 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
Judicial Attitudes and Role Orientations of Illinois Trial Court Judges
Suzanne L. Borland
Assistant Professor of Legal Studies
University of Illinois Springfield

Barbara Hayler
Professor Emerita of Criminal Justice
University of Illinois Springfield

Paper Prepared for the 2013 Annual Meeting of the

Western Political Science Association
March 28-30, 2013

Despite the importance of the judicial branch in making and enforcing law and public policy, most scholarly research still focuses on a small number of courts and judges: the United States Supreme Court, some federal appellate courts and, to a lesser extent, justices of state courts of last resort.  Yet most cases start and finish at the trial level.  In 2009, according to the annual report issued by the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC, 2010), more than four million cases were filed in Illinois circuit (trial) courts.  In the same year 7,730 cases were filed with the state intermediate appellate courts, less than one appeal for every 500 cases at the trial level.  Only 2,729 appeals were reported as filed with the Illinois Supreme Court in 2009, approximately one Supreme Court filing for every 1,500 trial court cases.  It is important to collect and disseminate accurate information about trial court judges, because those judges embody the law for many citizens and are most active in determining how the majority of individuals experience the law.


Scholars have long been interested in the personal characteristics and backgrounds of judges, and in the relationships that may exist between these characteristics and the ways in which judges carry out their professional responsibilities.  It is generally accepted that individual characteristics affect the decision-making of judges, although both the extent of the influence and the mechanism by which it occurs remain in some dispute.  During his 2005 confirmation hearings Supreme Court Justice Samuel Alito noted that his background and his experiences had shaped him as a judge:  “When I get a case about discrimination, I have to think about people in my own family who suffered discrimination because of their ethnic background or because of religion or because of gender.  And I do take that into account.”  Justice Sonia Sotomayor’s more controversial “wise Latina” comment made a similar point:  different experiences could reasonably be expected to lead to different law-related decisions.


Apart from the possible effect of personal characteristics on judicial decision-making, representative concerns also shape our interest in who becomes a judge.  A more diverse and representative judiciary is believed by many to contribute to the legitimacy of the institution, and to embody its commitment to the ideal that all individuals will receive fair and equal treatment before the law.  The ability of voters to elect judges of their choice, including judges who share their race, ethnicity, or community identity, is an essential part of the right to vote.  

 
Much of the research on the characteristics that judges bring to the bench has focused on federal judges.  We know a great deal about Supreme Court Justices, thanks to Sheldon Goldman and his colleagues (see the detailed reports in Goldman, Slotnick & Schiavoni, 2011).  Most scholarly research on state courts has studied state supreme court justices, not lower court judges, and researchers that examine lower court judges tend to focus on specific topics.  The Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor (2001) surveyed trial judges in that state about court delay and efficiency, but gathered no background information about the judges themselves.  Farole et al. (2008) surveyed state trial court judges about problem-solving innovations available to courts, but asked only six basic questions about the respondents’ personal background.
  Academic researchers have studied the effects of various selection processes at the state level on state judges, but information on the judges themselves remains limited (Hall & Bonneau, 2009; Bybee, 2010).  Indeed, this lack of information about sitting judges is often identified by supporters of merit selection as a major weakness of the electoral selection process.   

In 1980 and 1981, surveys asking a sample of Illinois appellate and trial judges about their backgrounds, workloads, and perceptions of their roles as judges were administered by Stephen Daniels, a professor with the Center for Legal Studies at then-Sangamon State University (now University of Illinois Springfield).  Two articles discussing the findings of that survey were published in 1982 (Daniels, Wilkin & Bowers, 1982; Daniels & Wilkin, 1982).   Since similar information had not been gathered in over thirty years, we decided to replicate that study.
  


In 2012, we used a similar questionnaire, with only minor changes, to survey the entire population of 54 Illinois appellate justices and 918 Illinois trial judges, so that we could compare demographics and attitudes between current judges and those sitting thirty years ago.  Funding for the survey was provided by a Competitive Public Affairs Research Grant from the University of Illinois Springfield (UIS) Center for State Policy and Leadership.  The data we collected is useful in painting a collective portrait of the people who currently comprise the lower two levels of the Illinois judiciary.  We are also able to make some comparisons between the characteristics of judges today and thirty years ago.  We can also use these data to address issues related to judicial roles and values.  This paper will focus on analysis of data collected by surveying the trial court judges in Illinois.
Methodology

We now discuss the process by which we developed and administered the survey. It is noteworthy that much important groundwork was laid before any surveys were ever mailed out.  We were especially sensitive to the fact that judges are less likely to participate in external studies for several reasons, including their tradition of private deliberation and the canons limiting public comment on issues which a judge might later hear.  We also know that judges may be hesitant to respond to a questionnaire, such as ours, that solicits highly personal information.


We started with the survey instrument sent to appellate justices back in 1980. Since the data from that project were not archived and no longer exist, we compared the questions asked to the responses detailed in the articles prepared by Daniels et al. (1982) to determine which questions we had comparative data on.  As a result of those comparisons, we deleted some of the original questions and added a few whose responses would inform our scholarly interests.  We also introduced some opinion statements that had been particularly useful in differentiating respondents in studies conducted by Scheb, Ungs & Hayes (1989).

Our survey design was constrained because, to maximize the effectiveness of comparisons with data from the 1980 survey, we needed to keep questions as similar as possible.  We also wanted to keep the survey to a maximum of four pages.  Following the format of the original survey, we first asked judges to rate the traits they thought it was most important for judges to possess.  They were also asked to assess the importance of certain judging responsibilities.  Judges were then asked whether they agreed or disagreed with certain statements about the law and the role of judges
.    Finally, judges were asked a variety of questions about their educational, personal, professional and political backgrounds.


To tweak our draft survey, we then sought helpful guidance from two respected jurists: Illinois Supreme Court Justice Rita Garman and Illinois Appellate Court Justice Carol Pope.  These judges helped us identify questions that could have potentially alienated respondents or made them less likely to complete the survey.  They also brainstormed with us about ways to maximize response rates.  We consulted with the Director of the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC), seeking his stamp of approval.  Although the office could not officially endorse our project, the Director provided valuable feedback and allowed us to mention the fact that the AOIC had been provided with a courtesy copy of the survey.
  Additionally, we met personally with all of the Fourth District Appellate Court Justices, who seemed supportive of our work.
  Shortly after we began to mail out the survey, the President of the Illinois Judges Association (IJA) sent an email to all IJA members encouraging their participation in our project.
  The IJA is composed of 1,250 active and retired Illinois State Court judges, and provides information about court operations to the public as well as services to its members.  


The survey was administered by the University of Illinois Springfield (UIS) Survey Research Office, using a process the Office has developed that closely follows the Total Design Methods (TDM) model recommended by Dillman (1978).  We also set up a website, called “The Illinois Judicial Survey Project,” where judges could read more about the project.  On that site we posted, inter alia, our biographies and vitae, the Daniels et al. articles published in Illinois Issues in 1982, and a variety of “Frequently Asked Questions” (FAQ) entries.


We began by sending a personal explanatory letter about the study to the Presiding Justice of each of the appellate court districts, to the Chief Judge of each of the 23 trial court circuits, and to all of the presiding circuit judges in Cook County, respectfully requesting that they encourage judges in their area to complete our survey.  About a week later the Survey Research Office mailed printed surveys to the official address of every sitting Illinois circuit court judge and appellate court justice, as identified from the Illinois Courts website.
  All judges were assured of confidentiality.
  Judges were given the option of returning the paper survey or completing a secure online version of the survey instrument.  The initial contact letter and survey were sent out early in February, 2012, on white University of Illinois Springfield letterhead.  Follow-up correspondence, sent out two weeks after the original survey packet, was printed on ecru letterhead that specifically referenced “The Illinois Judicial Survey Project”, the name of our study, but did not feature the university as prominently.  After four weeks a letter and duplicate copy of the printed survey were sent to judges who had not yet completed the survey.  A final reminder letter was sent out nine weeks after the original survey mailing.

Almost 54 percent of all judges returned completed survey questionnaires.  Specifically, 59.3 percent of appellate justices and over 53.3 percent of trial judges returned completed surveys.   This is comparable to the rates achieved in 1980 and 1981, when respondents in general, including judges, were more willing to complete questionnaires and similar surveys.  However, because we solicited responses from all judges, not just a sample, we received a substantially larger number of responses than were returned in 1980.  


We experienced some challenges during the implementation of our survey project.  We were generally surprised by how long many steps of the process took.  Our initial plan was to send our first surveys out in October, 2011.  Because it took significantly longer than anticipated to gather feedback on the survey design and complete the survey formatting, we decided to wait until January, 2012, instead of taking the chance that the survey packets would be ignored during the holiday season.  The survey ultimately went out at the beginning of February, 2012.  Unfortunately this new schedule overlapped with the Illinois primary period, which affected any judge who had been appointed to his or her position in the past two years or was seeking a different position.  

The magnitude of the logistical requirements of the UIS Institutional Review Board (“IRB”), which reviews and approves all research by UIS faculty that concerns human subjects, was overwhelming.  We consulted with the IRB primarily as a courtesy, since we were asking questions of public officials about their views on issues related to their professional responsibilities.  However, we ended up involved in a very intensive review process.  The consent letter probably went through fifteen drafts, even though judges are arguably one of the least-sensitive populations to survey and are well informed about their rights in this area.


Also surprising was the copious feedback we got from judges who were asked to complete our survey.  Many of their comments were interested and supportive, but several of them went to a great deal of trouble to complain about the survey or express concerns about our use of the data collected by it.  In hindsight we should probably have devoted more attention in our initial contact letter to the ways in which the confidentiality of individual responses would be maintained and protected.  We addressed these questions on an individual basis as they were raised, and also posted information from our responses in the FAQ section of our website.

Demographics of Illinois Trial judges

In Illinois, the circuit court is the court of original jurisdiction. There are twenty-three circuits in the state. Five are single county circuits, all in the populous northeastern corner of Illinois: Cook County (Chicago), Will, DuPage, Lake, and McHenry counties.   The remaining eighteen circuits comprise as few as two and as many as twelve counties each.



There are two types of judges in the circuit court: circuit judges and associate judges.  Circuit judges are elected for a six year term and may be retained by voters for additional six year terms.  They can hear any circuit court case.  Circuit judges are initially elected either circuit-wide, from the county where they reside, or from a sub-circuit within a county, depending on the type of vacancy they are filling.  Associate judges are appointed by circuit judges, pursuant to Supreme Court rules, for four-year terms. An associate judge can hear any case except felony criminal cases.


In Fall 2011, there were 923 Illinois trial court judges (532 circuit and 391 associate). Almost half of Illinois’ trial judges (422) serve in Cook County:  277 circuit judges (52 percent of the state total) and 145 associates (37 percent of the state total).  In February 2012, 918 surveys were sent out.
  Four hundred eight-nine trial judges (53.3 percent) completed our survey.  The highest response rate (60 percent) came from circuit judges outside of Cook County; non-Cook County associate judges had the next highest response rate (55 percent).
 
Survey responses allowed us to create a portrait of trial judges in Illinois.  In 2012, twenty-four percent are women; in 1980, less than two percent of trial judges were women.  Trial judges in 2012 are even less racially-diverse than appellate justices.  Trial judges remain predominantly white (91 percent); 4.3 percent of responding judges are African-American, 2.2 percent are Latino, 0.5 percent are Asian, and 2.2 percent identified themselves as multi-racial.  There is a bit more diversity among current associate judges (88.7 percent white) than among elected circuit judges (92.1 percent white).   Surprisingly, racial minorities made up a comparable, if slightly smaller, proportion in 1980, when 95 percent of the trial judges were white, 4.4 percent were African-American and 0.6 percent were Latino.  

[TABLE ONE goes about here]

The typical trial judge is older in 2012 (57 years old) than in 1980 (when s/he was 52).  Circuit judges today have an average age of 58.1 years (60 in Cook County, 57 elsewhere), compared to 54 in 1980.  Associate judges have an average age of 55 years (58 in Cook County, 54 elsewhere), compared to 49 in 1980.  Trial judges today range in age from 36 to 78 years; in 1980, they ranged from 31 to 73 years old.


On average, current trial judges have been on the bench a little less than ten years; some have been a judge less than a year and one has served the judiciary for thirty-five years.  Similarly, trial judges on the bench in 1980, who had served from one to 33 years, averaged eight years of service.  Twenty-three percent of current circuit judges previously served as appointed associates.  Interestingly, although circuit judges are considered elected officials, more than 40 percent (41.5 percent) of those who began their service as a circuit rather than an associate judge were also initially appointed to the trial bench.  

[TABLE TWO goes about here]


In 1980, trial judges were equally likely to consider themselves Republican or Democrat.  However, in 2012, significantly more judges identify with the Democratic party (50 percent) than with the Republican party (37 percent).  The percentage of judges who claim to be politically Independent rose from 2.5 percent in 1980 to 9.3 percent in 2012.  Fourteen percent of associate judges selected the Independent label, compared to 5.6 percent of circuit judges, which perhaps speaks to the more political nature of a circuit judge’s elected, as opposed to appointed, office.


More trial judges in 2012 claimed to have a strong political party preference (45.6 percent) than did in 1980 (35.8 percent).  Not surprisingly, 50 percent of circuit judges, but less than 40 percent of associate judges, said they had strong party preference.  Since they are required to raise money and run campaigns for re-election every six years, it makes sense that elected circuit judges have a stronger political party preference.  Ten percent of judges claimed a weak party preference in 2012, the same as in 1980. The proportion of associate judges claiming a weak party preference in 2012 was 14.3 percent, while in 1980 that number was less than 10 percent.  
[TABLE THREE goes about here]


When asked about their general stance on political issues (ranging from strongly conservative to strongly liberal), most current trial judges responded that they are “middle-of-the-road” (29.5 percent) or moderately conservative (26.5 percent) or moderately liberal (25.8 percent).  In 1980, most judges (40.8 percent) claimed to be moderately conservative, followed by “middle-of-the-road” (26.4 percent) and moderately liberal (21.4 percent).  Only a tiny minority of judges in either survey stated that they were strongly conservative or strongly liberal.  


One of the biggest demographic changes on the trial bench concerned religion.  In 1980, trial judges were equally likely to be Protestant (44 percent) or Catholic (43 percent).  However, in 2012, 46 percent of all Illinois trial judges identify as Catholics and only 31 percent identify as Protestants.  The percentage of Jewish trial judges, while still small, has doubled from 4.4 percent in 1980 to 8.6 percent in 2012.

Additional information gleaned from survey responses was that circuit judges were more likely to have been born in Illinois (80 percent) than were associate judges (72.5 percent).  Similarly, more circuit judges graduated from Illinois colleges (66 percent) and Illinois law schools (76 percent) than did associate judges (59 percent and 69 percent respectively).  Overall, our findings about where judges get their degrees were consistent with results from the 1980 survey, when 68 percent of all trial judges received their undergraduate degrees from an Illinois college or university and 75 percent of them graduated from Illinois law schools.  In 2012, 63 percent of all trial judges graduated from an Illinois college or university and 73 percent received their Juris Doctor degree from an Illinois law school.  These numbers reflect the fact that circuit judges are elected officials and, as political actors, benefit more from local ties.
Judicial Attitudes and Role Orientations of Illinois Trial judges

In his survey of the study of judicial behavior, James Gibson (1983, p. 9) succinctly characterized the elements of judicial attitude and role orientation.  “Roughly speaking, attitude theory pertains to what judges prefer to do, role theory to what they think they ought to do.”  It is generally accepted by judicial scholars that the role perceptions and expectations held by judges shape their performance (Scheb, Ungs & Hayes, 1989; Gibson, 1983; Becker, 1966).  In our survey we asked judges to respond to a limited number of statements about the nature of the law or the operation of courts
.  We used the statements that were part of the original 1981 survey, and also added some additional statements that were used by Scheb, Ungs & Hayes (1987, 1989) in their research on state judges.  Our hypotheses were that our approach would allow us to classify current attitudes and role perceptions among Illinois trial judges and examine how those have changed over the past 30 years, a period during which the scrutiny and criticism of judges has increased substantially.  


The first section of our survey asked judges to select which of twenty listed personal traits were especially important to their work.  “Impartiality” was the most often-selected trait (by 98 percent of judges), followed by “honesty and integrity” (95.6%), “judicial temperament” (95.3%) and “knowledge of the law” (95.1%).  Those traits selected least often were “business experience”, which was chosen by only 15.4 percent of judges as especially important, followed by “administrative experience” (21.6%), “moral training” (25.4%) and “writing skills” (38.5%).


Our survey then asked judges to rank the top five most important of those qualities.  “Impartiality” was determined to be the most important by thirty-four percent of respondents, followed by “honesty & integrity” (29%), “knowledge of the law” (12%) and judicial temperament (9%).  When the first, second and third most important votes were combined, the top choices remained consistent, with “impartiality” chosen by seventy-three percent of judges as one of the three most important personal traits for judges to possess, followed by “honesty & integrity” (61%), “knowledge of the law” (51%) and “judicial temperament” (35%).

Interestingly, 2012 responses were quite similar to those gathered in 1980.  Thirty-four percent of trial judges thirty years ago ranked “impartiality” as the most important quality for a judge to possess, followed by “honesty & integrity” (29%), “knowledge of the law” (12%) and “judicial temperament” (9%).   The only difference in traits on the “top four” list was that in 1980, trial judges ranked “common sense”, which did not appear near the top of the 2012 list, as the third most important quality.  Instead, 2012 judges added “judicial temperament” as a trait important to their work.  This difference is interesting, and might stem from the fact that we seem to hear about judges losing their cool on the bench more frequently during the 21st century.

Next, we asked judges to rate the importance of eleven judicial roles from 1 (very important) to 5 (not at all important).  Consistent with the results of the earlier rankings, the task of “making impartial decision” was considered the most important by Illinois trial judges (with a mean of 1.03), followed by “ensuring fairness under the law” (1.19), and “providing equal justice for rich & poor” (1.27).  Those roles seemingly least important to respondents were “advancing social and economic justice” (mean of 3.11), followed by “being an independent check on other branches” (2.14) and “dispensing punishment for crimes” (1.85).  

The next section requested that judges indicate, by rating from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree), twelve statements about judges and judging, most of which were drawn from the literature.  The statement that the trial judges most strongly agreed with was “Adherence to precedent must be the rule rather than the exception if litigants are to have faith in the even-handed administration of justice” (mean 1.82), followed by “It is a judge’s responsibility to clean up the accumulation of pending cases and to maintain current dockets in every court so that equal justice for all will be ensured by prompt justice to all” (1.96), and “Judges interpret the law. That’s our function.  We’re not authorized to write the law.  We can act in only one way.  That is to be solely interpreters of the law.” (2.11). 

Judges least agreed with “Inevitably a judge makes law as does a legislative body.  No matter how a judge decides a case, (s)he’s making law.” (mean 3.51)  The other statements they agreed with the least were “Judges have always made law and always will.  In interpreting statutes, judges try to answer problems that were not considered by the legislature, and try to guess what the legislature intended (3.25) and “The law is not an end in itself, nor does it provide ends.  It is preeminently a means to serve what we think is right.” (3.04). 
Questions about the relative influence of various factors on judicial decision-making continue to be an important part of the analysis of judicial behavior (Epstein & Knight, 1998). There is much discussion in the research literature about the extent to which judges decide based on established law (precedent) vs. personal preference (attitudes).  We believe that further analysis of the above-discussed survey items on judicial decision-making, in which judges are asked to indicate to what extent they agree with certain positions and identify important elements in their own decision-making, will  be an addition to this literature.  Interestingly, these survey responses will allow researchers to examine what the judges themselves report as influencing their voting.

Conclusions
Our initial analysis of descriptive statistics presents a somewhat clear picture of the demographic information that has been gathered.  The analysis of responses about the personal qualities valued by judges, their views of the responsibilities of judges, and the statements about law and the role of judges is ongoing.  Many of the surveys also included written comments that have not yet been coded and analyzed.


Despite these restrictions the project at this point raises a number of interesting questions.  As we noted earlier, we chose to administer essentially the same survey instrument that was used in 1980 and 1981 in order to maximize the comparability of results.  We did review a number of other surveys that had been administered to judges in recent years, and were surprised by the limited amount of information available about what background information on judges was gathered and what questions were used to obtain it.  This is a particular concern for those of us researching judges in states that elect judges, since there is no standard biography or official source readily available that provides this information.  It is quite difficult to find complete biographical information for the over 900 trial judges.  The State Supreme Court Data Project that Paul Brace and Melinda Gann Hall have developed may provide a model for collecting this information.  More work is needed to maximize the utility of various small data sets that are being developed in connection with smaller or individually-managed research efforts.


Looking at the demographic and background data that we have summarized in this paper, we note that the Illinois judiciary has become more diverse in many ways.  Women now represent close to one-fourth of the trial judiciary, up from less than five percent in 1980.  The number of trial judges who describe themselves as Protestants has dropped by almost one-third, from 44 percent to 31 percent, while the number of judges in the “Other” category (which includes many who said they did not have a religious affiliation) has increased from less than one percent in 1980 to almost nine percent of current judges.    

Change toward a more diverse judiciary with regard to racial background has been much more modest.  African-Americans still make up less than five percent of trial judges, but their representation among appointed associate judges has increased since 1980.  We also noted small increases in judges of other racial and ethnic backgrounds, including the “multi-racial” category, which did not exist in 1980.  Overall, both the appellate and trial benches remain largely white in Illinois.

Illinois judges, like most judges throughout the country, are likely to have been born and educated in their home state.  Seventy-seven percent of sitting trial judges were born in Illinois, compared to 82 percent in 1980.  Trial judges in 2012 were slightly less likely to have been educated in Illinois than in 1980, but 76 percent of elected trial judges earned their J.D. degrees from an Illinois law school.  Since there are only three public law schools in Illinois, and none of them are in the Chicago area, the cost of obtaining a law degree in Illinois may affect diversity on the bench.  
The importance of local ties is also highlighted by data on length of residence.  Trial judges, with an average age of 57, had lived in the trial circuit they served for an average of 43 years.  

Since Illinois judgeships are elected positions requiring judges to obtain a party’s nomination and run on a partisan ballot, we would expect to see strong party preferences and high levels of political involvement.  Fifty percent of elected circuit judges reported a strong party preference.  At the same time, ten percent of all trial judges reported a weak party preference.  Even more surprising, six percent of elected trial judges reported an Independent party preference.  It is possible that this indicates a desire to be seen as an independent judge, although the question specifically asked about preferences before becoming a judge, and analysis of the responses to open-ended questions may provide insight into this choice.

The analysis of judicial attitudes and role orientations is in its infancy and has proven a bit more difficult than anticipated.  It is noteworthy that trial judges in 2012 ranked those personal traits that they found most important similarly to trial judges in 1980.  Both sets of jurists ranked “honesty & integrity”, “impartiality” and “knowledge of the law” in their top four most important traits.  Next steps will involve comparing judicial attitudes based on gender, political ideology, and religion, as well as tenure on the bench.

In the course of this project we have learned a great deal about the survey process, and about gathering information from judges.  Although some researchers have indicated that judges have become less willing to respond to survey questionnaires, we found that with appropriate preliminary preparation and a well-designed survey, many judges were willing to take the time and energy to participate in this project.  We encountered a strong preference for the printed survey among judges at all levels.  Unfortunately, the small number of responses from minority judges will preclude us from analyzing their responses separately or drawing conclusions about their career patterns.  However, the large size of the overall data set and the robust response rate make it possible for us to study the character of the Illinois judiciary in more detail than usual.
TABLE 1
TRIAL JUDGES’ DEMOGRAPHICS – CIRCUIT and ASSOCIATE JUDGES
1980 and 2012 survey results
	
	1980 

Combine C&A 

N=159
	1980 

Circuit Only N=98
	1980

Associate Only 

N=61
	2012  

Combine C&A

N=478
	2012

Circuit

Only

N=268
	2012

Associate

Only

N=197

	SEX:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	98.1% 
	100% 
	95.1% 
	75.1% 
	74.3%
	76.1%

	Female
	  1.9% 
	    0
	  4.9% 
	24.3%
	25.0%
	23.4%

	RACE:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	African-American
	4.4% 
	  6.1%
	  1.6% 
	  4.9%
	  4.6%
	  5.2%

	Caucasian
	95% 
	93.8% 
	95.8% 
	89.8%
	91.2%
	88.0%

	Hispanic
	0.6% 
	  --
	  1.6% 
	  2.2%
	  1.9%
	  2.6%

	Asian
	
	
	
	  0.7% 
	  0.4%
	  1.0%

	Multi-Racial
	
	
	
	  2.3%
	  2.0%
	  3.0%

	RELIGION:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Catholic
	42.8%
	44.9%
	39.3%
	46.0%
	45.5%
	46.7%

	Protestant
	44.1%
	43.9%
	44.1%
	30.1%
	32.1%
	27.4%

	Jewish
	  4.4%
	  3.1%
	  6.6%
	  9.0%
	  6.7%
	12.2%

	Other
	  0.6%
	  --
	  1.6%
	  9.0%
	  8.6%
	  9.7%

	None
	  1.9%
	  1.0%
	  3.2%
	  --
	  --
	  --

	No response
	  6.3%
	  7.2%
	  4.9%
	  5.8%
	  7.1%
	  4.1%

	BORN IN ILLINOIS?


	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Yes
	81.7% 
	82.7%
	79.3% 
	77.2%
	79.9%
	73.6%

	       No
	18.2% 
	17.3% 
	19.7% 
	21.9%
	18.7%
	26.4%

	AGE:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average age, years
	52
	54
	49
	57
	58.1
	55.2

	Minimum
	31
	31
	31
	36
	
	

	Maximum
	73
	73
	68
	78
	
	


TABLE 2
TRIAL JUDGES – WHERE DO THEY COME FROM?  
1980 and 2012 survey results
	
	1980 

Combine C&A 

N=159
	1980 

Circuit Only N=98
	1980

Associate Only 

N=61
	2012  

Combine C&A

N=442
	2012

Circuit

Only

N=249
	2012

Associate

Only

N=193

	LIVED in CIRCUIT:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average years
	39
	44
	32
	43
	
	

	Minimum
	         4
	           8
	          4
	            7
	
	

	Maximum
	         73
	           73
	          68
	           76
	
	

	SERVED on BENCH:

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average years
	  8
	10
	  6
	  9.8
	
	

	Minimum
	          1
	             1
	            1
	             0
	
	

	Maximum
	          33
	           33
	           15
	           35
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Undergrad degree from Illinois school?


	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Yes
	68%
	
	
	63.4%
	66.3%
	59.4%

	  No 
	32%
	
	
	36.6%
	33.7%
	40.6%

	J.D. from Illinois law school?

	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Yes
	75%
	
	
	72.8%
	75.6%
	68.9%

	  No
	25%
	
	
	27.2%
	24.4%
	31.1%


TABLE 3
TRIAL JUDGES – POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES    
1980 and 2012 survey results
	
	1980 

Combine C&A 

N=159
	1980 

Circuit Only N=98
	1980

Associate Only 

N=61
	2012  

Combine C&A

N=442
	2012

Circuit

Only

N=249
	2012

Associate

Only

N=193

	PARTY 

PREFERENCE


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Democrat
	45.9%
	51% 
	37.7%
	50.2%
	52.0%
	47.8%

	Republican
	47.8%
	44.9%
	52.5%
	37.0%
	38.7%
	34.6%

	Independent
	  2.5%
	  1.0%
	  4.9%
	  9.3%
	  5.6%
	14.3%

	No response
	  3.8%
	  3.1%
	  4.9%
	  2.8%
	  3.6%
	  1.6%

	Other
	
	
	
	  0.7%
	  0
	  1.6%

	STRENGTH OF PARTY PREFERENCE

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Weak
	10.1%
	10.2%
	  9.8%
	10.2%
	  7.3%
	14.3%

	Moderate
	49.7%
	46.9%
	54.1%
	40.0%
	37.5%
	43.0%

	Strong
	35.8%
	38.8%
	31.1%
	45.6%
	50.0%
	39.0%

	No response
	  4.4%
	  4.1%
	  4.9%
	  4.2%
	  5.2%
	  2.7%

	STAND on POLITICAL ISSUES

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Strong conservative
	  5.0%
	  4.1%
	  6.6%
	  7.4%
	  6.9%
	  8.2%

	Moderate conservative
	40.3%
	39.8%
	41.0%
	26.5%
	28.2%
	24.2%

	Middle-of-the-road
	26.4%
	21.4%
	34.4%
	29.5%
	28.2%
	31.3%

	Moderate liberal
	  2.4%
	25.5%
	14.8%
	25.8%
	24.6%
	27.5%

	Strong liberal
	  2.5%
	  3.1%
	  1.6%
	  7%
	  6.9%
	  7.1%

	No response
	  3.8%
	  6.1%
	  1.6%
	  3.7%
	  5.2%
	  1.6%
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� For the full survey, see Farole, Rempel, Byrne, & Chang (2008).





� We specifically did not include the seven justices of the Illinois Supreme Court, Illinois’ court of last resort, in this study.  Several members of the Supreme Court were interviewed for the 1980 study.  They were not included in the survey, then or now, because of issues of confidentiality, and because statistical analysis is not an effective research technique for such a small group (Daniels, Melton & Wilkin, l984).              � Many of these opinion statements were originally derived from published articles authored by judges, well-know articles about jurisprudence, and written case opinions.


� Despite the lack of endorsement, we believe the fact that the AOIC clearly knew about our project, and did not object to it, was an important consideration for the judges who were surveyed.





� From our response rates, it appears that the personal meeting with the Fourth District justices was valuable and productive; 85.7% of the Fourth District justices, as compared to 51.9% of all appellate justices, completed the survey.





�  That email, sent on February 1, 2012, read: 


    “[Y]ou will soon receive (or should have recently received) a survey from Professors Suzanne Borland and Barbara Hayler of the University of Illinois Springfield.  These researchers, with funding support from the UIS Center for State Policy and Leadership, are following up on a similar survey conducted of Illinois circuit and appellate court judges back in 1980.  The purpose of the project is to gather information to educate the public about the judiciary and how judges do what they do.


    While participation in the survey project is of course voluntary, I encourage you to complete the survey, as this project should yield interesting and helpful data that will fill a gap in the formal public information about the judiciary.  Comparisons between members of the bench today and 30 years ago should also be insightful, but will only be useful if the response rate is maximized. 


    When you receive your survey, you will also receive a link to a website where you can see the results of the 1980 survey.  It will be fun to be able to see the changes 30 years have brought.  We can only do that if we get a high response rate to the survey. 


    Thank you for your cooperation.”   





� � HYPERLINK "http://blogs.uis.edu/judgesurvey" ��http://blogs.uis.edu/judgesurvey�  





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.il.us/court" ��http://www.state.il.us/court�





� Specifically, judges were advised that their names would not be connected to their responses and that results would only be reported in the aggregate so that no judge could be identified. The instructions also stated that responding judges could skip any questions that they preferred not to answer, and confirmed participation was completely voluntary.


� Maps of each of the trial circuits, as well as information about the judges in each circuit are available at the Illinois Courts website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.il.us/court/CircuitCourt/CCInfo" ��http://www.state.il.us/court/CircuitCourt/CCInfo�� An associate judge can be specially authorized by the Supreme Court to hear all criminal cases.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.state.il.us/court/CircuitCourt/CCInfoDefault.asp" ��http://www.state.il.us/court/CircuitCourt/CCInfoDefault.asp� 





� After identifying recent changes in the judicial population, the final survey was sent to 415 trial judges in Cook County and 503 in the other counties (“Downstate”).





� 45.5% of Cook County judges responded to our survey. T


�It should be noted that we did not gather information about judges’ substantive views on specific legal matters.  This is an entirely different research area; the importance of personal preference in deciding legal disputes has been debated since Harold Spaeth first proposed the “attitudinal” theory in 1961, and remains both controversial and unresolved (see Spaeth, 1995, 1961). area; the importance of personal preference in deciding legal disputes has been debated since Harold Spaeth first proposed the “attitudinal” theory in 1961, and remains both controversial and unresolved (see Spaeth, 1995, 1961). 





