in decision 
making 

Processes 

Multijurisdictiona1 planning 
process 

Personal review of system
offender transactions 

Intergovernment cooperation 
Citizen involvement 

, Youth Service Bureau 
Diversion 
Arbitrary screening process 

Laws 

Statutory definition of role 
Juvenile Court Act 
Equal Employment Laws 
Hatch Act 
Local ordinances 
Illinois Criminal Code 
Child Abuse Act 

* The distinction being drawn in this classification between processes and 
techniques is that process refers to a continuous series of actions or 
operations leading to an end, while techniques refers to one strategy of 
action or operation in that series. 



~ECTION IV: A PROFILE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 

The data obtained from the interviews with LGO's permitted the development 

of a profile of local government officials. This description is limited to 

demographic characteristics. Since most of the demographic data about the 

universe of local government officials is unknown, it was not possible to 

determine the representativeness of the sample. However, since the population 

of cities and counties in the state was available, it was possible to compare 

the size of the respondents' jurisdictions with the statewide figures. 

According to the difference-between-two-means test, the county and the city 

respondents were both representative of the state in terms of population of 

their jurisdiction~ 

The following description of the characteristics of local government 

officials in the state of Illinois is intended to serve two purposes. It 

will aid the reader in interpreting the data presented later in this report. 

And it will be useful in making decisions on curriculum matters in that it 

describes the target group. 

The respondents will first be described as a whole and then as subgroups. 

The subgroup comparisons will include: 1) city officials with county officials; 

and 2) chief administrators with members of criminal justice committees, with 

members at large. 

Length of State Residence 

Approximately seventy-five percent of the local government officials 

interviewed have lived in the State of Illinois for more than thirty years. 

Such a lengthy tenure in the State provides an opportunity to gain familiarity 
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with the State, its institutions, including Criminal Justice, and the expecta-

tlons 0 a e reSl en s. . f St t 'd t A comparison of city and county officials, in terms 

of length of state residence, is reported in Table IV-I. Although thE' majority 

of both groUps have lived in Illinois over 30 years, a significantly greater 

percentage of county officials have lived in the State for that length of 

time than have city officials. 

Table IV-l 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Length of State Residence 

Question: How long have you lived in the State of Illinois? 

City County Total ---

N % N % N % 

Less than 5 years 5 4.1 0 0 5 2.7 
5 - 10 years 8 6.6 0 0 8 4.3 

11 - 15 years 4 3.3 0 0 4 2.1 
16 - 20 years 5 4.1 0 0 5 2.7 
21 - 25 years 5 4.1 1 1.5 6 3.2 
26 30 years 12 9.9 1 1.5 13 7.0 
Over 30 years 82 67.9 63 97.0 145 78.0 

Total 121 100.0 65 100.0 186 100.0 

A comparison of local government officials by title and length of state 

residence is reported in Table IV-2. As the Table indicates, there is a 

tendency for chief administrators to have lived within the State a shorter 

period of time. This may be due to the fact the category "chief administrator" 

includes city managers who are more mobile. 
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Table IV-2 

A Comparison of Local Government Officials by Title and Length of State Residence 

Questiort= 
j 

How long have you lived in the State of Illinois? 

Chief 
administrators 

CJ committee 
members Others Total 

Less than 5 years 

N 

5 
3 
3 
1 
2 
6 

% 

6.9 
4.1 
4.1 
1.4 
2.7 
8.2 

N 

o 
2 
1 
3 
o 
4 

% 

o 
4.3 
2.1 
6.4 

N 

o 
3 
o 
1 
4 
3 

% 

o 
4.5 
o 

1.5 
6.1 
4.5 

N 

5 
8 
4 
5 
6 

% 

2.7 
4.2 
2.2 
2.7 
3.2 
7.0 

5 - 10 years 
11 - 15 years 
16 - 20 years 
21 - 25 years 
26 - 30 years 
Over 30 years 53 72.6 37 

o 
8.5 

78.7 55 83.4 
13 

145 78.0 

Total 73 100.0 47 100.0 66 100.0 186 100.0 

Length of Residence in Jurisdiction 

Although untested, it is likely that length of residence in an area is high

ly correlated with knowledge of that area, with awareness of local prbblems, and 

also with knowledge of citizen expectations. 

A comparison of city and county officials in terms of length of residence 

in their present jurisdiction appears in Table IV-3. Slightly more than fifty 

percent of all respondents have lived in their present jurisdiction for more 

than thirty years. However, seventy-eight percent of the county officials have 

lived more than thirty years within the county in which they now serve whereas 

only forty percent of city officials have lived that length of time in the city 

where they now serve. In doing the interviews, it was noted that a large 

number of respondents, primarily county officials, said they had lived all their 

lives in the same area. In summary, most local government officials are not 

highly mobile. 
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Table IV-3 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Length of Residertce in Jurisdiction 

Question: How long have you lived in 

Less 
5 

11 
16 
21 
26 
Over 

than 5 years 
10 years 
15 years 
20 years 
25 years 
30 years 
30 years 

Total 

N 

11 
13 
15 
12 

9 
12 
49 

121 

% 

9.1 
10.7 
12.4 

9.9 
7.4 
9.9 

40.6 

100.0 

N 

o 
3 
1 
4 
3 
3 

51 

65 

County 

% 

o 
4.6 
1.5 
6.2 
4.6 
4.6 

78.5 

100.0 

(city/county)? 

Total 

N 

11 
16 
16 
16 
12 
15 

100 

186 

% 

5.9 
8.6 
8.5 
8.6 
6.4 
8.1 

53.8 

100.0 

Within some government units, committee assignments are based upon seniority 

rather than knowledge or expertise in a particular area. Some observers have 

suggested that length of residence in a jurisdiction is an important factor in 

determining committee assignments on boards or councils at the local level. 

Information was sought to determine whether members of criminal justice committees 

differ from other local government officials in length of residence in their 

present jurisdiction. The relevant data are reported in Table IV-4. 

Table IV-4 

A Comparison of Local Government Officials by Title and Length of Residence in 
Jurisdiction 

Question: How long have you lived in 

Less than 5 years 
5 - 10 years 

11 - 15 years 
16 - 20 years 
21 - 25 years 
26 - 30 years 
Over 30 years 

Total 

Chief 
administrators 

N 

9 
5 
6 
4 
3 
5 

41 

73 

% 

12.3 
6.9 
8.2 
5:5 
4.1 
6.8 

56.2 

100.0 

CJ committee 
members 

N 

1 
5 
6 
3 
4 
3 

25 

47 

% 

2.1 
10.6 
12.8 

6.4 
8.5 
6.4 

53.2 

100.0 

(city/ county)? 

Others 

N 

1 
6 
4 
9 
5 
7 

34 

% 

1.5 
9.1 
6.1 

13.6 
7.6 

10.6 
51.5 

66 100.0 

N 

11 
16 
16 
16 
12 
15 

100 

186 

Total 

% 

5.9 
8.6 
8.6 
8.6 
6.4 
8.1 

53.8 

100.0 

'----
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In terms of length of residence in the jurisdiction, Inembers of criminal 

justice committees do not differ from either chief administrators or other local 

government officials. More than half in each category have lived over thirty 

years in their jurisdiction while fewer than a third in each have lived there 

twenty years or less. This suggests that length of residence is not used, or 

not used universally, as the criterion for assigning persons to committees. It 

is interesting to note that most members of criminal justice committees (S7%) 

have resided in the local jurisdiction long enough (over 10 years) to gain 

familiarity with the local criminal justice system, but this is not to say 

they are necessarily aware of local criminal justice operations. 

Age is a useful demographic characteristic in that it can help indicate 

the attitudes of an age cohort, as well as the type of activity engaged in by 

members of the cohort. In terms of Criminal Justice, age is an especially 

important variable. Th'e rise in juvenile delinquency, the high proportion of 

crime committed by young persons, and the increasing number of young adults 

employed by criminal justice agencies at the local level, suggest the importance 

of age in understanding the attitudes of those involved in the system. 

A comparison of city and county officials in terms of age is reported in 

Table IV-5. City officials tend to be somewhat younger than county officials. 

TIle mean age of city officials was slightly over 47, whereas the mean age for 

county officials was almost 55. According to the Chi square test, this age 

difference is statistically significant. 
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Table IV-5 

A Comearison of City and County Officials by Age 

City <. County Total 

N % N % N % 

20 - 29 3 2.5 1 1.6 4 2.2 
30 39 31 25.6 5 7.S 36 19.5 
40 - 49 34 2S.1 13 20.3 47 25.4 
50 - 59 33 27.3 20 ' 31.2 53 2S.6 
60 - 69 IS 14.9 22 34.4 40 21.6 
70 and over 2 1.6 3 4.7 5 2.7 

Total 121 100.0 64 100.0 lS5 100.0 

Chi-square 16.95 df 5 p< .01 

Since local government officials are not all equally involved in Criminal 

Justice, it was questioned ~Y'hether persons directly involved in making criminal 

justice decisions differ in age from other local governlnent o~ficials. The 

relevant data are reported in Table IV-6. 

Table IV-6 

A Comparison of Local Government Officials by Title and Age 

Chief CJ committee 
administrators members Others Total 

N % N % N % N % 

20 - 29 1 1.4 1 2.1 2 3.1 4 2.2 
30 - 39 13 l7.S 12 25.5 11 16.9 36 19.5 
40 49 17 23.3 12 25.5 IS 27.7 47 25.4 
50 - 59 22 30.1 15 31.9 16 24.6 53 2S~p 
60 - 69 19 26.0 5 10.7 16 24.6 40 21.6 
70 or over 1 1.4 2 4.3 2 3.1 5 2.7 

Total 73 100.0 47 100.0 65 100.0 ISS 100.0 

Chi-square = 7.lS df 10 p -.:. .SO 
ns 

The mean ages of chief administrators, members of criminal justice commit-

tees, and other local government officials were 51, 4S, and 50, respectively. 



Members of criminal justice committees tend to be slightly younger than other 

local government officials but these age differences are not significant. 

Education 

In a needs assessment study such as this, education is an especially 

important factor in profiling the target group. The level and type of educa-

tion attained by the subjects frequently prescribes the amount of technical 

language that will be appropriate. 

Education is one avenue for achieving competency in decision making. A 

common goal of educational institutions is to encourage the individual to 

reflect upon his values, develop an understanding of human behavior, an 

adaptability to change, an awareness of and proficiency in using information 

resources, an aptitude for insightful thinking and informed decision making 

and improve self-discipline and communication skills. In this study education 

is considered to be one of the background factors that may be related to sound 

decision making by LGO's. 

The level of education attained by local government officials is reported 

in Table IV-7. According to the Chi square test of independence, city and 

county officials differ significantly in the amount of education attained. 

More than fifty percent of the county officials received a high school educa-

tion or less. By comparison, over sixty percent of city officials had done 

some college work or more and nearly twenty percent had obtained a graduate 

degree.* Of all LGO's, almost a third hold at least a Bachelor's degree. 

* LGO's for cities include city managers and city administrators and 
they tend to have graduate degrees. Of the fifteen such officials interviewed, 
ten had completed a graduate degree. 
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Table IV-7 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Education 

County Total 

N % N % N % 

Grade school graduation 
or less 2 1.7 6 9.2 8 4.2 

Some high school, but not 
graduation 6 5.0 5 7.7 11 5.9 

High school graduation 33 27.3 27 41. 5 60 32.3 
Some college, but not 
graduation 32 26.4 14 21.6 46 24.7 

College graduation with a 
Bachelor's degree 15 12.4 8 12.3 23 12.4 

Some work towards a 
graduate degree 9 7.4 1 1.5 10 5.4 

Graduate degree completed 24 19.8 4 6.2 28 15.1 

Total 121 100.0 65 100.0 186 100.0 

Chi-square = 17.254 df = 6 p < .01 

The academic majors of the sixty-one college graduates among LGO's are 

reported in Table IV-8. The modal fields were Business Administration, 

Engineering and Political Sciences. 
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Table IV-8 

College Majors of Local Government Officials 

N Major 

2 Accounting 
9 Business Administration 
1 Marketing 
1 Personnel Administration 
1 English 
1 Journalism 
3 Social Sciences 
1 History 
1 Sociology 
1 Economics 
8 Political Science 
1 Government 
1 Public Administration 
1 Law 
1 General Science 
2 Math 
2 Chemistry 
9 Engineering 
2 Medicine/Pre-Medicine 
2 Pharmacy 
5 Education 
1 Physical Education 
3 Liberal Arts 
1 Agriculture 
1 Forestry 

61 Total 

Those who had completed college courses were asked if they had ever taken 

any college courses directly related to Criminal Justice. The responses of 

city and county officials to this question are reported in Table IV-9. 
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Table IV-9 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Exposure to Criminal Justice Courses 

Question: Have you ever taken any college courses directly related to 
Criminal Just~ce such as Criminology, Police Science, Administra
tion of Justice, Social Justice, Corrections, Penology, Juvenile 
Delinquency, or Law? 

City County Total 

N % N % N % 

No 74 82.2 43 87.8 117 84.2 
Yes 14 15.6 6 12.2 20 14.4 
Uncertain 2 2.2 0 0 2 1.4 

Total 90 100.0 49 100.0 139 100.0 

Fourteen percent of the respondents had taken a college course related to 

Criminal Justice. But eleven of the local government officials had concentrations 

in business or accounting and the fact that these persons were required to 

complete a business law course may have inflated the number of affirmative 

responses to this question. Most business law courses do not introduce the 

student to Criminal Justice. It is likely that most local government officials 

have not been exposed to a conceptual analysis of the criminal justice system 

and its procedures. 

Do members of criminal justice committees differ significantly in educatiun 

from other local government officials? The relevant data are reported in Table 

IV-lO. 
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Table IV-lO 
:J. 1 If 

U J" Table IV-11 

A Comparison of Lncal Government Officials by Title and Education 

~ . I I rI 
~ I 

" 
A Comparison of Local Government Officials by Title and College Major 

Chief CJ committee 
administrators members Others Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Less than high school 

1 t ;1 
II 

j . 
~ i 

;j I 

U 
I 
! 
! 

Chief CJ conunittee 
administrators members Others 

N N N 

Accounting 0 2 0 

Total 

N 

2 
graduation* 7 9.6 4 8.5 8 12.1 19 10.1 

High school graduation 23 31.5 15 31.9 22 33.3 60 32.3 
Some college, but not 
graduation 11 15.1 13 27.7 22 33.3 46 24.7 

U 
I 

\ i 
I 

~ 

Business Administration 4 4 1 
Marketing 0 1 0 
Personnel Administration 1 0 0 
English 1 0 0 

9 
1 
1 
1 

College graduation with 
a Bachelor's degree 12 16.4 8 17.0 3 4.6 23 12.4 

Some work towards a 

, I II 

Journalism 0 0 1 
Social Sciences 2 0 1 
History 0 0 1 

1 
3 
1 

graduate degree 4 5.5 4 8.5 2 3.0 10 5.4 (. Sociology 0 1 0 1 
Graduate degree completed 16 2],9 3 6.4 9 13.7 28 15.1 I 

j Economics 1 0 0 
Political Science 6 0 2 

1 
8 

Total 73 100.0 47 100.0 66 100.0 186 100.0 Government 0 1 0 1 

Chi-square = 16.65 df = 10 p « .10 
I i 
Ii I II J. 1\ 

Public Administration 1 0 0 
Law 1 0 0 

1 
1 

General Science 1 0 0 1 
* Note: Two categories have been combined. 

II 'j 
Math 0 1 1 
Chemistry 0 1 1 
Engineering 6 0 3 

2 
2 
9 

As a group chief administrators (43% of whom were college graduates) were Medicine/Pre-Medicine 1 0 1 2 

slightly better educated than were other local government officials. Members 
I 

1 , 
Pharmacy 2 0 0 
Education 2 2 1 

2 
5 

Physical Education 1 0 0 1 
of criminal justice committees (31% of whom were college graduates) were less 

likely to be college graduates than were chief administrators, but more likely 

~I '" 

\1 II 
i " 

Liberal Arts 1 1 1 
Agriculture 1 0 0 
Forestry 0 1 0 

3 
1 
1 

to be so than other local government officials (21% of whom were college r r· l Total 32 15 14 61 

graduates). 
1\ t. 

II L I, 
i . 

Since members of criminal justice committees are directly involved in 

The college majors for each subgroup of local government officials are decision making related to police, courts and corrections, exposure to 

reported in Table IV-II. None of the groups seems to be clustered in one 1\ ~ criminal justice information in the form of college courses would be a valuable 

particular major. Further, none of the members of criminal justice committees 

had majored in an area that was directly related to his current assignment. 

~. 

( \~ 
background to bring to that role. According to the data presented in Table 

IV-12, members of criminal justice committees were in fact slightly more likely 

• Ii 
( II I 

to have been enrolled in criminal justice courses than were other local 

government officials. 
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Table IV-12 

A Comparison of Local Government Officials by Title and Exposure to 
Criminal Justice Courses 

58 

:' .. 1.:3tion: Have you ever taken any college' courses directly related to 
Criminal Justice .? 

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

Chief CJ committee 
administrators membe,rs Othe~ Total 

N % N % N % N % 

No 49 81. 7 27 77 .1 41 93.2 117 84.2 
Yes 9 15.0 8 22.9 3 6.8 20 14.4 
Uncertain 2 3.3 0 0 0 0 2 1.4 

Total 60 100.0 35 100.0 44 100.0 139 100.0 

Occupation 

Like education, occupation may ha'1f; an effect upon decision making abili ty. 

The technical training, experience and skills acquired in connection with a 

particular occupational role provide the individual with information that can 

be used in making decisions in that technical area. In relation to Crimjnal 

Justice for example, a local government official with a law degree presumably 

has more legal knowledge to draw upon than one who has, say, an engineering 

degree. 

The occupations of participants are to be considered in developing a 

training program. Since programs often succeed or fail on the basis of whether 

they appeal to the groups involved, knowledge of the participants' occupations 

should help in identifying topics of interest. 

Of the 186 local government officials interviewed, 37 were employed full 

time as such. Of these, 31 were city officials and six (6) were affiliated 

with county government. 

The occupations of city and county officials are reported in Table IV-13. 

The modal occupation of city officials was "business manager" while farming 
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was the modal occupation of county officials. Twelve percent of city officials, 

ae compared to five percent of county officials, were in occupations classified 

as professiorttli/technica1. The percent of city officials and county officials 

classified as managers was 24 and 17, respectively. One in ten locnl govern-

ment officials were store owners. Twelve percent of all LGO's were retir~d. 
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Table IV-13 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Occupation 

Professional, Technical 
Accountant 
College instructor 
Doctor/dentist 
Funeral director 
Lawyer 
Engineer/draftsman 
School teacher 

Farmers 
Farmer 

Managers, Officials, Proprietors 
Government employees 
Union official/lobbyist 
Railroad conductor 
Business manager 
Banker 

Clerical 
Bookkeeper 

Sales 
Salesman 
Insurance agent 
Real estate agent 
Restaurant/motel 
Store owner 
GroceT!meat cutter 
Dept.. store employee 

Craftsmen, Foremen 
Craftsman 
Electrician/utility worker 
Contractor 
Factory worker 

Operatives 
Truck driver 
Railroad employee 
Mechanic 

Service Workers 
Private policeman 
Maintenance engineer 
Postal worker 

Private 
Homemaker 
Writer 
Student 
Unemployed 
Retired 

Other 

Total 

N 

1 
3 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

2 

6 
o 
I' 

13 
2 

1 

2 
5 
2 
o 
9 
1 
1 

3 
4 
2 
2 

1 
1 
o 

o 
1 
2 

3 
1 
1 
1 

11 
1 

90 

% 

1.1 
3.3 
2.2 
1.1 
2.2 
1.1 
1.1 

2.2 

6.7 
0.0 
1.1 

14.4 
2.2 

1.1 

2.2 
5.6 
2.2 
0.0 

10.0 
1.1 
1.1 

3.3 
4.4 
2.2 
2.2 

1.1 
1.1 
0.0 

0.0 
1.1 
2.2 

3.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

12.2 
1.1 

100.0 

N 

o 
1 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 

15 

4 
1 
o 
4 
1 

o 

1 
3 
2 
1 
6 
o 
o 

1 
1 
2 
o 

o 
1 
1 

1 
o 
1 

1 
o 
o 
1 
8 
o 
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County 

% 

0.0 
1.7 
0.0 
0.0 
3.4 
0.0 
0.0 

25.4 

6.8 
1.7 
0.0 
6.8 
1.7 

0.0 

1.7 
5.1 
3.lf 

1.7 
10.2 
0.0 
0.0 

1.7 
1.7 
3.4 
0.0 

0.0 
1.7 
1.7 

1.7 
0.0 
1.7 

1.7 
0.0 
0.0 
1.7 

11.6 
0.0 

100.0 

60 

'rotal 

N % 

1 0.7 
II 2.7 
2 1.3 
I 0.7 
4 2.7 
I 0.7 
I 0.7 

17 

10 
1 
1 

17 
3 

I 

3 
8 
4 
I 

15 
I 
1 

4 
5 
4 
2 

1 
2 
I 

1 
1 
3 

4 
1 
1 
2 

19 
1 

149 

11.4 

6.7 
0.7 
0.7 

11.4 
2.0 

0.7 

2.0 
5.4 
2.7 
0.7 

10.1 
0.7 
0.7 

2.7 
3.4 
2.7 
1.3 

0.7 
1.3 
0.7 

0.7 
0.7 
2.0 

2.7 
0.7 
0.7 
1.3 

12.8 
0.7 

100.0 
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Given that occupation implies a certain set of skills, the data indicate 

that local government seems well-supplied with persons having expertise in 

business mattst's but under-supplied with p(;~rsons have expertise in cri1ninal 

justice matters. Whether business expertis~ suffices for the management of 

local government's service delivery functions is problematic. The sale of goods 

for profit on the one hand, and the delivery of public services on the other, 

involve different priorities, objectives, economies, resources and organization. 

This would imply that managing·a private business and managing a public service 

agency may not require the same set of skills. 

Prior Criminal Justice Employment 

In making a decision, a person may draw upon more than the skills, knowl-

edge ~nd attitudes acquired through his education and occupation. Presumably 

knowledge derived from previous employment experiences is not lost when one 

assumes a new role. Accordingly, respondents were asked whether they had served 

as a full time employee of the criminal justice system. Only twelve persons, or 

approximately six percent of the respondents, had prior work experience in Criminal 

Justice. Of the twelve, eight had served as police officers, three as employees 

of the courts, and one had worked in corrections. 

The criminal justice work experience of city and county officials is com-

pared in Table IV-14. The two groups were similar in the proportion of members 

reporting prior employment in the field. 



Table IV-14 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Criminal Justice Work Experience 

Question: 

No 
Yes 

Total 

Have you ever served as a full time employee of the Criminal 
Justice system, that is, police, courts, or corrections? 

N 

114 
7 

121 

% 

94.2 
5.8 

100.0 

N 

61 
4 

65 

County Total 

% N % 

93.8 175 94.1 
6.2 11 5.9 

100.0 186 100.0 

Are local government officials with criminal justice experience typically 

62 

assigned to criminal justice. committees? The relevant data are reported in Table 

IV-IS. 

Table IV-IS 
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A Comparison of Local Government Officials by Title and Criminal Justice Work Experience 

~Q~u-e-s~t-'i~o-n-:------'H~a-v-e--y--o-u--e-v-e-r--s-e-rv--e-'d~a-s--a--f~u-'1~1~-t7im--e--e-m-p7l-o-y-e-'e--o-f~t-h-e--C-r-l-·m-l-·r-la-l---------------~ 
Justice system .? j 

Chief CJ committee 
administrators Members Others Total 

N % N % N % N % 

No 71 97.3 43 91.5 61 92.4 175 94.1 

. 
'I 
11 

Yes 2 . 2.7 4 8.5 5 7.6 11 5.9 

Total 73 100.0 47 100.0 66 100.0 186 100.0 
U 
il 

Chi-square 2.21 df = 2 p .( .50 
ns 

According to the responses, this is not the case. Fewer than half of all 

officials with prior employment in Criminal Justice were currently serving on a 

criminal justice committee. Apparently some of the available criminal justice 

expertise is not being used by local governments. 
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Summary Profile 

A demographic profile of local government officials was presented. The 

purpose of the profile was to describe the subjects in terms of relevant 

characteristics. Since this study deals with Criminal Justice and anticipates a 

training program for local government officials, the relevant characteristics 

were those which have an effect upon: 1) criminal justice decision making and 

2) what is appropriate fo'r curriculum content and presentation. They included 

length of state and local residence, age, education, occupation and previous 

criminal justice employment. The profile is summarized below. 

Summary Profile of Local Government Officials 

Three of four local government officials have lived in Illinois more 
than thirty years. 

County officials tend to have lived longer in Illinois than have city 
officials. 

County officials tend to have lived longer in their present jurisdiction 
than have city officials. 

City officials tend to be somewhat younger than county officials. (The 
average age of city officials was 47; county officials, 55.) 

City officials tend to have had somewhat more formal education than 
have county officials. (The median education level of city officials 
was contained in the response category "some college, but not gradua
tion," whereas high school graduation was the median education level 
of county officials.) 

Only one of nine local government officials has taken college courses 
directly related to Criminal Justice. 

Using present occupation as an indicator, local government seems to be 
well-supplied with persons in business. 

Only one in sixteen local government officials has been previously 
employed in the field of Criminal Justice. 



SECTION V: INFORMATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND ITS RESULTS 

The assessment of the criminal justice information needs of local govern-

ment officials was made with two factors in mind: that local government 

officials playa crucial role in criminal justice planning and policy making; 

and a training program for local government officials might be undertaken on 

the basis of the results of the needs assessment. The categories setting, 

knowledge, and attitudes were devised to present the results in a way that 

might be useful to curriculum development. 

The results of the needs assessment are noted below. (See the page 

indicated in parenthesis for discussion of the finding.) 

Setting 

1. 43% of LGO's reported they do not make criminal justice decisions (p.66). 

2. LGO's consider their role relative to Criminal Justice to be indirect and 

unimportant (p.67). 

3. There is a need for role clarification (p.67). 

4. LGO's are more involved in criminal justice than they realize (p.69). 

5. Fewer than 18% of LGO's have served on a regional criminal justice 

planning commission but a maj ority are willing to serve (p. 72 ) • 

6. According to respondents, an LGO is a generalist whose job requires "no 

real skills" (p.74). 

Knowledge 

7. A greater proportion of city officials than county officials have observed 

each criminal justice process (p. 79). 

8. LGO's are more familiar with court processes than police and corrections 

processes (p. 7Cf) • 

9. More than 50% of the respondents have observed three or fe,~er criminal 

64 

i' .j 

\1 
I, 

il 
1 . 

:) 
I ~ 

J 

:( 

" 

II 

if 
~ 

if 

I 

65 

a 
'/ justice processes (p.81.). 

10. Over 80% of the officials have visited the criminal justice facilities 

operated by their unit of government (p.82.). 

11. County officials have a wider range of contact with system personnel than 

do city officials (p.84). 

12. Approximately 30% of persons with direct responsibility for local law 

enforcement have had no contact with a police official (since assuming 

office) (p. 85 ) . 

13. 28% of the respondents said they did not consult agencies in making 

criminal justice decisions (p.86.). 

14. LGO's tend to rely on local agencies to provide information needed on 

criminal justice matters (p.86). 

15. LGO's seek advice in criminal justice decision making from only a small 

circle of intimates (p. 87 ) • 

16. Only 37% of the respondents knew the name 'of their local criminal jus tice 

J planner (p. 89 ) • 

17. Only 27% of the LGO's correctly identified their local criminal justice 

region (p. 89') • 

18. 50% of the respondents correctly identified their judicial court (p.90). 

19. 56% of the LGO's reported they do not consult publications in making 

criminal justice decisions (p.91). 

20. 51% of LGO's are unfamiliar with the National Advisory Commission on 
n 
n Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (p.91). 

r 21. Only 1 of 9 LGO' s are familiar wi th the Na tional Criminal Jus tice 

Reference Service (p.92j. 

rr 
!) 22. LGO's do not know which doc~ments to use to obtain information (p.93). 
.< 

23. Fewer than 40% of the respondents have attended a conference, workshop or 

~ 
; 

seminar related to Criminal Justice (p.94 ). 

~ 

11 ! ' , .:., 
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Attitudes 

24. LGO's support intergovernmental cooperation at the local level but with 

reservations (p. 104)' 

25. City and county officials do not differ in their orientations toward 

decision making (p. 105). 

26. A majority of LGO's are satisfied with the delivery of criminal justice 

services in their areas (p. 1071). 

27. LGO's want orientation training (p.110 ). 

28. LGO's recommend a newsletter as a method for getting information to 

them (p. 110). 

I. Setting of Local Government Officials 

A. Role 

According to the S~atutes of the State of Illinois, local government 

officials have a definite role related to Criminal Justice. Social scientists 

frequently note the disparity between how the law defines a given role and 

what individual actors perceive the role to be. In the criminal justice 

system, this disparity may have negative consequences for the agencies 

involved and the citizens served. 

The role of LGO's related to Criminal Justice is neither foremost in the 

minds of officials nor deemed to be important by many of them. When asked, 

"As a local government official, what kinds of criminal justice decisions do 

you make?" seventy-eight or 43 percent of the officials reported that they do 

not make criminal jus tice decisions. .Other officials reported that they 

approve recommendations, but indicated that they regarded this as insignificant. 

One LGO commented: "My role amounts to so little, it doesn't really 

matter" (R 101). 
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A number of local government officials reported that they have a 

minimal or indirect role in criminal justice. Some of these responses 

reflected a concept of agency management. Some local governments give 

the responsibility for overseeing specific agencies to committees. In these 

cases, committee members have a great deal of influence in relation to 

specific agency policies, practices, and resources, whereas LGO's not on the 

committee have little, if any, say about the agency. The role of the latter 

may be limited to reviewing the committee's recommendations. In commission 

forms of government, this responsibility may be placed upon a single 

commissioner with the commission rarely modifying the recommendations of 

that commissioner. 

The comment of one local government official about his criminal justice 

role is representative of several comments by the respondents. He said: "I 

try to be as little involved as possible. I don't believe in infringing on 

the department heads." (R 019). Since agency-head positions within counties 

tend to be elective offices, this comment seems more typical of county than 

city officials. LGO's taking this view tend to see a role only in relation 

to the budget. It is wondered whether this view concerning the role of local 

government officials might account for some shortcomings in delivery of 

criminal justice services. 

Training Implication 

(1) Need for role clarification 

Local government officials need to know the specific requirements of their 

role in Criminal Justice as dictated by the Statutes of the State of Illinois. 

Members of local government would also find it helpful to know how various 

other local government officials perceive their role and what approaches they 

take to it. The advantages and disadvantages of each role definition might 

be discussed. 
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justice activities than most of them realize. 

Since city and county governments tend to be somewhat different organiza-

tiona11y~ it was ~ondered whether the criminal justice activities of these 

officials differed significantly. The differences are shown in Table V-2. 

Table V-2 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Criminal Justice Activities 

Question: As a local government official, do you engage in any of the follow
ing activities in relation to Criminal Justice matters? 

Percent Yes 

City County Total Significance 
(N=12l) (N=65) (N=186) level* 

Budget preparation 82.5 89.1 84.8 ns 
Problem identification 57.9 40.0 51.6 .05 
Goal setting 66.9 40.0 57.5 .005 
Priority setting 71.9 52.3 65.1 .01 
Project or program 

development 62.8 53.1 59.4 ns 
Long range planning 70.2 57.8 65.9 ns 
Short range planning 71.1 75.4 72.6 .05 
Project or program 

evaluation 61.1 48.4 56.7 ns 
Personnel decisions 60.3 47.7 55.9 ns 
Seeking grants 68.6 81.5 73.1 .05 
Monitoring agencies 

and programs 49.2 43.4 48.9 ns 

* Note: Level of significance is based upon the results of a Chi square 
test of independence applied to bi-variate data. Affiliation of the officials 
was treated as the independent variable and responses (yes or no) were treated 
as the depende~t variable. 

The extpnt of involvement in criminal justice activities, as reported by 

city and county officials, was found to be significantly different in only five 

of the eleven items. The significant items were: problem identification, goal 

setting, priority setting, short range planning and seeking grants. With the 

exception of the last two, a higher percentage of city officials reported they 

were involved in these activities than did county officials. City governments 

tend to involve a higher proportion of their membership in criminal justice 
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planning than do county governments. 

Since local government officials are not equally involved in criminal justice 

activities, who is most involved? The activities of three subgroups of LGO's are 

compared in Table V-3. 

Table V-3 

Local Government Officials by Title and Criminal Justice Activities 

Question: As a local government official, do you engage in any of the following 
activities in relation to criminal justice matters? 

Percent Yes 

Chief CJ committee Significance 
administrators members Others Total 1evel* 

(N=73) (N=47) (N=66) (N=186) 

Budget preparation 94.5 95.5 66.7 84.8 .0001 
Problem identification 67.1 51.1 34.8 51.6 .001 
Goal setting 69.9 63.8 39.4 57.5 .005 
Priority setting 72.6 74.5 50.0 65.1 .01 
Project or program 

development 72.6 61. 7 43.1 59.5 .005 
Long range planning 78.1 68.1 50.7 65.9 .025 
Short range planning 84.9 78.7 54.5 72.6 .0001 
Project or program 

development 65.8 65.9 40.0 56.8 .005 
Personnel decisions 65.7 53.2 46.9 55.9 ns 
Seeking grants 84.9 65.9 65.1 73.1 .025 
Monitoring agencies 

and Erograms 61.1 45.7 37.9 48.9 .05 

* See note at bottom of Table V-2. 

The criminal justice planning activities of the subgroups were found to be 

significantly diffel.'ent in ten of the eleven items examined. Chief administrators 

and members of criminal justice committees were more involved in criminal 

justice activities than were other local government officials. It is noteworthy 

that less than half of the criminal justice committee members are involved in 

monitoring agencies and programs. 

'. 
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~ning Implication 

Local government officials are engaged in a number of planning activities 

but they appear to be operating without knowledge of criminal justice planning. 

Their approach to Criminal Justice appears to differ little from that taken 

toward non-criminal justice matters. A number of respondents reiterated through

out their interview that criminal justice Is just one public service area among 

many for which they are responsible. Local government officials could benefit 

from formal exposure to the criminal justice planning process. 

Participation in regional criminal justice planning 

LEAA and ILEC require that regional crimin~l justice planning commissions 

involve local government officials in their activities. These agencies view 

LGO's involvement as very important. However, slightly less than eighteen 

percent of the respondents said they had served as a member of such a commission. 

Twenty-five percent of county officials have been involved in regional planning 

while only fourteen percent of city officials have been. Participation of 

respondent subgroups is compared in Table V-4. 

Table V-4 

Respondent Subgroups by Participation in Regional Criminal Justice Planning 

Question: 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Chi square = 

Have you served as a member of a Regional Criminal Justice Planning 
COmmission? 

Percent Yes 

Chief CJ committee 
~qministrators members Others Total 

(N=73) (N=47) (N=66 ) (N=186) 

N % N % N % N % 

52 73.2 42 89.4 57 86.4 151 82.1 

19 26.8 5 10.6 9 13.6 33 17.9 

71 .100.0 47 100.0 66 100.0 4,84 100.0 

6.286 df = 2 p < .05 
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According to the data, LGO's have not been equally involved in regional 

planning. Chief adminis trators e. g., fllayors and county board chairmen were more 

likely to have served on 'regional planning cOImnissions than were other local 

government officials. Members of criminal justice committees were less likely 

to have served than were other LGO's. If members of criminal justice committees 

are found to be more knowledgeable about criminal justice, this pattern of 

participation should be re-examined. 

Those local government offic:l.als not serving on a regional criminal justice 

commission were asked if they would be willing to serve. Eighty-one percent of 

city' officials and slightly less than sixty-seven percent of county officials 

responded "yes." A greater proportion of criminal justice committee members than 

of the other two subgroups were willing to serve. Thus regional planning 

commissions do not lack persons willing to participate. 

C. Tasks of Local Government Officials 

Respondents were asked to specify what tasks their job as a local govern

ment official involved. The modal response was a task related to their 

financial duties such as reviewing tax rates pr preparing the budget. Tasks 

involving general administration were mentioned next most frequently. 

named the following tasks as those they perform: 

Tasks involving financial matters 

Study tax rates 
Establish tax rates 
Prepare budget 
Establish budget 
Make changes in budget 
Establish priorities 
Set salaries 
Negotiate contracts 
Pr.epare bond referendum 
Develop investment plan 
Plan new buildings/f~cilities 
Monitor buildings/facilities 
R~view bills submitted for payment 
Review requests for pure:.hasing 
See that audit is completed 

Tasks involving citizens 

Accept complaints 
Build good relations 
Mediate squabbles 
Report on views of citizens 

Tasks involvi~g legislation 

Review state/federal laws 
Develop new ordinances 
Repeal old ordinances 
Revise ordinances 
Approve legislation by vote 

LGO's 
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Tasks involving general administratio~ Tasks involved in running local government 

Coordinate agencies/programs 
Serve as liaison between committees 
Monitor existing agencies/programs 
Inspect facilities 
Answer correspondence 
Sign official papers 
Sign checks 
Prepare agendas for meetings 
Assign members to committees 
Supervise personnel 
Represent the government unit 

at other functions 
Establish policy 
Lead discussion 
Chair meetings 

Tasks involving other government units 

Maintain liaison 
Attend meetings 
Cooperate with other government units 
Testify before other government 

agencies/commissions/boards 

Attend board/council meetings 
Gather information 
Chair committees 
Report complaints/inquiries 
Make recommendations 
Mediate squabbles 

Tasks involved in committee work 

Attend meetings 
Gather information 
Investigate situations/problems 
Lead discussion 
Mediate squabbles 
Monitor specific agencies/programs 

Tasks involving public personnel 

Make appointments 
Set salaries 
Hire personnel 
Fire personnel 

An attempt was made to identify other important tasks that were not 

mentioned. Some of these are: 

a. Developing personnel review system 

b. Developing job performance standa~ds 

c. Evaluating programs and agencies 

d. Planning 

e. Facilitating intergovernment cooperation 

f. Facilitating intra-agency cooperation and coordination 

D. Skills of Loeal Government Officials 

Respondents were asked what skills their job as a local government official 

involved. Several respondents remarked that "no real skills" are required. 

Others articulated similar notions: "a local government official is a generalist" 

or "a jack of all tt"ades." Many LGO's listed personality and behavioral traits 

they felt were necessazy for effective performance e.g., common sense, good 

judgment, open-mindedness) tact, tolerance, objectivity and good listening 
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skills. Rarely did a respondent mention a technical skill first. Evidently, 

technical skills are not foremost in the minds of LGO's as prerequisites for 

effective performance. The skills mentioned were: 

Leadership skills Technical skills 

Ability to plan 
Ability to organize 
Ability to coordinate several activities 

Human relation skills 

Interpersonal relationship skills 
Labor relations 
Public relations 
Understanding people 
Diplomacy 
Negotiating 
Bartering 
Political 
Peacemaker 
Leadership 

Business 
Legal 
Cost accounting 
Management 
Administrative 
Bookkeeping 
Financial/investment 
Research 
Engineering 

General education skills 

Abili ty to read 
Ability to write 
Ability to speak and persuade others 
Knowledge of local area 
Knowledge of local government 

An attempt was made to identify some important skills not mentioned by the 

respondents. Team building, asking the "rig1,t" questions, and cost-benefit 

analysis are three such skills. 

E. Criminal Justice Decisions of Local Government Officials 

Respondents were asked what kinds of criminal justice decisions they make 

as a local government official. The decisions mentioned were: 

Fiscal decisions 

Budget approval 
Decide on source of funds 
Approve/disapprove grant applications 
Set salaries 
Set expense levels for agencies and 
personnel 

Pay bills 
Maintain/repair facilities 
Purchase new equipment 
Decide on replacement plan for equipment 
,Amend budget 

Personnel decisions 

Determine staff size 
Allocate manpower within agency 
Develop personnel policy 
Fund training for employees 
Recruit new employees 
Appoint personnel e.g., chief of 
police~ public defender, probation 
officer 

Legislative decisions 

Creating, revising, or abolishing 
ordinances 
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Administrative decisions Determine whether a new ordinance is 
needed 

Determine policy for use of facilities 
Determine extent of cooperation with 
other units of government 

Establish traffic patterns, parking 
zones, fines; speed limit 

Fiscal decisions were by far the most connnon type of criminal justice 

decision mentioned by the respondents. Balancing the budget seemed to be the 

prime concern of LG01s. They strive to provide the best level of service with-

in the limits of the budget. Although no attempt was made to determine the 

effectiveness of the LGO's, several officials st~ted that they were proud they 

had been able to balance the budget in a period of high inflation. Some of 

these officials added that to balance the budget without revenue sharing would 

be impossible. 

Training Implication 

LGO's are more involved with the police subsystem than they are with the 

other criminal justice subsystems. This is determined somewhat by the fact 

that a) police services are largely city funded while other criminal justice 

services are funded by the county; b) salaries of judges and state's attorneys 

are fixed by state law; and c) police are the most visible part of the criminal 

justice system. Since local government officials tend to view supervision and 

control of Criminal Justice in terms of funding, they feel they have little 

to do with the courts and prosecutor's office. In actual fact, LGO's have more 

control over local criminal justice operations than they are aware. Despite 

the fact certain salaries are set by law, local government units have the power 

to set expense levels and to determine the number of support staff. These 

decisions can have a great effect upon the level of services in a local connnunity. 

Perhaps local government officials could benefit from a workshop session on the 

general topic, "Budget Making as Policy Making for Criminal Justice Services." 
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Chart V-I 

Derivation of Criminal Justice Knowledge Inventory 

Standarda .. 

Broad facets of knowledge base 
identified by experts 

Concepts 
System 

Crime climate 

Techniques 
Decision making 
Data utilization 
Advice seeking 

Processes 
System-offender transactions 

Planning 
Intergovernment cooperation 

Laws and Standards 
National Advisory Commission 
Illinois Revised Statutes 
Juvenile Court Act 
Equal Employment Laws 

Indicesb 

Indices derived from 
knowledge base 

f Local System Familiarity Index 

{' Crime Index 

[

"Publication Index 
Reference SerVice Index 
Contact Index 

f Observation Index 

( Facilities Familiarity Indexes 

f Legal Knowledge Index 

Interview Questions c 

Items comprising 
indices (factors) 

[

Q16 ILEC region 
Ql7 Planner 
Q20 Judicial circuit 

(Q35 Modal crime 
tQ36 Number of crimes 

} Q31 Documents 
(Q25 National reference sources 
fQ15 Local system personnel 

[Q14 Personal revieW of system processes 

fQl3 Facilities visited 

[Q50 Standards legally binding on local 
operations 

a 
b 

See Section III, esp. pp. 44-45 for a description of the knowledge base. 
See Appendix D for a description of the indices. 

c See Appendix C for a copy of the interview guide. 
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II. Criminal Justice Knowledge of Local Government Officials 

The distribution of criminal justice knowledge among local government 

officials was examined according to the standard defined for the study by the 

panel of experts and the survey respondents. (See Section II of the report for 

the procedures used in this sampling of knowledgeable persons.) Nine indices 

were derived from the standard. Eleven questions in the interview guide 

formed the indices. Chart V-Ion the preceding page outlines the knowledge 

inventory. 

A. Knowledge of Criminal Justice Processe§. 

The panel of experts felt that local government should be familiar with 

the processes of the criminal justice system. They emphasized that LGO's 

should know how' the system actually works as well as how it is supposed to work 

in theory. Respondents were asked whether they had observed in person such 

processes as arrest, booking and preliminary hearing. The responses of city 

and county officials are compared in Table V-5. 
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Table V-5 

City and County Officials by Knowledge of System Processes 

Question: Have you ever observed in person any of the following processes? 
(Percent) 

No Yes Don't Know 

City* County* City County City County 

An arrest other than 
traffic 40.5 60.9 59.5 34.4 0.0 4.7 

Booking 37.2 58.5 62.8 41.5 0.0 0.0 
Bail setting 66.9 73.8 33.1 24.6 0.0 1.0 
Preliminary hearing 53.7 55.4 46.3 44.6 0.0 0.0 
Bench trial 33.9 41.5 65.3 56.9 0.8 1.5 
Jury trial 31.4 23.1 68.6 75.4 0.0 1.5 
Sentencing 57.0 49.2 42.1 50.8 0.8 0.0 
Parole board hearing 91.7 92.2 8.3 7.8 O~O 0.0 

* Unless otherwise indicated, the N for city officials was 121 and the N 
for county officials Was 65. 

Four observations can be drawn from Table V-5. They are: 

1) Excepting a jury trial and sentencing, a higher proportion of city than 

county officials have observed each process. 

2) Almost three-fourths of the LGO's have witnessed a ju.ry trial. (This 

may be due to persons be:lng called to serve on a jury which is not the 

[' case with other system processes.) 

3) LGO's are more familiar wjLth court processes than they are with police 

and corrections processes. (Although LGO's know about court processes, 

they only make a few decisions about court matters.) 
~ 
.1; 

4) Over half of the city officials have observed the processes, arrest, 

booking, bench trial and jury trial. Over half of the county officials 

have observed a sentencing, a bench trial and a jury trial. 

--
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Table V-6 

Respondent Subgroups by Knowledge of System Processes 

Question: Have ~ou ever observed in Eerson) an~ of the following Erocesses? 

(Percent) 

No Yes Don't Know 

CA CJC 0 CA CJC 0 CA CJC 0 
Arrest other than traffic 36.1 46.8 60.6 62.5 51.1 37.9 1.4 2.1 1.5 
Booking 31.5 38.3 63.6 68.5 61. 7 36.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bail setting 61.6 70.2 77 .3 38.4 29.8 21.2 0.0 0.0 1.5 
Preliminary Hearing 45.2 55.3 63.6 54.8 44.7 36.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Bench trial 32.9 36.2 40.9 65.8 61. 7 59.1 1.4 2.1 0.0 
Jury trial 24.7 38.3 25.8 74.0 61. 7 74.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 
Sentencing 45.2 57.4 62.1 54.8 40.4 37.9 0.0 2.1 0.0 
Parole board hearing 93.1 87.2 93.8 6.8 12.7 6.2 O.p 0.0 0.0 
Note: CA - Chief Administrators (N=73) 

CJC - Members of Criminal Justice Committees (N=>47) 
a - Other Local Government Officials (N=66) 
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Since LGO's are not equally involved in Criminal Justice, it may not be 

necessary for all of them to have the same level of knowledge. The question was 

posed, were members of criminal justice committees more knowledgeable about 

system processes than chief administrators or other LGO's? According to the data 

reported in Table V-6, members of criminal justice committees were less likely 

to have observed a system process (with the exception of a parole hearing) than 

chief administrators but more likely to have done so than other LGO's. The 

majority of committee members had observed only four of the eight select.ed 

processes. 

In this analysis each process was examined separately. For a system-wide 

treatment, an additive index was formed to reflect the sum of exposure to the 

intra-system processes. More than fifty percent of the LGO's had observed three 

or fewer processes. The mean number of processes witnessed by city officials was 

3.91 and by county officials, 3.38. (See Table VI-I.) According to the 

difference-between-two-means test, the differences are not significant. 

Training Implication 

The evidence is that LGO's need to become more familiar with the processes 

of the criminal justice system. In addition to an orientation to what happens and 

why, special emphases should be given to features of the processes which are 

under the direct control of local government. These features include: standards 

for facilities, required equipment, and number and training of personnel. 

B. Knowledge of Criminal Justice Facilitie~ 

Local government officials are legally responsible for the maintenance of 

facilities operated by the local government unit. Any proposed repair or 

alteration must be approved by the board, councilor commission and funds 

Ii authorized. In order to make informed decisions about such proposals, it is 

necessary for the LGO to have visited the facilities. Table V-7 indicates the 

1 
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. 
extent of exposure to criminal justice facilities that city and county officials 

have had. 

Table V-7 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Exposure to Facilities 

11 
Ii u . 

·---~'1 Question: Have you ever visited any of the following facilities? It ---':-~~~~!"---~'!'=..J.~~~==-...:!..::.:':::':~::!:!....,!!;~7-=--!:!!-=-~~~~!:.Q..--="::::'::':::"=::::"::';=:::':::":"--------~--!! 
(Percent) ~ 

No Yes Yes/Local 

City County City County City County 
SignificancEJ 

level 1 

Police station 1.6 15.4 5.8 6.2 92.6 78.5 
Sheriff's station 15.7 0.0 4.1 7.7 80.2 92.3 
City jailor 

lock up 10.7 26.2 8.3 6.2 81.0 67.7 
County jail 19.0 0.0 9.9 9.2 71.1 90.8 
State prison 60.8 56.9 39.2 43.1 0.0 0.0 
Federal prison 83.5 93.8 14.9 6.2 0.0 0.0 
Juvenile detention 
facility 53.8 60.0 28.6 26.2 17 .6 13.8 

Three observations can be drawn from Table V-7. They are: 

1) With the exception of a juvenile detention facility, a sizable majority 

of LGOis reported that they had visited each local facility. That a 

small percentage of officials had visited juvenile detention facilities 

is probably due to the fact most local governments do not have such 

facilities. 

2) More than ninety percent of the county officials had visited each of the 

county's facilities. 

3) More than eighty percent of the city officials had visited each of the 

city's facilities. 

No significant differences were found between chief a.dministrators, members 

of criminal justice committees, and other LGO's in terms of familiarity with 

facilities. 

By assigning one point to each facility visited, and summing across the 
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system, a score for the Facilities Index was obtained. The mean score for city 

officials was 4.54 and for county officials, 4.47. According to the "student's 

t" test, the differences are not significant. Exposure to local facilities was 

separated out to yield the Local Facilities Index. The mean score on this index 

for city officials was 3.56 and for county officials, 3.75. According to the 

difference-between-two-means test, the differences are not significant. (See 

Table VI-l.) 

C. Contact with Criminal Justice Personnel 

Local governments that empower laymen to make decisions assume that they 

have or can acquire the necessary information to make sound decisions. The 

information may be ~btained through reading, education, training or interaction 

with knowledgeable persons. 

Interaction between local government officials and criminal justice person-

nel has clear benefits. It offers system employees an opportunity to comment 

on, and possibly influence the outcome of, important criminal justice matters. 

And it provides an opportunity for LGO's and cri~nal justice personnel to join 

in problem solving and explore one another's views. Through such interaction, 

local government officials may gain a greater realization of the problems and 

needs of the criminal justice system and criminal justice personnel may come to 

a greater understanding of the constraints under which the local government is 

operating • 

Determining the extent of interaction between local government officials 

and criminal justice personnel was based upon two postulates: 1) that a process 

that increases understanding in one direction is likely to have a reciprocal 

effect; and 2) a policy developed through interaction between LGO's and system 

personnel is more likely to be successful and supported than one developed 

apart from such interaction. Table V-8 indicates the proportion of city and 

-
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county officials who have interacted with system personnel. 

Table V-8 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Contact with Criminal Justice Personnel 

Question: Since assuming your present office in local government, have you had 
occasion to confer about Criminal Justice matters with someone now 
serving as a local ? 

City County df Significance 

Law enforcement officer 90.9 78.5 1 .05 
Prosecutor 70.2 75.4 1 ns 
Public defender 36.4 53.1 1 .05 
Judge 49.2 69.2 1 .01 
Probation officer 33.9 73.8 1 .001 

* Note: Significance level reflects the outcome of a Chi square test of 
independence performed on the raw data. 

level* 

According to the data, the majority of county officials have conferred with 

local system personnel. The majority of city officials though have had an 

opportunity to confer only with a local police officer and prosecutor. Some of 

the differences between city and county LGO' s' may be .. accounted for by the 

differences in their responsibiliti~d. In most cases, the decision making purview 

of city officials does not include the functions of public defense, the judiciary 

or probation. With the opportunity for contact with a wider range of criminal 

justice personnel, county officials are more likely to obtain a system's view of 

Criminal Justice. 

The responsibilities of any two local government officials are not 

identical. Because members of criminal justice committees have special duties 

related to criminal justice facilities and services, it might be expected that 

they have the widest contact with system personnel. Table V-9 reports the 

contacts of subgroups of LGO's. 
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Table V-9 

A Comparison of Subgroups of Local Government Officials by Contact with System Personnel 

Question: Since assuming your present office in local government, have you had 
occasion to confer about Criminal Justice matters with someone now 
serving as a local ? 

Percent Yes 

Chief 
administrators 

(N=75) 

CJ committee 
members Others 

(~=66) 

df 
Significance 

level 

Law Enforce-
ment Officer 

Prosecutor 
Public defender 
Judge 
Probation 
officer 

97.3 
89.0 
60.3 
76.7 

61.6 

(N=47) 

72.3 
70.2 
41.3 
48.9 

46.8 

84.8 
54.5 
22.7 
38.5 

33.3 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

According to the data, chief administrators were more likely to have had 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.01 

contact with system personnel than were committee members or other LGO's. Almost 

one-third of those LGO's with direct (committee) responsibilities for law enforce-

ment have conferred with a police official since assuming office. It does not 

appear that a system-wide orientation characterizes criminal justice committee 

members. 

This an.alysis treated interactions between LGO's and specific system 

personnel individually. Interaction can also be treated cumulatively. The 

Contact Index was developed to examine range of interaction. A score of five 

on this index represented contact reported with all five types of personnel 

presented in the interview item. The mean score for city officials was 2.82 and 

for county officials, 3.49. Statistically, these differences are significant. 

(See Table VI-I.) The majority of LGO's have not had contact with all types 

of system personnel. Only twenty-seven percent of city and county officials 

together had a score of five on the index. One-tenth of LGO's have had no 

contact with criminal justice personnel • 

--
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The three subgroups of LGO's differ in amount of contact with system 

employees. The mean contact score for chief administrators was 3.84; for 

members of criminal justice committees, 2.78; and for other LGO's, 2.37. These 

differences are statistically significan.t. 

Training Implication 

There is a lack of system-wide contact between LGO's and criminal justice 

personnel. All local government officials, and members of criminal justice 

committees in particular, should be encouraged to have contact with personnel 

throughout the system as one means of exchanging information about problems 

and needs. This contact should not be limited to those personnel who fall 

directly under the supervision of the LGO's unit of government. 

D. Agencies and Persons Consulted in Decision Making 

A series of questions was posed of the respondents to determine which 

agencies and persons now provide them information when they are making criminal 

justice decisions. The first ,question asked the LGO what specific agencies at 

any level he consults in making decisions about criminal justice matters. Twenty

eight percent of the respondents stated they do not consult any agency in making 

decisions. Of the 115 who said they did consult agencies, county officials 

ten~ed to mention slightly more agencies than did city officials. The mean 

number of agencies mentioned by city officials was 2.6 and by county officiala, 

2.7. The types of agencies named are reported in Table V-IO. The majority of 

both city and county officials mentioned only local agencies, although a greater 

proportion of county than city officials did BO. Only a small number of LGO's 

reported consulting either a state or federal agency. Thus local government 

officials rely on local agencies to provide information for decision making. 
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Table V-IO 

Types of Agencies Consulted by City and County Officials 

Question: What specific agencies at any level, if any, do you ~ consult in 
making decisions about criminal justice matters? 

County Total 

Local only 
State only 
Local and state 
State and federal 
Local, state and federal 

N 

37 
6 

15 
1 
8 

% 

55.2 
8.9 

22.4 
1.5 

11.9 

N 

34 
3 
9 
1 
1 

% 

70.8 
6.3 

18.8 
2.1 
2.1 

N 

71 
9 

24 
2 
9 

% 

61. 7 
7.8 

20.9 
1.7 
7.8 

Total 67 100.0 48 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi square = 5.07 df = 4 p < .30 

The second question in the series asked the respondent what specific 

persons presently employed by the criminal justice system he consults in making 

decisions about criminal justice matters. One in eleven LGO's responded that they 

do not consult such a person. Over 2ighty percent of both city and county 

officials reported consulting only local system personnel. Fewer than fourteen 

percent of the 147 who consult~d system employees, mentioned state as well as 

local personnel. This finding corresponds to the previous one, that the 

sources of criminal justice information LGO's now draw upon are limited 

primarily to those located within their vicinity. 

The third question asked the official to identify which persons not 

presently employed by the criminal justice system he consults in making 

criminal justice decisions. Two of three LGO's indicated that they did not 

consult any person outside the system. A higher proportion of county officials 

(79.6%) than city officials (59.2%) so indicated. Of those reporting that they 

do consult persons outside the system, half consult other local government 

officials. This sleems to imply that, in many cases, input is sought from 

merely a circle of intimates. Only one in ten LGO's reported consulting a 

former employee of the criminal justice system and only one-fifth indicated 
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they consult citizens when making criminal justice decisions. Only eight 

respondents mentioned consulting persons in the community who have expertise 

in Criminal Justice such a~ college faculty. 

In summary, LGO's tend to seek decision input from only local agencies 

and persons. Relatively few LGO's consult citizens, though the planning 

literature advocates citizen input as necessary to sound decision making. 

Sources of information and analysis in addition to that provided by a circle 

of intimates, are being overlooked,perhaps, since the majority of LGO's do 

not consltlt academics, legislators or employees of state and federal agencies. 

Training Implication 

LGO's need to widen the range of input into their decision making and make 

use of expertise available. The role of citizen participation in the pianning 

process needs emphasis. Many communities have residents who have expertise in 

Criminal Justice that can be tapped by local government. 

E. Familiarity with Planning Regions and Judicial Circuits 

Two elements of the local criminal justice landscape, the planning region 

and the judicia~ circuit, are entities with which local government officials 

need to be familiar. Although they are merely administrative boundaries that 

overlay local operations, they signify factors, such as potential funding and 

cooperation, to be considered in planning and implementing programs. 

1. Criminal justice planning regions 

To aid criminal justice planning in the State of Illinois, the Illinois Law 

Enforcement COnlli~ission divided the State into planning regions and provided 

staff and resources to facilitate the efforts of local governments in dealing 

with their criminal justice problems. Although the regional support staffs 

are not a sole source of information" they are a basic source available to all 

local government officials. They distribute information on, for example, grant 
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applications, cooperative agreements and other innovations in the field of 

Criminal Justice. 

To determine whether LGO's are familiar with this source of planning 

information, the respondents were asked to identify the name or number of their 

regional planning commission and the name of the regional planner. Only twenty-

seven percent of the respondents correctly identified their region and only 

thirty-seven percent correctly identified the planner. 

Table V-II 

City and County Officials by Knowledge of Criminal Justice Planner 

Question: What is the name of the Crimin.al Justice planner who represents 
your local region? 

City County 

N '" I. N % 

Incorrect 5 4.1 6 9.3 
, Correct 37 30.6 32 49.2 
Don't Know 79 65.3 27 41.5 

Total 121 100.0 65 100.0 

Chi square = 10.009 df 2 p < .001 

According to Table V-II, a higher proportion of county officials than city 

officials knew the planner. The responses also showeQ _hat over half of chief 

administrators, but only one-fourth of criminal justice committee members, knew 

the local planner. ~he small number of persons in the latter category suggests 

that either significant decision makers are not aware or have not taken 

advantage of this source of information or, perhaps, the plan.ners have not 

contacted the LGO's. 

Training 'Implication 

Since the local planning regions ,are a basic soutce of information and since 

a large number of local government officials are not taking advantage of this 
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resource, the regional commissions and the planners need to be involved in any 
Each respondent was asked what specific publications, including government 

training programs for LGO's. It needs to be emphasized that the regional staff 
11 

documents, professional magazines, newsletters or journals, he consults in 

is available to serve the local governments within its area. Because the " J making decisions about criminal justice matters. Over half (56%) of the officials 

majority of officials did not kn~)w the name of the region serving their locale, ,( 
,'I 

reported they did not consult any publication. Those publications most commonly 

LGO's may need an orientation to ILEC and· its purpose. 
'i 

mentioned by the respondents were: 

2. Judicial circuit 
~l 

~ J I '~ a) Illinois Municipal Review, Illinois Municipal League 

The Circuit Court is the court of original jurisdiction in the State of 

Illinois. Each county within the State is located within one and only one 

judicial circuit. Local government officials need to know in which circuit they 
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b) Target, International City Management Association 

c) Police Chief 5 International Association of Chiefs of Police 

d) Illinois County & Township Official~ Illinois Association of County 

reside so that in multijurisdictional planning they are aware of the additional Officials, Township Officials of Illinois 
J 

factors to be taken into account if the plan were to cross circuit boundaries. 1 
" In recent years, three federal sources of information have played an 

The policies, opinions and potential cooperation or opposition of two chief 
important role in the advancement of the field of Criminal Justice. They are: 

judges rather than just one would have to be considered. 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals; the 

The respondents were asked to identify the judicial circuit in which their 
'/ 'r National Institute of Law Enforcement; and the National Criminal Justice 

city or county is located. Almost fifty percent of the officials correctly 

identified the number of their circuit. No significant differences were found 
J 

Reference Service. LGO's were asked to indicate whether they had heard of these 

information sources. The responses are shown in Table V-12. 

between city and county officials on this item. Since county officials have 
Table V-12 

special responsibilities for courts, it is particularly suggestive that many of n 

them did not know in which circuit they serve. 
H 
I] City and County Officials by Awareness of Federal Information Sources 

Question: Have you heard of the ? 

F. Knowledge of Reference Sources 

The emergence of Criminal Justice as a field of study has resulted in the 
County County 

availability of numerous publications related to the administration of justice. 
N % N % N % N % 

The information they contain is invaluable for any criminal justice decision 
National Advisory 

maker. Although oome of these publications are expensive, some are available 

without charge. 

. 
ii 

Commission 48 46.6 36 58.1 55 53.4 26 41.9 
National Inst. of La\q 

Enforcement 30 29.1 24 39.3 73 70.9 37 60.7 
National Criminal Justice 

Reference Service 91 88.4 55 .88.7 12 11.6 7 11. 3 

ft • 

U. 
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According to the data, the majority of city and county officials were aware 

of the National Institute of Law Enforcement. The majority of city officials 

had heard of the National Advisory Commission; the majority of county officials 

had not, however. Only one in nine LGO's knew of the National Criminal Justice 

Reference Service. This finding is particularly suggestive since the Reference 

Service provides a wtde variety of criminal justice information to interested 

persons without charge. In summary, local government officials were relatively 

unfamiliar with national criminal justice information sources. 

Those respondents who indicated that they were familiar with a source were 

asked whether they had read any of the materials prepared by it. Twenty-eight 

percent indicated they had read' a report by the National Advisory Commission; 

eleven percent had read an item produced by the National Institute of Law 

Enforcement; and twenty-two percent said they make use of the services offered 

by the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. 

Training Implication 

Local government officials could be making greater use of federal sources 

of criminal justice information. Since most LGO's are laymen and are responsible 

for a variety of matters in addition to Criminal Justice, there may be a need 

for gleaning the available information for that pertinent to local government 

and publishing it in a form usable by LGO's. 

G. Knowledge of Documents 

Rar2ly does a decision maker have already at hand all the information 

required to make a sound decision On each and every matter before him. He needs 

to know, therefore, where to turn for information. Docum~nts are one source to 

which he could turn. For information on criminal justice matters, documents 

that LGO's in Illinois could refer to include the Illinois Revised Statutes, 

Illinois Uniform Crime Reports, U.S. Census Reports for Illinois, the ILEC and 

LEAA Newsletters, and the yearly Criminal Justice Plan prepared by their regional 
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planning commission. 

Respondents were asked what documents they use to obtain information on 

such things as population trends, crime trends, funding sources, and laws. The 

responses are presented in Table V-13. 

Table V-13 

City and County Officials by Knowledge of Documents 

Question: What documents would you use to obtain information concerning ? 

% Correct 

City County Total 

Population trends 53.9 52.5 53.4 
Crime trends 61.6 35.0 51. 6 
Laws related to police 

training 26.3 15.3 22.2 
1l ot.ential funding 

sources for criminal 
,jc!:;;tice projects 14.3 10.3 12.8 

Crim~llal laws of 
the State 47.5 38.3 44.0 

Criminal justice 
planning in your 
region 11.1 8.6 10.2 

Local ordinances 83.2 47.5 69.8 
Innovations within the 
criminal justice s~stem 18.6 8.3 14.7 

According to the data, a majority of city and county officials knew where 

to obtain information on population trends, crime trends and local ordinances. 

Only a small portion of LGO's cQrrectly identified documents available on funding 

sources, regional planning and criminal justice innovations. In each case, a 

greater percentage of city officials than county officials were familiar with the 

appropriate documents. 

Many officials stated that they rely on other individuals rather than docu-

ments to furnish information they require. In the more populous jurisdictions 

where LGO's have support 'staff, the staff is asked to obtain the information. 

In the less populous ones, the LGO's tend to rely on the heads and staffs of 

local agencies. 
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Training Implication 

In depending upon other persons and agencies to furnish information for 

decision making, LGO's risk being deprived or misled by those who supply incom-

plete or exaggerated data in order to impose their own point of view. In fact, 

some respondents expressed concern about this dependency. This suggests the 

need for a training module on how to judge the validity and reliability of data. 

H. Knowledge ,Derived-from Conferences 

Local government officials may gain knowledge of criminal justice issues 

by attending conferences, semina~s and workshops. Periodically the regional 

planning cOlmnissions hold planning conferences and the Illinois Municipal League 

and International City Management Association sponsor conferences on crime pre-

vention and juvenile delinquency. 

Respondents were asked to describe any conferences they had attended related 

to Criminal Justice. Slightly less than forty percent had attended such a con-

ference. The proportions of city and county officials having attended were not 

significantly different. According to the responses reported in Table V-l4, chief 

administrators were more likely to have attended a conference than were other 

LGO's. Criminal justice committee members were the least likely to have attended. 

This may imply, since the committee members have responsibility for overseeing 

agency operations, that ~GO'~ in key positions vis-~-vis Criminal Justice are 

not receiving information that is available. 
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Table V-14 

A Comparison of Respondent Subgroups by Conference Attendance 

Question: In Ybur capacity as a local government official, have you ever 
attended any confe'cences, seminars or workshops related to 
Criminal Justice? 

Committee Other 

95 

Chief 
administrators members LGO's Total 

N 

No 36 
Yes 37 
Total 73 

Chi square 

% 

49.3 
50.7 

100.0 
= 6.26 

N % 

32 69.6 
14 30.4 
46 100.0 

df = 2 

N % N % 

43 66.2 111 60.3 
22 33.8 73 39.7 
65 100.0 184 100.0 

p < .05 

Listed in frequency order, the following were the topics of the conferences 

LGO's had attended: 

a) Problems related to law' enforcement 
b) Problems related to local criminal justice (e. g. , 

regional planning and intergovernment cooperation) 
c) Problems related to courts and probation 
d) Sessions on specific crime problems 
e) Problems related to corrections 
f) Sessions on laws 
g) Sessions on public safety 
h) Sessions on civil defense 

Training Implication 

The finding that only a third of LGO's serving on criminal justice commit-

tees or at-large had attended a conference related to Criminal Justice implies 

that attention needs to be drawn to this source of information. The list of 

topics cited by those who had attended seems to be inclusive and on point for 

local government; the training task in this instance would be to interest a 

wider range of LGO's in participating. 

I. Information ~or Budget Decisions 

Local government officials have the responsibility for allocating resources 

to the agencies and programs affili~ted with the unit of government. Budget pre-

paration and budget modification are therefore common activities of LGO's. 

Because budget decisions are integral to their role, they were selected for major 
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attention. The LGO's were first asked: "In making budgetary decision about 

criminal justice matters, what information ~.n0rmally available?" Content 

analysis of the responses revealed that in most cases budgeting is accomplished 

by guess rather than by some rational process. According to the responses, the 

most common items of information available to LGO's are past budgets and present 

budgets. Frequently, budgets are prepared by providing agency heads with a form 11 
" !J. . 

indicating the budget category and the previous year's allocation and asking them 

to write in the amount they request next to that item in the previous year's 

budget. The figures are often supplemented. with a verbal or written statement 

about the need for additional funds. 

The respondents mentioned the following items as normally available to them 

as they make budget decisions: 
~, 
/1 

a) Need or rationale g) Grant availability and possibilities lj 
b) Amount of money request~d h) Projected revenues 

i) Survey data ~ 
j) Various statistics: crime and U 

c) Previous allocations and expenditures 
d) Current proposed budget 
e) List of all needs/requests by all 

departments 
f) Information on relevant laws e.g., 

tax limit, standards 

population 
k) Mission of department, personnel 

goals, and performance 
1) Results of previous programs or 

projects 

An attempt was made to determine whether a gap exists between what officials 

have available to them and what they require or desire. The LGO's were asked: 

BIn making budgetary decisions about criminal justice matters, what information 

would you like to have in order to make sound decisions?" Nearly twenty-five 

percent of the respondents said they were satisfied with the available information. 

Some others expressed some concern that the information available to them consis-

ted as much of opinion as fact. The information LGO's said they would like to 

have, in the order of importance they expressed, is: 

1. Data concerning communities of similar size to their own 
a. Budget comparisons 
b. Methods of handling fiscal problems 
c. Personnel allocation 
d. Crime trends 
e. Sources of revenue 
f. Types of criminal justice programs 
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2. Data concerning their own local budget 
a. Cost-benefit data 
b. More detailed information on past and present budget 

3. Sources of outside funds 
4. State and federal legislation related to Criminal Justice 
5. Inror~ation on criminal justice projects and programs 

a. Descriptions of the projects 
b. Evaluations of effectiveness of the prolects 

Training Implication 

Most of the information above is currently available but is not being 

filtered down to the local government level. That LGO's are not aware that it 

is available suggests the need for a training module on where to find budgetary 

information. 

Since the budgetary p~ocess has been guided by custom rather than systematic 

evaluation, LGO's could benefit by exposure to sessions on budgeting for 

the criminal justice system. They could be given information on comparable cities 

and counties and could be urged to seek cost-effective programs and procedures. 

J. Technique of asking the "Right" Questions 

In light of their reliance upon agency heads to provide needed information, 

the technique referred to by the panel of experts as "asking the lright' questions" 

is especially critical for local governmental decision makers. By "right" 

questions is meant the essential questions, those that will provide choices and 

data needed to make a sound decision. To determine whether LGO's are asking 

the right questions, two hypothetical situations were posed (see Appendix C,Q's 40-43) 

and in each case the respondents were asked to suggest the kinds of questions a 

decision maker should ask before making a decision. 

The first case involved a request for an additional staff member to administer 

a diversion program. The questions the respondents said should be asked are: 

Hbw much will it cost? Is there a source of funds? How great is the need for 

the additional staff member? What qualifications does the position require? and 

~10 would be hired? Questions about funding outnumbered other kinds of questions 

by three to one. 
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An attempt was made to identify essential questions that were overlooked 

or infrequently mentioned by the respondents. Few asked about the program it-

self. No one asked about the goals, objectives or procedures of the program. 

Only a few asked what.benefits were anticipated. No· one asked what alternatives 

had been considered. 

The second case involved a request for a stated amount of funds to repair 

and remodel the local jail. The questions LGO's said should be asked focused 

equally on Department of Corrections standards, source of funds, and present 

state of the facility. In this case, questions related to alternatives were 

commonly mentioned. Very few respondents asked for a breakdown of the costs 

or of the kinds of repairs. They expressed more concern over why the repairs 

were proposed than over the specifics of cost. 

Training Implication 

Few LGO's asked questions related to the planning process that led to the 

particular proposal. This suggests a need for a fuller understanding of the 

planning process. 

K. Knowledge of Crime Climate 

The panel of experts used the term "crime climate" in a comprehensive 

way to refer not only to the geography and demography of crime in a given locale, 

but also to the social, political, economic, racial and cultural climates that 

prevail. For testing purposes however, the study used the term more narrowly 

to refer simply to crime data and trends. 

To assess knowledge of crime climate, LGO's were asked what is the most 

common type of crime committed in their city or county and j comparing 1975 with 

b of crimes reported to have occurred in their 1974, would they say the num en 

jurisdiction increased, remained the same or decreased. By assigning one point 

to each correct anS\ler, the Crime Index was formed. Only one in five LGO's 

answered both questions correctly. Almost an equal number failed to answer 
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either question correctly. City and county officials did not differ signifi-

cantly on this index (see Table VI-I). Slightly more than twenty-six percent 

of criminal justic.e committee members answered both questIons correctly. They 

tended to score slightly higher on this index than did the other respondents. 

The responses to these items were treated in two ways. First, as appears 

above, they were treated as test answers and checked against the Illinois Uniform 

Crime Report statistics to determine whether they were CQrrect according to 

what had been reported. Then they were treated as perceptional data in order 

to compare respondents' perceptions of the local crime problem with the facts 

based upon reported crine. Since studies have indicated that large numbers of 

crimes go unreported, it may be that the perceptions of local government officials 

form a more accurate picture of crime in the communities than does reported 

crime. 

The perceptions of city and county officials of the change in the number of 

crimes between 1974 and 1975 are shown in Table V-IS. Slightly more than two-

thirds of the LGO!s felt that crime had increased in their locale. 

Table V-IS 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Perception of Number of Crimes 

Questicl11: Comparing 1975 with 1974, would you say the number of crimes 
reported to have occurred within increased, 
remained the same or decreased? city/county 

Increased 
Same 
Decreased 
Don't know 

Total 
Chi square 

N % 

70 68.6 
12 11.8 
19 18.6 

1 1.0 
102 100.0' 
= 5.15 

County 

N % 

48 71. 6 
8 11.9 
7 10.5 
4 6.0 

67 100.0 
df = 3 

Total 

N 

118 
20 
26 

5 
169 

p <. .2 

% 

69.~ 
11.8 
15.4 
3.0 

100.0 
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The most common type of crime occurring in the local area, as perceived by 

city and county officials, is indicated in Table V-16. According to the res-

pondents, either burglaries or thefts were the most common crimes in over fifty 

percent of the local jurisdictions represented in this study. 

Table V-16 

A Com.parison of City and County Officials by Perception of Type of Crime 

Question: What is the most common type of crime committed in ? 
.~ \ 

city/county 

City County Total 

N % N % N % 

Burglary 36 35.4 20 32.8 56 34.4 
Robbery 4 3.9 3 4.9 7 4.3 
Vandalism 19 18.7 1 1.6 20 12.3 
Theft 20 19.7 20 32.8 40 24.5 
Assault/Battery 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.6 
Drugs 1 0.9 4 6.6 5 3.1 
Traffic 14 13.7 4 6.6 18 11. 0 
Other 4 3.9 5 8.1 9 5.5 
Don't know 3 2.9 4 6.6 7 4.3 

Total 102 100.0 61 100.0 163 100.0 

Training Implication 

The incongruity between local government officials' perceptions of crime 

and reported crimes suggests their need for information on crime trends and cha-

racteristics in their locale. It also points to the disparity between actual 

and reported crime, if the perceptions of LGO's in a community approximate 

more nearly the crime that is taking place. A training session on crime climate 

could include: valid sources of crime information, the Uniform Crime Reporting 

Act, and crime analysis. 

L. Knowledge of Legislation and Standards 

Within the last decade, there has been a noticeable increase in state and 

federal legislation dealing with social justice issues. Certain items of legis

lation establish standards for local government that are legally binding on their 

operations. Other items only recommend such standards. In either case, local 
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government officials need to be aware of them. Since the standards were adopted 

with the intent of improving the quality of justice, knowledge and implementation 

I I ~ 

J. of them may upgrade service delivery in the local communities. Moreover, it is 
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not uncommon for a local government to face a law suit for failure to abide 

by the statutes. KL10wledge of what is legally required may help local governments 
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avoid such law suits. 

LGO's were asked which among some fourteen items of legislation establish 

standards that are legally binding on local criminal justice operations (see 

Appendix C, Q 50) A "don't know" response category was provided. Two items 

not related to Criminal Justice were included to permit identification of those 

respondents who appeared to be guessing. By assigning one point to each correct 

response and summing, the '.Legal Knowledge Index was formed. 

The mean scor~ in comparison to a possible score of 14, of city officials 
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was 6.28 and of county officials, 6.05. The differences are not statistically 

significant (see Table VI-I). More than fifty percent of the officials did not 

n ] 
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distinguish correctly seven of the fourteen items. Chief administrators 

(X=6.71) scored slightly better on this index than did members of criminal 
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justice committees (X=5.90) or other LGO's (X=5.72). However, these differences 

Ii r ~. 

are not significant (see Table VI-7). 

The responses of city and county officials to the question on binding 

r l !. 
legislation are reported in Table V-17. 
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Table V-17 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Knowledge of Legislation 

Question: Do the following items establish standards that are legally binding 
on local criminal justice operations? 

Percent Yes 

Significance 

* Illinois Corrections Code 
County Corrections Code 

* Police Training Act 
of: Federal Hatch Act 
* Intergovernmental Cooperation 

Act 
National Advisory Conunission 

on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals 

* Child Abuse Act 
* Juvenile Court Act 
* Federal Equal Employment Laws 

Omnibus Crime Control Act 
* Illinois Uniform Crime 

Reporting Program Act 
* County Ordinances 

Taft-Hartley Act 
Harrison Act 

City 

50.0 
29.7 
67.6 
54.9 

25.5 

11. 9 
67.3 
66.3 
87.1 
41. 6 

61. 4 
61.4 
60.4 
13.9 

County 

66.1 
39.7 
62.1 
38.9 

25.9 

37.9 
77 .6 
67.2 
75.9 
34.5 

44.8 
77.2 
44.8 
10.3 

Note: The starred (*) items are those that do set legaJly 
binding standards. 

** Significance level reflects the results of the Chi 
test of independence performed on the raw data. 

level** 

.02 
ns 
ns 

.05 

ns 

.001 
ns 
ns 

. 05 
ns 

ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 

square 

The table shows which items were most frequently missed. Considering only 

the nine that are legally binding: 

a. three-fourths of the officials did not know the Intergovernmental 

Cooperation Act is binding; 

b. three-fifths of county officials did not know the Federal Hatch Act is 

binding; and 

c. slightly more than half of county officials did not know the Illinois 

Uniform Crime Reporting Act is binding. 

Training Implication 

Since over forty percent of the respondents answered "don't know" to the 
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item, National Advisory Conunission, the work of the Connnission should be noted 

in any training program. A module on standards reconnnended by the Conunission 

might fulfill some of the need LGO's expressed for information on how their 

connnunity compares to others. 

Many LGO's are not familiar with the legislative intent of Illinois and U.S. 

laws related to Criminal Justice. They need to be made broadly aware of those 

laws e.g., the Illinois Unified Corrections Code and the Juvenile Court Act, 

with which local governments must comply. Since in a fast-breaking area such 

as Criminal Justice it is difficult to stay up to date, a means should be 

developed to keep LGO's informed of pertinent legislation. 

III. Attitudes and Perceptions of Local Government Officials 

An attitude, by definition, is a predisposition to respond in a characteristic 

way. An attitudinal item attempts to ascertain how a respondent might act under 

projected circumstances. LGO's were asked several projective questions because 

attitudes of a target group can pose considerations of motivation or conununica-

tion for trainers. 

A. Attitudes toward Intergovernmental Cooperation 

One of the stated purposes 'of this Project was to explore the benefits and 

liabilities of intergovernmental cooperation in the delivery of criminal 

justice services. To learn what local government officials' orientations are 

toward this alt"lrnative, LGO's were asked: "Under what circumstances would you 

recon~end collaborating with neighboring conununities on multi-jurisdictional 

criminal justice programs, projects, or facilities?" In responding, twenty-five 

percent of the officials indicated their units of government were currently 

engaged in cooperative agreements. Of those identified, over eighty percent 

of the current programs couid be characterized as multi-jurisdictional investigative 

units such as the Major Case Investigation Division (MClD). Approximately 

twenty percent of the programs mentioned involved ,sharing criminal justice 
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facilities. 

Fifteen percent of LGO's stated they were in favor of intergovernmental 

cooperation and did not place any restrictions on their willingness to ,enter 

into such agreements. Another fifty-eight percent indicated they favored 

cooperative programs but placed certain restrictions on their participation in 

them. Type of program and cr.st involved were often set forth as restrictions. 

Some preferred that intergovernmental cooperation be limited to police programs; 

others, to facilities. Some others wanted cooperative projects limited to 

specific situations such as major crimes, drug cases, juvenile offenders, 
J 
j 

personnel training, and emergencies e.g., escapes and pursuits. Only two 
I r 

percent of the ,-espondents said they were opposed to intergovernmental cooperation. ! 1. 

B. Attitudes in Decision Making 

The interview schedule included a series of projective items which set 

forth prototypical problems and alternative solutions (see Appendix C, Q's 44-49) 

in an attempt to reveal LGO's attitudes in making decisions. Each item presented 

an issue a county board or city council was deciding upon and, in each case, two 

differing orientations toward the issue were sketched. LGO's were asked to in-

dicate which of the two positions came closest to the one they would have taken 

had they been deciding upon the issue. Respondents were given a third choice 

in answering,that they felt aniaffinity between neither of the two positions 

and themselves. 

One of the items dealt with pay increases for policemen and firemen (Q45). 

The proposals as described were: A) that all municipal employees should be 

treated alike; or B) that the productivity of each group should be considered. 

A majority of officials chose B, i.e., they felt that police and fire issues 

should be discussed separately to allow them to consider the performance and 

productivity of each. Slightly more than a third of LGO's, however. felt that 

all employee groups should be treated alike. Members of criminal justi~e 
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committees did not differ from other respondents on this item. With reference 

to training, since performance and productivity are matters of interest to local 

government officials, information on how to do such appraisals would be helpful 

to them. 

Another item dealt with community-based corrections (Q46). The positions 

as described were: (A) opposing placement of a correctional program in the 

community, primarily for reasons of averting cost; or (B) supporting placement 

of a correctional program in the community, primarily for reasons of affording 

local control. 

City and county officials did not differ in their attitudes toward com-

munity corrections: approximately sixty-two percent of all officials would have 

supported a community correctional program. Although they did not differ sig-

nificantly, members of criminal justice committees were somewhat more likely 

to have opposed such a program. 

One other item dealt with remodeling an obsolete county jail (Q 47). The 

recommendations as described were: (A) that a new local jail should be built; 

or (B) that the county should collaborate with adjacent counties and build a 

regional detention facility. 

Intergovernmental cooperation, in this situation, is supported by only a 

portion of LGO's. Fifty percent of city officials and sixty percent of county 

officials would have favored building a new local jail. Only slightly more than 

a third of all officials would have recommended the intergovernmental course 

of action. City and county officials were similar on this item, as were members 

of criminal justice committees and all other LGO's. 

C. Perceptions of Local Problems 

Trainers find they are successful in motivating persons to attend training 

sessions when the session is geared to a problem participants share. An attempt 

was made to identify some of the problems LGO's face in common. The respondents 

were asked what they would say are the major problems of the criminal justice 
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system in their city or county (see Appendix C, Q 32). 

The problems most frequently mentioned were: a) leniency of the courts; 

b) lack of funds; c) shortage of personnel; and d) system delays. All of the 

specific problems mentioned are listed below. The figure in parenthesis in-

dicates the number of LGO's who cited that problem. It should be kept in mind 

that respondents were encouraged to cite more than one problem if they felt 

there were others. 

Problem 

Courts too lenient (27) 
Lack of funds (23) 
Delay/backlog (15) 
Shortage/overwork of personnel (13) 
Juvenile problems (16) 
Plea bargaining (9) 
System's duplication/overlapping of authority due to fragmentation (6) 
Lack of proper juvenile facilities (6) 
Drug problems (6) 
Lack of effective procedure for evaluation. of personnel (4) 
Need more police training (4) 
Public apathy/lack of respect for system personnel (3) 
Laws hinder effective police work (3) 
Lack of proper court scheduling (2) 
Lack of proper jail facilities (2) 
Poor communication between people in system (2) 
Personnel turnover (1) 
Lack of data concerning results of programs (1) 
Alcohol problems (1) 
Police harassment of poor/minorities (1) 
Proper information not available to system personnel (1) 

Training Implication 

The number of respondents who cited ineffectiveness of the courts suggests 

training modules on "due process" and "local government's role. in court 

improvement." Problems of funding and facilities could be tied and a session 

offered on "alternative funding possibilities for criminal justice facilities." 

The problems that reflect a lack of coordination between agencies within the 

system. indicates a need for information on "local government's role in the 

development of a criminal justice system." 
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Over ninety percent of the officials indicated they would be willing to 

attend programs dealing with the problems they had identified. City officials 

were more willing than county officials to attend. LGO's with differing 

responsibilities did not differ in their willingness to attend such meetings. 

D. Perceptions of Quality of Service 

It is rather common for citizens in a community to voice dissatisfaction 

with the quality of local criminal justice serv~ces. To learn the opinions of 

local g()vernment officials, LGO's were asked: "Would you say that you are very 

satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with 

the quality of criminal justice services available to persons living in ____ __ 

(city/county)?" 

The majority of LGO's were satisfied with the quality of service available. 

Only one-fourth of the respondents indicated they were dissatisfied. On this 

item~ city and county officials did not differ from one another nor did members 

of criminal justice committees differ from all other LGO's. Although degree of 

satisfaction is fairly high, the caveats expressed by the respondents suggest 

that services could be improved. 

E. Percep.tions of Local Crime Reduction Techniques 

To determine whether local government officials have some grasp of what is 

now being done to reduce crime and are aware of some of the innovations that 

are in the air, LGO' s were asked: "\fuat methods or techniques would you say the 

local criminal justice system might use to reduce crime in (city/county)?" 

Over four-fifths of the respondents mentioned techniques that criminal justice 

agencies could employ. More than half of these dealt with the police. In all, 

the methods cited were: stiffer sentences, foot patrol, beat policing, increased 

citizen cooperation, increased use of plainclothes officers, increased manpower, 

improved quality of personnel, and education of young persons. Most of the 

methods mentioned were conventional ones, although a few respondents recommended 



108 

innovative techniques such as team policing, which is currently being evaluated, 

and multi-jurisdictional investigative units. 

F. Perception of Information Needs 

Since sound decision making hinges upon access to information, LGO's were 

asked two questions rela~ed to present availability of criminal justice informa-

tion. One asked: "When you are making criminal justice decisions do you feel 

you always, usually, seldom, or never have the information you need to make sound 

decisions?H 

Over sixty percent of city and county officials indicated they usually have 

the information they need. However, only one in seven felt that they always 

have such information. City and county officials did not differ on this item. 

Members of criminal justice committees were slightly more inclined to feel they 

need more information. 

The second question asked: "If you heard that a criminal justice matter 

was to come before your board or council, and you were unfamiliar with the idea, 

are you always, usually, Aeldom or never able to get further information before 

going to the meeting?" The responses of city officials indicated that they are 

more able to get further information than are county officials. A slightly 

higher proportion of criminal justice committee members than other officials said 

they seldom or never are able to get further information. 
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An additional, open-ended question asked: "In relation to criminal justice 

matters at the local government level, what would you say are the principal 

information needs of local government officials?" In rank order in terms of the 

number of times they were mentioned by re8pondent~, the responses were: 

1. Information on criminal justice in the community: 

need to be kept up to date ort the processes of the police 

department, prosecutor's office and other local agencies 

1. e., expendit:.\res, caseloads, clearance rates, crime 

solved rates, conviction rates, etc.; 

2. Information on crime: 

need to know how many and what kinds of crimes are taking 

place; how does their community compare in these terms to 

others; 

3. Information on special c.riminal justice topics: 

need information on juvenile delinquency, crime prevention, 

criminal justice planning, etc.; 

4. Information legislation: 

need information on recent bills passed by the State 

legislature that affect local operations e.g., bills that 

revise salaries of judges and state's attorneys, that 

specify treatment of offenders as in the case of the 

Alcoholism and Intoxication Treatment Act (1976), etc; 

5. Information on the system: 

need to know how the criminal justice system is organized 

and how the system is supposed to operate; 

6. Information on innovations: 

need to know what new techniques are being implemented 

in the system; 
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7. Information on funding: ( 
'"". 

need to know alternative sources of funding; 

8. Information on handling problems: 
J. 

need to know what programs are being implemented elsewhere 
.. ' 

i 
and with what results; and 

9. Other information: 
r, I I 
\\ J 
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need to know the specific duties and responsibilities of local 

government officials vis-a-vis eri~inal Justice. 
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LGO's were asked what methods they recommended for supplying the needed 
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information. Printed material, such as a newsletter or handbool~, was men-

tioned most often. A group meeting, such as a conference or workshop, was 

also commonly mentioned. A few respondents suggested formal training for local 
J 

.r 
government officials. To meet the need for information from local criminal 

justice agencies, LGO's recommended they obtain a monthly report from or a 

monthly meeting with local administrators. A few officials felt a local ";r 

l' 
I 

government reference service would be worthwhile. It could provide information <; I;:"~ 

by telephone or mail when a particular need arises. These LGO's want an in- r 
! -

dependent and objective source of usable information. 
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Summary 

This section of the report set forth the training needs of local govern-

ment officials with respect to Criminal Justice as identified by the study. 

These needs, subsumed under four headings are: 

Information Needs 

1. Need to know major SOL17.ces of information. 

2. Need to know how to find and use information. 

3. Need to know how to judge the objectivity of data. 

4. Need to know data concerning similar commun:ites. 

Knowledge Needs 

5. Need to understand duties and responsibilities of local 
government officials as defined by Illinois Statutes • 

6. Need to understand local government's role in the development 
of a criminal justice system. 

7. Need to understand local government's role in the improvement 
of cri,1linal justice serVices. 

8. Need to understand how to find and use standards related to 
criminal justice operations. 

Planning Skill Needs 

9. Need to understand the planning process and how local government 
officials can ensure that good planning takes place. 

10. Need to know how to use techniques to stimulate interaction between 
local government officials as decision makers and agency 
administrators. 

Attitudinal Needs 

11. Need to feel that Criminal Justice is important. 

12. Need to feel qualified to make criminal justice decisions. 
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SECTION VI: SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESIS TESTING 

The following five hypotheses were posed for this study: 

(1) City and county officials differ in their knowledge of Criminal 

Justice; 

(2) Knowledge of Criminal Justice held by local government officials is 

related to the type of government with which they are affiliated; 

(3) City and county officials differ in their attitude toward inter-

government cooperation; 

(4) Members of criminal justice committees differ from other local 

government officials in knowledge of Criminal Justice; and 

(5) Knowledge of Criminal Justice held by local government officials is 

related to the demographic factors, age and education. The hypotheses 

will be examined in light of the data gathered by the interviews. 

Criminal justice knowledge is central to four of the above hypotheses. For 

measurement purposes, criminal justice knowledge has been delimited in this study 

to nine dimensions. Each of these dimensions is reflected in one of nine 

scales. (See Appendix D of this report for a description of the scales.) 

Hypothesis (1) 

Hypothesis (1) predicted Lat city and county officials would differ in 

knowledge of Criminal Justice. To test this hypothesis, the difference-between-

two-means test was employed. Two empirical distributions were compared (city 

with county) by formulating a null hypothesis that the population means are 

identical. The "student's tl' test was used to measure the differences between 

the observed values and those expected if the null hypothesis is true. Accord-

ing to the test, as the differences increase, the value of "t" increases and 

the null hypothesis becomes less tenable. 
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Knowledge of Criminal Justice possessed by city officials is compared to 

that possessed by county officials in Table VI-I. Only two of the nine knowledge 

indicators used in this analysis found city and county officials to have differed 

significantly in knowledge level. 

Table VI-l 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Knowledge Scale Scores 

County 

Scale N Me.an S.D. N Mean S.D. t 
Significance 

level 

Facilities 
Familiarity 

Local Facilities 
120 4.54 1.34 65 4.47 1.22 0.36 

Familiari ty 
Observation 
Contact 
Local System 

121 
121 
121 

3.56 
3.91 
2.82 

1.11 
2.24 
1.52 

65 
65 
65 

3.75 
3.38 
3.49 .. 

0.98 
2.42 
1.77 

1.20 
1.46 
2.58 

Familiarity 
Reference Service 
Publication 

120 
103 
102 
102 
102 

0.83 
1.33 
3.09 
1.00 
6.28 

0.95 
0.82 
1.86 
0.67 
2.86 

65 
62 
61 
61 
58 

1.12 
1.12 
2.11 
0.93 
6.05 

1.05 
0.94 
1. 70 
0.62 
2.99 

1.85 
1.46 
3.44 
0.68 
0.48 

Crime 
Legal Knowledge 

County officials were found to have significantly higher scores on the 

Contact Scale. Since this scale is intended to measure the range of contact 

with system personnel, the differences may be due to the fact county government 

is responsible for a wider range of criminal justice services than is city 

government. In addition to sheriffs departments, counties have responsibility 

for financing and maintaining probation departments, state's attorneys offices, 

detention facilities and circuit courts. Having these responsibilities that 

cities do not, county officials are more likely to come in contact with not 

only law enforcement but courts, corrections and probation personnel as well. 

City and county officials were also found to be significantly different by 

the Publication Index. City officials WE're able to identify correctly more 

documents related to Criminal Justice than were county officials. Hence their 
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knowledge of sources of available data was greater. In this case the differences 
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may be due to the greater number of structured forums, such as meetings, ( 

conferences and workshops, as well as professional publications, made available 
~ \ 

to city officials which direct their attention to sources of criminal justice " 
information. 

J -. 
Although only limited support was found for Hypothesis (1), there was 1 

1 
I 

considerable support for the null hypothesis. Indeed, the data suggest the 
,. 

" 
null hypothesis is more plausible. It is therefore concluded that city and I 

( 
1 

county officials were similar in their knowledge of Criminal Justice. 

J 
I 

J 
Hypothesis (2) 

Hypothesis (2) predicted that LGO's knowledge of Criminal Justice is related 
~I 
,/ 
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to the type of government with which they are affiliated. Since the responsi-
:1 

bi1ities assigned local government officials vary somewhat by the type of govern- '\ 

ment involved, it is possible knowledge level will vary accordingly. Table 
( 

.J 

VI-2 reports the mean score on each knowledge scale for the five different types 

of local government encountered in the study. i 
I 
"j 

1 , 
,.;. 

" 

1 

.-\ 
, 

.~ 

"'" 1-J:" 

",,' 

::l 
II 

10"'" 

:1 
~l 

g , 
, 

.~ 

,~-,---------

- . . \. 



r r r .! f. If , 

Table VI-2 

A Comparison of Types of Local Government by Knowledge 

Commission Board Aldermanic 

Scale N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 

Facilities 
Familiarity 29 4.34 1.14 58 4.56 1.25 51 4.56 1.10 

Local Facilities 
Familiarity 29 3.37 1.26 59 3.91 0.91 51 3.66 0.86 

Observation 29 3.51 2.33 59 3.45 2.40 51 3.82 2.09 

Contact 29 3.00 1. 73 59 3.47 1.80 51 2.78 1.48 

Local System 
Familiarity 29 0.93 0.99 59 1.16 1.10 50 0.68 0.81 

Reference Service 26 1.19 0.89 56 1.16 0.96 43 1. 20 0.80 

Pu.blication 26 2.61 1.38 54 2.00 1.69 43 2.74 1. 66 

Crime 26 l.07 0.74 54 0.92 0.66 43 0.90 0.64 

Legal Knowledge 26 4.92 2.68 51 6.41 2.85 43 6.30 2.79 

Scale Scores 

City Manager 

N Mean S.D. N 

29 4.93 1.57 18 

29 3.58 1.11 18 

29 4.20 2.54 18 

29 3.18 1.45 18 

29 1.10 1.04 18 

25 1.56 0.82 15 

25 4.24 2.25 15 

25 1.12 0.72 15 

25 7.40 2.91 15 

Trustee 

Mean 

3.83 

3.05 

3.94 

2.44 

0.61 

1.40 

3.00 

0.93 

5.40 

S.D. 

1.50 

1.43 

2.31 

1.46 

0.84 

0.73 

1.60 

0.25 

3.08 

I-' 
I-' 
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In this case, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether 

the differences indicated in the table are significant. The simple analysis of 

variance was used for testing the hypothesis (Hi: Xl = X2 = X3'" ~) that two 

or more independent samples were drawn from populations having the same mean. 

With regard to Hypothesis (2), the null hypothesis becomes: local government 

officials affiliated with different types of government (i.e., commission, board, 

aldermanic, city manager, or trustee) do not differ in knowledge level of 

Criminal Justice. Because nine dimensions of knowledge were employed in this 

study, Hypothesis (2) must be divided into nine sub-hypotheses, each reflecting 

one dimension of knowledge. 

On the basis of the results of ANOVA, six of the nine null hypotheses must 

be retained. This means that officials affiliated with different types of local 

government were similar in knowledge level of Criminal Justice. No significant 

difference was found in the Facilities Familiarity Index, Observation Index, 

Contact Index, Local System Familiarity Index, Reference Service Index or the 

Crime Index. The results of each ANOVA test are reported in Table VI-6. 
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Table VI-3 117 

Summarx Tables of Knowledge Scales Yielding 
Non-significant Differences 

Facilities Familiaritx Index 
Sum of squares df Mean squares F 

307.62 184 
14.39 4 3.59 

293.23 180 1.62 2.21 

Observation Index 
Sum of squares df Mean squares 

989.48 185 
13.64 4 3.41 

975.84 181 5.39 .63 

Contact Index 
Sum of squares df Mean squares It' 

497.41 185 
20.07 4 5.01 

477.34 181 2.63 1.9 

Reference Service Index 
Sum of squares df Mean squares F 

183.74 164 
3.39 4 .85 

180.35 160 1.13 .75 

Local System Familiarity Index 
Sum of squares df Mean squares F 

180.95 184 
8.92 4 2.23 

172.03 180 .95 2.34 

Crime Index 
Sum of squares df Mean squares F. 

68.46 162 
1.18 4 .29 

67.28 158 .43 .69 
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Officials affiliated with different types of local government were found to 

have differed significantly on the other three knowledge scales, namely the Local 

Facilities Familiarity Index, Publication Index, and Legal Knowledge Index. Each 

of these indices will be examined. 

The results of the analysis of variance involved in the Local Facilities 

Familiarity Index (LFFI) are reported in Table VI-4. The overall hypothesis of 

equal means was rejected, yet this did not mean that every sample mean differed 

significantly from every other sample mean. In order to locate the significant 

differences, the Dunnett test for multiple comparisons to a control group was 

used to determine which group(s) differed significantly from which other(s).* 

According to the Dunnett test, the significant differences were between board 

members and trustees. As the mean scores for the LFFI reported in Tablte VI-2 in-

dicate, board members had visited more local criminal justice facilities than 

had trustees. Other officials appeared to be similar on this index. 

Table VI-4 
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ANOVA Summary Table of Local Facilities Familiarity Index by Type of Government j 
Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean squares F Significance Leve~ 

Total variation 
Between samples 
Within samples 

210.76 
12.73 

198.03 

185 
/~ 

181 
3.18 
1.09 2.91 .05 

* Dunnett's "t" is calculated according to the formula: t::. 
,JMS (..!.. + .L ) 

W "I rl.t, 

with df = N - k. See John T. Roscoe, Fundamental Research Statistics, New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1969. pp. 241-2. 
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When classified by type of government, the respondents were found to differ 

significantly on the Publication Index (PI). Composed of eight items, this 

index reflects the respondents' knowledge of criminal justice publications 

dealing with population trends, crime trends, police training, funding sources, 

criminal laws, criminal justice planning, and innovations within the criminal 

justice system. Table VI-5 reports the results of the analysis of variance 

within the PI. The Dunnett test indicated that officials affiliated with the 

city manager form of government were significantly more knowledgeable of publica-

tions which provide information on population and crime trends, sources of 

funding and so forth, than were officials from commission, board, and aldermanic 

forms of go,·ernment. Officials affiliated with these latter forms appeared to be 

similar with one another on this index. 

Table VI-5 

ANOVA Summary Table of Publications Index by Type of Government 
Source of variation Sum of squares df Nean squares F Significance Level 

Total variation 
Between samples 
Within samples 

559.29 
87.24 

472.05 

162 
4 

158 
21.81 

2.98 7.31 .01 

Knowledge of relevant legislation as measured by the Legal Knowledge Index 

(LKI) was found to vary with type of government .. The LKI, containing fourteen 

items, reflects the respondents' knowledge of which laws establish standards 

that are legally binding on criminal justice operations. Table VI-6 reports the 

results of the analysis of variance involved in the LKI. The significant differ-

ences, according to Dunnett's "t" were between those affiliated with the city 

manager form of government and those representing the commission form. The 

former group was more knowledgeable about legal matters related to local govern-

ment than was the latter. All other officials appeared to be similar in their 

knowledge of legislation . 
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Table VI-6 

ANOVA Summary Table of Legal Knowledge Index by Type of Government 
Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean squares F Significan~~ Level 

Total variation 
Between samples 
Within samples 

1339.54 
90.88 

1248.66 

159 
4 

155 
22.72 
8.06 2.82 .05 

In summary, the data lend some support for Hypothesis (2). Slightly more 

evidence was found however for the null hypothesis that knowledge level does not 

vary with type of government. 

Hypothesis (3) 

Hypothesis (3) stated that city and county officials differ in their attitude 

toward intergovernment cooperation. Two items intended to determine the re-

spondents' attitudes on this issue were included in the interview schedule. One 

inquired under what circumstances the respondent would recommend collaborating 

with neighboring communities on a multi-jurisdictional criminal justice project. 

The other was a projective item that required the respondent to choose between 

differing positions on what to do about an obsolete jail. Entering into a 

cooperative agreement was one alternative. Each of. the items will be examined. 

Responses to the first item are reported in Table VI-7a. According to the 

Chi-square test of independence, there was no difference in the attitudes of city 

and county officials. A majority of both groups favored intergovernment coopera-

tion under specific circumstances only, while approximately a fifth of each 

group was totally in favor of the alternative. 
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Table VI-7a 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Attitude Toward Intergovernmental 
Cooperation 

Statement: Intergovernment cooperation is becoming an increasingly common 
approach to Criminal Justice operations. With this in mind, we 
would like to know under what circumstances you would recommend 
collaborating with neighboring communities on multi-jurisdictional 
Criminal Justice programs, projects or facilities. 

City County Total 

N % N % N % 

No interest 4 3.4 4 6.9 8 4.6 
Crisis situations 
only 2 1.7 2 3.5 4 2.3 

Totally in favo't" 24 20.5 10 17.2 34 19.4 
Only if get fair share 13 11.1 6 10.3 19 10.9 
Limited to specific 
situations 66 56.4 32 55.2 98 56.0 

Other 8 6.9 4 6.9 12 6.8 

Total 117 100.0 58 100.0 175 100.0 

Chi-square = 1.7851 df = 5 p .90 

Responses to the projective item are reported in Table VI-7'b. City and 

county officials, according to the Chi-square test, did not differ in their 

choice of a position on the problem posed. Although a majority in each group 

favored a local jail, forty-one percent of the city officials, as compared to 

twenty-eight percent of the county officials, supported a bi- or tri-county 

facility. 

Hypothesis (3), therefore, must be rejected and the null hypothesis that 

city and county offic.ials do not differ in their attitude toward intergovernment 

cooperation was accepted. 

.\. t .J _____ ~:k-___ ----'-'___ ________ , ____ _ 
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Table VI-7b 

A Comparison of City and County Officials by Attitude Toward Intergovernment Cooperation 

Statement: The county board is considering whether to apply for state funds 
to remodel the small county jail which is now obsolete and in 
poor repair. 

Board member A feels the county should build a new jail to serve 
that county's needs. He proposes the local facility include a 
juvenile detention center where young offenders can be held 
separately from the adult population. He's anxious the facility 
be located near the communities from which the major tty of 
juveniles come so that, while detained, they interact: with those 
of like backgrounds. 

Board member B also feels the county should not inves\': further 
in the existing jail. However, he is opposed to building a 
local jail, feeling the county alone cannot adequately support 
the facility. Instead he recommends the county collaborate 
with two or three adjacent counties and build one regional 
facility. That way sufficient qualified staff and an adequate 

________________ a_r_r_a_y~0~~0grams and services are assured. 

City County Total 

N % N % N % 

Like member A 51 50.0 37 60.7 88 54.0 
Like member B 42 41.2 17 27.9 59 36.2 
Like neither member 

A nor B 9 8.8 7 11.5 16 9.8 

Total 102 100.0 61 100.0 163 100.0 

Chi-square = 2.94 df = 2 p < .30 

HypothL.sis (4) 

Hypothesis (4) stated that members of criminal justice committees differ 

from other local government officials in knowledge level of Criminal Justice. 

Since the dependent variable, knowledge level, has nine dimensions as defined 

by this study, Hypothesis (4) was divided into nine sub-hypotheses. 

The mean scores of members of criminal justice committees on each of the 

nine indicators are compared to those of other local government officials in 

Table VI-8. For most of the indices, the group means varied only slightly. 
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Table VI-8 

A Comparison of Local Govern~ent Officials by Knowledge Scale Scores 

Chief administrators CJ committee members Others 

Scale N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 

Facilities 
Familiarity 73 4.75 1.22 46 4.36 1. 25 66 4.36 1.38 

Local Facilities 
Familiarity 73 3.64 0.97 47 3.63 1.18 

Observation 73 4.27 2.31 47 3.78 2.23 
66 3.60 1.10 
66 3.09 2.25 

Contact "l3 3.84 1. 27 47 
Local System 

2.78 1. 73 66 2.37 1.59 

Familiarity 73 1. 24 1.01 47 0.72 0.92 
Reference Service 71 1.40 0.93 43 1. 25 0.78 
Publication 71 3.22 2.02 41 2.31 1.52 

65 0.73 0.95 
51 1.05 0.83 
51 2.37 1. 74 

Crime 71 0.87 0.63 42 1. 07 0.67 50 1. 04 0.66 
Legal Knowledge 70 6.71 2.81 40 5.90 2.60 50 5.72 3.18 

Using analysis of variance as a test of Significance, chief administrators, 

members of criminal justice committees and other .local government officials were 

found to have differed significantly on the following four scales: Observation 

Index, Contact Index, Local System Familiarity Index, and Publication Index. 

Each will be examined. 
" 

J. 
The Observation Index, consisting of eight items, reflects the number of 

criminal justice procedures the respondents have observed. Th(~ results of the 

analysis of variance indicating the subgroups differed in exposure to 

criminal justice procedures is reported in Table VI- 9. According to the 

Dunnett test, chief administrators were significantly different from the 
.1 

at-large or "other" officials on this dimension. This test also revealed, 

however, that members of criminal justice committees were not significantly 

different from either chief administrators or other local government officials 

in exposure to criminal justice procedures. On this basis Hypothesis (4) was 

rejected insofar as this dimension of knowledge was concerned. 
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Table VI- 9 

ANOVA Summary Table of Observation Index by Respondent Subgroups 
Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean squares F Significance level 

Total variation 
Between samples 
Within samples 

990.43 
48.43 

942.00 

185 
2 

183 
24.21 
5.15 4.70 .01 

The Contact Index, a summative scale, reflected the number of local criminal 

justice system personnel with whom the respondents had conferred. Contacts were 

measured in terms of the variety of roles of, rather than number of inter-

actions with, criminal justice personnel. The subgroups were found to have 

differed significantly on this dimension. The results of the analysis of variance 

which led to this conclusion are reported in Table VI-lOG 

Table VI-IO 
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Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean squares F Significance level 

Total variation 497.41 185 
Between samples 79.50 2 

__ ~W~i~t~h=i~n~s~a~m~p~1~e=s _____ ~4~1~7~.~9~1 _____ 183 
39.75 

2.28 17.43 .001 

According to the Dunnett test~ members of criminal justice committees were 

significantly different from chief administrators and other local government 

officials in the amount of contact with local criminal justice personnel. On 

the average, they had less contact with system personnel than did chief 

administrators, but more contact than did other local government of~icials. 

Keeping in mind that this scale measured the range of contact rather than 

the number of interactions, it may be that members of criminal justice 

committees actually interacted more frequently, but with a more limited range 

of personnel, than chief administrators. This analysis lends support to 

I~ypothesis (4). 
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The three subgroups of local government officials were found to have 

differed significantly on the Local System Familiarity Index (LSFI). This 

index reflects the amount of familiarity with local criminal justice planning 

units and judicial circuits. Table VI-II reports the results of the analysis 

of variance involved in the LSFI. According to the Dunnett test, chief 

administrators were significantly different from members of the other two 

subgroups on this dimension, while they in turn were similar to one another. 

This conclusion did not support Hypothesis (4). 

Table VI-ll 

ANOVA Summary Table of Local System Familiarity Index by Respondent Subgroups 
Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean squares F Significance level 

Total variation 
Between samples 
Within samples 

181. 82 
12.18 

169.64 

184 
2 

182 
6.09 
0.93 6.54 .01 

Finally, the subgroups were found to be significantly different on the 

Publication Index. As described earlier, this index reflects the respondents' 

ability to identify, and by inference his knowledge of, publications providing 

data on population trends, crime trends, police training, criminal laws, and 

criminal justice planning, funding and innovations. The ANOVA table from ,ghich 

the conclusion of difference was draw~ is reproduced as Table VI-12. 

Table VI-12 

ANOVA Summary Table of Publication Index by Respondent Subgroups 
Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean squares F Significance level 

Total variation 
Between samples 
Within samples 

560.39 
30.89 

529.50 

162 
2 

160 
15.45 

3.31 4.67 .05 

On this dimension of knowledge, chief administrators, according to the 

Dunnett test, were significantly different from members of criminal justice 

committees and other local government ofilcials. However, since members of 



126 

criminal justice committees did not differ significantly from the at-large 

officials, the data overall did not support Hypothesis (4). 

In summary, little support was found for Hypothesis (4). The subgroups of 

LGO's were found to have been. significantly different on only four of the nine 

knowledge scales. When the differences were examined further using the Dunnett 

test, members of criminal justice committees were found to have been 

significantly different from chief administrators and other local government 

officials on only the Contact Scale. Although some support was found for the 

hypothesis, the bulk of the evidence failed to support it. 

Hypothesis (5) 

Hypothesis (5) stated that the knowledge level of Criminal Justice held 

by local government officials was related to the demographic characteristics, 

age and education. For testing purposes, the hypothesis was divided into two 

parts. Hypothesis 5a stated that knowledge level is related to age. The 

product moment correlation, a measure of association, was used to examine the 

relationship between the independent variable, age, and the nine dimensions of 

knowledge. The results are reported in Table VI-13. 

Table VI-13 

Correlation Matrix of Knowledge Scales by Age 

Scale r Significance level 

Facilities Familiarity -.05905 ns 
Local Facilities Familiarity .05933 ns 
Observation .04879 ns 
Contact .03137 ns 
Local System Familiarity .00205 ns 
Reference Service .06044 ns 
Publication -.19947 .05 
Crime -.06740 ns 
Legal Knowledge -.02363 ns 

The magnitude of the correlation co~fficients indicated a very weak 

relationship existed, if any, between age and each scale score. The proportion 
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of knowledge as captured by the scale items and accounted for by age was quite 

low. In spite of the low coefficients, it was possible that a significant 

relationship was present. Using a two-tailed "t" test and the .05 significance 

level to determine whether the null hypothesis that the population correlation 

is zero might be rejected, the critical value of the product moment correlation 

was calculated and found to be 0.14.* With this value as the standard~ only 

one of the correlation coefficients, that for the Publication Index, was 

significantly different from a zero coefficient. The inverse relationship 

between age and scores achieved on the PI was significant, but was a low order 

relationship. As age increased, tt2 ability to cite publications related to 

Criminal Justice decreased. In summary, because the correlation coefficients 

between age and the knowledge indicators were small and insignificant, 

Hypothesis Sa must be rejected. 

Hypothesis 5b stated that the knowledge level of criminal justice held by 

local government officials is related to education. The strength of this 

relationship was also examined by using the product moment correlation. The 

resulting correlation matrix appears in Table VI-14. 

* The formula 

r:: 

used to calculate 

J --.:;t=---2. -
N -').. .;. t2.. 

the critical value of "r" is: 

with df = N - 2. See John T. Roscoe, Fundamental Research Stati~, ?p. 
cit., p. 206 . 
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Table VI-14 

Correlation Matrix of Knowledge Scales by Education 

Scale r Signif icance level 

Facilities Familiarity .07867 ns 
Local Facilities Familiarity .03471 ns 
Observation .09130 ns 
Contact .18557 .05 
Local System Familiarity .16827 .05 
Reference Service .11074 ns 
Publication .39791 .001 
Crime .1] 047 ns 
Legal Knowledge .24094 • 01 

For the most part, the magnitude of the correlation coefficients reported 

above were moderately low to low. Having used the "t" test for testing the null 

hypothesis that the population correlation was zero, four of the coefficients 

were sufficiently large to permit the rejection of the null hypothesis. Those 

knowledge indicators significantly related to education were: Contact Index, 

Local System Familiarity Index, Publication Index, a'ad the Legal Knowledge 

Index. In spite of their significance, it should be noted that the proportion 

of the variance in the dependent variable, knowledge, accounted for by 

education was low. For the largest coefficient appearing in Table VI-14, that 

for the Publication Index, education accounted for slightly less than sixteen 

percent of the variation. 

In summary, some support was found for Hypothesis 5b. However, it was 

neither confirmed nor rejected. The evidence at this point seemed to be 

inconclusive as to whether there was a relationship between knowledge level of 

Criminal Justice possessed by local government officials and their education 

level. 

Summary 

Each of the hypotheses formulated at the outset of the study, with the 

exception of one, was rejected in light of the data. It was concluded insofar 
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as there was evidence, that knowledge level, the dependent variable, did not 

vary significantly with any of the following independent variables: city or 

county jurisdiction, form of government, criminal justice committee membership, 

or age. In addition it was concluded that attitude toward intergovernment 

cooperation did not vary significantly with city or county jurisdiction. The 

one hypothesis that was not rejected, failed also to be confirmed. The 

evidence showed neither that knowledge level of Criminal Justice varies, nor 

that it does not vary, with education level • 
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SECTION VII: SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The fact that Criminal Justice in the United States is largely a local 

government phenomenon has placed city and county officials in the position of 

shaping the quantity and quality of criminal justice services available to 

citizens. Many local government officials (LGO's) may be characterized as 

generalists, devoting only part of their time to the responsibilities of an 

elected position. Yet with regard to criminal justice services alone, LGO's 

maintain facilities, monitor operations, seek and maintain cooperation and 

coordination among the various components of the system, and develop ordinances 

permitted by state and federal law to ensure social control in their 

communities. The ,,2sponsibilities assigned local government officials are 

often an unrecognized but important part of the criminal justice system. The 

research phase of the Criminal Justice Awareness Project sought to study 

empirically th.e role of local government officials as criminal justice decision 

makers. 

Research Procedures 

The research on which this report is based was divided into two phases: 

Phase I sought to answer the question, what do local government officials need 

to know in order to make sound decisions about criminal justice matters? A 

two-pronged method was used to answer this question. A survey questionnaire 

was sent to all criminal justice planners in the state and all members of two 

professional organizations affiliated with Criminal Justice. Responses were 

obtained from 104 persons. Since the characteristics of the universe were 

unknown, it was not possible to determine whether the sample represented the 

universe from which it was drawn. According to the data obtained from the 

survey respondents, local government officials need to know the following 

concepts and techniques: 

------ ~--- ------- ----~------- ---------
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Concepts Techniques 

1) Criminal justice system 1) Effectiveness in oral communication 

2) Juvenile justice system 2) Rational decision making techniques 

3) Crime prevention 3) Clear and concise writing ability 

4) Due procesG 4) Program planning techniques 

5) Planning process 5) Resources to identify program alternatives 

6) Probation 

7) Community based corrections 

8) Diversion 

9) Youth Service Bureau 

10) Unreported crime 

The second step of Phase I involved the use of a panel of experts. Eight 

nationally recognized criminal justice experts living in the State of Illinois 

and three local professors of Social Justice were, among others, invited to 

Springfield, Illinois to consider the question stated earlier. A technique known 

as Nominal Group Process was used in a workshop setting to structure the 

collection of data. According to the panel, local government officials need to 

know: 

1) How the criminal justice system actually works 

'I) i. How to identify and ask the right questions 

3) Citizen involvement 

4) Arbitrary nature of the criminal justice process 

5) Crime climate 

6) Priority setting 

7) Mythological assumptions about the criminal justice system 

8) Actual nature of Criminal Justice: system-offender transactions 

9) System impact of the decision making process 

10) Structure of the criminal justice system 
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11) Development of alternatives to criminal justice process and their costs
benefits 

12) Evaluating research and utilizing findings 

13) System intetrelationships 

14) Systemic legal constraints and requirements 

15) Municipal, county and regional planning process 

16) Broad spectrum of antisocial behavior 

Phase II sought to answer the question, what do local government officia~s 

presently know about Criminal Justice? On the basis of the information obtained 

in Phase I, an interview guide containing some sixty questions was developed. 

The instrument included both structured and unstructured items of the type that 

would permit: development of a demographic profile of local government 

officials; determination of the extent of contact with criminal justice 

facilities and processes; delineation of the skills and tasks involved in the 

role of a LGO; determination of the level of knowledge of information sources, 

standards, and legislation; and a survey of attitudes of LGO's. 

Two samples, one comprised of cities and one of counties, were chosen. 

Each jurisdiction included in the study was selected in such a way that the 

result was a population-based, stratified random sample geographically 

representative of the State. Three officials from each jurisdiction were 

interviewed. In each case the chief administrator, a member of a criminal, 

justice committee, selected by ~ random procedure, and a member at large, also 

selected by random process, were chosen as respondents. In this fashion, 

seventy-five county officials and one hundred twenty-nine city officials were 

selected to constitute the sample (N = 204). One hundred eighty-six interviews, 

averaging one hour in length, were completed. The completion rate was thus 

91.2 percent. In terms of population and geogr~phy, the respondents were found 

statistically to be representative of the universe from which they were drawn. 
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Research Findings 

The study found the major demographic characteristics of local government 

officials tu be: 

1. Three of four local government officials have lived in Illinois more 
than thirty years; 

2. County officials tend to have lived longer in Illinois than have city 
officials; 

3. County officials tend to have lived 10n;;'er in their preS6':lt jurisdiction 
than have city officials; 

4. City officials tend to be somewhat younger than county officials. 
(Average age of city officials was 47; county officials, 55.); 

5. City officials tend to have had more education than have county officials. 
(The median education level of city officials was represented by the 
response category "some college, but not graduation," whereas high 
school graduation was the median educational level of county officials.); 

6. Only one in nine local government officials has taken college courses 
directly related to Criminal Justice; 

7. Using present occupation as an indicator, local government seems to be 
well-supplied with persons having a business background, but under
supplied with persons having experience or training related to Criminal 
Justice; 

8. Only one in sixteen local government officials ,has been previously 
employed in the field of Criminal Justice. 

The statutes of the State of Illinois assign considerable responsibility 

for Criminal Justice to local government. When first asked about their criminal 

justice role, many LGO's indicated that they do not make criminal justice 

decisions. However, when these individuals were asked about specific activities, 

e.g. approving or a~ending the police budget, they indicated that they do make 

decisions affecting Criminal Justice. Although there is a tendency for LGO's 

to feel that their role relative to ~rimina1 Justice is indirect and unimportant, 

this does not imply that local government officials are not concerned about 

Criminal Justice, but it implies a lack of clarity or uncertainty about their 

criminal justice role. 
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Since many LGO's denied having a role in Criminal Justice, it may be that 

few have developed ~mpetence in identifying and solving the problems of the 

criminal justice system in their locale. Even where a role is acknowledged, 

LGO's from their vantage point regard the administration of justice as only one 

of several areas that needs attention. Moreover, many of them according to 

the research findings have not shown much interest in the area. The evidence 

is that local government officials have witnessed only a few criminal justice 

processes; for the most part these officials do not consult criminal justice 

publications, nor do they attend criminal justice conferences or workshops; 

and few have talked with system personnel about criminal justice problems. 

The experts consulted felt that local government officials should be 

looking at Criminal Justice from a "systems" point of view. Instead, the. data 

indicated they tend to focus solely on law enforcement. Despite this, LGO's 

were more familiar with court processes than they were with police or corrections 

processes. 

In decision making related to Criminal Justice, the e~Tidence suggests that 

LGO's tend to rely solely on local agency heads to provide whatever information 

is needed. Many re$pondents expressed concern about the objectivity of this 

information. Those offi·~ials who seek input from other sources tend to consult 

those within their circle of intimates or other/former LGO's. 

The respondents had rather limited knowledge of sources of criminal justice 

information. Only thirty-seven percent knew the name of the local criminal 

justice planner, a major source of criminal justice information, and only twenty-

seven percent were able to identify correctly the regional criminal justice 

planning commission. A majority (51%) of the respondents were unfamiliar with 

the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

Further, only one in eight had heard of the National Criminal Justice Reference 
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Service. Fifty-six percent of the respondents indicated that they did not refer 

to criminal justice publications and again a majority reported that they did not 

know which documents to use to obtain criminal justice information. The lack of 

awareness of sour,ces of information was balanced, in some cases, by a stated 

desire to learn more about existing sources. 

A majority of the respondents supported inter government cooperation, 

although with some reservations. Most of those who expressed a favorable 

opinion qualified it by suggesting situations to which it should be limited. 

Many indicated their units of government were currently involved in cooperative 

agreements. Despite this interest, they were unfamiliar with the Intergovern-

mental Cooperation Act. 

The majority of LGO's reported they were satisfied with the quality of 

criminal justice services available in their locale. This was not interpreted 

to mean that current services were ideal because many officials spoke of 

financial and other problems and indicated the delivery of ,services could be 

improved. 

The respondents reported their principal inf01~ation needs to be: 

1. Programs outlining their duties and responsibilities; 

2. Crime data; 

3. Information on program outcomes from local agency administrators; 

4. Changes in legislation; 

5. Basic knowledge of the criminal justice system; 

6. Data concerning communities of similar size; 

7. State and federal legislation related to Criminal Justice; and 

8. Sources of outside funding. 



136 

They were asked to recon@end methods for supplying the needed information. 

Several suggested an orientation-style training program on Criminal Justice be 

made available to local government officials on an ongoing basis. A newsletter 

or reference notebook were also recommended as was a group meeting, such as a 

cor~ference or workshop. Some warned they were flooded with mailings they did 

not find useful and urged that any material developed be designed with their 

needs in mind. 

In summary, the study found the needs of local government officials in 

relation to Criminal Justice to be: 

1. 

2. 

Information Needs 

a. Need to know major sources of information. 

b. Need to know how to find and use information. 

c. Need to know how to judge the objectivity of data. 

d. Need to know data concerning similar communities. 

Knowledge Needs 

a. Need to understand. duties and responsibilities of local government 
officials as defined by Illinois Statutes. 

b. Need to understand local government's role in the development of a 
criminal justice system. 

c. Need to understand local government's role in the improvement of 
criminal justice services. 

d. Need to understand how to find and use standards related to criminal 
justice o,perations. 

3. Planning Skill Needs 

a. Need to understand the planning process and how local government 
officials can ensure that good planning takes place. 

b. Need to know how to use techniques to stimulate interaction between 
local government officials as decision makers and agency administrators 
as data suppliers. 

4. Attitudinal Needs 

a. Need to feel that Criminal Justice is important. 

b. Need to feel qualified to make criminal justice decisions. 
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Recommendations 

Having postulated that there is a gap between what local government officials 

should know and what they do know about Criminal Justice, and having found some 

support for the assertion, it is recommended that a training program be developed 

and implemented. The following guidelines emerged from the study. 

A,. Purpose of training: to prepare local government officials in the skills, 
knowledge, and activities necessary to perform the tasks their role 
prescribes • 

B. Approach to training: since it would be impossible to meet all of the needs 
of LGO's in a one-shot program, training could be approached as an ongoing 
effort. 

C. Method of training: delivery of program content could be multimodal. Some 
rec~mmended modes are: 

1. Local government reference notebook on Criminal Justice. 

a. The notebook could be a looseleaf type permitting inclusion 
updated material. 

of 

b. It could include case illustrations, review questions and practice 
exercises. 

c. It could include "what local government officials need to know in 
order to make sound decisions about Criminal Justice matters." An 
outline is suggested below. 

I. Criminal justice as an important local government function. 

II. Role of local government officials in relation to Criminal Justice. 

A. Local government officials' duties and responsibilities to 
Criminal Justice as defined by the Illinois Revised Statutes. 

B. Alternative approaches to those duties. 

III. The criminal justice system. 

A. The system concept. 

B. Purpose of the system: 

1. Crime control versus due process. 

2. "Tight rope" versus "expressway": notions of the purpose 
of law. 

C. Objectives of the system. 

D. Criminal justice processes. 
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IV. Criminal justice planning. 

A. Role and purpose of criminal justice agencies. 

1. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 

2. Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC). 

3. Regional planning units of ILEC. 

B. Steps involved in the plan.ning process. 

1. Establishing standards: picture of the ideal. 

2. Collecting data: where are we relative to the standards? 

3. Id(~ntifying problem.s: problem defined as a gap between 
where we are and where we want to be. 

4. Prioritizing the problem. 

5. Developing program alternatives. 

6. Selecting among alternatives. 

7. Implementing programs. 

8. Evaluating prugrams. 

C. Steps to ensure go .. :d planning. 

1. Asking the "right" questions. 

2. Developing input from a variety of sources. 

V. State and federal legislation related to Criminal Justice. 

VI. Proficiency areas. 

A. Developing a criminal justice budget. 

B. Creating an o:rdinance. 

C. Negotiating a police contract. 

D. Doing cost-benefit analysis. 

E. Resolving conflict. 

F. Securing funding. 

G. Involving citizens in decision making. 

H. Developing new solutions for old problems. 

VII. Appendices. 
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A. U. S. Constitution. 

B. Illinois Constitution. 

C. Criminal Code. 

D. Juvenile Code. 

2. Workshops on Criminal Justice. 

a. A series of one or one and a half day workshops could be offered 
throughout Illinois. 

b. Each workshop could be designed around a problem confronting local 
government. Some suggested workshop topics are: 

1. Criminal justice standards for local government. 

2. Local government's role in court improvement. 

3. Local government's role in the development of a criminal 
justic(;,! system. 

4. Funding alternatives for criminal justice programs and 
facilities. 

5. Criminal justice planning in the State of Illinois. 

3. Modules included in regional meetings. 

a. Several organizations, such as the Illinois Municipal League, 
Urban Counties Council of Illinois, and the regional planning 
commissions affiliated with the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission 
could be involved in sponsoring meetings throughout the State. 
Since local government officials attend these meetings in large 
numbers, the possibility of presenting a module at one or more of 
the regular meetings of these groups could be explored. In fact, 
some of these organizations would welcome two to four hour blocks 
of instruction on criminal justice topics. 

4. Monographs 

a. Local government officials seemed to prefer most a publication they 
could read at their leisure. On the basis of comments they made, 
it appears that a series of case studies, describing typical 
problems and successful approaches used to solve them, would be the 
preferred training mode. 

b. The respondents desired information on expenditures, revenues and 
innovative programs from communities of similar size. This 
information could also be provided by means of a series of mono
graphs. 
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5. Net07sletter 

a. 

b. 

Many respondents suggested a newsletter. It could include an 
advice column so that local officials could submit a problem and 
obtain a response from an expert. 

Since the start-up cost for a newsletter might be prohibitive, 
perhaps an existing publication would accept a one or two page 
article on a regular basis. Some suggested article topics are: 
new legislation, new standards, solutions to problems, and new 
programs. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTRUCTIONS: As you answer the following questions, please remember the 
terll "local government official" refers to members of County Boards and 
Cit1 COUncils, City Managers, and members of Boards exercising control oVer 
~riminal Justice functions. 

Please return the form in the nelf-addressed envelope by February 25, 1976. 

thank you for your cooperation. S. Burkett Milner, Ph.D. 
Associate Director 
Criminal Justice Awareness 
Sangamon State University 
Springfield, IL 62708 

I. Concepts are important to any profession. The following list has been 
derived from usage in the report of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals and from Criminal Justice texts and 
journals. How important is it for all Local Government Officials to know 
each of the following terms? Please rate the importance of each term listed 
below by circling the appropriate number aceording to the following scale: 

1- Of major importance 
2- Important 
3- Of minor importance 
4- No importance 

Term Rating 

1. Criminal Justice System 1 2 3 4 

2. Complaint 1 2 3 4 

3. Community Based Corrections 1 2 3 4 

4. Crime Prevention 1 2 3 4 

s. Decriminlllization 1 2 3 4 

6. Diversion 1 2 3 4 

7. Due Process 1 2 3 4 

8. Felony 1 2 3 4 

9. Goal 1 2 3 4 

10. Habeas Corpus 1 2 3 4 

U. Home Rule 1 2 3 4 

12. Index Crime 1 2 3 4 

13. Indictment 1 2 3 4 

14. In-Service Training 1 2 3- 4 

15. Jurisdiction 1 2 3 4 

16. Juvenile Just~ce System 1 2 3 4 

17. Lateral Entry 1 2 3 4 

18. Line Unit 1 2 3 4 

19. Management by Objectives 1 2 3 4 

20. Metropolitan Enforcement Unit (MEG) 1 2 3 4 

2l. Misdemeanor 1 2 3 4 

22. Hodel Penal Code 1 2 3 4 
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I. CONCEPTS cont' d. 

Term 

24. Neighborhood Citizens Council 

25. Obj,ective 

26. Ombudsman 

27. Parole 

28. Participatory Management 

29. Planning Process 

30. Plea Bargaining 

31. Police Service Unit 

32. Police Union 

33. Private Police 

34. Probation 

l.5. Release on Recognizance (ROR) 

36. R1ak Management 

37. Staff Unit 

Rating 

1 2 3 

1 . 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1· 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 

2 

3 

3 

4 

4 

38. Standard 1 2 3 4 

39. Special Crime Tactics Unit (e.g,.SWAT) 1 2 3 4 

40. Team Policing 1 2 3 4 

41. Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) 

42. Unreported Crime 

43. Youth Service Bureau 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 .3 4 

II. STANDARD!; 

iecently. the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Coals proposed a series of standards. Which of the following standards do you 
feel are essential for all local government officials to know? 

Please rate the importance of each standard listed below using the following 
~~ore: 

STANDARD 

1- Essential 
2- Helpful. but not essential 
3- Not essential. nor helpful 

1. Each community should have access to 24-hour police 

(circle one) 
RATING 

protection and emergency services 7 days per week. - - - - - - - 1 2.3 

2. Each community should have access to 24-hour crisis 
intervention and referral services 7 days per week. - - - - - - -1 2 3 

3. Public defender services should be readily available 
within each judicial circ~it for persons who need this 
aervice. - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

4. A series of screening diversion alternatives and 
rocedures should be deve~oJed at eve_ oint 
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II. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

STANDARDS (continued) 

Each court system should maintain safe and adequate 
physical facilities for court proceedings. - - - - - - 1 

Witnesses should be compensated for injuries, 
foregone earnings and transportation costs incurred as 
o. result of their involvement in criminal cases. - - - - - - - - 1 

Jurors should receive compensation for their services 
which includes per diem as well as reimbursement to for 
reasonable traveling and l.iving expenses incurred. - - - - - - - 1 

Each community should develop a range of services that 
provide diversivn alternatives for p~~ice and court 
referral. - - - '- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -1 

Juveniles should not be detained with adults nor should 
they be detained or placed in shelter care longer than 
overnight prior to judicial hearing. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 

For juveniles who ~ust be institutionalized it is im
portant that the environment approximate the community 
as closely as possible. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1 

11. Every criminal justice agency should establish written 
policy identifying validated job qualification ~riteria 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2' 3 

which allow for lateral entry. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

12. All political patronage should be eliminated in job selection. - 1 

13. Salaries should be competitive with comparable occupation 
groups in the private sector. - - - - - - - - - - - -

14. Every criminal justice agency should endeavor to fill 
vacancies with qualified candidates through aggressive 
recruiting efforts; this should include affirmative 

1 

2 3 

2 3 

action to recruit minorities and ex-offenders. - - - - - - 1 2 3 

15. All criminal justice programs should provide for 
pre-service training to orient new employees and 
provide a complement to the existing skill base. - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

16. In-service training to update nkills and education 
programs to enhance job performance should be continually 
available. - - - - - - -,- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

17. Regular training should be made availabl.e prior to 
apecialized assignment. - - - - - -- - _. - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

18: Status, compensation and promotion should be on the 
basis of validated criteria directly related ta the 
functions and goals of jobs. - - - - - - - - - - - -

19. Every criminal justice agency should provide career 
_~thB that allow personnel to progrees pr~fee~ly 

1 2 3 

to their fullest potential. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

20. Job classifications should be flexible enough to allow 
for advancement without moving into administrative 
positions. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

21. Each criminal justice agency should have formal 
procedures through which to relate to and negotiate 
with employees including mechanisms for the hearing and 
resolution 'of grievances. - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

22. City and county government should be informed of and 
establish policies that require and promote the use 
of techniques know to be effective in ~ducing the 
probability of the occurrence of specific crimes. - - - - - - - 1 2 3 

23. Formal procedures should be established to provide for 
communication between pertinent groups (e.g., police/citizens. 
especially those citizens in target high crime neighborhoods; 
police/city council and county government; police/buainesses) 
in identifying and preventing the probability of the 
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II. STANDARDS (continued) 

24. 

2S. 

Each criminal justice agency should have foma1 pro
cedures through which to relate to and negotiate with 
employees including mechanisms for the hearing and 
resolution of grievances. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 

Cit! and county government should be informed of and 
establish policies that require and' promote the use 
of techniques known to be effective in reducing the 
probability of the occurrence of specific crimes. - - - - - 1 2 

26. Formal procedures should be established to provide 
for communication between pertinent groups--e.g., 
Police/citizens (especially those citizens in tar
get high crime neighborhoods); Police/city council 
and county government; Po1ice/businesses~in iden
tifying and preventing the probability of the occur
rence of specific crimes. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

III. TECHNIQUES 

- - - 1 2 

3 

3 

3 

Moat occupations share in common the ability to perform certain skills. Which 
of the following skills should a local government official understand and use 
as a Criminal Justice decision maker? Please rate the importance of each tech
nique listed below using the following score: 

1- Local Government Officials should be able to understand and to use 
2D Local Government Officials should be able to Understand, but need 

not be able to use 
l- Non-essential for Local Government Officials 

Task Ratins 

1. Cost Benefit Analysis • • • • • • • • • • 1 2 3 

1 2 3 2. Clear' and Concise Writing Ability •• 

3. Crime Analysis ••••••••••• 

4. Effectiveness in Oral Communications. 

s. 
6~ 

7. 

8. 

Fault Tree Analysis • • • • • • 

Government Statistics (e. g., US Census) 

Interviewing Techniques 

Nominal Group Process • 

• • 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

• • 1 2 

• • 1 2 

1 2 

• • 1. 2 

Performance Evaluation Review Technique (PERT) •• 1 2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15: 

16. 

17. 

-18. 

Program Evalustion Techniques • • • • • • • • • • 1 2 

Program Planning and Budgeting System (PPBS) ••• 1 2 3 

Program Planning Techniques. 

Rational ~cision Making Techniques •••• 

Resourceo to Identify Program Alternatives • 

Small Group Process. • • • • • • • • • • • 

Social Survey • • • • • 

Statistic Techniques. 

Techniques to Select Among Alternatives 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

• • 1 2 3 

• 1 2 3 

• 1 2 3 
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IV. LEGISl~TION 

In the past, Congress/State Legislatures prepared several items of 
related to Criminal Justice. Which of the follOWing are essential 
:ocal 80vernment officials to know? Please rate the importance of 
below USinS the follOWing score: 

1- Essential 
~ Helpful, but not essential 
3- Not essential, nor helpful 

legislatioo 
for all 
each ite. 

----------__ ~~~t~e~m~ _______________________________ ~R~a~ti~n~8a_ ____ __ 

1. Child Abuse Act . ......... . 
2. County Department of Corrections Act. 

3. County Ordinances . ..... 
4. Federal Equal Employment Laws 

S. Hatch Act • • 

6. Highway Safety Act. 

7. Illinois Corrections Code 

8. Illinois Criminal Code. • 

9. Illinois uniform Crime Reporting Program Act. 

10. 

ll. 

Illinois Revised Statutes 

Illinois Vehicle Code • • , . 

• 1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

• 1 2 3 

! 2 3· 

1 2 3 

• 1 2 J 

1 2 3 

• 1 2 3 

1 2 3 

12. Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. • • • • • •• 1 2 3 

13. Juvenile Court Act • 1 2 3 

14. Municipal Ordinances • I 2 3 

15. Omnibus Crime Control Act. • • 1 2 3 

16. Police Training Act. • • • • • • • • • • • • •• l' 2 3 

V. YOUR PERSONAL OPINIONS 

1. Should an elected local government official be expected to attend at 
. least one national criminal justice conference each year? 

( ) No 

( ) Yes 

If ~, which conferences do you suggest? (please cite full name of conferences) __ ~ ______________________________________________ _ 

-
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V. YOUR PERSONAL OPINIONS cont'd. 

2. Should a local government official be expected to read at least one 
book/professional journal per year pertaining to criminal justice? 

( No 

( ) Yes 

If I!!.. wh;lch books do you suggest? 

Author title 

3. Should an elected local government official with specific responsibilities 
or duties in criminal justice (e.g., police and fire commtssion, jail 
committee) be required at least one national criminal justice conference 
each year? 

4. 

( ) liIo 

( ) Yes 

Please check the three most important sources of criminal justice information 
for local govern~fficials. Place a one (1) before the most important, 
a two (2) before the second most important, and a three (3) before the third 
!lOst important. 

Criminal Justice Planners 

College/University Professors 

Administrators of Criminal Justice Agencies 

Employees of Criminal Justice Agencies 

For.er employees of Criminal Justice Agencies 

Citizens 

State Criminal Justice Officials 

VI. INFORMATION ABOUT YOURSELF 

1. Highest Education Attained: 

( ) Grade school graduation (ith grade or less) 

( ) Some High School, but did not graduate 

( ) Hiah S~ool graduate (12th grade) 

( ) Some college, but have not completed Bachelor's degree 

( ) College graduate with a Bachelor's degree 

( ) Some work toward Master's degree 

( ) Mas,ter's degree completed 

( ) Some work beyond Master's degree 

( ) Ph.D., Ed.D. (earned doctorate) 
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VI. INPORMATION ABOUT YOURSELF cont'd. 

2. Your Age: 

30 ~ove yo~ ever been elected to a position in local government (i •••• 
Municipal. County, or Township)? 

( ) No 

( ) Yes 

If ye,s. in what County?, ___ ~ ________________ _ 

How long did you serve? __________ ~ _________ _ 

What position? _____________ -:-________ _ 

4. Have you ~ver served as a City/County Manager? 

( ) llo 

( ) Yes 

S. Have you ever served as an appointed member of a local government colllllittee 
(e.g •• Police and Pi • Commission. Jail Committee) that exercised SOllie con
trol over the functioning of one criminal justice system? 

( ) No 

( ) Yes 

If I!!. in what capacity? ______________________ _ 

6. Your present job title: 
BE SPECIFIC 

7. Sex: ) Male ( ) Female 

8. Rave you ever served as a full-time employee of the criminal justice 
system? 

( ) No 

( ) Yes 

If yes. in what capacity? ______________________________________ _ 

Row'many yeara? __________________________________________ , ____ __ 

VII. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

1n preparation of this survey. we have identified certain broad areas of 
criminal justice knowledge by which to examine local government officials' 
expertise (i.e., the areas of concepts, legislation, techniques and stan
dards). Do you care to comment on this thrust. in particular--agree, dis
agree or add your own choice areas? 
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APPENDIX B: NOMINAL GROUP PROCESS 

The Technique 

Nominal Group Process is a technique for structuring small group inter
action that facilitates effective idea generation. A nominal group, so 
called because it is an aggregate of individuals collaborating in the pres
ence of one. et.other to attain a conunon goal but who do not engage in spon
taneous verba! interaction, is contrasted with a verbally interacting group. 

The technique is designed to minimize the factors that often inhibit 
effective group performance. Applied to a group of experts, some of these 
inhibiting factors might include the influence of: prevailing schools of 
thDught; especially high status, prestige or seniority in the field; 
dominating personalities; and highly articulate or loquacious members. By 
equalizing the opportunity to propose, seek clarification and evaluate ideas 
across members, the Nominal Group Process controls for these factors and 
reduces the disadvantages typical of group discussion e.g., the holding back 
of ideas and the fear vf asking for more data. 

The technique sets forth an agenda of activities the outcome of which 
is the plurality of group opinion reached by pooling individual votes. A 
question is announced and then a period of silent, nominal activity centered 
on generating ideas in writing takes place. Each member of the grolJP lists 
as many key words or short phrases in answer to the question as the time 
allotted permits. A recorded round-robin sharing of the items listed then 
occurs. Each person in turn names the first item on his list and :tt is 
recorded by a table assistant on a flip-chart. Proceeding around the group 
again, each person introduces the second item on his list and so on until 
everyone's list has been exhausted. A period of open-group discussion aimed 
at clarifying the items then takes place. Each member of the group has an 
opportunity to ask others to clarify the. items they proposed and to explain 
or defend his own. Following the discussion a prelimim'try nominal vote 
occurs to reduce the list to priority items. Each person chooses five items 
he considers to be priorities and lists them singly on cards. The cards are 
collected, the votes tabulated and the results fedback. as a new list is made 
containing the items that received votes. A second discussion period is 
then stipulated for further cl.arifying the items now des:Lgnated priorities. 
Another silent vote concludes the group process. Each p(~rson is furnished a 
form and asked to select from the list of priorities those five he now 
judges most important and to rate them in order of importance by assigning 
at his own discretion a relative numerical value to each item along a scale. 
The votes are tabulated and th~ results reported to the group. 

The output of the nominal process is a group level conceptual set in 
relation to the problem posed, :arrived at by pooling an.d ,evaluating 
individual ideas. The technique prescribes a pattern of part::.cipati.on that 
reduces thb effects of the presence of power and status and commits everyone 
to the orderly and free disclosure of ideas. 
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The development of this technique, by Andrew Van de Ven and Andre 
Delbecq of the Graduate School of Business at the University of Wisconsin, 
was based upon research in the field of social psychology. The research 
indicated that the nominal procedure was superior to conventional brain
storming groups in generating higher quality and quantity of information 
relevant. to problem dimensions.* The technique was designed to meet plan
ning situations where groups dissimilar in expertise, interests, and 
socialization experiences need to be brought into the decision making 
process. By structuring the character of participation, it was to provide 
a mechanism for interfacing experts and non-experts, for example, or 
academics and practitioners, for another. 
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Among the technique's other benefits are: it acconunodates fifteen to 
twenty participants without the impaired performance that number would in
volve in a conventional discussion group; it avoids group fixation on just 
a few problelil dimensions by balancing participation and in that way produces 
qualitative richness; and it is an expeditious method for gathering data. 
It also supplies the legitimating base for the development of a survey 
instrument by involving experts in the identification of items.** Nominal 

Group Process was used in this study principally for this rea$on. 

Use of the T~igue 

Nominal Group Process was used as the format for the morning ses8ion of 
a one-day workshop attended 1:.y experts in the field of criminal justice who 
were familiar with Illinois legislation and government. Those participating 
also included individuals experienced in the field but of whom it could not 
be said they ~ere experts. 

The sequence of activities just described was followed, as was the small 
group setting. The sixteen participants were assigned to three tables in 
such a way that the m~mbers of each group represented diverse profassi~ns. 
Seated together at one table, for example, were a social worker, a pol~ce 
chief, a state corrections administrator and a university professor, among 
others. Each group had a table assistant to guide it through the exercise. 

A brief presentation of the technique and its rules was made to the 
group as a whole. The question, "What do local government officials ne~~ 
to know in order to make sound decisions about criminal justice matters. 
was announced as the task for the session. The study's objectives.w:r: 
spelled out so that the participants realized how their task - del~m~t~ng 
the body of knowledge to those facets local government decision makers 
need to know _ fitted in with the broader research requirements. It was 
made clear that "local government officials" referred to elected and 
appointed, municipal and county officials such as mayors, city managers, 

*For further information on the effectiveness of nominal versus inter
acting group proc.esses see: Andrew Van de Ven and Andre L. Delbecq, "Nominal 
Versus Interacting Group Processes for Committee Decision-Making Effective
ness," Academy of Hanagement Journal, (June, 1971). 

**For a discussion of the benefits of Nominal Group Process see: Andrew 
L. Delbecq and Andrew H. Van de Ven, "A Group Process Model for Problem 
Identification and Program Planning," Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 
(September, 1971). 

-----



county board chairmen and members, village presidents and trustees, alder
men, and commissioners. Questions were fielded at this time to ensure 
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that eve'ryone had a full and equivalent understanding of the task. Exem- , 
plary items were not provided, however, to avoid directing the participants' 
thinking. 

With the session's question printed before them, the panelists were 
asked to spend fifteen minutes silently listing the ideas it prompted. 
This was followed by the round-robin presentation of items. 

Although the participants were not to interact with one another during 
the proposal of items, the table assistant's role drew him into interaction 
on a one-to-one basis. When as an item was being proposed it required 
further abbreviation for purpqses of its listing, the assistant asked the 
author to put the idea in three or four words or the two negotiated a fair 
paraphrase. It was up to the assistari'c to notice a two-or threefold item 
and to advise the author that its elements would be enumerated separately. 
If an item duplicated exactly one proposed earlier its author was asked to 
introduce the next item on his list. An item that overlapped, but did not 
coincide completely, with another was retained. Related items were not 
consolidated in order to maximize the number and specificity of items. 

The discussion period that followed the round-robin activity was 
audiotape-recorded in order to have a verbatim record of the clarifications 
offered. This was desired because those items selected as most important 
by the experts were to be reflected in the later interview guide. 

TIle purpose of the discussion was to seek clarification of complex 
or ambiguous items so that in the subsequent voting everyone was clear 
as to the sense of an item and what it encompassed. Participants were 
discouraged from commenting at length on the rationale behind one or more 
of their itfams because of the time constraint. The discussion took the 
course of a person naming an item on the list he wanted clarified. The 
author of that item would then typically identify the operational or key 
word in it, ~he assumption underly,ing the item, what dimensions were 
subsumed under it, what it was intended to emphasize, with what other 
items it overlapped, and provide examples of the item. 

The preliminary voting then took place with the participants choosing 
five priorities from the list of about forty items their group had 
generated. These were the items they judged most important for the target 
group i.e., local government officials to know. They did not rate their 
choices at this point but simply voted for five. The votes were pooled 
and tallied and a new list made. 

In the second tape-recorded discussion, the participants repeated the 
clarifying procedure with the new list to obtain further data before voting 
again. They considered whether there were any items on the first list that 
received no vote but should be included in the priority list. New items 
arising from the discussion and regarded as priorities by the group were 
added. Table assistants participated in this discussion by asking for 
clarification of items that had not yet been defined in order to complete 
the study's record of what the items meant to the experts. 

The final activity was the selection from some twenty priorities those 
five items then judged most important and their numerical rating in order 
of importance on a form supplied. As his group adjourned the table 
assistant summed the ratings. He recorded a score of 5 beside the items 

--_._-----

1) 

:i 
j 

.., II 
~ 

.; 
2 

i 
!l 
~ 

I 
.1 !! 

'\ J 
'i il 
J 

r: ., 
r) ;'[ 
!j 

11 

assigned the highest rating, a 4 beside those rated next highly, and so 
on, recording a I beside the items rated lowest. The scores for each item 
were added; the sum compared with that of the other items; and a new list 
was made of the top five items in rank order. 
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The panelists met as a large group in the afternoon for two round-table 
discussi,ons. The first discussion dealt again with the research problem of 
what information local government officials need to know. (The second 
discussion took up the training problem of what delivery modes to use.) 

Brief reports were given on the results of each group's activities. 
The reports told how luany items were originally proposed in each group, to 
what extent that number had been reduced by the preliminary vote, and 
presented the items rated most important. 

The discussion moved from item to item through the three lists. The 
person who had authored an item presented his clarification of it and then 
questions or comments at large were considered. When all of the items had 
been discussed, the question of whether there were any gaps remaining was 
put to the group. 

Each of the panelists was then g:i.ven a copy of the list of seventeen 
items and asked to rank them in order of importance, 1 being of most 
importance, 17 of least importance. Afterwards, the various rankings 
given each item were summed and the mean rank computed. The means were 
compared and the item with the lowest mean was placed at the top of the new 
and final list. The other items were listed below it in mean rank order. 
Finally, the results were conveyed to the group. (See Section III, pages 
40-43.) 

--~ 
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APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW GUIlJE 

~--,---.~--- .--~----- -,-------- --r-:=;--=--:';;:'-:":-=':-:":--:":-::";--::.::-::::---:,:.-.--------------. 

INTRODUCTION 

RESPONOENT NAME _________ _ 

I.D.n __________ ~~~--------------
(78-80) 

CITY / COUNTY ---------,r:;-~-----
U-2) 

POPULA TrON ______ ---,,... ______ _ 
(3) 

TITLE: 
(4) 

1) CHIEF lIDl-maSTRATOR 
2) CRININAL JUSTICE COl1l'UTTgE 
3) OTHER 

typE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
(5) -------

11 
\1 
Ii 

:1 
I) 
II 

i 

ii 
I~ 

~ 
I) 
' .. 
,., 
'I 
I' :1 

l 
:1 

; 
'l 

i 

My name is I am employed as a Research Ass:lstant by Sangamon 
State Univerl1ity. As it may hav-e been expJ.~ined to you when this.appointment was ar ran£cc1,.i 
Sangamon State University has received a grant to fund its Criminal Justice Almreness proj(',[ 
The basic purpose of the project is to improve cr:lminal justice planning at the local 
level. We are attempting to determine the information needs of local government officials 
such as yourself. Based upon the input from you and other local government officials we :1 
will attempt to determine the best method to supply the information needs, We appreciat~ ( 
your willingness to participate in this interview. 

Before we start, let me explain that throughout the interview we will be referring to the 
term Criminal Justice System. By that we mea~ all those agencies and services operating 
under police, cO!Jrts, anti (.orrections. 

Now, I would like to ask a few questions about yourself. 

1. 
(6) 

How long have you lived in t'he State of Illinois? 

LESS THAN 5 YEARS - - - - - - - - 1-
5 - 10 YEARS - - - - - - - - - - 2. 
11 - 15 YEARS 3. 
16 20 YEAY,S - - - - 4. 
21 - 25 YEARS 5. 
26 - 30 YEARS - - - - 6. 
OVER 30 YEARS - - - - - .- 7. 

2. How long have you lived in- _______ _ 
(7) 

3. What is your age? 
(8) 

(CITY/COUNTY) 

LESS THAN 5 YEARS - - - - - - - - 1. 
5 - 10 YEARS - - - - - - - - - - 2. 
11 15 YEARS - - - - 3. 
16 20 YEARS - - - - - - - - 4. 
21 - 25 YEARS - - - - - 5. 
26 - 30 YEARS 6. 
OVER 30 YEARS - - - - - 7. 

(years) 

UNDER 20 YEARS OF AGE - - - - - 1. 
20 - 29 - - - - - - 2. 
30 - 39 - - - - 3. 
40 - 49 4. 
50 - 59 :.. -- 5. 
60 - 69 - . - - - - 6. 
OVER 70 - - - - - - 7 • 

. NO RESPONSE - - - - - - - - - - 8. 
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(11) 
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4. What is the highest grade or level in school that you completed? 

(9) 
4A. Have you completed any courses of instruction beyond ______ ~--~------, __ ~-----? 

(ITEM) 

GRADE SCHOOL GRADUATION (8TH GRADE OR LESS) 1. (SKIP TO Q6) 

SOMi-: HIGH SCHOOL BUT NOT GRADUATION - - 2. (SKIP TO Q6)' 

HI{;U SCHOOL GRADUATE (12TJl GRADE/GED) 3. (SKIP TO Q6) 

SOME COLLEGE, BUT DID NOT CO~~LETE BACHELOR'S DEGREE - - - - - 4. (SKIP TO Q5) 

COLLEGE GRADUATION WITH A BACHELOR'S DEGREE - - - - ~ - - - - - 5. (SKIP TO Q4B) 

so~m WORK TOWARD A GRADUATE DEGREE - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 6. (SKIP TO Q4B) 

GRADUATE DEGR~E COr~LETED - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 7. (SKIP TO Q4B) 

4B. For each Degree that you have earned, what wa~ the degree, your major and minor? 

.. 

5. 
(10) 

DEGREE MAJOR MINOR 

Examole: B.S. Mathematics Sociolop,y 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Have YOIl ever taken <lny colleee coursef; rl:J.rectly T!'latpn t:o CrimiunJ. olust:l.ce ~uch <'s 
Criminology, Police Science,' Administration of Justice, Social-:;1usticc, .Corrections, 
Penology, Juvenile Delinquency, or Law? 

NO - -.- - - - - - 1. 
YES - - - - 2. 
UNCERTAIN - 3. 
OTHER _____ 4. 

What is your tit~e in local government? 
(specify) 

6A. As a local government official, are you a membor of a Criminal Justice Comnlittee 
(12) such as Jail Committee, Sheriff's Committee, Police and Fire Co~nission, Civil 

Defense, Judicial Committee, or Courts Committee? 

NO - - - - - - - 1: (SKIP TO Q6B) 
YES - - - - - - - 2. 
NA - - - - - - - - 3. 

:!, 

~, what is the name of the conunittee? ____________________ _ 

6B. As a local government official, do you have any administrative staff assigned to 
(13) you personally? 

NO - - - - - - - - 1. (SKIP TO Q7) 
YES - - - - - - - 2. -~ 

If yes, how many? 



7. 
(14) 

8. 
5-16) 

9. 
(17) 

10. 
~18) 

Are you employed full time as a local government official? 

NO - - - - - - - - 1. 
YES - - - - - - - 2. (SKIP TO Q9) 

(IF RESPONDENT VOLUNTEERS SECOND OCCUPATION, CON1'LEn: Q8) 
OCClJPATION: 

What is your occupation? 

What i5 your pr.esent job title? 

Who is your employer? 

What are your main duties/tasks? 

How long have you been with this job? 
(YEARS) 

Have you ever served as a full-time employee of the Criminal Justice System, that 
is, Police, COllrts, Corrections? 

In what capacity? 

How many years? 

NO - - - - - -
YES - - - - - - -

1. 
2. 

(SKIP TO Qll) 

'l-

--~ 

i 
'I 

J 

:i 
f 

~ 
11. 

(19) 
In your capacity as a Local Government Official, have you ever attended any confcrencl} 
seminars, or workshops related to Criminal Justice? J 

12. 
(20-21) 

NO - - - - - - - - 1. (SKIP TO Q 13) 
YES - - - - 2. 

IF YOU DOUBT RESPONSE QUALIFIES AS WORKSHOP, NOTE RESPONSE IN l1ARGIN. 

What was the topic, ",ho sponsored it, and when ancI where was it held? 

TOPIC SPONSORED BY mIEN WHERE 

13. Have you ever visited any of the following facilities? 
(22-28) 

NO YES 

\ 

1 

LOCAl.? f\ 
a. A Police Station - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 

b. A Sheriff's Station - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 I 
" i 

-----~ ! 
------:j 

14. 
(29-36) 

c. A City Jailor lock up - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 

d. A County Jail - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 

e. A State Prison -, - 1 2 

f. A Federal Prison - 1 2 

g. A Juvenile Detention Facility - - - - - - - - - 1 2 

Have you ever observed in person any of the following processes? 

n. 
b. 
c. 

d. 

e. 
. f. 

g. 

h. 

An arrest other than traffic: 
A booking 
Rail setting 

Preliminary hearing 

Bench trial 
Jury trial 

Simeencing 
Parole Board hearing 

NO 
1 
j. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

YES 
2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

DON'T !<NOI? 
3 
3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 
3 
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15. Since o9SlIming your present office in 
(37-11) confer .~bout Crimjnal Justice matters 

local EDvernmcnt, h~v~ you had 
with someDne now ser.vine as a: 

NO YES 

occo:don to 

. ·7~·- 0' . 

16. 
(42) 

17. 
(13) 

lB. 
(44) 

19. 
(45) 

a. Lo~~t law enforcement officer 1 2 

h. Local prosecutor 1 

c. Local public d('fender 1 2 

d. Local Judge. 1 2 
. ';"--.. 

e. Local probation officer 1 2 

To aid Criminal Justice planning in the State of Illinois, the Illinois Law EnforcemC'nt 
Conunission has divided the State into regions. 'fuat region~j.s in? 

(CITY ICOUNTY) 

NAME h'UMBER 

DON'T !<Nm~ 

What is the name of the Criminal Justice planner who represents your local region1 

NAME DON'T KNOW 

Have you served as a member of a Regional C.riminal Justice Flanning ComIlIi ssion? 

NO - - - - - - - 1. (SKIP TO Q19) 
YES - - - - - - 2. 

IF YES, in what capacity did you serve? 

(SKIP TO Q20) 

Would you be willing to serve on a Regional Criminal Justice Planning.Commission? 

NO - - - - - - - 1. 
YES - - - - - - -2. 

20. In what J~dicial Circuit is ~~~~~~~ ____ located? 
(46) (CITY/COUNTY) 

DON'T KNOW 

Now, I would like to ask a few questions about your job in local government. 

21. What kinds of ~ does your job as a local government official involve? 
( 47-48) 

22. What kinds of ~ does your job as a loc.al government official involve? 
(49-50) 

23. As a local government official, \~hat kinds of Criminal Justice decisions do you 

(51-52) make? 

AFTER GIVING THE RESPONDENT ANPLE TIME TO PROVIDE TIm INFORHATION REQUESTED, f'AY: 

23". As a local government officin,l, do you engage in any of the following activili<1s 
(53-63) in relation to Criminal Justice mntters? 

a. Budget preparation 

b. Problem identification 

c. Goal setting 

d • Priority setting 

e. Project or program development 

NO 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

YES 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

DON'T !<NOH 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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_ .. -.... _- .. _----------- .... __ ....... _----_ .... -... _--..... -•... _ ... -
f. Long range planning 1 2 3 

g. Short range planning 1 2 3 

h. Project or program evaluation 1 3 

i. Personnel decisions 1 3 

j. Seeking grants 1 2 3 

k. Honitoring agencies, and programs 1 2 3 

~F RESPONDENT ANSWERS YES TO ITEMS f OR g ABOVE, SAY: 

23B. Do you use a planning model: 
(64) 

NO - - - - - - - - 1. (SKIP TO Q 24) 
YES - - - - - - - -2. 
DON'T KNOW - - - - 3. (SKIP TO Q 24) 

23C. Which planning model do you use? 

_ )NOTE: IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT MAKE ANY DECISIONS ABOUT CRININAL JUSTICE, PLEASE 
SKIP TO Q 51. 

24. When you are making criminal justice decisions, do you feel you always, usually, 
(2/1) seldom or never have the inforDlation you need to make sound decisions? 

ALWAYS - - - - - - 1. 
USUALLY - - - - - 2. 
SELDOH - - - - - - 3. 
NeVER - 4. 

25. What sp~cific publications, that is government publications, magazines, nc~sletters 
(2/2-3) or journals, if any, do you ~ consult in making decisions about Criminal JlJstice 

matters? 

25A. Have you heard of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stand~rds 
(2/4) and Goals? 

NO - - - - - ~ - - 1. (SKIP TO Q25C) 
r----· YES - - - - - - 2. .} 

25B. Have you read any of the documents or reports prepared by the National Advisory 
(2/5) Commission? 

NO - - - - 1. (SKIP TO Q 15C) ,r ---- YES - - - - - - - 2. 
\; 

IF YES, ASK THE RESPONDENT: Which documents have you read? 

25C. Have you heard of the National Institute of L31~ Enforcement? 

(2/6) 
NO - - - - - - - 1. (SKIP TO Q25E) 

J,r---YES - - - - - - 2. 

25D. Have you rend any of the reports or documents prepared by the National InsUtute 
(2/7) of Law Enforcement? 

---_.:-.. ..... ' .. ,-_. -
NO - - - - - - - i. 
YES - - - - - - 2. 
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25E. Have you h~ard of the National Criminal JlJutice Refer~nce Servjce? 

(2/8) NO - - -
...----yES 
.If 

- - - - 1. (SKIP 1'0 Q26) 
2 • 

25F. Do you make use of the serviens offered by the Referenqe Servjce? 

(2/9) NO - - - - - - - 1. 
YES - - - - 2. 
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26. What. specific agenciE,s at any level, if any, do you.llilli. consult in making decisions 
(E/10_11)about Criminal Justice matters? 

27. \mat specific persons presently employed by the Criminal Justice System, if any, 
(2/12-15jdo you ~ consult. in making decisions about Criminal Justice mattern? (NAME, TI1LE) 

, I 28. 'What specific persons, not presently employed by the Crim:l.nal Justice System, if any, 
, 1 i -k d i i b C iiI J ti matters? (NANE, TITLE) (2/11-15) do you.llQ£ consu, t n rna ing ec sons a out" r m na us ce 

29. In making budgetary decisions about Criminal Justice matters, what inforlllatjon ~ 
(2/16_17)nortnallyavailable? 

30. In making budgetary decisions about Criminal Justice matters, what information 
(2/18-ill) ~0.1~1.<!_;:o_u .1.il<_e to have in order to make sound decisions 7 

31. What documents would you use to obtain information concerning: 
(2/20-27) (REPEAT TIlE ABOVE INTRODUCTION FOR EACH ITEM BELOW) 

• -::.- :"iii.-;:" ~ 

a. Population trends in· ____ -;-::=:-;-::==~--_-·--·-? 
(CITY/COUNTY) 

b. Crime trends in ______________ ~~~~~~~------------? 
(CITY/COUNTY) 

c. Laws related to police trainin~? 

d. Potential funding sources for Criminal Justice Projects? 

e. Criminal Laws of the State? 

f. Criminal Justice planning in your region? 

g. Ordinances in _________ --~~~~~.~~------------? 
(CI'IT/COUN'IT) 

h. Innovntions within the Criminal Justice System? 

,', 



" . 

158 
.. -- ~-- -. . .. _-------_... .. .... -_. __ ......... , ..... .. 

32. What .. >'Culd you say are the millor problems of the Criminlll JU!ltice Systnm in 

(2/28-29) ? 
(CITY/COUNTY) 

33. If programs were developed to deal with the problems you have just identified, 
(2/30) would you partidpate in 'such programs? 

NO- -1. 
YES - - - - - -2. 

IF ANY CONVITIONS ARE MENTIONED, PLEASE NOTE. 

34. If you heard that a Criminal Justice matte!: was to come before your Board or 
(2/31) Council, and you were unfamiliar with the idea, are you always, usually, 

seldom or never able to get further information before going to the meeting? 

ALWAYS
USUALLY 
SELDOM-
NEVER -

- -1. 
-2. 
-3. 

- -4. 

35. What is the most connnon type of crime committed in ___ -:-:=-:-:-:""""==-----? 
(2/32) (CITY/COUNTY) 

36. 
(2/33) 

Comparing 1975 with 1974, would you say the number of crimes reported to have 
occurred within , increased, remained the same or 
decreased? (CITY/COUNTY) 

INCRF~SED- - - -
RE~IAINED THE SAME
DECREASED- - - - -
DON'T KNOH - - - -

-1. 
- -2. 

- - - -3. 
- -4. 

37. What methods or techniques wo'!ld you say the local criminal justice systc,m might 
(2/34-35) use to reduce crime in ? 

(CITY/COUNTY) 

{ 

U 

:1 
.J. 

. 38. Wh:ich of these methods or techn1.ques, if any, have been tried in ___ --,,--_---, __ ? 
(2/36-37) (CITY /COUNTY) 

39. 
(2/38) 

40. 

(2/39-40) 

Do you know whether any of these methods have been evaluated? 

liD - -
YES- -
DON'T KNOW 

Consider the following as a hypothetical case. 

- - -1. 
- -2. 

- - - - - -3. 

The local prosecutor comes to your Board or Council and reports he needs an 
additional staff member to administer a pretrial diversion program. 

What kinds of questions should a member ask before making a decision onthis 
request? 
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41. 
(2/tJl-42) 

In th:l.s case, whe', 'e should tl c B d C i1 1 159 ,. I' oar or ounc ook for funds tf) llleet th:!!! 
request? 

Here is another hypothetical case. 

The local police administrator comes to your Board or C(luncil and reports 
that the jail is in need of repair. He requests that $130,000 be allocated 
to repair and remodel the facility. 

. 42. Again, what kinds of questions should a member ask before making a decision 
(2/43-44)on this req'lest? 

43. In this case, where should tIte Board or Council look for funds to meet this 
(2/45-46) request? 

At this point, 1 would like to hand you a series of itecs that relate to decision
making. As you will see, each item presents an issue a County Board or City Council 
is d:ciding upon and, in each case, two differing views of the issue nre sketched. We 
are J.nterested in which view comes closest to th~ one you would take were you deciding 
the i.ssue. (llANO TIlE RESPONDENT TUE FIRST SHEET) Please read through this item. 
Then, 1 will ask whether you are like member A, like member D, or whether you are 
like neither. 

44. . THE COUlITY BOARD HNANCE CONMIT1'EE HAS RECOHMENDED THE BOARD DISCONTINUE ALL 
(2/47) FINANCIAL SUl:'PORT GIVEN THE YOUTH SER'IlCES BUREAU, VOLUNTEERS IN PROBATION AND 

OTHER COHMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAHS BECAUSE OF ALACK OF FUNDS. 

ACCORDING TO BOARD MEJoffiER A, A DECISION ON THE RECOMMENDATION SHOULD BE ~IADE 
RIGHT AHAY. HE FEELS THOSE PROGRAMS AFFECTED. SHOULD NOT BE LEFT lWlGING AS TO 
Wlfr~THER OR NOT CUTS WILL BE MADE SO THE.Y HAVE SUFFICIENT LEAD 'l'UIE TO DEVELOP 
ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF FUNDS. 

BOARD 11f:.'HBER B FEELS THE DECISION SHOULD BE DEFERRED UNTIL PUBLIC HEARINGS ON 
THE RECQ}U-1ENDATION ARE HELD AND CITIZENS HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE THEIR VIEWS 
l{NOWN TO TUE BOARD. HE VALUES CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN TltE DECISION MAKING 
fROCES!) BECAUSE AS HE SEES IT, BCTH TIlE BOARD AND CITlZRNS BENEFIT. WHILE 
CITIZENS LEARN TilE FULL FACTS AND lMPL.lCATIONS INVOLVED IN A DECIS1ON, TIlE BOARD 
IS ABLE TO TAKE A READING ON CITIZEN ATTITUDES AND EXPECTATIONS. . 

are you like member A1 
are rou like member B? 
are you like neither member A nor B? 
please explai.n: 

YES 

1 (SKIP TO Q45) 
2 (SKIP TO Q45) 
3 

Now let's look at another si.tuation. Please turn over tha sheet •. 

45. 
(2/48) 

'fliE CIT¥ COUNCIL IS }illETING ON THE TENTATIVE }ruNICIPAL nUDGET. IT PROPOSES POLICE
}1EN RECEIVE A TI!O-sn:p INCREASE WHILE FIREMEN WOULD RECEIVE NO RAISE IN PAY DURING 
TilE CQ}IING FISCAL YEAR. 

COUNClLNAN A REPORTS THE WIDE RANGE IN PROPOSED RAISES :E'OR CITY EMPLOYEES lIAS 
CAUSED UNREST. HE FEELS ALL }IUNICIPAL EHPLOYEES SHOULD BE 'fRF.ATED ALIKE: IF THE CITY 
SETTLES InTH ONE GROUP, THE O'fHI!.R GROUPS SHOULD RECEIVE NO LESS BUT NO HOltE EITm:R. 

COUNCIUIAN n .FEELS POLICEMEN ANI) FlRgMEN SHOULl) NOT AUTOMATICALLY RECEIVE IDENTICAL 
RAISES. III llELIEVES THE COUNCIL MUS1' LOOK AT ONE GROUP AT A TIME. TIlE PERFORMANCE 
AND l.'RODU(:'fl.VITY OF EACH GROUP 8HOI11D BE CONSIDERED, 1Il~ I,'gELS, AND ON 'fIIAT BASIS PAY 
INCREASJ-:S AWARDED ONLY THOSE DESERVING THEH. 

YES 

are you like councilman A? 1 
are you like councilman B? 2 
are you likc, neither councilman A nor B 3 

(SKIP TO Q46) 
(SKIP TO Q46) 

please expl.ain: __________________ _ 
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Now let's look at tmother situation. HAND TilE HESPONDENT TilE NEXT SHEET. 

46. 
{2/49} 

TilE DEPARTHEN'l' OF COI(RECTlONS }lAS STA'IED THAT OVEHCHOWDING IN TilE STAn:' S 
CORRgCTIONAL FACII,Il'IES IS IIECOMIlIG A CRITICAL PIWBLEH. AL'l'EHNA'flVES TO 
INSTlTUTIONALIZATION ARE BEING DEVELOPED TO Hm,l' ~OLVE 1'lIE PltOlILEH. A 
COHHUNITY-IlASlm COHRECTlONAL PROGRAl1 lIAS BEEN PROPOSED FOR YOU!{ COHl-lUNI'rY 
AS ONE ALTERNATIVE. YOUJ{ llOARD OR COUNrXL IS NOW CONSlDERING A HESOLUTlON 
'Iu SUPPORT 111E Pl..ACEMENT OF THE PROGHAM IN THE CO}l~:L1NIT'l. 

MEMBER A DOES NOT WANT A CONMUNITY-llASED CORRECl'lONAL P!WGRAM IN 'rilE COHHUNITY. 
HE FEELS IT VIlLL ULTUIATI':LY BECOME A FINANCIAL BURDEN ON THE C:OMHUNITY. MOHE-
OVER HE BELIEVES IT IS THE STATE'S RESPONSIBILITY TO PUNISH 01( RElIABILITAT£ 
THE CONtJICTEJ) FELON. IN ADDI'rlON HE PREDICTS HANY OF THE INMATES WHILE ON 
RELEASE WILL STAY IN TilE CQ}lHUNITY, CREATING PROBLEMS NOT ONLY FOR LOCAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT BUT FOR CITIZENS AS WELL Imo WANT A SAFE ENVIRONHENT '1'0 LIVE IN. 

~IEMBER B LOOKS FORWARD TO HAVING A Co}IHUNITY-BASED CORRECTIONAl. PROGRAH IN 
TIlE COHMUNITY SINCE IT GIVES THE COMHUNITY FAR MORE CONTROL OVER 1,'llAT IIAl'PENS 
TO llIE OFFENDER WHILE HE IS SERVING HIS SENTENCE. AFTER ALL, UB SAYS, TilE 
OFFENDER CAl'IE FROM THE AlU':.A TO BEGIN WITII AND WILl •. PROBABLY RETURN UPON RE
LEASE, SO TilE COHMUNITY SHOULD HAVE A SAY IN TilE CORRECTIONS EXPERIENCE H~: 

UNDERGOES. BESIDES, TAKING THE OFFENDER AWAY FROH HIS FAMILY AND 1111> COHI1UNlTY 
IS NOT REHABILITATIVE, HE FEELS. 

are you like member A? 
are you like member B? 
are you like neither member A nor B? 
please explain: 

YES 

1 (SKIP TO Q47) 
2 (SKIP TO Q47) 
3 

} 

J 

J 

) 

Now let's look at another situation. Please turn over the sheet. J 

47. THE COUNTY BOARD IS CONSIDERING WHETHER TO APPLY FOR STATE }'UNDS TO REMODEL TilE 
{2/50} SMALL COUNTY JAIL WHICH IS NOW OBSOLETE AND IN POOR REPAIR. 

BOARD H~mER A FEELS THE COUNTY SHOULD BUILD A NEW .TAIL TO SERVE TlIAT COUNTY'S 
NEEDS. HE PROPOSES THE LOCAL FACILITY INCLUDE A JUVENILE DETENl'IO~1 CENTER WHERE YOJ) 
Oflo'ENDEI{S CAN HE lIELD SEPARATELY FROM THE ADULT- POPULATION;' liE'S ANXIOUS THE \ 
FACILITY BE LOCATED NEAR THE COMMUNITIES FROM "''HICH THE MAJORey OF JUVlmIU;S COME 1 
so THAT, 1mILE DETAINED, THEY INTERACT WITH THOSE OF LIKE BACICGHOUNDS. , 

BOARD MEMBER B ALSO FEELS THE COUNTY SHOULD NOT INVEST FURTHER IN TilE EXIS1'lNG JAIL"l 
HOWEVER lIE IS OPPOSED TO BUILDING A LOCAL JAIL, FEELING TIlE COUNTY ALONE CANNOTj 
ADEQUATELY SUPPORT THE FACILITY. INSTEAD HE RECOHMEtlDS THE COUNTY COLLABORATL W!'J'U" 
TWO OR THREE ADJACENT COUNTIES AND BUILD ONE REGIONAL :FACILITY. TllAT WAY SUFFICIENT 
QUALIFIED STAFF AND AN ADEQUATE ARRAY OF PROGRAMS Alm SERVICES ARE ASSURED. 

are you like member A? 
are you like nll~mber B? 
are you like neither member A nor B? 
please explain: 

YES 

1 (SKIP TO Q48) 
2 (SKIP TO Q48) 
3 

} 
~ 
.\ 

l) 
.1 

Now let's look at another situation. HAND THE RESpm,DENT THE LAST SnEET. 
li 

48. 
(2/51) 

A CITIZENS GROUP WISlIES TO UNDERTAKE A VOLUNTEER EX-OFFENDERS EMPLOYMENT PROJECT. 
lllEY IIAVE ASKED THE COUNTY BOARD TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS 1'0 PAY THE SALARY OF 11lE 
PROJECT'S COORDINATOR. ANOTIII:R CITIZENS GROUP HAS MADH A SIHll.AR REQUr~ST. TI!l~Y 
WISH TO HIRE A COORDINATOR :FOR A PRETRIAL JUSTICE PROGRAH. HAVING FUNDS AVAlLAIILE 
FOR ONLY ONE OF THE TWO, 'J:HE BOARD IS DEBATING WHICH TO SUPPORT. 

;~ 

\l. 
!I 
if 

~ 
BOARD MEHBER A FAVORS THE PRETRIAL JUSTICE PROGRAl-l. HE FEELS TilE INEQUITIES OCCUR-I! 
RING nETWEEN ARREST AND TRIAL IIAVE UP TO NOW BEEN LARGELY OVERI.OOKED IlY LOCAl. Ii 
GOVERNHENT. A PHOGIW! TO INSURE TIIAT ALl. PERSONS AHRESTED IN T1IE COUNTY RECEIVE 
THEIR RIGIITS PERTAINING TO PHETRIAL REU:ASE, ACCESS TO EFFECTIVE COUNSEL AND A 1>1'r:I:j~ . 
TRIliL IS ESSENTIAL, HE BELIEVES. 1I 

U 
BOARD (romER Il FAVORS TilE EX-OFFENDERS EMPLOYMENT PROJECT. liE BEI.TEVES 'l'lJg HlnwmC:R. 
TION OF TilE EX-DFFEtlDER INTO Tilt: CmUo\UNITY IS IlEST ACIllEVED THROUGH illS FINIlTNG 
MEANINGFUL EHPLOYHENT. A l'1{OJEC'f OFFERlNG VOCA'l'lONAI, COlmSELING AND HEI.1' IN ,~ 
LOCA1'ING JOB Ol'POR'fUN1'rIES WARRANTS, HE FEELS. TilE BOARD I S FULL SlIPl'OR1·. 

" 

J 

I 
( 

J 

il 
'I 
'r 

are you like m('lnbcr A? 
are you lik,' lh:trnbl.!r B? 
are you like neither member A nor B? 

,please explain: 

161 
YES 

I (SKIP 1'0 Q!,g) 
2 (SKIP TO Q',!!) 
3 

Now let's look at olle final situat:l.on. Please turn over the sheet. 

49. 
{2/52} 

TilE SHERIFF lIAS ASKED TIiE COUNTY BOARD TO EXTEND ITS Sll'PORT OF THE TRIAl, CITIZENS 
CRIMr: PREVENTION PROG1W·! FOR AN ADDITIONAL PERIOD. AN IN-HOUSE EVALUATION DONE lIY 
TilE SHERIFF'S DEPARTIIEN'£ REPORTED WillY CITIZE~S HAD UPGRADED PROTECTIVE DEVICES IN 
THEIR HOHES AND BUSINESSES. IlUT WHILE ADDED ARRESTS WERE MADE THROUGH TilE PROGRAM 
IN ITS FIRST FEW WEEKS, THE ARREST RATE :FOR CRHIES AGAINST PROPI.;RTY UNEXPEctEDLY 
TAPERED OFF THEREAFTER. 

1l0ARD }IE1·ffiER A FEELS TIIAT BEFORE THE PROGRAM IS RENEWED A SYSThMATIC STUDY OF W1IAT 
l"ACTORS }t.l,Y HAVE CAUSED THE ARREST RATE TO GODOWN WHEN' IT WAS FULLY EXPECTED TO GO 
UP SHOULD BE DONE. 1'£ SIIOULD BE DETERMINED, JiE FEELS, WIIETHER TilE POLICE HAD LET 
UP, CITHENS WERE SO ALERTED THlnR HOHES A."Ill nUSINESSES WERE IHPENETRAIlLE, OR 
WIIETHER WOULD-BF. 1l1lRGl.ARS, AWARE OF TIlE ALEI{T, WEllli RELUCTANT TO PLY THElll TRAIlE. 
~IE SUGGESTS THE COUNTY CONTRACT IHTH THE 1,0CAL UNIVERSITY t S RESEARCH BUREAU TO CARRY 
OUT SUCH A STUDY AND REPORT ITS FINDINGS. 

BOARD ~IEMBER B BELIEVES CITIZENS CRIME PREVENTION MUST NOT BE LOOKED UPON AS A 
ONE-SIIOT EXPERllffiNT. TO IlE EFFECTIVE lIE FEELS 11' MUST BE SPONSOllliD ON A CONi'INUING 
BASIS. HE CAUTlONS THAT ANY INTERRUPTION OF THE PROGRAl1 IN ORDER TO STUDY ITS 
IMPACT TO DATE WILL LIKELY RESULT IN ITS :BEING FORGOTTEN BY 'rilE COHMUNITY. 

are you like member A? 
are you like member B? 
are you like neither member A nor B? 
please explain: 

YES 

1 (SKIP TO Q50) 
2 (SKIP TO Q50) 
3 

START HERE 

In the past, Congress and State Legislatures have prepared several items of legislation 
;:elated to Criminal Justice. 

50. Do the following items establish standards that are legally binding on local 
{2/53-66} Criminal Justice operations? (REPEAT AS NECESSARY) -

YES NO DON'T KNOW 

a. I1li~ois Corrections Code 1 2 3 

b. County Corrections Act 1 2 3 

c. Police Training Act 1 2 3 

d. Federal Hatch Act 1 2 3 

e. Intergovernment Cooperation Act 1 2 3 

f. National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals 1 2 3 

g. Child Abuse Act 1 2 3 

h. Juvenile Court Act 1 2 3 

i. ~edcral Equal Employment Lawfj 1 2 3 

j. Omnibus Crime Control Act 1 2 3 

k. Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting Pr05ram Act 1 2 3 

1. County Ordinances I 2 3 

m. Taft-Hartley Act :- I 2 3 

n. Harrison.4ct 
-;!.. -.. ---~: 3 "'-'-- , .. _- --~ .. 

" 



~ STMT HERE n SKIPPING FR0l1 Q23 . 
51. In relation to Criminal JURtl~c rn~Lter5, how do you see your role as a local 

(65-66) governwent offit:ial? (GET SI'I'C!FlC;S) 

52. Intcrgovernment coopera tion is hecoming an incr£!asi.nglY com~on approach t~ 
(67-68) crilanal justice operations. IHtll this in mind, we: would ll.ke to kno ... ~nC1er what 

circumstances you would rccomm.md collaborating with nei~hboring ~OUlWUnl.liC!$ on 
multi-jurisdictional Criminal Justice programn, projects or facill.ties7 

, 53. 
(69) 

Would you gay that you are very satisified, sOlllewhat satisfied, somewhat 
diss.,.tisfied, or very dissatisfied ~lith the quality (Jf Criminal Justice services 
ave.ilable to persons living in 1 

(CITY/COUNTY) 

VERY SATISFIED--------------·-------l. 
SOMEWHAT SA1'ISIFED---·--------·------2. 
SQ}1F:h'lIAT DIS SATISFIF.D-------,-------3. 
VERY DISSATISFIED------------------4. 
DON'T KNOW---------,-----------·-----5. 

54. In relation to Criminal Justice matters at 'the local government level, what 
('10-71) would you ,.ay arc the principal j,nformation needs of 10cl11 government officials? 

55. \orl1at wethods for supplyir.g this information ,~ou1d you rE'cnmmencl? 
(72-73) 

Thank you very much for your time and help. If anyone of us at Sangamon State 
University can assist you or your local government, please consult us. During 
the next few days, one of my supervisors may contact you for further information: 

Fill out the following itams immediately after the interview: 

56. Sex of respondent 
(74) 

57. 
(75) 

58. 
(2/68) 

59. 
(2/69) 

1. ~1ale 
2. Female 

Race of respondent 

1. White 
2. Nonwhite 

HOw would you describe the respondent's attitude toward the interview? 

1. Friendly and eager 
2. Cooperative but not eager 
3. Indifferent or bored ' 
4. Hostile 
5. Other: 

Did the respondent's understanding of the questions appear to be: 

1. Good 
2. Fair 
3. Poor 

.( 
il 
:{ 

,1 
\1 

1 
:\ 
:j 

q 
~ 

r 
~ 

1 I 1 

60. 
(2/70-72) 

Length of time for interview: Starting time _______ Ending time __ _ ~ 
Place conducted: 

Interviewer: 

Date: '. ~ 

I 

i r 
\ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
ij I 

I 
n 
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APPENDIX D: SCALES EMPLOYED IN INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Facilities Familiarity Index (FFI) 

The Facilities Familiarity Index reflected the amount of exposure to the 
facilities of the criminal justice system. The range for this scale was seven 
(total exposure to system facilities) to zero (no exposure to system facilities). 
One point was given for each facility visited. The facilities were: a police 
station, a sheriff's station, a city jailor lock-up, a county jail, a state 
prison, a fedexal prison, and a juvenile detention facility. 

Local Facilities Familiarity Index (LFFI) 

The Local Facilities Familiarity Index reflected the amount of exposure 
to the facilities of the local criminal justice system. The range for this 
scale was five (total exposure) to zero (no exposure). One point was given 
a respondent for having visited a facility affiliated with his local government 
unit. The facilities were: a police station, a sheriff's station, a city 
jailor lock-up, a county jail, and a juvenile detention facility. 

Observation Index (01) 

The ObserJation Index reflected the number of processes or procedures of 
the criminal justice system a ~espondent had observed in person. The 
processes were: an arrest other than traffic, booking, bail setting, preliminary 
hearing, bench trial, jury trial, sentencing, and parole board hearing. The 
scoring was accomplished by assigning one (1) point to each process observed 
and zero (0) points for not having observed the process. The range of the 
index was eight (8) (witnessed all criminal justice processes) to zero (0) 
(witnessed none of the processes). 

Contact Index (CI) 

The Contact Index reflected the degree of the respondent's contact with 
persons now e~ployed by the local criminal justice system. The respondents 
were asked, "Since assuming your present office in local government, have you 
had occasion to confer about Criminal Justice matters with someone now serving 
as a ?" The positions were: local law enforcement officer-::L'ocal 
prosecutor, local public defender, local judge, and local probation officer. 
The scoring was accomplished by assigning one point to each contact and zero 
points for no contact. TIle range of the scale was five (conferred with 
persons in all parts of the system) to zero (did not confer with any member3 
of the system). 

Local System Familiarity Index (LSFI) 

This Index reflected the amount of familiarity with local criminal 
justice planning units and judicial circuits. One point was assigned for each 
correct response to the following questions: 

1) "To aid Criminal Justice planning in the State of Illinois, the 
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Illinois Law Enforcement Commission has divided the State into regions. 
What region is in? 

city/county 

2) What is the name of the Criminal Justice planner who represents your 
local region? 

3) In what judicial circuit is located?" ----,----
city/county 

The range of the LSFI was from three (3) to zero (0). The magnitude of the 
score reflects the number of correct responses to the above mentioned questions. 

Reference Services Index (RSI) 

The Knowledge of Reference Services Index reflects the amount of 
familiarity with the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, the National Institute of Law Enforcement, and the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service. One point was assigned if the respondent 
indicated he had heard of the service. The range of the scale was three (3) 
(familiar with all three reference services) to zero (0) (familiar with none 
of the three reference services). 

Publications Index (PI) 

The Publications Index reflected the respondent's knowledge of pUblica
tions useful in criminal justice decision making. Respondents were asked what 
documents they would use to obtain information concerning: a) population 
trends in their jurisdiction; b) crime trends in their jurisdiction; c) laws 
related to police training; d) potential funding sources for criminal justice 
projects; e) criminal laws of the state; f) criminal justj.ce planning in 
their region; g) local· ordinances; and h) innovations within the criminal 
justice system. The scoring assigned one point for mentioning one correct 
publication in response to each of the above. The range of the scale was 
eight (8) to zero (0). 

Crime Index (eI) 

The Crime Index was designed to reflect the respondent's knowledge of 
local crime trends. The index contained two questions. The scoring was 
accomplished by assigning one point to each correct response and zero points 
to each incorrect response. TIle scale ranged from two (2) to zero (0). The 
questions were: 

1) "What is the most common type of crime committed in ___ .,---___ ? 
city/county 

2) Comparing 1975 with 1974, would you say the number of crimes reported 
to have occurred within increased, remained the same, or 
decreased?" city/county 
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Legal Knowledge Index (LKI) 

This scale reflected the respondent's knowledge of which laws establish 
standards that are legally binding on local criminal justice operations. The 
scoring was accomplished by assigning one point for each correct answer and 
zero points for each incorrect answer. The range of the index was fourteen 
(14) to zero (0). The items composing the index were: 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 

Illinois Corrections Code 
County Corrections Act 
Police Training Act 
Federal Hatch Act 
Intergovernment Cooperation Act 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
Child Abuse Act 
Juvenile Court Act 
Federal Equal Employment Laws 
Omnibus Crime Control Act 
Illinois Uniform Crime Reporting Program Act 
County Ordinances 
Taft-Hartley Act 
Harrison Act 
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APPENDIX E: STATISTICS USED IN THE STUDY 

Statistical analysis of the data involved the difference-between-two-means 
test, analysis of variance (ANOVA), product-moment correlation and Chi square. 
The following paragraphs describe their use. 

"Difference-between-two-mesns" refers to a series of techniques which 
allo\J the statistician to d~termine whether or not the difference between 
Xl (mean of group one) and X2 (mean of group two) is statistically significant. 
Usually a "t" or "F" test is used to test the null hypothesis that the means 
are alike.* 

ANOVA is an extension of the "t" test. It allows the simultaneous comparison 
of multiple means in order to decide whether some statistical relation exists 
between the experimental and the dependent variables. A one-way analysis of 
variance (i.e., comparison of sample groups differing systematically in only one 
way) was employed in this study. The null hypothesis tested is: 

Ho: ? I = JA a. • • • ~< J 

If the null hypothesis is rejected, one can conclude the population means differ 
significantly.** 

The values of the correlation coefficient lie between +1.00, denoting perfect 
positive correlation (i.e., if there is an incr'easeor decrease in one variable, 
there will be a corresponding increase or decrease in the other variable) and 
-1.00, denoting perfect negative correlation (i.e., if there is an increase or 
decrease in one variable, there will be an in,Terse decrease or increase in the 
other variable). A correlation coefficient of zero (0) indicates no re1ation
ship,between the variables. Finding a non-zero correlation coefficient between 
two variables does not necessarily mean that the relationship is significant. 
Using a form of the "t" test, the significance of a particular correlation co
efficient can be determined. 

Chi square is a common non-parametric statistical technique. It may be used 
as a goodness-of-fit test but it is also employed as a test of significance. In 
this study, it was used in the latter capacity. Two or more empirical distribu
tions were compared by formulating a null hypothesis that the distributions are 
homogeneous (alike). The Chi square statistic measures the difference between 
the observed frequencies and those expected under the null hypothesis. As these 
differences increase, the value of Chi square increases and the null hypothesis 
becomes less tenable. 

*Researchers commonly employ two types of hypotheses. The hypotheses stated 
in Section I of this report could be called research hypotheses. Often based upon 
a theory and extensive search of the literature. research hypotheses are formula
tions usually about a relationship between two or more variables. The researcher 
usually constructs a statistical hypothesis in addition to enable him to evaluate 
his research hypothesis. Most statistical hypotheses are stated in the null form 
(i.e., statements of no relationship among variables or no difference between them). 

**Wi11iam L. Hays, Statistics (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 
1963), p. 356ff. 
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