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ABSTRACT 

It is not p08sible to measure directly the flow of cases and 

individuals through the Illinois criminal justice system. It is 

possible to estimate this system flow by using available aggregate data. 

However, the use of aggregate data to estimate the proportion flowing 

from one stage of the criminal justice system to the next is fraught with 

pitfalls. Anyone of many common errors will invalidate the entire 

analysis . 

This report examines the problems inherent in such an analysis, and 

proposes a solution to one of the worst of these: the aggregate 

categories commonly used for police data (Index crimes) are not 

comparable to the aggregate categories commonly used for court and 

correctional data (statutory class). The report is an extensive 

l"'evision of an earlier report, Comparing Police Data to Courts and 

Corrections Data. 

The proposed solution re-categorizes police data into statutory 

class aggregate categories. This coding scheme appears in Appendix B 

and as a variable of the Statistical Analysis Center version of the 

Illinois Uniform Crime Reports computer files. Although an exact 

measure of system flow is not possible without a system, such as the 

Offender Based Transaction System (OBTS), that would trace each case 

through the stages of criminal processing, the coding scheme suggested 

by this report makes it possible to estimate system flow proportions. It 

overcomes a major obstacle to answering such questions as, "What 

proportion of felony arrests result in a conviction?" 
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INTRODUCTION 

Observers of the criminal justice system commonly ask, "What is the 

likelihood that a case or an individual will move from one stage of the 
system to the next?" For example, a police chief might need to know the 
proportion of those people arrested and charged with a serious offense 
who are prosecuted. A newspaper reporter may want to know the chance 

that an armed robbery will result in a conviction. To the uninitiated, 
such questions seem simple and straightforward, but, as anyone who has 

ever tried to answer them can testify, in reality they are difficult ~~1 

sometimes impossible to answer. 

Problems in System Flow Analysis 

There are many ~ many reasons why such questions, often called 

"system flow" questions, are difficult to answer. An important reason is 
that the definition of a crime does not remain the same from one stage of 
the system to another. The cri teria the courts use for defining a 

certain crime m:'e not the same criteria as the police use, and the 

criteria the public uses may differ from both. The evidence necessary to 
arrest is not the same as the evidence necessary to convict. To answer 
the reporter~s question about armed robbery, for example, it is 

necessary to know the likelihood that an armed robbery incident, as 

defined by a citizen, becomes an official "armed robbery actually 
occurring," as defined by the police 1, and finally results in a person 

convicted of armed robbery, as defined by the courts. None of these 
definitions is right or wrong; they are merely different (see Block and 

Block,1980 for a fuller discussion.) Any system flow comparison of armed 
robbery data from one stage of the criminal justice system to another 
must take these different definitions into account. 

1An offense actually occurring isa crime known to the police of a 
jurisdiction to have occurred in that jurisdiction. It was not "unfounded" 
(see Perrin, 1977: 195.) 
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A second difficulty in answering system flow questions is that the 
unit of comparison varies from one stage of the criminal justice system 

to another. Criminal justice system statistics pertain either to 
individuals (victim,. ?l.1spect, person arrested, defendant, convicted 

offender, prison inmate, parolee) or to cases (victimization incidents 

occurring, offenses reported to the police, offenses actua11y occur'
ring, offenses cleared by arrest, court cases filed, court cases dis
posed of.) While one individual may sometimes correspond to one case, 
there is no necessary one-to-one correspondence. For example, several 
people may be arrested for one offense, then either one case may be filed 

for a11 of them, or separate cases filed for each one. One defendant may 
be prosecuted under several separate indictments, all stemming from the 

same incident. This would produce many "cases filed" corresponding to 

only one defendant, one arrested person and one offense cleared by 
arrest. Obviously, comparing individual statistics to case statistics 
is misleading. 2 

Still another problem in system flow analysis is that many 
statistics are collected and maintained separately for juveniles and 
adults. Juvenile police statistics should be compared to juvenile court 

and corr'ectional statistics; adult, police statistics should be compared 
to adult court and correctional statistics. Even such comparisons are 

not straightforward, however. For example, the police juvenile 

disposition, "Referred to criminal or adult court", has no legal 
constraint on the court. The court may decide to try, or not to try, a 
juvenile as an adult at various stages of the court process. 

These are only some of the major difficulties in system flow analysis 
of the Illinois criminal justice system. A later section of this report, 
"Unsolved Problems," discusses some additional problems. 

2Also , those who compare individual-to-individual and case-to-case 
statistics should remember that individual and case are not necessarily 
defined in the same way at different stages of the criminal justice 
system. 
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Problems of Aggregation 

One way to combat many of the difficulties discussed above would be 
to trace each indivtdual incident through the criminal justice system, 
from police record, to prosecutor and court record, to correctional 
record, to final release from the system. Unfortunately, the only way to 
do that would be to do it manually, a process that would take so much 

time, given the multitude of police and court jurisdictions in Illinois 
and the absence of an easy way to trace cases from one stage of Gte 

system to another, that it would not be practical. 3 Until a system that 
would make it possible to measure system flow directly, such as an 
Offender Based Transaction System (OBTS,) is operational in Illinois, 
the direct calculation of the proportion of individuals and cases 
flowing from one stage of the criminal justice system to another will not 
be practical. 

Although it is very difficult to obtain data on the number of 

individuals or cases that flow from one stage to the next, it is very 
easy to obtain aggregate totals of individuals or cases passing through a 
particular stage during a particular time period, usually a year. For 
example, although it would be very difficult to discover the number of 

people arrested and held for prosecution in 1979 in Illinois 'who eventually 
were convicted of a felony, 1t would be easy to obtain, from public 

records, the aggregate number of adults "Arrested held for prosecution" 
in 1979,4 and the aggregate number of 1979 felony convictions. 

3Although the Illinois Department of Law Enforcement does maintain 
computerized criminal history (CCH) 'files, these files are not 
available, by law, to the public. 

4"Held" does not necessarily mean held physically. It means all 
those who are charged, including both people released pending trial and 
people detained in jail. "Arrest" means those taken into custody by 
police, whether charged or not. 
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Convictions as a per cent of total "Arrested held for 

prosecution" would be an indirect estimate of the system flow from arrest 

to conviction. It would not be a direct measure, because it does not 
account for the final disposition of each arrest. Some 1979 arrests may 

have been disposed of in 1980 or 1981, and some 1979 convictions may have 
resu1 ted from arrests prior to 1979. Also, as discussed above, one 
arrest may result in a multitude of convictions. For these reasons and 
others, proportions based on aggregate data can serve only as an indirect 
estimate of system flow (see Co1dren,1980 for a detailed discussion of 

aggregation problems.) 

HOvl can we be sure that these indirect estimates are as accurate as 

possible? Their accuracy ~epends upon three things: 

1. The more complete the aggregate count of the numerator variable 

and the denominator variable, the more accurate the estimate. For 

example, the accuracy of the above proportion of convictions 
(numerator) to arrests (denominator) depends on the degree to which the 
figure for convicti(:·t.l'lS includes all convictions, and the figure for 
arrests includes all arrests. If even one Illinois circuit did not 
report all its convictions, a system flow estimate for Illinois would be 

less accurate. 

2. The accuracy is decreased to the extent that the number of people 

or cases moving into an aggregate category do not compensate for the 
number of people or cases moving out of the category. In the above 

example, if 1979 arrests disposed of in 1980 or 1981 are about equal to 
the number of earlier arrests disposed of in 1979, then the system flow 

estimate will be accurate. Also, a police charge of a certain crime, say 
arme6 robbery, may become several court cases of various charges that may 

(or may not) include armed robbery, and these may result in one or more 
conVictions that may (or may not) include armed robbery. In t"he meantime, 
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people initially accused of some other crime may eventually be 

convicted of armed robbery. System flow estimates based on aggregate 
data are accurate only to the extent that the movements out of the 
category equal the movements into the category. 

3. Finally, the accuracy of a system flow estimate depends upon the 

degree to which the aggregation categories are comparable. We have 
already discussed the importance of comparing individual data to 

individual data, case data to case data, adult data to adult data, and 
juvenile data to juvenile data. In addition, aggregate categories of 

crime must be comparable. The remainder of this paper discusses a 
serious problem with the comparability of crime categories, and suggests 
a possible solution. 
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'lW CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

It would be no problem to compare c,ggregate armed robbery data to 
armed robbery data, or assault data to assault data (as long as the 

possible definition differences mentioned above are explicitly noted,) 
but such data for every individual crime at every stage of the criminal 
justice 
collect 

crimes, 

,""ystem are not available. Criminal justice agencies often 
?-nd report aggregate data for certain broad categories of 
rather than for each individual crime. Illinois police agzre-

gate their data ir .. ~o "Index crime" or "Nonindex crime" with eight 
categories of Index crime. Illinois court and correctional agencies 
aggregate their data into "Felony" and "Misdemeanor" with six cate

gories of felony (including murder and Class X.) The existence of these 
two separate classification systems presents a real obstacle to an 

analysis of the flow through the Illinois criminal justice system. 

The Court and Correctional Classification System 

Illinois court and correctional agencies categorize crimes according 
to their Illinois statutory class. Illinois law classifies each 

criminal offense as a felony, misdemeanor, petty offense, or business 
offense, depending on the possible severity of the sentence. Although 

the statute does not explicitly state the class of some offenses, the 
class can be determined by the range of possi ble sentences. For example, 

if it is possible to be sentenced to over six months but under a year in 

jailor to be fined $500 to $1000, the offense is a Class A 
misdemeanor. 5 

murder. 
Until recently there were four classes of felony, in addition to 

The Amendatory Act of 1977 (P.A.80-1099), which took effect 
February 1, 1978, created an additional class of felony, Class X. The 

5Misdemeanors are designated A, B, and so on, with A being the most 
serious. Felonies are designated 1, 2, and so on, with 1 being the most 
serious. In addition, Class X felonies are more serious than Class 1 felonies. 

7 

.! 

, 



? / 

sentence range for the Class X category is not less than six years nor 

more than thirty, which is less severe than the sentence for murder and 
more severe than the sentence for a Class 1 felony. Examples of offenses 
that are categorized by statute as each class of felony, before and after 
Class X, appear in Chart 1. Appendix A summarizes more completely the 

statutory classifications in the Illinois Revised Statues. 

Therefore, Illinois court and correctional agencies classify 
offenses according to the Illinois statutory system, and this infor
mation appears as part of a court or correctional file. Standard 
reports, such as the "Annual Report" of the Administrative Office of the 

Illinois Courts, and the "DOC-01 Report" of the Department of Corrections, 
aggregate statistics by statutory class. 

The Police Classification System 

The Illinois police aggregate data at several levels. First" ~ach 

offense or arrest is identified as one of 227 types of crime (see 
Appendix B.) Since these 227 crime categories were developed by the 

Illinois Department of Law Enforcement (DLE,) this report will refer to 
them as DLE categories. Although each DLE category has a statutory 

reference, it does not follow that there is a DLE category corresponding 
to each type of criminal court case. The first official record of some 
crimes, such as juice racketeering or home invasion, is usually in "the 
court system, not the poliCe system. 6 Also, a reference to a statute 

does not necessarily mean a reference to a particular class of felony or 
misdemeanor. For 36 of the DLE categories, the class depends on the 
circumstances of the case (see Appendix D.) 

6DLE codes home invasion as a method of robbery, not as a separate 
offense code. For a complete discussion of the crimes not included in the 
DLE offense categories, see the "Unsolved Problems" section below. 
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CHART 1 

EXAMPLES OF STATOTORY FELONIEs 

Pre-Febl"tlarY, 1978 

Murder 

Class 1 

Class 2 

Class 3 

Class 4 

Murder 

Attempt murder, Ag~ravated Kidnapping, Armed robber 
Rape,.Indecent llberties, Calculat.ed criminal druY' 
conspIracy involving a controlled SUbstance. g 

At~embbPt ClaEss 1, Bu(rglary, Arson, Voluntary manslaughter 
o ery, scape felon). ' 

Attempt C~ss 2, Theft $150 and over, Unlawful use of 
weapon. after felony, Forgery, Involuntary manslau hter 

KD~dcePtl~e Practices, Incest, Aggravated battery ~erJ'u~y 
I nappIng. ,,' , 

Attempt Class 3, Armed escape, Theft under $150: second 
offense,.Unl~wfu~ use of weapon, Reckless homicide 
~bstruc~lng JustIce, Possession of burglary tools ' 
osseSSlon of 30-500 grams cannabis. ' 

Post~~ebl"tlarY, 1978 

Murder 

Class X 

Class 1 

Class 2 

Class 3 

Murder 

Att~mpt murder, "Aggravated Kidnapping, Armed robbery 
. ape,. Aggrav~t,ed arson, Deviate sexual assault, H~me 
Invas~on, H~l!lOUS battery, Calculated criminal drug 
conspIracy Involving a controlled SUbstance. 

Atte~Pt Class X, Child pornography, Indecent liberties 
g~r~vated kidnapping (other than ransom), Calculated 

crImInal cannabis conspiracy. 

Attem~t Cla~s 1, Aggravated incest, Burglary, Arson 
KIdnappIng, Robbery, Escape (felon) Voluntary Man 
slaughter. ,-

Attempt Class 2, Aggravated battery, Incest Involuntar 
mansl~ughter, Perjury, Theft (under $150), Syndicat~d 
gambll~, Manufacture and delivery of 30-500 grams 
cannabIS. 

Class 4 Eavesdropping, ReCkless ho~icide, Looting, Possession 
of burglary tools, Offering a bribe, Child abduction. 

Source: Illinois Re-y:ised Statutes, Chapter 38 
Section 1001-1-1. See Appendix A. ,pp. 21-28 preceeding 
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A second level of aggregation is the eight Index crime categories: 

- murder and voluntary manslaughter; 

- forcible rape; 
- robbery; 
- aggravated assault, aggravated battery and attempted 

murder; 
- burglary; 
- theft and burglary from a motor vehicle; 

- motor vehicle theft; and 

- arson. 

These eight Index crimes are further aggregated into a total Index 

category. The Index crime classification system is used by the Uniform 
Crime Reports (UCR) division of the Federal Bureau of Investigation to 
allow standard comparison of crime data among the states. UCR also uses a 

"Part 1" crime category, defined as total Index crimes plus manslaughter 
by negligence (DLE category 0141.)7 Although some of the titles differ, 
there is an exact correspondence between the UCR Index crimes and the 

Illinois Index crimes. 8 Chart 2 details the correspondence. 

Therefore, individual law enforcement records for each offense or 

arrest classify it as one of the 227 DLE categories of crime. DLE 
collects this information from each of the over 1000 Illinois police 

jurisdictions, and maintains computer files, which begin in 1972. The 
Statistical Analysis Center maintains its own editio~ of these files, 
and has published a codebook for them (Kok,198b.) Standard DLE reports, 
such as "Crime in Illinois," present selected statistics in each DLE 

7Because the Part 1 category is not commonly used in Illinois, this 
report will refer to Index crimes on~y. 

8Note that both the UCR and the Illinois Index crime classification 
systems in.elude attempted offenses with completed offenses.' For example, an 
attempted robbery is considered an Index Robbery. -
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Chart 2 

INDEX CRIME CLASSIFICATION sYS'.l»1 
FBI/uCR Index Offenses 

Violent Crimes 
1 Murder and Non-negligent Manslaughter 
2 Forcible Rape 
3 Robbery 
4 Aggravated Assault 

Property Crimes 
5 Burglary 
6 Larceny - Theft 
7 Motor Vehicle Theft 
8 Arson 

Illinois Index Crimes with DLE Categories 

Violent Crimes 
1 Murd~r (0110) and Voluntary Manslaughter (0130) 
2 ForCIble Rape (0211 firearm, 0212 knife, 0213 other 

weapon, 0214 other means, 0220 attempt) 
3 Robbery (0311 armed firearm, 0312 armed knife, 0313 

armed o~her weapon, 0320 strongarm, 0330 attempt 
armed fIrearm, 0334 attempt armed knife, 0337 attempt 
armed other weapon~ 0340 attempt strongarm) 

4 Aggravated Assault (0510 firearm, 0520 knife, 0530 
other weapon, 0540 aggravated no weapon)1 
Aggravated Battery (0410 firearm, 0420 knife, 0430 
other weapon, 0440 aggravated no weapon)1 Attempt 

Murder (0121 firearm, 0122 knife, 0123 ~ther weapon 
0124 attempt murder no weapon) , 

Property Crimes 
5 Burglary (0610 forcible entry, 0620 unlawful entry, 

0630 attempted forcible entry) 
6 Theft (0810 over $150, 0820 $150 and under, 0850 

attempts) Burglary from Motor VehiCle (0710 over 
$150, 0720 $150 and under, 0750 attempts) 

7 Motor Vehicle Theft (0900 all types,2 0910 autos, 
0915 trucks and buses, 0918 other vehicles, 0920 
attempt auto, 0925 attempt trucks and buses 0930 
attempt other vehicle) , 

8 Arson (1010 explosive deVice, 1020 incendiary device 
aggrav~ted a:son explosive device3, aggravated ' 
arson l~cendlar;y device3 ,1030 possession 
explOSIves or Incendiary deVice, 1090 attempts arson) 

1N t that o e "Aggravated Assault (DLE 0545) and Aggravated Battery (DLE 
0445), whlch"are aggravated because a public figure is the Vl"ctl"m a not Index crImes. -, re 

2This code was used in 1972 only. 

~Ag~ra~ated arson will have a separate DLE category in 1982. 
It IS Included under 1010 or 1020. Currently, 

Source: FBIIUCR, crime in the United States 1977 
32, Illinois, DLE, Crime in Illinois 1977. • Pp.2,7,13,16,20,23, 
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and aggregate statistics in the Index crime categories. DLE, 

ca egory, t Index 
and other state departments of law enforcement, send aggrega e 
crime totals to the FBI, which maintains and distributes the data as 

Uniform Crime Reports. 
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CCM?ARING POLICE DATA TO COURT AND CORRECTIONAL DATA 

Some Index crimes are not felonies in Illinois and some Illinois 

felonies are not Index crimes. Three Index crimes are not felonies in 
Illinois--aggravated assault, first offense theft under $150, and 
attempted theft under $150.9 These are included in the aggravated 

assault and theft Index crimes, but they are all misdemeanors. Many of 
the most numerous and serious felonies, such as various drug offenses, 

unlawful use of a weapon, indecent liberties with a child, escape, u:1d 
kidnapping, are not Index crimes. Arson was not included as an Index 
crime in Illinois until 1980. 10 

In addition, no single Index crime category is comparable to any 
single felony category. For example, the Index crime category of murder 

includes not only the statutory murder offense, but also voluntary 
manslaughter. 

Indirect estimates of system flow ca;I.qulated with aggregate data are 

accurate only to the degree that the aggregation categories are 
comparable. Because the Index crime classification system is not com

parable to the statutory class of felony classification system, it is not 
valid to calculate a system flow proportion from the police system to the 
court or correctional system by comparing felonies to Index crimes. 

9The newly proposed Illinois House Bill 688 will, if adopted, make 
theft under $500 a misdemeanor, and theft of $500 and over a Class 4 
felony. 

10In October, 1979, the FBI.9)egan including arson as the eighth 
Index offense. DLE began to courtt-arson as an Index offense in January, 
1980. Starting in January, 1982~ Index Arson will appear as a separate 
item on DLE's reporting forms, DLE will have special training for arson 
reporting, and Index Arson will be published in Crime in Illinois. The 
coding of ar$on differs significantly from the coding of the other seven 
Index offenses. If more than one of the other Index offenses are 
included in the same incident, only the most serious offense is counted. 
For example, a murder-rape is counted as a murder. However, if an arson 
offense is included in the same incident as another Index offense, both 
are counted. For example, a murder-arson is counted both as a murder and 
as an arson. 
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Of all the problems in estimating system flow proportions that this 
paper has discussed, the pr0blem of incomparable crime classification 

systems is the most difficult to overcome. While it is often possible to 
compare case data to case data, individual data to individual data and 
adult data to adult data, it is not possible to compare Index crime 
police data to Index crime court or correctional data. Thus, an analyst 
may be tempted to overcome this obstacle to system flow analysis by 
ignoring it, that is, by comparing Index crimes to felonies. Such an 

"estimate" of system flow proportions is not valid. 

This section first gi ves an example of an invalid system flov] 
analysis that compares Part 1 crimes to fe10nies. 11 It then suggests a 

solution to the prob1em--a recategorization system that aggregates 
police data into felony cat~gories, so that police data may be validly 

compared to court and correctional data. Finally, it gives an ex&~ple of 
a valid system flow analysis, using this recategorization system, for 
the same data that the invalid example used. 

An Example of an Invalid System Flow Analysis 

The system flow analysis in Chart 3 represents the sort of mistake 
that is easy (and tempting) to make. Since police data are not available 

in felony aggregate categories, and court and correctional data are not 
available in Index crime or Part 1 aggregat.e categories, it is easy, 

though not valid, to calculate a system flow proportion "estimate" with 
Part 1 crimes in the denominator and felonies in the numerator. For 

example, the 22.32% figure in Chart 3 (circled), which appears to 
represent the proportion of individual arrests that result in a court 

case, is invalid for the following reasons: 

11Remember that the Part 1 category is the same as the total Index 
crime category, except that it also includes involuntary manslaughter. (See 
"The Police Classification .system", above.) 
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ReW~k~ 
Offenses: 

CbT~.L PART I: 

614,139 

l'iURDER: 

1,580 

2,954 

RUU3ERY: 

31,476 

AGGRIIVA ED 
ASSAULT: 

28,182 

THEFT: 

341,783 

HJTQR VEHICLE, 
THEFT: 

57,697 

25,34j.. 
I 

4L04l: 
.-

14,36~ 

,Chart 3 

EXAMPLE OF AN INVALID SYSTEM FLOW ANALYSIS 

mw: 1 
Arrests: 
Mui1/Juvcnile: 

RAPE: 
7IiliiTt 
Juvenil e 

ROBBERY: 

.. 95,343 
"6 2 5 

1,374 
212 

1,151 
333 

1idii1t B,551 
Juvenile " 4,255 

AGGRAVATED 
AssAULT: 
1idii1t 
Juvenile 

TIIEFT: 
Adult 
Juvenile 

= 
= 

r'lOfOR VEIIICLE 
THEFT : 
Aciiiff .. 
Juvenile " 

8,1.47 
3,419 

4,996 
3,289 

Ca~es Begun: 

34,782 

Disposition of 
Defendants: 

DISCIIARGED or 
DISmSSED: 

13,019 

377 

CONVICTED 0 FE ON : 

~ Class 1 " 2,043 
~~ MUl'der 355 

U; , Class 2 " 6,915 
... Class 3 .. 6;027 

Class 4 " 2 078 

Source: Table 32: ILEC 1975 Comprehensive Plan, pg I-lIB 

./ 

Defendants 
Incat'cerated: 

DEPfIRH1~NT of 
COHREC~ 
Tf.iiiii1SO'ilMENT: 
NUl'der 
Class 1 
Cl ass 2 
Class 3 
Class 4 

~LOCALU TIWlIT'SOfIF:I !l-r:-
Nurder • 0 
Class 1 " 14 
Class 2 " 219 
Class 3 = 100 
Class 4 " 40 

PROBATION - LOCAL: 
l'lurder 0 
Class 1 508 
Class 2 "4,000 
Class 3 " .4,467 
Class 4 

Recidivism 
State InsfITij'~ions 

Only: 

PAROLE v~~.;1 
l1ui"de r = 20'! 
Class 1 = 129 II 

Class 2 = 391 
Class 3 = 156 
Class 4 -=---rr?~ 

ILLINOIS 
1975 ' 

ROIo/..QillSES,: 
CCG: S ta tel1i de i 

KEY: I 
Volume located in ! 

[;OXc,s ; 

Transiticn Rates 
expressea In percent 
arc on arrOl·/s. I 

, 

\ 

\ 
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It compares Part 1 crimes to felonies. 

It compares individual data (arrests) to case data (cases 
begun. ) 

It uses the category liarrest," rather than "arrested and 
held for prosecution" when estimating the flow from the 
police to the court system. 

It compares juvenile data (adult plus all juvenile 
arrests) to adult data (court cases involving adults plus 
only those juveniles tried as an adult.) 

It leaves out; 'some steps in the system floW. The stt:ps 
for cases should be: reported offenses to offenses 
actually occurring, to offenses cleared by the arrest of 
an adult, to adult court cases begun. The analysis in 
chart 3 jumps from reported offenses to cases begun.12 

Most of these problems could be overcome simply by choosing the 

appropriate aggregate category--case or individual, juvenile or adult, 
and so on. The first problem, however., presents a major obstacle to a 
system flow analysis. PO,lice data are not available in aggregate 

categories of felony class; court and correctional data are not avail
able in aggregate categories of Index crime. Thus, it is not possible to 
compare felonies to felonies or Index crimes to Index crimes, using 

available aggregate data, and it is not possible to use these data to 
estimate the proportion of cases or individuals flowing from the court 

system to the correctional system. 

To solve this problem, the Statistical Analysis Center developed a 

categorization system that aggregates police data into classes of felony 
or misdemeanor. This system permits felony police data to be compared to 
felony court or correctional data, and thus makes it possible to estimate 

the system flow. 

12The relationship between an offense cleared by a police charge 
and a case begun (a complaint filed) is not straightforward. Court cases 
may begin by other means than by a complaint being filed. Also, in some 
counties~ the police consult the prosecutor before filing a complaint, 
or even before arresting and charging a suspect. In these counties., it 
is, therefore, possible to have more cases filed than offenses cleared by 
arrest. 
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A Solution: The S.A.C. Categorization System 

As shown above, the Index crime classification system used at the 
police level is not comparable to the statutory felony classification 
system used at the court and correctional level. There are two ways to 
overcome that obstacle: either make the police classification system 

comparable to the court and correctional classification system, or make 
the court and correctional classification system comparable to the 

police classification system. Only one of these choices is possible. 
Illinois court statistics are not maintained or reported in any 

aggregate form other than statutory class. On the other hand, since 
1972, DLE has collected and maintained a police data set categorized 

into 227 types of crime. Most of these types correspond to a unique 
statutory class of felony, misdemeanor, petty or business offense. 13 

Therefore, the Statistical Analysis Center, in creating its version 
of DLE/UCR data, assigns a unique statutory class code to almost every 
DLE category. , This makes it possible to aggregate police data by 
statutory class, and produce a police classification system that is 
comparable to the court and correctional classification system. The 
resulting classification system appears in Appendix B. The SAC version 

of the DLE/UCR computer files includes a variable for Index crime 
(INDEX), a var'iable for statutory class prior to the Class X legislation 
of 1978 ( CLASS), and a variable for statutory class subsequent to the 
Class X legislation (NEt'lCLASS). AppE~ndices Band C compare CLASS with 
NEWCLA..SS. 

13 . Twenty-one of the 227 DLE categories correspond to no 
crlme 4at all, and two are "miscellane()us"categories See Tables 
note 1 and Appendix B for more details. 
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Type of Offense 

Murder 

Class X 

Felony 1 
2 
3 
4 

TOTAL FELONIES 

Misdemeanor A 

Mis. B, C, Petty 

Other Criminalb 

TOTAL NON-FELONIES 

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

Table 1 

STATUTORY CLASSES OF OFFENSES ACTUALLY OCCURRING IN ILLINOIS a 

1972 

885 

21,351 
122,893 
109,660 

10,501 

265,290 

1973 

1,074 

23,165 
143,701 
131,649 
14,626 

314,215 

351,864 

113,880 

40,596 

506,340 

1974 

1,291 

26,711 
170,741 
133,959 

18,461 

351,163 

436,448 

132,926 

13,051 

582,425 

1975 

1,164 

22,953 
189,221 
139,082 

19,515 

371,935 

lf73,689 

1I.35,561 

13,068 

,922,318 

1976 

1,148 

18,218 
174,950 
141,462 

18,767 

354,545 

466,428 

128,460 

11 ,495 

606,383 

1977 1978 

1,124 1,143 

24,804 

17,406 1,809 
161,205 148,069 
142,398 142,000 

19! 925 20,230 

342,058 338,054 

473,515 497,869 

138,609 154,961 

6,629 6,735 

618,753 659,564 
...... 
00 TOTAL CRIMES 

314,673 

107,343 

40,387 

462,403 

727,693 ···••· •.. ·:93~;~88 
45,095 

121,356 

960>928 ....... , ...... , ... , 960811 . ' ... , " 
997,·618 

Not State Crimesc 

d Other Departmental 

Other Traffice 

TOTAL NON-CRIMES 

GRAND .TOTAL 

31,667 

° 
° 31,667 

759,360 

42,575 

° 
° 42,525 

863,080 

38,330 

204,781 

1,138,369 

45,785 

113,625 

~342 

202,752 

1,197,005 

41,491 34,778 33,633 

124,590 29,051 21,390 

40,600 45,818 48,923 

206,681 109,647 103,946 

1,167,609 1,070,458 1,101,564 

aCoded as if the Amendatory Act of 1977 took effect on January 1, instead of February of 1978. See 
Appendix C. Data only partially available for Chicago. See Table 6. 

bA residual category used by DLE, probably consisting of very minor crimes. 

cSee category 8 in Appendix B. 

dCategories used for police department record-keeping, but not criminal offenses. 

eNon-criminal traffic violations and non-violative incidents. Criminal traffic violations are not in
cluded here. 

Source: SAC Edition of UCR data. 
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Index Offensesa 

Murder/V. Man. 

Forcible Rape 

Robbery 

Agg. Assault 

Burglary 

Larceny/Theft 

I-' Motor Vehicle Theft ~o 

TOTAL INDEX 

NON-INDEX 

GMND TOl'AL 

a See Chart 2. 

Table 2 

INDEX AND NON-INDEX OFFENSES ACTUALLY OCCURRING IN ILLINOIS 

1972 

974 

2,633 

29,589 

24,886 

95,406 

234,067 

49,95tJ. 

437,509 

321,851 

1973 

1,159 

2,694 

31,232 

28,541 

115,311 

251,827 

57,919 

488,683 

374,397 

<\$63,0$8/ 

1974 

1,328 

3,075 

34,831 

30,397 

139,277 

304,536 

58,835 

572,279 

566,090 

1/1,1~8,369 

1975 1976 

1,180 1,159 

2,889 2,410 

31,017 24,724 

26,506 24,429 

144,658 123,883 

342,030 337,966 

56,964 56,816 

605,244 571,387 

591,761 596,222 

l,197,OO5 1)167 ;'609 

Source: SAC Edition of DLE-UCR Data . 
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1977 1978 

1,129 1,149 

2,456 2,628 

23,850 22,800 

23,479 24,358 

123,423 124,076 

318,266 308,593 

59,476 56,085 

552,079 539,689 

518,379 561,875 
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Most of the 227 DLE categories correspond to a unique statutory 
class, but some do not. Twenty-one are not Illinois crimes at all. They 

are either Federal crimes (AWOL), local ordinances (dog leash law,) 
lists of regulations or definitions (paternity,) not crimes (suspicion,) 
or administrative codes (other departmental service.) (See Appendix A, 
codes 8 and 0.) Other DLE categories refer to a statute in which the 
class depends upon the circumstances of the case. For example, DLE 
category 0820, Theft under $150, could be a Class 3 or 4 felony or a 

Class A misdemeanor, depending on whether or not it was a first or second 
offense, the theft of a firearm or other property, and so on. There are 

currently 36 of these categories. It would not have been possible to 
aggregate police data by statutory class unless each of these DLE 
categories were assigned to a unique class. 

So that these few categories would not remain a permanent obstacle to 
system flow analysis, the SAC staff asked a panel of lawyers to 

determine the most common statutory class for each of them. Appendix D 
reviews in detail the decisions that were involved in making that 

determination. It includes a chart listing each of the categories, the 
relevant statute, the possible statutory classes according to that 
statute, the SAC determination of the most likely class, and the number 
of offenses involved in a typical year. 

With this categorization system, it is possible to estimate police 
data, such as the number of reported offenses and arrests, for each 
statutory class of crime and for total felonies and total misdemeanors. 

For example, Table 1 shows the police variable "offenses actually 
occurring" categorized by statutory class, and Table 2 shows the same 
variable categorized by Index crime. 14 The same offenses appear in 

both tables. Table 1 uses the SAC recategorization system to categorize 

140ffenses Actually Occurring are reported -offenses minus those 
unfounded and those referred to another responsible jurisdiction (see 
Perrin 1977.) The number of felonies wa~ calculated using the coding 
system described in Appendices B and D. 
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them according to the court and correctional classification system. 

Table 2 categorizes them according to the police classification system. 

A valid comparison of the aggregate number of offenses actually 
occurring to some aggregate court figure, such as felony cases filed, 

should use the number of felony offenses actually occurring (Table 1) 
rather than the number of Index offenses actually occurring (Table 2.) As 

we saw above, the felony category and the Index category are defined 
differently. Not only are the definitions different, but the number of 

felonies does not correspond to the number of Index crimes. For example, 
there were 265,290 felony offenses actually occurring in 1972 (Table 1), 
but 437,509 Index offenses actually occurring in the same year (Table 2.) 
Therefore, an estimate of the proportion of off.enses that result in a 

case filed would have 437,509 in the numerator if Index crimes were 
used. This would obviously result in a much different estimate than if 
the 265,290 felonies were in the numerator. 

In addition total offenses, as recorded by DLE, do not equal total , , 

criminal offenses as defined by statute, and it would be misleading to 

compare total DLE offenses to a court figure, such as total cases filed. 
Although the grand total of offenses is the same'in Tables 1 and 2, from 

31,667 to 206,681 of the offenses occurring in each year were either not 
crimes at all or not Illinois state crimes. 15 These "offenses" were from 

four to eighteen per cent of the tot~l. Therefore, a valid comparison of 
police to court data would use the "Total Crime" figure, shaded in Table 

1, rather than the "Grand Total" figure, shaded in Table 2. 

15For example AWOL dog leash and suspicion are not Illi~ois 
crimes. See Appendi~ B, c~des 8 and 10, for a detailed .l.ist o~ these" 
offenses." Note that the recording of these non-crlmlnal lnstances 
changes from year to year. For example, Other Departmenta.l (DLE 
category 5080) was not used until 1974, and was used much less In 1977 
than in the three previous years. 
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Table 3 

FLOW OF INDIVIDUALS: 1975 ILLINOIS FELONIES 

Downstate Cook Count~ 
Police DisEositions 

Adults Arrested: aelda 
Murder 182 63 
Class 1 1,556 549 
Class 2 5,937 1,779 
Class 3 10,542 3,109 
Class 4 5 2170 2z420 
Total Adults b 23,387 7,9200 

Juveniles: Adult Court 
Murder 5 ° Class 1 22 4 

Class 2 142 40 
Class 3 129 15 
Class 4 60 16 
Total Juveniles: Adult gourt 358 750 

Juveniles: Juvenile Court 
Murder 4 3 
Class 1 144 76 
Class 2 2,262 1,126 
Class 3 1,138 594 
Class 4 307 165 
Total Juvenile Court 3~852. 1 ,964 

Total Police Dispositions 
to Adult Court 23,745 7,955c 

Court DisEositions 
4,469c Discharged or Dismissed 9,278 

Convicted of or Reduced 
to Misdemeanor 4,639 c 

Acquitted 412 589c 
Unfit to Stand Trial 47 330C 
Convicted of Felony 

Murder 63 c 
Class 1 648 c 
Class 2 3,087 c 
Class 3 3,043 c 
Class 4 658 c 
Total Convicted of Felony 7z499 9,889 

Total Court Dispositions 21,875 15,277'0 
Sentenced to Prison 

Murder 63 c 
Class 1 494 c 
Class 2 1,204 c 
Class 3 757 c 
Class 4 116 c 
Total Sentenced to Prison 2,634 3,603 

aIncludes adults arrested and held for prosecution whether incarcemted or not. 
Does not include those stmm:med, cited or notified, or rele'l:lSed without charge 

booes not ioolude juveniles handled wi thin the department, SUIIIIIoned, 
cited or' notified, or referred to a welfare agency. 

cData only partially available. 

Sources: SAC files of' I-UCR data; 1975 Annual Reoor't, Administmtive Office 
of the Ill!nols Courts. 
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Total Illinois 

245 
2,105 
7,716 

13,651 
7,590 

31,30fC 

5 
26 

182 
144 
76 

"ffiC 

7 
220 

3,388 
1,732 

472 
5,819 

31,740c 

13,747c 

4,639c 
1,001c 

377c 

63c 
648c 

3,087c 
3,043° 

658c 
17 z388 
37,1520 

63c 
494c 

1,204c 
757c 
116c 
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Table 4 

FLOW OF CASES; 1975 ILLINOIS FELONIES 

Downstate Cook Count;:! Total Illinois 
Offenses ReEorted to Police 

Murder 277 1,058 1,335 
Class 1 5,071 24,448 29,519 
Class 2 97,987 106,111 204,098 
Class 3 67,895 87,687 155,582 
Class 4 12 2325 8,204 20,529 d 
Total Reported 183,555 227,508 d 411 ,063 

Offenses Actual1;:! Occurreda 

Murder 252 912 1,104 
Class 1 4,824- 18,129 22,953 
Class 2 95,844 93,377 189,221 
Class 3 65,089 73,993 139,082 
Class 4 11,762 7,753 19,515 d 
Total Occurreda 

177,771 194,164 d 371,935 

Offenses Cleared b b;:! Arrest 
Adult b 

Murder 160 763 923 
Class 1 1,320 6,504 7,824 
Class 2 6,316 15,490 21,806 
Class 3 9,943 10,187 20;130 
Class 4 '4,452 2,462 6,914 
Total Adult 22,191 35,406 d 57,597 d 

Juvenileb 

Murder 10 4 14 
Class 1 ~60 84 244 
Class 2 3,382 1,526 4,908 
Class 3 2,129 986 3,115 
Class 4 760 822 1,582 
Total Juvenile 6,441 3,422 9,863 

Total Offenses by Arrest 28,632 38,828 d 67,460 
d Cleared 

Cases . dC Begun or Re1nstate 22,627 14,571 37,198 
Cases TerminatedC 

16,088 12,632 28,720 

a 
Offenses that actually occurred are reported offenses minus those 

that ~"ere unfounded and those that were referred to another responsible 
jurisdic tion. 

bIf at least one person is arrested and charged with an offense, 
the offense is cleared by arrest. An offense may be cleared only once, 
regardless of how many people are arrested. If both adults and juven
iles are arrested for an offense, it is counted as an adult clearance. 

c 
Felony adult court cases, including cases involving juveniles 

being tried as adults. 

~ata only partially available for Chicago. 

Sources: SAC edition of UCR data; 1975 Annual Report, Adminis
trative Office of the Illinois Courts. 
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An Example of a Valid System Flow Analysis 

Using the Statistical Analysis Center categorization system, we can 
calculate valid estimates of the proportion of cases and indi viduals 
flowing through the Illinois criminal justice system. As an example, 
Tables 3 and 4 present valid estimates for Illinois in 1975, the same 
year for which Chart 3 presented invalid estimtes. 16 Tables 3 and 4 

improve upon Chart 3 in the following ways: 

1 • They aggregate police data by statutory class of felony. 

2. They compute the flow of individuals (Table 3) 
separately from the flow of cases (Table 4). 

3. 

4. 

They use Arrested Held for Prosecution instead of Arrest. 

They separate juvenile data from adult data. 

5. They use Offenses Actually Occurring as well as Offenses 
Reported to Police. The flow of cases is from reported 
offenses, to offenses actually ocourring, to offenses cleared 
by the arrest of an adult, to adult court cases begun. 

A system flow analysis calculated from the aggregate figures in 

Table 3 or 4 would be much more accurate in its representation of the 
true system flow than Chart 3. The differences are great. For example, 

Chart 3 tells us that total felony cases begun in Illinois were 22 per 
cent (34,782/155,638) of Part 1 adult and juvenile arrests, but Table 4 
tells us that total felony cases begun in Illinois were only nine per 
cent (37,198/411,063) of reported felonies, ten per cent 

(37,198/371,935) of felonies actually occurring, and 65 (37,198/57,597) 
per cent of felony offenses cleared by an adult arrest. 

16Since Chart 3 TNaS based on the preliminary data available at 
the time, there are some differences in court statistics between tables 3 
and 4 and Chart 3. Also, as noted in the Introduction, the court figures 
do not refer to exactly the same group of individuals as do the police 
figures. 
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Aggregating police data . t 
. "'. ln 0 categories ca'GegoL les of cour.t . 

ana correctional 
that are comparable to 

data overcomes obstacles to system flow analysis 
system. It is Possible to cal 
probability of movi f cUlate an indirect 

of the IllinOis 
one of the major 
criminal justice 
estimate of the 

ng rom one stage of th 
accurate enough for t e system to another that is 

. mos purposes. Nevertheless the SAC I . 
cabon system does not overcome eve ' c asslfi-
police data to court d . ry problem in comparing Illinois 

an correctlonal data S 
Introduction discussed • ome problems remain. The 
d . many of these problems 

lSCusses the most serious of them ' and the following section 
in greater detail. 
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lu UNSOLVED PROBLEMS 

The DLE Categories with no Unique Statutory Class 

The major problem with the SAC classification system is that there is 
no unique statutory class for some DLE categories. One of these 
categories, Theft Under $150, accounts for so many offenses (224,182 in 
1976) that a change in deciding the statutory class of this one crime 

could dramatically alter the resulting statutory class totals. For 
example, if we had coded "Theft under $150" as a Class 4 felony instead 

of a Class A misdemeanor, total 1976 felonies occurring would have been 
579,695, instead of 343, 168. Reality is somewhere between the two. This 
problem is discussed in detail in Appendix D. In any event, the noding of 
Theft under $150 does not affect the accuracy of the aggregate estimates 

for ~urder or Classes X, 1, 2 or 3. 

Court Data that do not Exist at the Police Level 

The SAC coding scheme gives a statutory class for each DLE ca.tegor-y, 
but it does not give a DLE category for all offenses in each statutory 
class. A few types of offenses do not have any DLE category, because 
they seldom come to the attention of the police (see Table 5.) Thus, 

there are few reported offenses or arrests for these crimes, although 
there may be many cases filed and convictions. For example, DLE counts 
"home invasion" as a method used in committing another crime, such as 
robbery, and it does not have a separate DLE crime categor'Y of its own 

(see Kok, 1979: 179.) Court cases for crimes such as treason or juice 
racketeering usually begin in the court or prosecutorial systems rather 
than in the police system, and with a Grand Jury indictment rather than 

wi th an arrest. Shoplifting cases (which DLE codes as theft) also 

frequently begin with a sumnons or notice to appear rather than an 
arrest. 

f1 Preceding page blank 
l "~" ____ .. ' ___ -,;:_-;-
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Table 5 

EXAMPLES OF FELONIES WITH NO DIE CATEGORY 

Offense 

Felony Class 
Prior to Class X 

none 

Felony Class 
Post Class X 

x 
X 

0: 
o 

Home Invasion 

Treason 
Attempt: Treason 

1 

2 

3 
3 

1 D' 
Criminal misrepresentation of factoring 

Advocating overthrow of government 

Juice racketeering 
Legislative misconduct 
Concealment of homicidal death 
Inducement to buy or sell property on 

al1count of race, color or religi(m 

(2nd offense) 
Official misconduct 

3 
3 
3 

4 

4 

4 Misprison of treason 
Compelling confessions by force or threat 4 

4 Criminal usury, 
Tampering with ~ublic records 4 

3 
----r3 ----{l 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 
4 
4 

4 

4 

u'! 
0.' 
0\ 

1 

D~ 
Source: SEA Ch. 38, Table IV, Pp.21-28, preceeding Section 1001-1-1. 
See also Appendix A. 
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In addition, there are other crimes that have a DLE category, but 
seldom have a record of a reported crime. Armed violence (DLE 3200,) 

only 122 of which were reported in Illinois in 1979, is a case in 

point. 17 A victim will rarely report an "Armed Violence" to the police. 
Instead, a victim might report a robbery or an assault, and the police 
investigator or prosecutor might decide, after investigating the case, 

that the circumstances warrant a charge of Armed Violence. Therefore, it 
I: 

would be possible to have a greater number of armed violence arrests than 
armed violence offenses reported to the police. 

This reduces the aggregate totals of police data relative to the 
aggregate totals of court and correctional data. This effect will 

probably be small, because the offenses in Table 5 are not frequent. 
However, since the courts do not maintain aggregate data for each type of 

crime, only for felonies as a whole, it is impossible to determine the 
exact extent of the underestimate of police totals relative to court 

totals. 

Special Problems with Chicago and Cook County Data 

Some data are available in Chicago or Cook County that are not 
available elsewhere in Illinois, and some data that are available 

elsewhere are not available in Chicago or Cook County. 

Court Data. In its Annual Report, the Administrative Office of the 

Illinois Courts publishes yearly totals of cases and defendants in Cook 
County, for a number of individual felony offenses. For the Criminal 

Division, the Annual Report includes the number of indictments, 

informations and defendants for over a hundred felony offenses. For the 
Municipal Department, it includes the number of informations and defendants 

17 These 122 cases do not include Chicago data, however. Since 
Armed Violence is not a Part 1 offense, Chicago does not report it to DLE. 
See the following section. 
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for about seventy felony offenses. 18 However, the Annual 
Report does not include the dispositions of Cook County cases by 
individual types of felony offense, only for each class of felony as a 
total categor·y. Therefore, this information could be used to estimate 

the system flow for a particular felony offense in Cook County from 
offense reported to the polic~ to clearance or arrest, to court cases or 
defendant, but it could not be used to estimate the system flow all the 
way to the final disposition of the case. Also, Criminal Division data 

and Municipal Department data can be confusing and difficult to 

interpret (see Smith and Zuehl,1978 for more detail.) 

Some disposition information available elsewhere is not available in 

Cook County,.although more information is available now than in previous 
years. The 1979 Annual Report does not distinguish between defendants 
whose cases were dismissed and defendants whose cases were reduced to a 
misdemeanor for Cook County, although it makes this distinction for 

other counties. This information could be vital to an analysis of the 
system flow of Class 4 felonies. Such an ar31ysis could not be done with 

Cook County data, and therefore, it could not be done for Illinois as a 
whole. 

Additional kinds of information are unavailable in earlier years. 
For example, the 1975 Annual Report included total felony convictions 
for Cook County, but did not categorize the convictions by class of 

felony (see Table 3.) 

Police Data. Unlike all other Illinois cities, Chicago does not 

report criminal offense information to DLE in each of the 227 DLE 
categories, but only for each Part 1 offense and for simple assault.19 

18Source: Annual Report, 1979. Less information is available in 
earlier years. In 1975 for example, the Annual Report listed fewer than 
fifty types of felony' offenses in the Criminal DiVision, and did not 
provide any listing at all for the Municipal Department. 

19part 1 offenses are the same as Index crime offenses, with the 
addition of involuntary manslaughter. See Chart 2 for a list of In~ex 
crime offenses. Chicago arrest data are reported for more DLE categorles 
than Chicago offense data, but some major felonies are still excluded. 
These omitted arrests are counted as DLE category 5000. 
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Therefore, there is no way to estimate aggregate statutory class totals 
from the information Chicago reports to DLE. This means that it is also 
impossible to calculat~ aggregat~~ estimates for Illinois as a whole, 

because such estimates would neceslsarily include Chicago figures. For 

example, although the 1975 "Police, Disposition" figures in Table 3 are 

complete for Downstate counties (counties aside from Cook) they are not 
complete for Chicago, and thus not for Cook County nor for total 

Illinois. The "Total Illinois" police disposition figures in Table 3 do 
not include those Chicago felonies that were not Part 1 crimes, and were 
thus not reported to DLE. Therefore, unless you can obtain data on thase 
Chicago felonies from another source, do not attempt to analyze the flow 

of crime through the criminal justice system for any geographic area 
containing Chicago, such as Northern Illinois or Illinois as a whole. 

To obtain m1 accurate estimate of Chicago felonies, make a special 
request for information on those felonies that are not Part 1 crimes, and 

were not reported to DLE, to the research division of the Chicago Police 

Department. As an alternative, a system fl.ow analysis could be done for 
certain specific crimes. As mentioned above, some court data from Cook 

County are available for certain felony offenses, some of which are among 
the Part 1 offenses reported to DLE by the Chicago Police Department. It 
is possible to calCUlate totals of police statistics for these offenses 
for Cook County, and then to compare these totals to the available court 
statistics for the same offense. 20 Since conviction data are not 

available by specific offense, however, such a system flow analysis 

could go no further than court cases filed. Under this alternative, Cook 

County should be analyzed separately from other counties in the state 
(see Table 6.) 

20Because Chicago does not report any police disposition figures, 
such as "Arrested Held for Prosecution," to DLE, an individual-level 
system flow analysis, from number of arrests to number of defendants, 
cannot be done. 
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Part I Crimes 

Index Crimes 

1 . a Fe on,1es 

Part I Crimes 

Index Crimes 

Fe10niesa 

Part I Crimes 

Index Crimes 

Fe1ol1ie~a 

Table 6 

OFFENSES ACTUALLY OCCURR~NG 1972-1978 
Part 1, Index and:' Felony 

Cook County 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

274,933 300,581 34.5,479 353,417 329,187 

274,,620 300,224 345,172 353,070 328,874 

159,640 186,165 196,343 194,164 180,584 

Illinois exceEt Cook County 

162,931 188,495 227,165 252,236 242,549 

162,889 188,459 227,107 252,17l+ 242,513 

105,650 128,050 154,820 178,452 174,929 

Total Illinois 

437,864 489,076 572,644 605,653 571,736 

437,509 488,683 572,279 605,244 571,387 

265,290 314,215 351,163 372,616 355,513 

1977 1978 

316,442 301,510 

316,175 301,492 

175,016 169,126 

235,948 238,205 

235,904 238,197 

168,152 168,928 

552,390 539,715 

552,079 539,689 

343,168 338,054 

aDLE categories coded as to class of felony or misdemeanor according to 
Appendix B. For Ch~cago, data only partially available. 

Source: SAC edition of UCR data files, Kok (1979) 
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There ar'e a number of other complex problems with using Chicago 
Police Department data as reported to DLE. For example, the DLE vari
able, "Offenses Cleared by Arrest of Adult," refers, for Chicago, to 

offenses not only cleared by the arrest of an adult but also cleared by 

the arrest of a juvenile or by exceptional means (Kok,1979:22-23.) For 
complete details of this and other problems see Kok (1980:13-78.) 

Even assuming that the police aggregate category and the court or 
correctional aggregate category in a system flow analysis were com

pletely comparable in every way, it would still be only an estimate of 
the true probability that certain kinds of crime flow from one stage of 

the criminal justice system to another. Also, the interpretation of this 
estimated system flow would have to take into account the different 
definitions the public, the police and the court use for what may seem to 
be the same event. 
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A. qUestion such as, "What P~OPO~tion of' Illinois f'elony a~~ests 
eVentUally reSUlt in conviction?" is deceptively simple. The~e is no 
easy ansWer. Instead there is a variety Of'more 01' less complex and m01'e 

or less COmplete answers. The analYst must Choose the ansWer most SUi ted to the decision at hand. 

It is CUl"l'ently impOSSible to anawe1' this question by a system flow 
analYSis that t1'ace." each individual 01' case through the criminal 
justice system. Even af'ter a computeriZed system allOWing SUCh an 

analYSis becomes operational, it Will be impOSSible to analYZe the years 
P1'i"" to the establishment of' the SYstem. But even though an el{act 
measure of' the P1'OP01'tion flOWing throUgh the sYstem is impOSSible, an 
estimate of' the system f'lo" is POssible. SUCh an estimate depends upon the Use of aggregate data. 

This rep01't diSCUsses many of' the Pl"Oblems icherent in the Use of' 
aggregate date to estimate sYstem flow Pl"OPortions, and concentrates on 
one Pl"Oblem in P9l"

tiCU
lar __ the use of' comparable aggregate categ01'ies in 

analYZing the f'low fhom the Police system to the COU1't and C01'rectional 
systems. The Index c~iJ:Je catego1'ies COlllllo.nly uSed f'01' pOlice data are 
not comparable to the stetutory class categ01'ies COlllllonl

y 
uSed f'01' court and correctional data. 

An acCUrate system f'low esti1llate is POssible only if' the Police 
aggregate categories are comparable to the COurt and correctional 

n 
aggregate categories. Either Police date must be reca t eg01'i Zed , 01' 
COU1't and co~rectiona.l data must be recatego1'ized. The latte~ 1s 
impractical. Theref'ore, this repOrt suggests that analysts use a Coding 

Scheme that recategOrizes pOlice data into statutory Class categories. 

ff 
If 
[I 

The ~C COding SCheme, which is inClUded as a variable in the ~C 
vcrsion of' theDLe/UCR co",cuter tepes, aSSigns a statutory Class to each 

of' the 227 DepOrtment of' Law Enf'orcemant crime catego1'ies (see 

Preceding pa~~ blank 
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Appendix B.)21 This makes it possible to aggregate police data (such as 
offenses reported to the police, . offenses ac'cual1y occurring, offenses 

cleared by arrest, persons arrested) by statutory class. That makes it 
possible, in turn, to estimate system flow proportions, for example" the 

proportion of Class 1 felony reported offenses that become cases filed 
with the courts, or the proportion of persons arrested for a felony who 
are convicted of a felony. 

The report emphasizes that this estimate is only an estimate. It. has 
some'drawbacks and qualifications that the report discusses in detail. 
In general, anyone attempting to estimate the flow through the Illinois 

criminal justice system with aggregate data should follow these 
gUidelines: 

1. Choose a method of analysis that is commensurate with the 
decision you intend to make. If your decision will require more 

exact measures thari an aggregate system flow estimate will provide, 
such an estimate will be useless. On the other hand, your decision 
might require only a rough estimate of the true system flow. In 

that case, an aggregate estimate would be appropriate. 

2. If you decide to estimate the system flow with aggregate 

data, first become intimately familiar with the data--co11ection, 
definitions, aggregation. This report, and the publications. it 
cites, will introduce you to the information you need in order to 
conduct a valid system flow analysis of the Illinois criminal 
justice system. 

21A few of the 227 DLE categories could not be assigned a statutory 
class, because they are not crimes in Illinois. See Appendix B, code 8. 
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Appendix A 

CLASSIFICATION OF OFFENSES 
IN ILLINOIS LAW 

Table IV, p. 21-28, S.H.A. 
S ch. 38 Illinois Revised 
tatutes, preceding Section 1001-1-1 

ing the years 1972 through 1977. 

This classification of offenses 
applies to offenses committed dur-

Those changes are noted l.·n the 
footnotes. 

classification of some offenses 
committed f on or a ter February 1, 1978. 

The Amendatory Act of 1977 changed the 

This table· I d 
l.nc u es all offenses in Chapter 

38 as amended in 1973. 
For offenses in other 

chapters, see SHA ch. 38 
, p. 29-56 preceding 

Section 1001-1-1. 
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OFFENSES IN CHAPTER 38 

And Chapter 56%: Illi nois Cont.rolled Substan~s Act 
Cannabis Control Act 

Offense ClassIfIcation Former Sentence 

MURDER 
Sentence: Death 01' ImprisoIlment 

for 14 to any number of years (plus 
5 years parole), __________________ NfJT 14 years or death [O-l(b)] 

CLASS I FELONY 

Sentence: ImprIsonment for 410 any number cf years 
(plus 5 years parole). 

FIne: $10,000 or greater amount stated In offense. 

Attempt to commit murder ________ , _ N'.rE 20 years [8-4] a, c 
Aggravated kidnapping ______________ NTII' 2 years or death []0-2] b) c 
Armed robbery __________________ . _ NrJT 5 years [18-2(b)] c) d 
Armed violence (2nd offense) ______ .' _ N rJT 8 years [33A-3] c 
l'reason ______________ ~ __________ •. NfJl' 14 years or death ~10-1(C)] c 
Rape ------------------ ____________ NLT 4 years [11-1(c)] 
Indecent liberties with a chlJd _____ . _ 4-20 years (l1-4(c)] 
Deviate sexual assault ______________ 4-]4 year!'. [l1-~(b)l c 
Illinois ControUed Substance!; AI.'t. 

(Chapter 56%) 
Sections: 1401(a) ________________ .10 years to life and NTE $200,000 c 

1402(a) _________________ 3 years to life and NTlD $100,000 (' 
1405 ___________________ 10 years to life and NTE $200,000 -

Cannabis Control Act (Chapter GGYz) 
Section 709 (2n(1 offense) _________ 5 to 20 years ancI NTE $200,000 

CLASS 2 FELONY 

Sentence: ImprIsonment for 1-20 yoars (plus 3 yoars parole); 
FIne: $10,000 or greater amount stated In offonse. 

Attempt to commit trrason __ .. _ .. _. NTE 20 years [8-4(c) (2)]e 
Aggravated inces't __________ . _______ 2-20 YOIIrS [ll-lO(c)] 
Possession of explosives or incendiary 

devices ----------------- _________ 1-20 years [20-2] 
Burglary _____________________ • ____ NJ/I' 1 year [19--1(b)J 
Arson __________________________ .. NUJ' 1 yenl' [20-1] 
Voluntary manslaughter - __ • ________ 1-::!0 years [9-2(c)] 
Robbery __ .... ---- ________________ 1-2() years []8-1] 
Aiding escape (person charged with 

felony) ------------ ___ . _________ .1-10 years [31-7(b)] 
Escape (feloll or charged with felony). _1-<10 years [31-6(a)J 
IJllnois Controlled RubstanC(>s A('t; 

(Chapter [)(JYz) 
Sections: 1401(b) _________________ l-20 years Ilnd N'.rE $25,000 

1403(a) _________ . _______ 1-12 years Ilnd NTE $25,000 
Cannabis Control Act (Chapter 56*) 

Section 705(e) _____ -. _____________ ]-7 Y(,llrs 

aNTE = "Not ttl Exceed" 

b NL1' = "Not Less Than" 

c H.B. 1500 changed classification to a Class X offense. 

d An amendment to the Unified Code of Corrections Reduced 
the maximum to four years. 

e Under Class X legislation an attempted Class X offense 
is a Class 1 felony. 
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a 

b 

c 

Offense Classification Former sentence 

CLASS 3 FELONY 

Sentence: I mprlsonment for 1-10 years (plus 3 yoars parole); 

Fine: $10,000 or greater amount stated In \)ffense. 

Attempted Clnss 2 felony ____ ._ .•••. _N'l'E 14 yearR [8-4(c.) (a)] 
Criminal misrepresentation of fnctor· 

ing ..• ____ .... _. _ ..... _ •. ______ .5-10 years or $5,000 or both [40-3] 
Advocating overthrow of government •. 1-10 yenrs [30-3] 
Conspiracy (refer to law for spe· 

clfics) _ •.•. ____ ._ •.. ___ •.•.. ____ .NTE 10 years [8-2] 
Julce racketeering __ . _ .. ____ •....• __ 1-10 years or $5,000 or both [39A-2] 
Theft (more than $1(0) _. __ .' .. _. _ .. 1-10l years (l6-1(c-2)] 
Unlawful use of weapon (within 5 J'ears . 

of felony conviction) "11_ •••• _. _. __ .1-10 years [24-1(b)] 
Forgery __ • ______ .. ____ ••.. __ . ___ ._1-14 years or $1,000 or both [17-3(d)] 
Involuntnry Manslaughter ... ___ . ___ 1-10 years (9-3(c)J 
Abortion __ •• ____ .. ___ • ______ . ____ .1-10 years (23-1(b)J 

DeceptiYe Practices (credit card use in 
excess of $150 within 90 day peri-
od) . ____ . _____ . ________ . ____ ._ ... 1-10 years [17-1] a 

Incest . __ . ___ .. ___ .• _ .. __ . __ • __ •. __ 1-10 years [ll-l1(b)] b 
Aggravated battery (disfiguration) . __ 1-10 years or OTP 1 year [12-4(d)] 
Perjury _ .. __ ._. _________ .• _. __ ._ .. 1-14 years or OTP 1 year or $1,000 or 

hoth [32-2(d)J 
Kidnapping ... _. _. _____ .. _________ . l-fi years or OTP 1 year [lO-l(c)] c 
Legislative misconduct: acceptance of . , 

money __ ...• __ ._. __ . __ . __ . ____ .. 1-10 years or OTP 1 year or $10,000 or 
both fine and imprisonment [90-2] 

Aggravated battery (with a dendly 
weapon) _____ . ___ ., ____ . , . _. ____ J-a years or OTP 1 year [12-4(d)] 

Ryndlcated gambling _ .. _ .. __ . ___ . __ .1-Ci years [28.1-1(f)J 
Concealment of homlcldnl death .. _., _2-R years [9-3.1(c)] 
Intimidation .' _. __ ... __ .. _ •... _. _ .l-G years or OTP 1 year or $5,000 or 

mlnols Controlled 
(Chapter 50%) 

Sections: 1401(c) 
1401(d) 
1402(h) 

hoth (12-6(b)J 
SubstnnC<'s Act 

1-10 "parR anll N'l'E $20,000 
--·--··-----··--·1-R Y~'nrs nnd NTg $11\,000 
.. --- --.- •. - .•. -1-8 Tears or OTP 1 yenr 
- - . - - - - . - - - - - . - - • $1[i,oOo 

1403 (b) _____ ...• _ •..... -1-S yenrs and NTE ~20,OOO 
1404 . _____ .... __ ._ ••• __ 1-10 years or OTP 1 yenr 

$15,000 

CannabiS Control Act (Chupter 56%) 
Sections: 704(d) (2nd offense) __ ... _ 2~ yenrs 

704(e) ..• _ ... __ ....••.. _1-5 years 
2-7 years (2nd offense) 

705(d) •. ____ .. ____ . __ ._.1-> yenrs 

1\1111 l'iTg 

2-8 years (2nd offense) 
709 (1st offense) . _ •. __ . __ 3-1 0 years aiid NTE $200,000 

As of date of revision, offense 1.S a Class 4 felony. 

OTP = "Other Than Penitentiary" 

Ad' of date of revision, offense is a Class 2 felony. 
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Offense Classification Former Sentence 

CLASS 4 FELONY 

Sentlnce: Imprisonment for 1-3 year., (plus 2 years parole); 

Fine: $10,000 or gr.atar ilmount stated In ottensi. 

Attempted Class 3 felony •••••••••••• NTE 14 years (S--!(c) (3») a 
Pandering (by compulsion) •••••••••• 1-10 years (1l-16(b)} 
Pandering (other than compulsion) •••• 1-5 yenrs or OTP 1 year (11-16(1»] 
ESCIlpe (armed with a deadly b 

weapon) ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1-5 yenrs (31-8(d)] 
Violation of ball bond (If telony) •••• ~. NTE 5 yenrs or $;),000 or both [:12-101 
Subomntlon of perjury •••••••••••••• 1-5 yellrs or $1,000 or both (:J::!-3{hll 
Criminal damage to property (more 

than S150) •••••••••••••••••••••• NTE :5 years or $500 or both (21-1] 
Inducement to buy or sell property on 

account ot: race, color or religion . 
(2nd of tense) •••••••••••••••• ~ ••• ."1-5 years or $10,000 or both (iO-52] 

Otterln!!, a bribe (In contests) : •• ~ •••• 1-5 years or $1,000-$5,000 (29-1] 
Accepting a bribe (In contests) •••••• 1-5 years or $1.000-$5,000 [2!}-2] 
Theft (Ies! than $1~, 2nd offense) ••• 1-5 yenrs (16-1] 
Unlawful use ot weapon •••••••••••• 1-5 years (2~I(b)] 
GambUng (organizer): (2nd offense) •• 1-5 years and $5,000 or OTP 6-12 

. months (28-1(C)] 
Reckless homicide •••••••••••••••••• 1-5 years or O'I'P 1 re:u- or $1,000 or 

both fine and L:nprlsonment (9-.'3(<:) (2)J 
~[ob action (tnfl1cts violent Injulj') ••• 1-5 years or OTP 1 yeoI' or $1,000 or 

both tIne and Imprisonment (25-1 (c) J 
OUidal misconduct •••••••••••••••• 1-5 years or OTP 1 year or $1,000 

or both fine and Imprisonment (3.1-3 
(d)] 

Bribery ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1-5 yea.rs or OTP 1 yeat' or $1.000-
$5,000 or both fine and imprisonment 
(33-1(!)] 

Communicating with jurors or wit· 
nesses ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1-3 rears or OTP 1 Yl'nr or $;:iOO or 

both !iDe nnd Imprisonment (32-4(bll 
Criminal damnge to State supported . 

property (more than $5(0) •••••••••• NTE 5 years I)r $5.000 (21-4) 
Armed violence (lst o!!~nse) ••••••••• NLT 2 Yi£iirs "nor' more eMll the DIU!· 

mum penalty tor the offense committed 
had It been done unarmed (33A.-3] c 

Obstructing justice ••••••••••••••••• 1-3 years or OTP 1 year or $1,000 or 
both tine nnd Imprisonment (31->(d)] 

Keeping n gambling plaCl! (2nd at· 
tense) ••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••• 1-3 years or $1,000 or both (28-3] 

Harrntul material (2ncl offense) •...•• 1-3 years or $1,000-$:),000 or both (Inc 
and Imprisonment (1l-21(d)] 

Obscenity (2nd of[cnse) ••••••••.••••• 1-3 years or $1,000-;5,000 or both fine 
. and Imprisonment (1l-20(d)] 

Possession of burglary tools (with In· 
tent to commit a. felony or theft) ••• 1-2 years (19-2(b)] 

MispriSion of treason ••••••••••••••• 1-2 years (30-2] 
Unlawful restralnt •••••••••••• '.' •• 1-2 years or $WO or both (10-:3(1»] 
ConceaUng or aiding II. fugitive •••••• 1-2 years or $1,000 or OTP 1 yenr 01" 

both tine and Imprisonment (31-5] 
Looting ••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••• 1-3 years or OTP S mos.-1 year (42-2J 
Compelling confusion by force or 

,threat ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1-3 years or OTP 1 year (12-iJ 
Criminal usury •••••••••••••••••••• 1-5 years or OTP 1 year or $1,000 or 

both [3!}-2] 
Tampering with 'Publlc records •••••• 1-5 years or OT? 1 year or $1,000 or 

both fine and imprisonment (32~S] 
Destro)'iD~ dratt cnrd •••••••••••••• 1-5 years or sld,ooo or both (90-11J 
BIgamy ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1-5 years or OTP 1 year (11-12] 
Performance ot unauthorized acts (of . 

judlcia.l procedure) ••••••••••••••• 1-5 reins or OTP 1 yellr or $GOO or 
both !lne and Imprisonment (32-8] 

a H.P. 1743, effective January, 1980, defines an attempted class 3 
felony as a Class A mi~demeanor.. 

b 
As of date of revision, offense is a Class 2 felony. 

c 
H.B. 1500. Class X legislation changed the claSSeS of armed violence. 

Armed violence, as a first offense, with a category II weapon is a Class 2 felony. 
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Offense Classifica-c;:t:.:i::;bo.,:n::..· _____ ---'F_o;;...T;..;..m--'-e....;r_S_e_n_t_e_n_c_e_ 

Class 4 Felony-Cont'd 

Theft from coln·operated machines 
(2nd o ffell!;:(1) .• _. ___ .•. ___ •• _____ NTlC 5 ycars [10-5] 

DUlllav;e to !-itllte properly ___ ~ _____ ._NTlC 5 years or $5,000 [21-4] 
HypodermiC! 1Il'('clles (3rd' oftcnee) __ • _ NTI'1 2 ycarR [22-rl..1] 
Illinois Contl'oUed SubstanceR Act 

(Chaptcr 5(jlh) 
S()ctlons: 1401(e) • _______________ .1-3 years or OTP 1 year and NTE 

$10.000 
1401(0 _. _______________ 1-3 yenrsor OTP 1 year and NTE 

$5,000 
1403(c) _____ • ____ • ______ 1-5 years or OTP 1 year and N'rE 

$15,000 
1406(a) (2nd oUense) _____ 1-3 years or OTP 1 year Ilnd ~TE 

$10,000 
1406(b) (2nd offense) _____ 1-3 years or OTP 1 year and NTE 

$30,000 
Cannabis Control Act (Chapter 5(Ph) 

Sections: 704(c) (2nd offense) ______ 1-2 years or OTP 1 year 
704Gd) (1st offense) . _____ 1-3 years 
705(e) ____________ ,. _____ ]-3 years or OTP 1 year 
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Offense Classification Former Sentenco 

CLASS A MISDEMEANOR 

Sentonco: Imprisonment for any term less than year; 
Fine: NTE $1,000 

Ai(lill~ P)4('IIIH' (lId~c1rmCnllallt) • _ .. !'i'rI';] Yl'lIr UI1-i(cll 
]':xrlllll' (1'11111'/.:1'11 with llli!;c!elllcllnor) . !'i'l'l'] 1 year 1:11-6(\))1 
Vioilliioll of buB hOll!l (If Illiscle-

nll!U 1I!1 I') ......... _ •••••••• _._ •• NTI~ 1 yellr or $1.(){)() or hnth j!l!.!-WI 
~)rricll\1 lIIiHCOIl(luct: failure to report 

bribc ......... ___ • _ .• ___ • __ .. __ NTg 1 yellr 01' $1,000 or hoth la:I-!! I 
Maintnining It public nuisance (1st 

offt'lIse) ,. ...... . .. _ KTl~ 1 ycnr 01' $1.0U(] 01' bol h [ai-II 
Solicitln~ (01' H prm;titutc. . .. _.,. . K'1'g 1 yenl' 01' $200 01' hot.h 111-1;;(1111 
1'I'Ostitul:ion. ____ •. __ .,. ___ ._K'l'I~ 1 ycar or $200 or hoth 11l-14(h)! 
'rhcft of Inbor 01' RcrviC'I'S or IIHC of 

)1I'o)l/:rly ., . . .. _ .. _ . __ • .. .. . __ KTE 1 ycnr or $500 or hoth !16-:1(1')I 
Deccptln' practiccH _._. ____ ..•. _ ... _ NTg 1 ycar or $50001' both (1 i-I I 
Crlmlnnl dalllnv;r to prollerty (II'S!! than 

$150) • _. __ . ' ... _ •• _ . _____ ., .... _ NTg 1 ypar or $u()O 01' hoth [21-1! 
Dcfnelng' Idcntification mnrks of fire-

arms ~ __ .. __ .....• _____ . ___ .. _. __ K'm 1 y!!ar 01'$500 or iJolh !!!'}-:;I 
Gambling ()1It1ylng) __ ....• _ •.•.. _ .• NT!!] 1 YCllr or $fiOO 01' hulh I!!S··)(C'II 
I(l'cping a V;lIl1lhlJllg place (1st of· 

fense) . ____ .... _ •.•. _ •. _ .•. _ ... K'l'g 1 Yl'lIr or $riOO or both 12~-:1I 
Hcg-Islration of federlll gamblillV; 

stamps (2nll nff(mse) . ___ ._ •. _NTI'] 1 yenr or $riOO 01' holh 1!!.'i.~11111! 
Indccent solicil:lltion of n child . NT]', 1 year or ::::;011 or hoth Ill-till')! 
Aduller~', ., .....• _ .... _ •.• __ . . NTI'] 1 Yl'lIr or $;;(10 or hot II 111-i(l1i1 
Public indeccncy . ~"n1 1 yCn!' or $:lO() or hoth Ill-ll(t,)! 
Keepin/.: a )llllCe of 11I'0stilution :)Tg 1 ~-ear or $;.()() or hoi h Ill-·lith) I 
Pilllpin/.:. . . _ ,';'!'lo; 1 YI'lIr 01' $;)00 01' hoth [11-lIlIhll 
'l'hcft (lcHs than $150, 1 st ofrensc) _.. N'l'J<] 1 YCllr or $riOo 01' hot II IHI-1(I') I 
Fililure t.n 1'1')10rt brihe (COlltCStS) .... l\"rl~ 1 year or $iiOO 01' hoth I!!O-:n 
ltcHi!!tillg or obstructing Il peacc 

officer..... . ...... _____ .. _. __ KTB 1 yelli' 01' $:10001' holh 1:11-1\ 
linrnHslllcnt of jUI'orH . __ • __ ., .. N'l'g 1 yelll' or $000 01' hurh I:\~-I(:tll 
Al;grl\\-nt!'l\ 1I!,1;l\lIlt .. " 1-5 Yl'lirs or 0'1'l' 1 yl'IlJ' \II' $1,11011 OJ' 

hoth [12-::!(bl] 
Ohsccllity (1 Ht offellHe) _ .•. " .. " .. _. _ !'i'1'I~ I ycal' or $],000 01' hot h [I1-~!Ild II 
IInrmfu\llIatcl'ial (1st offcnse) _ ... ___ i'\Tl~ 1 year or $I,O{)() 01' hoth I 11-!!\(11 ! 
Heckles!! contluct; _ ...... __ • ". _". ___ NTE 1 year or $1,000 or hoth [12-ulh)j 
GI'lmillnl hOl1sin~ IIIIlUnv;emcnt __ .. , __ JIITI,} 1 rear or $1,000 or bulh [12-fi.l(hl! 
Aerial cxhihlt.ions with Ina!leCjullt(. 

:;afety cI\uiplllent _ . _ ..••..••. ___ . !'i'i'B 1 yrnr'or $1,OO{) 01' hoth [iil}-:I! 
Puillic (lemonsll'UtiollH without )lermit. 

(if IlI'CC!;~llI'~') _. ___ ._ .• _._ .... _ ... K'n; 1 year 01' $1,000 or uoth [Sr ..... l-q 
Decc))th'e lI\terill~ or sule of coinH ... NT1') ] yenr or $1.000 or both lli--ltl')1 
Unlllwful salc of fil'PllrlllS _. ___ '" _. NTI~ 1 year 01' $l,O()O or hoth [2·1-:1(11)1 
Unlnwful. IHlSsl'Hslon of firearms lind 

flrrurllis 1I1IlJIIUnit.lon ___ .... _ .•..•• NTl,} 1 yl!nr or $1,000 or hoth [~1-1-I! 
Concellling' uellth of Il uastarll ___ .. __ N'l'E 1 yenr [!}-4(C)] 
Tuducellll'nts to 11('11 or purchuse Ilro)-

crty Ill' rl'asoll or rIlC!', color 01' re· 
liglon (lst orrell!"C) , "'_ NTE 1 Y('Hr or $1,000 01' bolh lill-;;!!! 

Contriunl:ing' to the !;l~XIIIII delinlJlIl~lIry 
of a child.,. . •. , N'l'E 1 Yl':tI· or $l,lI(,JO or 1I1l111 111,;;11'11 

Marrying Il higHllIist . .. K'l'IiJ 1 y(~I\J' I 11-1:1(h) I 
Disorderly conduct (fnlse Illnrms-

bomb or other explosives) ..• __ . _. _ NTE 1 year or $2,500 or both [20-1(b)1 
EavesdroppIng _. ____ • _________ ..• __ 1-2 years or OTP 1 year or $l,oooa 

[14-4] 
Dueling __ .•• _. _ .. ____ . __ • __ . ______ 1-i) years or OTP 1 year [12-8(b)] b 
BlglllllY . _ ••• _ • _. __ . _ • _ • _ ... __ • _. __ 1-5 yenrs or OTP 1 year [U-12(c)] 
Heckles..'Ily pcrmlttlng escllpc _____ • ___ N'rn 1 year or $1,000 or botl1,[31-7(f)J 

As of date of revision, offense is a Class 4 felony. 
b As of date of revision, offense is Class 4 felony. a 
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Offense Classlflcntlo __ n ____ F_o_rm_e_r Sentence 

CLASS A MISDEMEANOR--('cllll'ci 
Battery _. _________________________ N'rE 6 months or $500 or both [12-3(b)) 
Criminal trespass to "ehlcles ________ N'rg 1 year or $500 or both [21-2) 
Criminal damage to state flupportt'cl . 

property ________________________ ~'l'E 1 year or $1,000 or both [21-'-4) 

Criminal trespass to state supported land ____________________________ N'rIill year or $1,000 [21-5) 

Unauthorized possession or storage of 
weapons ________________________ N'fF11 year or $1,000 [21-6) 

, .' 

SeJls, manufactures, purchases, pos
sesses or carries any blnck-jack, 
metnl knuckles, dngger, tear gas gun, 
pistol, etc, (refer to lnw for spe-cifics) ___________________________ NTE 1 year or $500 or both [24-1(n)] 

Unlawful possession of firearms and 
firearm nmiUunition by certain per-
sons (refer to law for specifics) ____ NTE 1 year or $1,000 or both [24-3(b)) 

Continued mob action after n warning 
by 11 peace officer (refer to law for 
specifies) _____ . _. ______________ - _ NTE 1 year or $500 or both [25-1(d)] 

Criminal defamntlon _______________ NTE 1 year or $500 or both [27-1(b)1 
Operates n. gambling faelllty (refer to 

law for specifics) ________________ 1-5 years or OTP 1 year or $5,000 or 
both [28-1(C» 

Gambling (refer to law for specifics) __ NTE 1 year or $500 or both. [28-1(C)] 
Escape from lawful custody (refer to 

law for specifiCS) ________________ NTE 1 year [31-6(e)] 
Escape of It mlsdemellnant (refer to law 

for Rpeclfics) ____________________ NTEI year [31-6(c)] 

Aiding eRcape of a misdemeanant, etc, 
(refer to law for specifics) _________ NTE 1 year or lP,OOO or both [31-7(a)] 

Maintaining public nuisance (refer to 
law for specifics) ________________ NTE 1 year or $1,000 or both [37-1(b») 

'rheft from ('Oin-operated machines (1st 
offense) _________________________ NTE 1 yr,; $1,000 [16-5) 

Coin-operated machine key or de"lce __ NTE 1 yr_; $1,000 [16-6) 
Damage to state property ___________ NTE 1 yr,; $1,000 [21-'-4) 
Hypodermic needles (1st and 2nd of-

fenRes) __________________________ NTE 1 yr,; $2,000 [22-53) 
ConfillenUal tal( information ________ No penalty stated [05-11] 
gmployee Information _______ , _______ NO penalty stated [201-12] 
Non-public records _________________ No penalty stated [206-7] 

Illinois Controlled Substances Act 
(Chapter 561/z) 

Sections: 1403(d) _________________ 1-3 years or OTP 1 year and NTE 
$10,000 

1403(e) ________________ 0 NTE 1 year or $5,000 
.1406(a) (1st offense) _____ 1-3 yearR or OTP 1 year and NTE 

$10,000 
1406(b) (1st offense) _____ 1-3 years or OTP 1 year and NTE 

$30,000 
Cannahil; Control Act (Chapter My'!) 

HectiOJu;: ,04(') (l ~t offense) 
,05(h) _. _______ _ 
70R ., __ •• _. - .. 

.-

. ~Tl'~ 1 year 
__ h2 yl'nrR or OTP 1 year 

N1'1~ 1 yrnr or $l,flOO or hnth 
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Offense Classification 

CLASS B MISDEMEANOR 

Sentence: Imprisonment up to 6 monthsj 

Fine: NTE $500 

Former Sentence 

Fornication 
Reglstrution 'c;( 'fc~l~~';li -gul~biln-g - - - - - NTE 0 months or $20U or bot h r 11-8(h)l 

Rtnl1l)lS _ (1 !it orren~t') _ _ _ _ _ _ _ • '. 
Distrlblltlllg abortifncientR - - - - - - - ~: E G months or $200 or hoth [:!8-4(nll 
Registration of firearms - -;I~I~;- -1'>- NTF.1 6 monthR or $500 or hoth [2:\-21 

dealer y 
False pe;'~~I;~ti~;I- 'o-f' j~ldicia-l- ~~- 'T~~': N'fE G monthR or ,~Ii()O or hoth [N-4(d) I 

ernmental officials _ g,. ~ • 
Simulating legal IH'oce~~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ rI'J G months or $iitlO or hoth [:l2-fil 
Rnle of harmful mnterlal t~ -1;lil;~r wh~ NTF.1 G months or $iiOtl or hoth [:12-j) 

state~ he IR ol"er 1R •• ~ • 
Disorderly cond uct - - - . - - - - - - - - - - ~:Il~ (! monthR or $riUO ot' hot h 111-21 ((II 
~Iolatlon of civil rlgl;t~- ~: ~ ~ ~: -: - . - - isrI~ 0 months or ~:iOO or both [21;,,](1111 
[,rlmlnal d:UlIlIgr. of fire fightl;lg" ~p_ NTE 6 month~ or :j:l,OOO or hoth D:l-:l] 

paratus, hyclranls or equipment NT·' Rt'sidentinl I)ic-k('tlng - -. - • E ~ months 01' ::;,.;00 ot' bolh 1:.?1-1.11 
Obstructillg !:ervice or-p~a"~;~ ---_ .. r-:T,~ G monthR or $:iOO 01' both /21.1-:11 
Pntronizlng U pl'ostitnte - - - - - .. ~~ b 6 month~ or ~:;(XI 01' iloth [:ll-:q 
Hourding airplane with il;'CI~~I~;'<; .. -. - N},E () month!; or $200 01' both [11-1~(hll 
Jll1per~onoting a ill'lyute d<'tectl~'(' -. - ~,l, ~ ~ months or $;~){) 01' both [~H-il 
D('re-ctl\'~ }lJxlIll1iners Act _ __ _ _ "- _I .. ~I~ (! Jl\onthR or $~O() or both [~1I1-1'lla 
AdvertiRlng ahol"t1oll .. - - ~,i,l,~ !: months or $:,00 or both [:.?n:.?_2'<~la 
Interffelr~nl(!e with a 1;I;l;li~-i;;titl;ti~~IN II, II mouths ol'$iiOO or hoth [2:\-:1] 

o Ilg 1<'1' t'liucation 
(1st offense) .... _ . '" -... ~ - ... _ .. - '" - .. l\."'I'E' 'I!) I - .. 
(2nd offcllSf') .. - .. ---- ...... " . ....... .t~ '\ • t) (Hlfior!ftJOOorhoth 121.~ ·11 

Cannabis ConI 1'01-A~t -(Cl;n-;t~-r-fi611.:) .. N1 E 1_0 days or $fiOO or hot h [21.:.?-1] 

Sections: 704(b) __ • _ _ _ ." '" 
705(n) - - - - . - - - - - - - N rIo.. 180 dny:-: . __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ •. __ . NTl<~ 100 days 

CLASS C MISDEMEANOR 

Sentence: Imprisonment up to 30 daysj 

Fine: NTE $500 

Criminal trespl\~s to land 
Mob nction . , -. - - _.10 days or $100 [21--:I(a II 
1Jnpcrsol\ati~~ - -; - -l;I~I~;ber' -~f- -p~li~c o'rr 80 dllys or $;;00 ot' IIIIth [:.?i/-llhll 

fratern~1 or yt'terans orgnnizntiOl; 
or chnrltable organization '<) ASRault .•.• - -, - $_00 [17-2(b)) 

Denying -~ - i j'- dO - - - - - _. - _. - -. - - -$iiO() [12-1 (b)) 
I I III p£'rson IIccollljlaniecl 
Iy n dog admil''liOIJ to place of pllbI' 

accommodation IC . 
Use or sale of c"c-I"tail~·' -1;lt~:' t: :1'\0 penalty statt'd [Gil-II 

com 110 1II1(1 s x ICII mg-
, - . _ . _. Xn penalt~, Rtntrclll'l-li 

Tntoolng body of a minor ' 
Breach or. peace nnd nnnoYl~g--te-l- -I- - - - No penalty stated [12-10J 

cnlls . <'P lone 
nandlcnp-~il~~~i~i~;uti~~ -- - - - - - - - -. - _N'l'E} $500 [26-1(b)1 
C - - - - - - • NTE 30 dn $2 

annabls Control Act (Chapter 56~; -- ys or ,000 [6fr-28] 
Rectlon 704(11) __ • _ _ _ _ . , 

- • - 0 __ , • ___ N PE 00 dnys 

al~~------------

Offense has b een moved to Chapter II 

45 

I of the Illinois Statut~s. 



Offense Classification ,Former Sentence 

PETTY OFFENSE 

Sentence: Fine: NTE $500 or lesser amount stated in offense 

Misuse of nil' rifle ___ .. _ •.. ___ • . . _. ~2u-$200 [82-7] 
Illegal snle of nil' rifle _____ . ____ . ___ ~2fi-$200 [82-7] 
Solici ting purchase of alcohol: 

(1st offense) __________ • __________ $50-$75 [26.1-13] 
(2nd offense) _______________ . ___ .$75-$12u [26_1-5] 

Refusing to aid an officer _. _________ $l(}() [31-8(b)] 
Compounding a crime ______________ $500 [32-1 (b)] 
Misuse ot official stationery seal of 

Institution of higher learning ____ . _ $UO-$500 [70-2] 
Thelt of lost or mislaid property ___ . _ $500 or twice the value of the IlrO)lCI-ty 

(whichever is greater) [16-2] 
Tampering with public notice ______ .. N'l'E $200 [32-9] 

BUSINESS OFFENSE 

Sentence: Fine stated In offense 
Antitrust Act ______________________ NTID 6 months 01' $uO,OOO or both [60-CJ 
Containers and Labeling Aet _________ N'l'IiJ $1,000 [50-331 
Commercial bribery or commercial 

bribe receiving ___________________ NTE $5,000 [20A-.1] 
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SUGGESTED STATUTORY CLASS CODES 
FOR DLE CRIME CATEGORIES 
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DLE/UCR 
Crime Code 

0110 

0121 
0122 
0123 
0124 
0211 
0212 
0213 
0214 
0311 
0312 
0313 
1550 
1555 
1583 
2050 
2070 
4220 

0130 
0220 
0320 
0330 
0334 
0337 
0610 
0620 

j a 

L .. I 

CODEBOOK OF 
FELONY AND MISDEMEANOR CLASSES 

Description 

Murder 

Attempt Murder: Firearm 
Attempt Murder: Knife 
Attempt Murder: Other Weapon 
Attempt Murder: Hands 
Forcible Rape: Firearm 
Forcible Rape: Knife 
Forcible Rape: Other Weapon 
Forcible Rape: Other 
Armed Robbery: Firearm 
Armed Robbery: Knife 
Armed Robbery: Other 
Deviate Sexual Assault 
Indecent Liberties with a Child 
Rape of Mentally Deranged 
Criminal Drug Conspiracy 
Delivery to persons under 18 
Aggravated Kidnapping; Aggravated 

for Ransoma 

Voluntary Manslaughter 
Attempts: Forcible Rape 
Strong Arm Robbery 

Kidnapping 

Attempts: Armed Robbery: Firearm 
Attempts: Armed Robbery: Knife 
Attempts: Armed Robbery: Other Weapon 
Burglary: Forcible Entry 
Burglary: Unlawful Entry-No Force 

Statutory Class 
1972-78 1979 On 

Murder M 

1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 
1 X 

(double) (double) 

1 X,l 

2 2 
2 1 
2 2 
2 1 
2 1 
2 1 
2 2 
2 2 

C] C=J C~J 

SAC Variables 
CLAS S NEWCLAS S 

1972 On 1979 On 

1 1 

2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 
2 10 

2 10 

3 3 
3 2 
3 3 
3 2 
3 2 
3 2 
3 3 
3 3 

See §38.10.2b. 

[':::J 

f 
f-l 

However, a death penalty is possible in the case of Aggravated Kidnapping for Ransom. 
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DLE/UCR 
Crime Code 

0710 
0720 
1005 
1010 
1020 
1030 
1575 
1590 

1840 
2500 

0141 

0340 
0410 
0420 
0430 
0440 
0445 
0630 
0750 
0810 
0900 
0910 
0915 
0918 
1090 
1120 
1580 
1610 
1822 
1860 
2010 

~ 

.;::" 

')" 
~ "" 

' \\ 
, \, ,;:> 

Description 

Burglary: Mobile Vehicle: Over $150 
Burglary: Mobile Vehicle: $150 and under 
Arson: All Types (1972) 
Arson-Explosive Device 
Arson-Incendiary Device 
Possession: Explosives 
Aggravated Incest 
Attempt: Sex Offense 

Under 18 Delivery of Cannabis 
Criminal Abortion 

Involuntary Manslaughter & Reckless Homicide-
Non Vehicle 

Attempts: Strong Arm Robbery 
Aggravated Battery: Firearm 
Aggravated Battery: Knife 
Aggravated Battery: Other Dangerous Weapon 
Aggravated Battery: Hands: Great Bodily Harm 
Aggravated Battery: Hands: On Public Figure 
Attempts: Burglary 
Attempts: Burglary Mobile Vehicle 
Theft: Over $150 
Motor Vehicle Theft: All Types (1972) 
Auto Theft 
Truck, Bus Theft 
Other Vehicle Theft 
Attempts: Arson 
Forgery 
Incest 
Bookmaking 
Manufacture or Deliver: Over 10 Grams Cannabis 
C~lculated Cannabis Conspiracy 
Manufacture: Controlled Substance 

["I ( '.:~ C-] 

,-

"" ~ 

/ 

r-,] 

Statutory Class 
1972-78 ' 1979 On 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

petty C,B, 
A,4,3,2 

(double) 

C] 

2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

4,3,2 
3,1 

4,3;2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

A,3,2,1 

(double) 
2 

3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 

4,3,2 
3,1 

4,3,2,X 

SAC Variables 
CLASS NEWCLASS 

1972 On 1979 On 

3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 

3 3 
3 3 

4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
44 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
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I SAC Variables II 
! II r DLE/UCR Statutory Class CLASS NEWCLASS Yl 

Crime Code Description 1972-78 1979 On 1972 On 1979 On i 

2020 
2030 
2040 
2090 

3800 

3960 
4210 
0142 
0850 
0920 
0925 
0930 
1200 
1210 
1340 
1410 
1515 
1540 
1650 
1660 
1670 
1812 
1830 
1880 

2100,2110b 
2840 
3200 
3400 
3730 

Possess: Controlled Substance 
Counterfeit Substance: Manufacture, Delivery 
Delivery or Possession with Intent to Deliver 
Other Controlled Substance 

Interference with Judicial Proceedings 

Intimidation 
Kidnapping 
Involuntary Manslaughter & Reckless Homicide - Vehicle 
Attempts: Theft 
Attempts: Auto Thefts 
Attempts: Truck and Bus Theft 
Attempts: Other Vehicle Theft 
Stolen Property: Buy, Receive, Possess 
Theft of Labor, Services, Use of PI:operty 
Criminal Damage to State Supported Property 
Unlawful Use of Weapons 
Pandering 
Harmful Material 
Card Game: Operating 
Dice Game: Operating 
Gambling Device 
Cannabis: Possession over 30 Grams 
Casual Delivery 
Other Cannabis Control 
Possession or Sale: Syringes 
False Fire Alarm 
Armed Violence 
Looting 
Obstructing Justice 

3,la 
A,4,3,2 

4,3,2 
petty,B,A 
4,3 

petty,B,A, 
4,3 

3 
3 
4 

B,A,4 
4 
4 
4 

A,4,3 
A,4 
A,4 
A,4,3 

4 
A,4 
A,4 
A,4 
A,4 

4,3 
B,A,4,3 

A,4,3 
A,4 

4 
4,1 
4 
4 

3,1 
A,4,3,2 

3 
P,B,A, 
4,3 

P,B,A, 
4;3 

3 
2 
4 

B,A,4 
4 
4 
lj. 

A,4,3 
A,4 
A,4 
A,4,3 

4 
A,4 
A,4 
A,4 
A,4 

4,3 
B,A,4,3 

A,4 
4 
X,2 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6-
5 
5 

a This should be allocated 25% to Class 1 and 75% to Class 3, or Class 1 outside of Chicago, and Class 
3 in Chicago. The SAC files code it as Class 3 (code 4). 

b 
Code changed in 1972. 

/ 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

4 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
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01 
N 

DLE/UCR 
Crime Code 

3740 
3750 

3910 
4230 
4310 
4410 

0460 
0470 
0510 
0520 
0530 
0540 
0545 
0820 
1110 
1130 
1140 
1150 
1160 
1205 
1230 
1310 
1320 
1350 
1360 
1380 
1420 
1430 
1450 
1460 
1490 
1505 
1510 
1520 

. 
- " 

Description 

Concealing or Aiding a Fugitive 
Escape 

Bribery 
Unlawful Restraint 
Possession of burglary Tools 
Draft Card Destruction 

Simple Battery 
Reckless Conduct 
Aggravated Assault: Firearm 
Aggravated Assault: Knife 

--~---- .'--

Aggravated Assault: Other Weapon 
Aggravated Assault: Hands: Harm 
Aggravated Assault: Hands: Public Official 
Theft: $150 and under 
Deceptive Practices 
Fraud 
Embezzlement 
Credit Cards 
Deceptive Altering of Coins 
Theft by Lessee 
Possession of Keys Coin Operated Machines 
Criminal Damage to Property 
Criminal Damage to Vehi~le 
Criminal Trespass State Supported Land 
Criminal Trespass Vehicle 
Unauthorized Possession or Storage of Weapons 
Unlawful Sale of Firearms 
Unlawful Possession: Firearms and Ammunition 
Defacing Identification Marks Firearms 
Firearms and Ammunition ~ No ID 
Attempts: Deadly \'leapons 
Prostitution 
Soliciting for a Prostitute 
Keeping a Place of Prostitution 

-, 

Sta,tutory Class 
1972~78 1979 On 

4 
A,4,2 

4 
4 
4 
4 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A,4,3 
A 
A 
A 

B,A,4,3 
A 
A,4,3 
A 
A,4 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

. " 

4 
A, 3! 2 

4 
4 
4 
4 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A,4,3 
A 
A 
A 

B,A,4,3 
A 
A,4,3 
A 
A,4 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

SAC Variables 
CLASS NEWCLASS 

1972 On 1979 On 

f'~} 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

\ 

, 

\ 
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DLE/UCR 
Crime Code 

1530 
1535 
1560 
1565 
1570 
1620 
1630 
1640 
1651 
1661 
1680 
1710 
1720 
1811 
1821 
1850 
2120 
2410 
2420 
2445 
2480 
2850 
3100 
3.300 
3500 
3710 
3760 
3810 
4100 
4902 
4909 

0560 
1170 
1190 
1220 
1330 

Pimping 
Obscenity 

Description 

Contributing to Sexual Delinquency of a Child 
Indecent Solicitation of a Child 
Public Indecency 
Numbers - Lottery 
Keeping a Gambling Place 
Registration of Federal Gambling Stamps 
Card Game: Playing 
Dice Game: Playing 
Other Gambling 
Endangering Life or Health of Child 
Contributing to Delinquency of a Minor 
Cannabis: Possession 30 Grams or less 
Cannabis: Manufacture, Delivery 10 Grams or less 
Production of Cannabis Plant 
Failure to Keep Records: Hypodermic Syringes 
Driving Under the Influence - Alcohol 
Driving Under the Influence - Drugs 
Hit and Run 
Suspended, Revoked Driver's License 
Bomb Threat 
Mob Action and Related Offenses 
Public Demonstration 
Property Forfeiture (Public Nuisance) 
Resisting or Obstructing a Police Officer 
Other Interfering with Police 
Contempt of Court 
Criminal Defamation 
Refuse Disposal 
Abandonment of Motor Vehicle 

Simple Assault 
Impersonating an Officer 
Attempt: Deception 
Theft of Lost or Mislaid Property 
Criminal Trespass to Land 

."" .... 
/ 

Statutory Class 
1972-78 1979 On 

A 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A,4 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A,4 
A,3 
A 

B,A,4 
B,A 

A 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

C,A,4 
A 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

C 
B 

C,B,4 
petty 

C 

A 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A,4 
A,4 
B 
A 
A 
A,4 
A,4 
A 

B,A,4 
B,A 

A 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

C,A,4 
A 
A,4 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
P 

C 
C 

p 

C 

SAC Variables 
CLASS NEWCLASS 

1972 On 1979 On 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 

7 
8 
7 
7 
7 
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DLE/UCR 
Crime Code Description 

1370 
1440 
1525 
1542 
1585 
1730 
1900 
2200 
2210 
2220 
2230 
2240 
2250 
2300 
2430 
2440 
2450 
2455 
2460 
2465 
2470 
2490 
2495 
2810 
2820 
2830 
2860 
2870 
2890 
2900 
3610 
3720 
4000 
490.1 
4903 
4904 
4905 
4906 

Criminal Damage of Fire Fighting Equipment 
Register of Firearms Sales 
Patronizing a Prostitute 
Sales of Obscene Publications to Distributors 
Other Disorderly Conduct 
Contributing to Curfew Violation 
Intoxicating Compounds 
All Liquor Control Act Violation (1972) 
Sales to Minors, Drunkards, etc. 
Illegal Possession by Minor 
Illegal Consumption by Minor 
Misrepresentation of Age by Minor 
Other Liquor Control Act Violations 
Soliciting Alcoholic Beverages 
Transportation of Alcoholic Liquor 
Reckless Driving 
Drag Racing 
No Registration 
Revoked, Cancelled Registration 
Improper Use of Registration 
No Drivers License 
Unlawful Use of Drivers License 
Fleeing or Attempting to Elude Police Officers 
Prowler 
Telephone Threat 
Obscene Phone Call 
False Police Report 
Peeping Tom 
Other Disorderly Conduct: Not Drunkeness 
Air Rifles 
Interfering with a Public Institution 
Refusing to Aid an Officer 
Violation of Civil Rights 
Hitchhiking 
Dumping Garbage - City: Village, Town 
Dumping Garbage - Private Property 
Littering on Toll Highways 
Dumping, Depositing, Littering 

( ( 

Statutory Class 
1972-78 1979 On 

B 
B 
B 

petty 

petty 
C 
B 
B 
C 
C 
C 
1 

petty 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
C 
C 
C 
B 
B 

petty 
B,C 
B 
B ... 
B 

petty 
petty 
petty 
petty 

B 
B 
B 
P 

P 
C 
B 
B 
C 
C 
C 
C 

repealed 
B 
B 
C 
A 
A 
C 
B 
C 
B 
C 
C 
C 
B 
B 

P 
B,C 
P 
B 
A 
P 
P 
P 
P 

SAC Variables 
CLASS NEWCLASS 

1972 On 1979 On 

7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

7 
7 
7 
? 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
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The following DLE categories are not Illinois statutory crimes. They include status offenses, federal crimes, 
regulations with no penalty, local ordinances, etc. They are not included in the calculation of "Total 
Crimes" in this report. 

DLE/UCR 
Crime Code 

1740 
1750 
1760 
1770 
1780 
2060 
2080 
2805 
2807 
2880 
3000 
3970 
1+510 
4625 
4710 
4720 
4730 
4907 
4908 
4910 

5000 
5060 
5080 

Description 

Run-Away (Juvenile) 
Child Abuse Reporting Regulations 
Paternity Regulations 
Truancy (Juvenile) 
Other Offenses Involving C9ildren 
Licensed Operations - Registration 
Failure to Keep ,Records: Controlled Substance Act 
Vagrancy (Local Laws) 
Drunkeness (Loc~l Laws) 1'". 

Confinement to Prevent a Crime 
Fireworks Regulations 
Extortion (Federal)' 
Probation Violation 
Parole Revocation 
Suspic1'on 
AWOL and Desertion (Armed Forces) 
Illegal Entry - Ali:en 
Trash or Leaf Burning (Local Laws) 
Dog Leash Law (Local Laws) 
Minor Alcohol Posse§sion (Local Laws) 

" 
~The following DLE categories are not otherwise classified 

Other Criminal Offense 
Other Traffic Offense 
Other Departmental Service 
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SAC Variables 
CLASS NEWCLASS 

1972 On 1979 On 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
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o 
o 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
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8 
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Appendix C 

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN STATUTORY CLASSES 
BEFORE AND AFTER CLASS X: 

Offenses Actually Occurring 

Preceding page Mank" l 57 

I, 

CC'_' __ '_'=~---.. -,'"'", --""""-""','r-=---
.. ~ ,1 

'~ 

.~, ~ 

" 
._~ :,1 F 

< 

" 
,.. 

",..~ 

n 
i/ 
I 

0 
0 
0 
lJ 

0 
0 
r-. 

U 
[J 

U 
0 
[) 

0 
[1 

0 
0 
[J 
F:t 

() LJ ' 

0 

The Amendatory Act of 1977, which created Class X and altered the 
statutory class of other crime categories, took effect on February 1, 

1978. It, thus does not apply to all of 1978. The SAC version of the 
DLE/UCR 1978 data files does not include the variable NEWCLASS, but only 

the variable CLASS. The 1979 files and all subsequent years will include 
both CLASS, for ease of comparison to earlier years, and NEwCLASS. It is 
easy to recode 1978 or any other files so that the statuory class agrees 
with the post-Class X system. This Appendix shows how to do it. 

To obtain 1978 totals according to the new statutory system, recede 

the variable CLASS, changing those DLE categories that were affected by 
the Amendatory Act. Table 7 lists the DLE categories that were affected, 
and gives the changes for each. Sixteen DLE categories changed from 
Class 1 to Class X. Four DLE categories changed from Class 2 to Class 1, 

one from Class 3 to Class 1, one from Class 3 to Class 2, and one from 
Class ,B to Class A. 

Users who want information, such as offenses actually occurring, 

number of arrests, and so on, according to the new statutory class system 
for any month of 1978 should recede the variable CLASS for every affected 
DLE category in Table 7. As an example, Table 8 gives the number of 
offenses actually occurring for Illinois and for Cook Co\mty, for. 1978, 

in the affected DLE categories. 

It is necessary to use the CLASS variable to compare 1979 or later 
files to earlier files. If this were not done, a user analyzing a time 

series of the number of Class 1 offenses actually occurring from 1972 
through 1979, for example, would notice a large decrease in 1979. This 
decrease would not be due to a real change in the number of offenses, but 
would be due only to a change in the classification scheme. 

Ta.ble 8 snows how the number of offenses actuall)~ occurring, 

according to <?Jass of felony, changes under the statutory cl~~sification 
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Table 7 

CHANGES NECESSARY TO CONV~~~ 
1978 FIGURES FROM OLD TO a 

STATUTORY CODING SYSTEM 

codes to which 
~offenses Actually 

1978 
Occurring 

in CRIME 
Changes 

Class these Changes Applyb Total Illinois Cook Countl 
Statutor:z: 
Old N~ 

16,223 12,527 - 0121,0122,1023,0124, 
1 X 0211,0212,0213,0214, 

0311,0312,0313,1550, 
1583,2050,2070,4220 

828 318 

2 1 
0220,0330,0334,0337 

107 
,21 

3 2 4210 0 1 

A B 1640 

f 1977 which created the 
Amendatory Act 0 , 

aprior and post the on February 2, 1978. 
X and which took effect Class, , 

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

b DLE criminal offense codes. 
These are 

See Appendix A for 

definitions. 
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Felonies 

Murder 

Class X 

Class 1 

Class 2 

Class 3 

Class 4 

Total 

Misdemeanor A 

Mis. B, C, Petty 

Other Criminal 

Total 

Grand Tota1b 

Table 8 

OFFENSES ACTUALLY OCCURRING: 1978 
OLD AND NEW STATUTORY CLASS CATEGORIES 

Offenses Actually Occurringa 
Illinois Cook County 

Old New Old New 

1,143 1,143 904 904 

0 16,223 0 12,527 

16,745 1,350 12,624 415 

157,370 156,6*9 71 ,843 71 ,546 

142,566 142,459 75,685 75,664 

20,230 20,230 8,070 8,070 

338,054 338,054 169,126 169,126 

497,869 497,868 226,434 226,434 

154,960 154,961 64,896 64,896 

6,735 6,735 2,759 2,759 

659,564 659,564 294,089 294,089 

997,618 997,618 463,215 463,215 

a . 
Data for po11ce departments and sheriff's offices only. Auxiliary 

departments (railroads, colleges, etc.) not included. 

blncludes non-criminal offenses (CLASS or NEWCLASS code 8.) 
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system before and after the Amendatory Act of 1977. These figures are 
for the entire 1978 year; January is not treated separately. The biggest 

changes are in Class X, which, of course, increases from zero to a large 
number, and Class 1 which decreases greatly.· The total number of 
felonies is exactly the same under both coding schemes. 
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Appendix D 

DLE Categories that have no Unique 
Statutory Class Equivalent 
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The assignment of a statutory class to each DLE cate

gory presents a problem. The statutory class of the offense 

is not officially assigned until the class comes into the 

court system. Although each of the 227 DLE categories corre

sponds to an Illinois statute, some DLE categories correspond 

to statutes indicating more than one statutory class. For 

these categories, the class depends on the circumstances 

of the case. For example, DLE category 0820 (Theft under 

$150) could be any of the following statutory classes: 

Circumstances Class 

Theft of property; not a firearm; not from A 
person 

Theft, 2nd or subsequent offense other than 4 
firearm 

Theft of a firearm; not from person 4 

Th~ft of firearm; not from person; 2nd or 
subsequent offense 3 

The statutory class of DLE attempt categories, such as 

attempts: sex offense (DLE 1590), also depends on court dis

cretion. Prior to January, 1980, Illinois Law (Ch.38,8-4) 

stated that the class of a felony attempt "shall not exceed" 

one class less than the class of the attempted crime. 1 Effec

tive January, 1980, the designation of class of an attempted 

offense became more objecti ve. The Illinois criminal code 

concerning the attempt category (Ch.38,8-4) was amended 

(P.A.81-923), and as a result, the previously broad range of 

possible sentences for attempted offenses was narrowed. For 

example, prior to January, 1980, the sentence for attempt to 

commit a Class 1 felony was "not to exceed" the sentence for a 

Class 2 felony. Therefore, the class of sentence could range 

1 However, as of January 1, 1980 (P. A. 81-923), the sen
tence for an attempted Class 3 or Class 4 felony is a Class A 
misdemeanor. and the class of an attempted misdemeanor is un
defined in Illinois Law. 
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from a Class 2 downwards. Current legislation states that the 
1 f 1- "." th sentence for an attempt to commit a Class e ony 1S e 

sentence for a Class 2 felony. The amended attempt section 

clearly specifies the class of sentence of an attempted felony 

offense, and in doing so, removes much of the ambiguity asso

ciated with the previous determination of class. 

The class of a drug offense depends on var ious circum

stances, such as the type of drug involved, the scheGPle 
in which the drug is classified (Ch. 56 1/2), the amount 

of the drug, and whether or not it is a first offense. 
For example, depending on the circumstances (the amount 

of the drug and whether or not it is a first offense) DLE 

category 1811 could be a Class 3 or Class 4 felony, or a 

Class A, Class B, or Class C misdemeanor. 

In all, there are 38 DLE categories in 1972 through 1977 

data, and 36 categories in post-1977 data that do not have a 
unique statutory class equlvalent. 2 Chart 4 lists them, w1'th 
their DLE code, the relevant Illinois statute, the felony or 

misdemeanor classes possible under the statute, and, as an ex

ample, the number of Illinois offenses In 1976. 

These categories accounted for a total of 370,932 of

fenses in Illinois in 1976, which was slightly less than a 

third of all offenses. One category, Theft under $150, ~c
counted for the majority of these. The next most frequent 
1976 offense of the 38 was Criminal Damage to Property. Ho.w

ever, some of the affected DLE categories are decidedly infrB

quent, so infrequent as to have a negligible erfect on aggre
gate totals. The following accounted for fifty or fewer o£-

fenses each in 1976: 

2DLE categories 2100 or 2110, Possession or Sale, were 
used in different year~ to refer to the same crime. 
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Numbers-Lottery (DLE 1620) 
Failure to Keep Records (DLE 2120) 
Harmful Materials (DLE 1540) 
Card Game: Operating (DLE 1650) 
Dice Game: Operating (DLE 1660) 
Gambling Device (DLE 1670) 
Casual Delivery (DLE 1830) 
Interfering with Judicial Procedure (DLE 3800) 
Controlled Substance: Manufacture or Delivery (DLE 2010) 
Conterfeit Substance: Manufacture or Delivery (DLE 2030) 
Under 18 Delivery: Cannabis (DLE 1840) 
Under 18 Delivery: Controlled Substance (DLE 2070) 

Any comparison of law enforcement and court or correc
tional statistics for these 38 DLE categories will be inac
curate, unless the statutory class is determined for each in

di vidual law enforcement case. Until OBTS is operational, 
this will usually not be possible. It is difficult to obtain 

individual-level statistics in Illinois and it is even more 
difficul t to trace an individual case from one system to 
another. 

The alternative to tracing individual cases through the 
criminal justice system is to compare the total in a category 

of law enforcement cases to the total in the same category of 

court or correction cases, that is, to compare felonies to 

felonies. However, any law enforcement category that includes 
one of the 38 categories in Chart 4 cannot be accurately com
pared to a statutory class. If, for example, all "Thefts over 

$150" (DLE 0820) are assumed to be Class A misdemeanors for 
comparison, those thefts over $150 that are really a Class 4 
or a Class 3 felony will be misclassified, and if all "Thefts 
over $150" are assumed to be Class 4 felonies, those that are 

really Class A misdemeanors or Class 3 felonies will be mis
classified. In either case, a comparison of law enforcement 
to court or correctional data will be inaccurate for Class A 
misdemeanor and Class 3 and Class 4 felony to the extent of 

the misclassification. Unfortunately, without tracing indi
vidual cases, there is no way of knowing the exact extent of 
this misclassification error. 
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Chart If 

CODING OF DLE CRIME CATEGORIES THAT HAVE MORE THAN ONE i 
t 

MISDEMEANOR OR FELONY CLASS I 
l 

possible possible SAC Variables b I DLE 1976 Offense Offense 
Crime Illinois Illinois Classes Classes CLASS NEWCr..ASS 

11 

Code DescriEtion Statute Offenses 1972-77 Data Post-J.977 Data I! 

0820 Theft under $150 38/16-1 224,182 A, If! 3 A, 4, 3 6 6 ! 1150 Credit Car.ds l21~/-601-624 470 H, A, 4, 3 H, A, 4, 3 6 6 
1205 Theft by Lessee 38/16-1.1 44 A, 4 3 A, 4, 3 6 6 , 

~ 
1310 Criminal Damage to 

Property 38/21-1 75,675 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 
1320 Criminal Damage to 

Vehicle 38/21-1 47,520 A, l, A, 4 6 6 
11 1535 Obscenity 38/11-20 71 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 

1620 Numbers-Lottery 38/28-1(a)(7) ,16 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 I 
1630 Keeping a Gambling 

Place 38/28-3 87 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 
1710 Endangeri.ng life or 

Health of Child 23/2354 373 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 
0) 

r.o 1811 Possession J 30 Grams 
or Less Cannabis 56 ~/704 5,799 H, A, l, BJ A, 4 6 6 

2120 Failure to Keep Rcrds 38/22-52 8 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 
3100 Mob Action 38/25-1 125 C, A, 4 c , A, 4 -6 6 
3500 Public Nuisance 38/37-1 108 A, 4 A, 4 6 6 

0850 Attempt: Theft 38/8-4 4,004 H, A, l, A 5 5 
1200 Buy, Receive ot" Pos-

sess Stolen Prprty 38/16-1 789 A, 4, 3 A, 4, 3 5 5 
1210 Theft of Labor, Serv-

ice, Use of Prprty 38/16-3 2, 284 A, 4 A, 4 5 5 .-
13l,O Criminal Damage to 

\ 

State Supp. Land 38/21-4 1,339 A, l, A, 4 5 5 
.,. 1410 Unlawful Use of 

- Weapons 38/24-1 3,60lf A, 4, 3 A, 4, 3 5 5 
1540 Harmful Material' 38/11-21 24 A, 4 A, 4 5 5 
1650 Card Game: Operating 38/28-1(a)(3) 10 A, 4 A, 4 5 :5 \ ' ~ 

1660 Dice Game: Operating 38/28-1(a)(3) 6 A, 4 A, 4 5 5 
1670 Gambling Device 38/21-1 31 A, 4 A, 4 5 5 ' ',', 

1812 Possession over 30 
Grams Cannabis 561,/70l, 1,080 4, 3 lf, 3 5 5 
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DLE 
Crime 
Code 

1830 
2UOc 

3200 
3750 
3800 

1822 

( 

Description 

Casual Delivery 
Possession of Hypoder-

mIC Syr. or Needles 
Armed Violence 
i!:scape 
Interfering with 

Judicial Process 

ManuEacture or De
liver: Over 100 

Illinois 
Statute 

38/22-50·-53 
38/33A 
38/31-6 

38/32 

Grams Cannabis' 56~/705 
1860 Calculated Drug 

Conspiracy 56~/709 
2010 Controlled Substance: 

Manuf. or Delivery 56~/1401 
2020 Possessing Controlled 

Substance 56~/1402 
2030 Counterfeit Substance: 

Manuf. or Deliver 56~/1403 
2040 Delivery or Possession 

with Intent to Deliv. 56~/1404 

1590 Attempt: Sex Offense 38/8-[~ 

1840 Delivery Under 18: 
Cannabis 56~/707 

2070 Delivery Under 18: 
Controlled Subst. 

TOTAL 

Chart 4· - Continued 

possible 
1976 

Illinois 
Offenses 

28 

404 
85 

232 

40 

154 

55 

31 

1,630 

32 

422 

144 

18 

370,932 

Offense 
Classes 

1972-77 Data 

B, A, 4, 3 

A, 4 
4, 1 

A, 4, 2 

P,I3,A,4,3 

4, 3, 2 

3, 1 

4, 3, 2, 1 

3, 1 

A, 4, 3, 2 

A, 4, 3, 2 

P,C,B,A,l., 
3,2 

double 

double 

possible 
Offense 
Classes 

Post-1977 Data 

H, A, 4, 3 

A, 4 
X, 1, 2 

2, A 

P,B,A,3,4 

4, J, 2 

3, 1 

X, 2, J, 4 

J, 1 

A, 4, 3, 2, 

3 

A,4,3,2,1 

double 

double 

a Source: Crime in Illinois: 1977, Illinois Department of Law Enforcement 
b 2 = Felony 1; 3 = Felony 2; 4 = Felony 3; 5 = Felony 4; 6 = Misdemeanor A 
c In some years was coded 2100 

() 

. . . 

.. , 

SAC Variables D 

CLASS 

5 

5 
5 
5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

2 

NI~WCLI\SS 

5 

5 
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Although it is impossible to know exactly how many inc1-
dents would be misclassified if they were assigned to one 
statutory class rather than another, it is possible to control 

the degree of misclassification error by analyzing narrow 

rather than broad statutory class categories. The difference 
between the broad categories, "Felonies" versus "Misde
meanors," is greater than the differences between the narrower 
statutory class categories, Class A misdemeanor verSU8 Class 4 
felony, Class 4 felony versus Class 3 felony, and so on. It is 
not as great an error to mistake a Class A misdemeanor for a 

Class 4 felony ~s to mistake a "Misdemeanor" (in general) for 
a "Felony." The user must choose a. level of aggregation 

appropriate to the decision at hand. 

In addition, the DLE categories in Chart 4 tend to be the 

less serious statutory classes. Four of these 38 categories 
could possibly be a Class 1 felony, six could be Class 2, 16 

could be Class 3, but 32 could be Class 4 and 29 could be a 

Class A misdemeanor. The more serious statutory classes thus 
involve considerably fewer misclassified cases than the less 
serious. Also, in many cases, the most serious possible class 

for a DLE category will involve the fewest cases. For ex

ample, the only way in which a Theft under $150 (DLE 0820) 
could be a Class 3 felony is if it were a second offense theft 
of a firearm under $150, an unlikely occurrence relative to 

other thefts. 

Therefore, making comparisons within each statutory 
class rather than using the broad total felony or total mis~ 

demeanor aggregation, and analyzing the more serious felonies 
rather than the less serious will produce fewer misclassi

fication errors, and the degree of these errors ,will Q~ less. 
That is not always possible, however. Even if a researcher is 
willing to ignore the less serioQs felonies, it is difficult 
to analyze each statutory class separately. Summary court 
statistics, for example, are not always categorized by each 

statutory class. Unless a researcher has access to ravl 
Admini6~rative Office of the Courts data, it is necessary to 
use total felonies to make a comparison with DLE data. 
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Obviously, there is no perfect solution short of aban
doning all efforts to compare law enforcement and court or 
correctional data in Illinois. Since such compapisons are 
necessary to even a basic understanding of crime processing, 
they will undoubtedly continue to be made. Therefore, it is 
necessa~y to propose a less-than-perfect solution to the pro
blem, one that will alow a more accurate comparison than would 

the use of Index crime classifications. This suggested solu
tion is outlined in the l~st columns of Chart 4, where one of 
the possible statutory classes is chosen for each of the 38 
ambiguous DLE crimes. 

The choice of statutory class in Chart 4 is not entirely 
arbitrary. Since exact data are unavailable, the choice was 
based on expert opinion. A panel of three Illino is lawyers 

agre~d on the choice of class for each DLE category.3 They 
used the following criterion: the statutory class they had 
found, in their experience, to be most common when an accused 
person is actually charged with the crime. Thus, first of

fense Theft under $150 (Misdemeanor A) was judged to be a more 

common charge than second offense Theft under $150 (Felony 4), 
or· theft of a firearm under $150 (Felony 3). 

The criterion was not how many incidents of a statutory 
class occur, but rather how many charges occur. Thus, an 

Attempt: Sex Offense (DLE 1590) that is a Class C misdemeanor 

3The panel could not determine" th,e most likely statutory 
class for one category, possessing~ a controlled sUbstance. 
The panel agreed that the class ot' this.· DLE category is a 
function of area of the state. In the Chicago area, most 
people are charged with a Class 3 felony, but outside of 
Chicago, the most likely charge is more serious, a Class 1 
felony. Tbe panel suggested, therefore, that cases be allo
cated to each G).ass depending on where they originate. For 
the practical ·ptf'r'pose of creating the SAC file, however, we 
choose to allocate all posseSSing a controlled SUbstance cases 
to one category, Class 3 felony, since 74 per cent of all 
arrests for this crime are made in Chicago. Users who have a 
particular interest in this crime may decide to recode it 
according to their own purposes. 
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may occur, but the panel judged it unlikely that anyone would 
be charged with such a crime. The panel judged that a charge 

of Attempt: Sex Offense is most likely an attempted Class 1 

felony, such as Deviate Sexual Assault (DLE 1550), Indecent 
Liberties with a Child (DLE 1555) or Rape of Mentally Deranged 

(DLE 1583). Since these crimes are Class 1 felonies, their 

attempts are Class 2 felorries.
4 

Using the panel's decisions, a usable estimate of statu
tory class may be determined for each category. St:atistics 

based on these estimates may be more validly compared to court 
d 

. 5 
or correctional data than statistics based on In ex crlmes. 
The complete coding system, including the suggested class 
codes for the 38 ambiguous categories, is given in Appendix B •. 

4Class X legislation, effective February 1, 1978, changed 
Deviate Sexual Assault and Rape of Mentally Deranged from a 
Class 1 felony to a Class X. Attempt of either offense :t,s 
therefore a Class 1 felony. 

. 5The panel made its decisions prior to Class X legis
lation. To the extent that Class X affected police charges, 
the post-Class X codes will not be as valid as the pre-Class X 
affected police charges. 
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