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A c u r r e a t l y  p o p u l a r  method for i n d e x i d g  t h e  seriousuess of 

offenses mas deweloped by S e l l i n  and P o l f g a a g  (IgQI), The 

classificatiom system was deve loped  i n  response t o  t h e  ( 

- d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  expressed bf maay r e s e a r c h e r s  i n  .regard to t h e  

i n a b i l i t y  o f  the Uaiform C u m  Repor t s ,  a cr im index pubUshed 
'I \ 

by the F e d e r a l  Bureau of I n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  t o  t e fhc t  the 

q u a l i t a t i v e  aspects of a crime, 

One f r e q u e n t  criticism of t h e  Uaiforr C r i m e  B k rtr is t h e  

c h a r g e  t h a t  t h e  b r o a d  l e g a l  classes o f  t h e  R e p o r t s  t end  t o  . a s k  

the real n a t a r e  of the o f f e p c e ,  Por i n s t a n c e , * c l a s s i f y i n g  a 

crime as j u s t  a r o b b e r y  tea*. t o  s a s h  t h o  s p e c i f i c  nature of the 

c r i m ~  S e l l i n  a n d  Q o l f g a a g  (1963) f o r  example,  r e r a k e d  that a 

r o b b e r y  c o u l d  be  t h e  arned holdup  of one o r  more pe r sons ,  

r e s u l t i n g  i n  i n j u r y  ' t o  o n e  or more r ic t ias ,  and the theft,of 

' t housands  of d o l l a r s ,  or i t  could be the taking-  by  a j o u n g s t e r  

of a feu p e n n i e s  from a younger c h i l d  u n d e r  threat of a b e a t i n g ,  . 
'%. 

According t o  t h e  Uniforr C r i -  Bepor t s ,  a r o b b e r )  is a robbery, 

regardless of the degree of i a j a r y  t o  iictiss or arloant o f  
- - - - - - -- - - 

p r o p e r t y  loss,  a s  long as no one is k i l l e d  or raped  in the 
- -- - - - - - - -- 



l o n g e r  c l a s s i f i e d  as a robbery, b u t  i n s t e a d  is c l a s s i f i e d  as a 

..order or n o r - n e g l i g e n t  manslaughter,  The r e c o r d s  would n o t  shou  

t h a t  a robbe ry  h a s  also t a k e n  place,  Only the B i g h e s t  offence is 

raported  fa t h e  ~ i f o r m  C r i m e  Reports. A 

Under the Uniform C r i . e  Repor t ing  s y s t e n ,  a t t e a p t e d  acts 

are mixed r i t h  comple ted  acts, Po r  example,  no d i s t i n c t i o n  is 

made between a n  at tempted  rape and  a n  a c t u a l  r ape ,  B o t h  ac ts  a r e  

r eco rded  a s  forcible rape, 

Given t h e s e  d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  t h e  development  of a crime 

classif i c a t i o a  p rocedure  which t a k e s  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  

q u a l i t a t i v e  n a t a r a  of a crime by sellin- a i d  Wolfgang (1964) r&b 
therefore c o a s i d e r e d  bz sore (9ellf ord 6 Pia t rowsk i ,  19'75; Kel ly  

S Uins lov ,  1970) t o  h a r e  marked a n  i m p o r t a n t  advance  i n  t h e  

s t u d y  of c r imino logy-  

S e l l i n  and  a o l f g a n g  (1964) =re p r i a a r i l ~  conce rned  r i t h  

t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and a s e  of a seriousness irtilex, They were less 
- - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- 

conce rned  u i t h  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a s  b a s e s  of t h e  t e r n  . s e r i o u s n e s s  i s  



it a p p l i e d  to crilinal .offenses, The? d i d  not operationalize 
- 

their .goncep t of s e r i o u s a e s ~  It  i s  c o a c e i r a b l e  t b a t  different --- 
a~- ,%~- *  --- - - - - - - -- 

-- 

subjec* focassed ca d i f  fereat di ~ n a i o n s  of mseriousaessm such 

s p i t e  o.f this lack, of clarity regarding the meaning of 

seriousgess, most researchess are r i l l i ag  to assume t h a t  

perceived seriousness is anidimens ional  and is  re11 understood 

by responflents so that n o  explicit d%f ini;t ion is necessary--  The 

,-sue of the U m e n s i o a a l i t y  of perceiwed serfoussess oP ofzeases 

needs  t o  be  addressed ia a rigorous manner. T h i s  study, however, 

focuses on t h e  more t schnica l  aspects of scaling, and their 



I The S e l l i n  and Wolfgang (1964) crliae c l a s s i f i c a t i o a  s y s t e m  

r G u 3 t e d  from a series of s t u d i e s  which I h v o P ~ e d  both ietemal 

scaling and magnitude e s t i m a t i o n s ,  T h e i r  aim was to deve lop  a n  
2- _ b index f o r  delingrleocy by ma&ing use of Stevensa  power law, The 

power la. r=ldt=si siiB-ptive magnitude t o  stimlus 8rgaiMda. 

The form of t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  accord ing  t o  S t e t e n s  (1957), can 

be expressed  a-s a ~ o w e r  frrnction. That is, sewsation is a power 
- - -- - - - -  - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- ---=- -- - - -- -- - -- 

f u  nctioa of S t i r u l u s  magnitude, 
I 

SsventBea raters took  part in as Gitial t r i a l  rating of 

141 offenses, i n  which a 7-point c a t e g o r y  scale w a s  ased,  

P o l l o r i n g  t h e  i n i t l a 1  r a t i n g ,  t b e  ~ e d i a a  score- for each o f f e n s e  

was c a l c u l a t e d ,  Three  items were t h e n  s e l e c t e d  to r e p r e s e n t  each 

4 of t h e  seven scale d i v i s i o n s ,  In a l l ,  .a total of 21 items were 

selected, The remaining 120 o f f e n s e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  were rando8ly  

grouped i n t o  f o u r  sets of 3d d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  I s  a second round of 

r a t i n g s ,  f o u r  grmps of subjects -re used, These c o n s i s t e d  of a 

group  of 38 j u v e n i l e  c o a s t  judges, a group of  286 police 
- 

' o f f i c e r s  and two grsaps  of s t u d e n t s ,  163 from Ifemple University, 

and 82 from t h e  Ogcntr  pan. S t a t e  Canter, Approximate ly  half of 

the members of e a c h  group, 279 s u b j e c t s  i n  a l l ,  r a t e d  the 

- - -- s e r i o u s n e s s  -- --- -- of the of fenma using a magsitode est h a t  i o n  
---A 

procedure, and the remining aabjects rated t4e seriousness of 

the o f f e n s e s  using an 11-poiat category scale. R a t e r s  w i t h  t h e  



offenses r e l a t i v e  t o  that stamdardg"~8ch sabjtct  m t a l  the aet 
/ .  

of 2 1@elec ted  off enqbs, a d  same .embers of sad gromp had t h e  

add i t i ona l  task of r8ti .g one of t l e . . f o9r  sets of 30 o tk t  

offensea Thus, unl ike  #e t r i a l  roa, ao sifng&e +at= ratad mate 
\ 

than 51 offenses. A 'set df 20 item wa.eveattirlly, s e l ec tad  u d  

est irat ioa pracedrre was used. Their chalce. ,of :~agaitmde 

of their parposes mas to determine i f  Stsrrsns* poms law corld 

be appl i ed  to * the  nonphysical conti8uum t h a t  reprflsents the 

7 r e l a t i v e  Z gravi ty  of delinquent actsm ( S e l l f a  and Iitolfgalrg, p. 

240) The use of t h e  power .ode1 i m p l i e s  magaitode srrtira*lou. 

TBe S e l l i n  and Oolggarg crime clas'sif i ca t i on  system 

co~sists  of demcrfptlOns Qf eleleats Of crirLanl emnts snch as 
t 

forcible entry,  d e s t r o c t i o n  of propertl, and assault, Certain 

crimihal  o f f e n s e s  . a d  ai . ided  i n t o  t v o  categor ies ,  category 1 
3 

and category 11, Category I offenses a r e  coiprrable to  P a e  I 

.offeas%s of the  Uniform Crime Reports. That is, category I 

off eases are those o f f e n s e s  'ai t h  ~assomed comtant* 
s - 

reportabi l i ty ,  violating the c r i a i n a l  code, bommv to t h e  police, $ 



the Onifor8 Crime R e p o x t t  are offensma ah- matar, is such t h a t  

they are ezpocted,to came to t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of the police in 

consfrrtsat and r e l i a b l e  maamor- Thus, c a w o q  I: offaasur, l i k e  : 

the Part I offemas of the miform Crime mportn, +re to be used . 

to index the  level of criminal actirAty.  

l!breower, each c r i s i n a l  event is characterired by its cempoaests 
a 

r e f l e c t i n g  (,t) personal  im jury; (2) threat and int imidat ion;  a8d 

(3) property danaged, stolen or destroyed. A rsrimsasas score 

i s  assigaed to each co,poponrat, Serioasaess - -- - scores - -  uere - obtahed - - - - 

from the f i n a l  stage of r a t i n g s . d e s c r i b e d  i n  a prewious s e c t i o n .  , 
6 

It is clear t h a t  campared t o  the onffarm C r i m e  Reports, the 

S e U h  and Wolfgang c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system allows for a f i n e r  

discrimination betwema criminal  ewents. For  example, one is able 

to d i s t i n g ~ I 8 ) L  betreea, sayPe'a robbery resulting io gm v i c t i m  

r e c e i v i n g  minor in j u r i e s  from a robbery i n  which .two rictias 

needed nedical treatmeat b a t  were later dfscharged. 

Nolfgang ($964)  systsm can account for cririlral e v e n t s  inro1ri.g 

-* 
6 



index for the abora e n a t  is the so. of €.hi aeparute cr4aiarl . 

completed  acts- 

ralnable approach to the study of c r i . i n o l o g y ,  Par this rsaaoa, 

Barmandoaa (9 966) psrfarrnd the first repl icat iun  of SelUII 

and uolfgang (916C)- the atmby tog& place im 
- 

Two- bandred- thirty- two ?nncl' Caoadian stodorts f roa the 

. s t u d e m t s  and for tlre two graeps colrbined. A l l  thro  mts of 8& 



studdts ,  The correlation coefficients -re all above 0 ~ 9 -  In 
1 

a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  reae aerioesaess ratings af male 1Jo~treal stadeahs .p 
d 

' arte lated h i g h l y  wi th  the lean seriousness ratings of + t h e  

lomandriau regressed the ~ m i v e s ~ t ~  of Peaasylrania 

"-3 serioosnese scores o n t o  each of he t h r e e  sets of serioossesa 

~ e + . b O t ; W ~ t ~ ~ - ~ e - ~ . i m . i t ~ - ~ - i l o . t m ~ a f - i r ~ r  to ----- 

examhe t h e  slope of the r e g r e s s i o n  lines. ~egresdmas which 

l o n a a d e a o  (1966) coaclodod tlrt -the slopes (of the 

no f mportast d i  f f emesces  discororad with in  culturem, bat t h e r e  

is some differem betama cslturesa ( p  I76f- This p r a c t i c e  of 

looking st the slop of  t h e  regzessioa Urns fa order t o  

* deternine s i a ~ a s i t ~  i n  s e r i o ~ n e a s  xatiega L.~WWL gsomp. L.S . 

repra8mtd by (I) a d o p e  not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r a t  froa 
* 



plotted on semilogarithmic paperm (ps 322)- Sellin and Wolfgang i 

i 
(1964) were referring to t9e1 r e l a t i o n s h i p  wkic l~  th4f obta ireQ 

I , 
s betreen t h e i r  categoq scde and the* ratio sca'lc l o r r a d e m  5 

e .  

others, hare iitterpmteU t h e  statement. made y Sel l is  and 

*en the m a g n i t u b  scaf.s obtaiaed 16 aay *two d i f f e r e n t ' s t d  
A .  

groups are plotted against qach other, the d i s p l i y  a log-log . 

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

-- - - -- - - -- - -- - - 
papa  s6oaiZI be riaear. ifce %+rength af ah- raa t io sah ip  caSSii--- 

ximum, t h e  slopes of the l i & m  of t h e  two atmQy gromps p l o t t e d  
\ 

lwlog paper sbould be s imilafl  (p. 176) Jedging f-tom tk' 
- 

w n t e x t  of that #per, as i . i l ara  appeared to rsfer t o a a  

carrelated w i t h  the 109 of the ratings ir the origiarl set, amd 

(2) the slope of . t h e  rsgressioa line .8ea tko $og of the r a t h g s  

of o m  qromp is regrbsaed on to tbe -16g of t h e  ratirtgs of t&e 
d 

% 
other group is e 6 l ' t o  ore. The f i r a t  cod i t faa  is o m  

A ref e r r e d  to of shape, the second codition as 

similarity latrr i l retfoa tho- two couditiunr 

will b+ e'kamisad fn more d a t a i L  

f . '  

It 



inrolveh The mays sanple of the s t d y  comisteil of 1 3  groups of 

7' stodemts from 13 anf wersities in the 10 prowinces ia Canada, O f  

the 2,384 stadents ,  1,268 were males and 1,116 were females- 
* 

\ 

Other subjects inwol.ed in the study included' the folfowings (1) 

, w ~ t k e r s  p i t h  ~mtgexial  p o s i t i o n s  i n  a large industrial cemcera- 

~ l l  sabjects except tLe judges rece tested by a 
- - -- --- 

er of 
- -- - - - - -- - - ---- 

the msearclr staff* The judges were coatactea by .ail, The 

qaest iomaaite  =*tore rate wa not taportad- Bad sabjdct  war 

g iven  a booklet containing imstc&oas, a set of $4 of far- t o  
- ,  

-be rated, and a standard offeras mith a pre-assigrred setiormrrs 

score of %lO, -Bxcept for a ssall change ia the l a scr ip t i08  of otre 

offense, - - t h e  - d e s c r i p t i o n s  - - of the rest rere t h e  same a s  thoire 
- - - 

used in the l o t n a d e m s  (1964) stody. 
, 

FoWoufPg the l ead  of lormaadear (t966) , two criteria were 

crnfficiuts 8.d segmsrriom re ig l r t r  -re corpmtsd for (1) sale 

+e igbted  aresag0 of tbe 10 prorfmcia;L groma The weights mere 

- t r r  reflect tbe miatire sizes of t h e  populatiom i. 'tht 10 

prorlmces; (3) each groop, iacladimg the matiaaal awsra9, and 

* 



0-90 or be t t er ,  and a l l  regressioa weights mere close to one, On 

the  basis of these resklts, Ahan, lonandeaa,  &a8 Tarrier (1967) 

s ta t ed  that "we can,,,firmlr coaclade . tha t  t h e  s c a l i n g  

procedtrres ased br S e l l i n  and Uolfgang prodace a  reliable and 

'/' d"- s t a b l e  index ta be the Best standardized 

measate of availabP4 a t  pmumata fp. 118), 
8 

- - - Lu 

by ~ k m k .  (lo+mudeaa, 

and iaraer (1967) uss a most i d e n t i c a l  to tha t  of Sellfn aad % 
Polfqanq. except for l h e  fact that their Canadian ra t inbs  wetre 

used i n  p l a c e  of tbe  Amsican ratings,  

Velez-Diaz and 8egargee (1971) ~ O n d u c t e d  a p a r t i a l  

replication of S s l l i g  and Uolfgang (1964)- Thsir sample 

cons'isted of 8 3  inmates of the Irs t i tote  For loethfol Offemders 

in san J Q ~ . .  and a pro- af 92 boys from eco.omica.~ly  a e p r i ~ d  

area% The  mean age of t h e  offenders *a@ 20.15 ye8r8, am3 t h e  

m a n  grade l e v e l  war 6-93, The 92 members of the maoffader 

group urrr selected from a v o c a t i y  scLuol locrted .in the s u e  
, 

area a s  the Ias t i tuta .  The man aga in U s  g r o r g  mas t8.2, a d  

the areraga grade level mas 7-1, ?be u b j o c t s  im tLe Valer-Diu 

and margee (1911) stwy d i f f e r e d  fcom the-prerfeer rbsb+es 

with regard to culture, laagmaga, s d e c a t i o u l  lrweX, ama . 

soci~co~omic states. Ia addition, the sub)rctr i m  oms group 

- - r e r a r m - I t h f e ' l a f f e r d a t l c -  

prerioua s t a d i a .  A l l  r o b j e c t s  woe p r e r t r d  w i t h  descriptials 1 



' A  

of 141 off eases, The o f f e n s e  d e s c r i p t i o n s -  rere S~anish - -  - 

t rans la t ions  of. ;iption& used by  ~ e l i i a  a d  W o l f  g u g  ( ~ 9 6 4 ) ~ -  

An 1)-point  as&- Eeaas and standard- d e r i a t i o n s  

for a a r h  of t h e  141 o f f e n s e s  mare cornpot&. The di f f e7re .oe  ii 
t 

man s i z e  of t b e  ratings between o f f e m l e r s  and n o s e o f f e n d e r s  

uere t e s t e d  for s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  w i t h  t h e  aSe of 

t-tests, ?has, 141 t-tests arc' perfo~mii, O f  these 141 tests, 
\ 

10 were significant a t  t h e  0.05 l e v e l ,  and t w o  were sfgnificaat  

a t t r i b .  ted the s i g n i f i c a n t  d i t f  erencea t o  chance, 

Ielez-Diaz a a d  fiegargee (1971) also\ compated Pearson 

product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n s  betmeen* t a t f n g s  of the offender and 

boa-offender groups, 88ing  a subset of 21 offeases, t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o e  ras foand to be 0-98, Shen a l l  141  offeases were 

used, t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  dropped to  0-01. Ho8erer, b o t h  

c o e f f i c i e n t s  were s t a t i s t i c e l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  

F i n e l f  y, t h e  r a t i n g s  of both  t i e  offeder and t h e  n 
- - - - 

o f f e n d e r  grorps -re ccmpared t o  the category 
i J - Pennsylvania  samples  f FOB S e l l i ~  and Wolf gang (l96e) 

correhtion ~eff5ci&.s u e r e  computed and mere found t o  be in 

t h e  lor 7 0 r s  An ores811 index of agreerent, K e a d a l l e s  

coefficient' of comcordaue, mas a l so  compo(ad and was found t o  

be 0-80- On the basis o$ these r e s u l t s ,  Veler-Diaz and Regargee 
* 

(1971) coacloded tbat *differences ia cdminalitl, language,  
* 

colt-, social class, and e d u c a t i o n a l  lerel d i d  not result i n  

any saQstarrtia1 di f fmreaces  is t h e  meam r a t i n g s  a s s i g a e d , , t h e  ) 



. - i 
8 
3 

. s  

da ta  - suggest t h a t  judged s e r i o a s a e s s  of o f f e a s e  is a - - - F! - 

t 
sufficiently stable u n i t  to permit regiomal am4 crrltaral - 4 

Y e t  another rep l ica t ion-  was perf armed by Piglfo ($975). fie 1 3 
a ,  

basic d i f f e r e n c e  froa the Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) stad? sas 

t h a t ,  like Velez-Diaz and Begargee ( 197 1) , .PfgIio (W75)-  also 

used offenders i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t u d e n t s  as  subjects, The Pf g l i o  
! 1 

i 

sample cgns i s t ed  o f 7  193 inmates fro. Rahray Pciso5, a l l  524 : 
I 

r e s i d e n t s  fro@ Amxntdi~le-?ams,--a javenile de ten t ion  mnter, an6--i-'L - * 

216 s t n d e q t s  enrolled ia an  and e d y t e  soc io logy  class at t h e  j 
i 

+=. -  I 
univers i ty  of Pemsyltania. Twenty offense &escriptionsr, were i^ 

chosen from the list of o f f e a s e s  used by Sellin an-olfgang I 

(1964). but mere modified s l i g h t l y  ir order to keep,the laagmage i 

as simple a s p o a s i b l s .  A s  i n  t h e  original S e l l i n  1.6 ~ o d & n ~ -  

(1964) study, both ca tegory  and rat iascalws were ISM, iiach i 
L 

sabject p a r a c i p a t e d  i n  both scaling tasks, 

Tso k i n d s  of analyses were performed OB t h e  category data, 
- - - -- - - -- , - 

rirst, i n  order t o  de4ermi.e the amoont of qgrAmant between t h e  

three g r o u p s  w i t h  respect t o  s e r i o a s a e s s  of offenses, 
- ,  

i i - 
c o r r e l a t i c r  .coef i io ients  k t e  computed. 411 three oorre latioms i 

4 

were qaite large. Tbel ranged f ror 0.85 to 0.95, 

Sepad, 20 one-way ABOVAs mere performQ, oae for each 
'P - offense,  The results shored t h a t  of t h e  20 ? ralwes corpateb, - 

only t o o  were not s i g n i f i c a n t ,  t u o  we= Sigaificant a t  t h e  0-05 i 
4 

I 
1 

- l e v e l ,  t t h i l e  t h e  rest were all sigaificaet a t  the 0.01 1epI. + 
- -p--p---- - I 

-- - i - - - - - - - - -- - - - L 

Thus, i n  c o n t r a s t  to ~ e l e r ~ i a d  and i legargee (1971). rigi io i 



reportea t h a t  the ratings of h i s  g r o u p s  d i f f e r e d  from o n e  

Similar a n a l y s e s  uere perforled on t h e  d a t a  o b t a i n e d  fro. 

magni tude  e s t i m a t i o n s .  P i g l i o  (1 975) a g a i n  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  the 
* 

r a t i n g s  produced b y  t h e  groups d i f f e r e d  from one another- H i s  

c o n c l u s i o n  mas based  on t h e  fact  that  all t h e  P-values  uere 

s i g n i f i c a n t ,  e x c e p t  f o r  one, Uhen t h e  magni tude r a t i n g s  of t h e  

&ude s from P i g l i o  (1975) uere compared to t h e  d a t a  from t h e  .9 Penn l r a n i a  s t u d e n t s  of the o r i g i n a l  stlady conduc ted  bp Sellia 

and Uolfgang (l966), it was found  t h a t  t h e  t w o  sets of - r a t i n g s  

were h i g h l y  c o r r e l a t e d  ( r  = 0.98). Bowever, since t h e  r a C i n g s  of 
- 

the s t u d e n t s  from P i g l i o  (1975) were g e a e r a l l f  a b o u t  h a l f  as 
r b  

l a r g e  as the c o r r e s p o n d i n g  r a t i n g s  of t h e  Sel l ia  and  Bolfgang 

(1964),  F i g U o  coac luded  t h a t  m o v e r a l l ,  the Penn s t u d e n t s  

c o n s i d e r e d  o f f e n s e s  as o n l y  a b o u t  one-half  a s  s e r i o u s  as d i d  

t h e i r  c o a @ e r p a r t s  t e n  y e a r s  ago,,-,The s t u d e n t s  h a r e  ma in t a ined  

t h e  s a a e  r e l a t i v e  r e g a r d  for offenses but t h e y  h a v e  been  

d e s e n s i t i z e d  i n  a b s o l u t e  terms,* (p, 199) 

F o r  t h e  m o s t ' ~ a r t ;  a t t e m p t s  to r e p l i c a t e  t h e  S e l l i n  and  

P o l f  gang (1964) s t a d 3  bar; y i e l d e d  p o d  ti re results. R e s e a r c h e r s  

i n  t a r i o u s  p a r t s  of Borth America h a r e  been able t o  produce more 

or less similar p a t t e r n s  of offense s e r i o u s n e s s ,  Indeed, '  t h e  

r e s u l t s  of t h e  Peerto-Bican s t u d y  and the s t u d y  i n t o l v i a g  French  
/ 

Canad ians  h a r e  he lped  to  e x t e n d  the' g e n e r a l i t f  of t h e  S e l l i n  ,and 

- 
q P r o a c h  would b e  - s i n g l e d  - o a t  f o r  c a r e f u l  s c r a t i n y ,  I n  t h i s  

- - - - - 



r e s p e c t .  the method advoca ted  by S e l l i n  a& Uolfgang (1964) f o r  

tke scaff~gOf c& s~rf09SBB~f~-xm%fOITfh9--- - -  

c r i a e  was n o  e x c e p & i o n  t o  t h e  rule- 
G 

T h e  power of t h e  S e l l i n  and  Po l fgaag  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system 

rests on a number of critical as sumpt ions  r e g a r d i n g  the q a t u r e  

o f  t h e i r  scale va lues ,  Onf o r t u n a t e l y ,  many r e s e a r c h e r s  are n o t  

conv inced  of t h e  v a l i d i t y  of some of these assumpt ions ,  ?or 

p u r p o s e s  o f  d i s c a s s i o n ,  criticisas of t h e  ~ e l i i n  and Wolfgang 

(1966) approach  to crime c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  can be classified i n t o  

f o u r  broad  b e t  o v e r l a p p i n g  c a t e g o r i e s :  (3) the ques$ion of 

cansensus ,  421 issues relating to ths racliditf  of -wring 

s e r i o u s n e s s  r a t i n g s  a c r o s s  d i f f e r e n t  groups,  (3) problem of t h e  

a r b i t r a r y  mode luo, a i d  (4) i s s u e s '  r e l a t i n g  to the a d d i t i v i t y  of % 

seriousness scores uhen r a l t i p l a  c r i m i n a l  acts are invo lved -  

The g u e s t i o n  pg - - nsus 

'f 

To be of p r a c t i c a l  use a measure of offensa s e r i o u s n e s s  

mas t  reflect t h e  views o f ' s o c i e t y  a s  a whole- T h a t  is, if a 

crime c l a s s i f i c a t i a n  sys t em based on s a r i o o s n e a s  measures  is t o  

b e  used by law enforcement  a g e n c i e s  and t h e  c o u r t s  for t h e  
-- 

p u r p o s e  o f  e s t a b l i s b i m g  an o f f e n d e r ' s  d e b t  t o  society, %hen *he - 

e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of t h e  d e g r e e  of s e r i o u s n e s s  of a crime'fs a 

n a t t e r  which r e q u i r e s  the consensus  of s o c i e t y  a s  a whole, 
- - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - , / 

S h e  i s s u e  of c o n s e n s u s  is one which was n o t  d e a l t  wi th  i n  a 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

s a t i s f a c t c u y  manner by S e l l i n  and Wolfgang (1964)- Roae (19661 



' c r i t i c i z e d  S e l l i n  aab .iiolfgang (1964) for  c o ~ c l u d i a g  t h a t  t h e r e  
' 

was *a p e r v a s i v e  s o c i a l  a g r e e m e a t '  abou t  what is s e r i o u s 4  
- - - - - - - - - -- L 

what i s  not. I t  .a1 be r e c a l l e d  that  S e l l i n  and Uolfgang (1964) 

u m d  some 800 middle c l a s s  subjects from the state of 

Penasylraaia .  Eanl d i d  not  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  r ieus  of such a 

select groap  would be r e p r e m o t a t i v e  of #e views of t h e  w c i e t y  
/' 

a t  l a rge ,  Pose  (1966) c i t e d  d a t a  o b t a i n e d  from t h e  B r i t i s h  

, Broadcas t ing  C o r p o t a t i o n  which purpor ted  to..& s ~ b s t ' a a t l l  

dixferlesces in attitudes concerning t p  s e r i o u s n e s s  of c e r t a i n  

crimes between middle and working class subjects, The  r e s e a r c h  

was undertakem in connec t ioa  w i t h  a series o f  h a l e h o a r  

t e I e v h & o n  programs caXhaS -rim*, F ~ l Z a r i n g  t h e .  p r e s w n t a t i m s ,  

subjects were asked to mama t h e  worst crime from a list of I S  

PI 
crf me& The r e s u l t s  adored that t h e  middle and working classes 

did  n o t  c o r p l e t e l y  agree on t h e  r e l a t i v e  s e r i o u s n e s s  of t h e  15 

crimes. While one can q u e s t f o n  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  data, t h e  

issue r a i s e d  by  Bose (1966) i s  a m t t o u s  one fadeed, One camat 

simply inpose  a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  slstem deweloped from a s m a l l  + - 
sub-populat ion on society as a whole w$thort  making some a t t e m p t  

t o  demoast ra te  t b a t  t h e  view of satiety i s  r e f l e c t e d  by t h a t  
i < 

sub- populat ion,  

The q u e s t i o n  of consensus  was a l s o  t h e  s u b j e c t  of a 

j 7.- d e t a i l e d  s t a d y  condacted b r  Rossi, Waite, Bose, and ~ e r k  (1974) - 
According t o  t h e s e  ses&rcbers, coaaensus  i s  said , t o  e x k i t  if :  

(1) t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e m  the mean r a t i n g s  of tm s u b g r o s p s  i n  



on t h e  o t h e r  results i n  a rero iotarcept. Using a stratfff8d 

* 
75 b lack  subjects fror t h e  a d a l t  p o p e l a t i a n  of t h e  City of 

Baltimore. ~ e s c r i p t i i n a  of 140 o f f e n s e s  were deweloped fro. t h e  

Onifarm crime R e s o r t s  l i s t i n g s  by t r ans fo rmiag  broad crime 

c a t e g o r i e s  i n t o  s p e c i f i c  a c t s ,  Two lists of  80 offeases each  

were constm&ed.  Bach list had 60 unique offense d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  
. . 

w h i l e  t h o  ~ e m i d n g  20 were common t o  both lists. Imri.9 the -- 
9' - 

i n t e r v i e % ,  se6jects u e r e  asked t o  rate the s e r i a u s a e s s  of t h e  
z? . 
-%-- 

o f f e n s e s  on a 9- Foi4*le. BacL subject rated 80 offensem. 
- i 

C o r r e l a t i o n _  c o e & i c i e n t s  cogpatad _ between -- -- - _ t h e  - - major - - - - - - - -- - 

_ 

subgroups showed t h a t  t h e r e  were strong linear trends ,  For 

example, t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between b l a c k s  and w h i t e s  was 0-89, 
9 

between males and f e a a l e s  was 0.98, and between h igh s c h o a l  

g r a d u a t e s  and non-gradoates was 0-89,  nean s e r i o u s m s s  r a t i n g s  
, 

were also c o m p ~ t e d  f o r  subgroups c l a s s i f i e d  by sex, race, and 

educa t ion ,  rasdLting in a tatal of e i g h t  sobgroups, we 28 
d' 

c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  computed among t h e  s ~ b g r u u p s  ranged 

from 0.61 t o  0.93. B l a c k  .ales u i t h  less than  h i g h  s c h o o l  

e d u c a t i o n  u e r e  foand t o  d i s a g r e e  most wi th  t h e  other sabgroaps, 

However, f o r  t h e  most pa r t ,  the s u b j e c t s  i n  the e i g h t  sobgroaps  

d i d  not vary a great deal uith respect to their jrrdgmemta o f  the 

r e l a t i v e  s e r i o u s n e s s  of t h e  crimes. Only sir of  t h e  28 

c o t r e l a t i i n s  were i n  the O,6Os, t h e  rest of t ~ e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  



. . Berk $1974) a l s o  r e p o r t e d  an fate~cept of -. 39 when ratitlgs 
? 

s u b j e c t s ,  and a n  i n t e r c e p t  of - *PO when male r a t i n g i  mere 

r e g r e s s e d  on female r a t i n g s ,  This, a c c o r d i n g  t o  tMse 

ressa+che+s ,  i n d i c a t e d  tbat b l a c k s  tended to see trines as '  more 

s e r i o u s  t h a n  whites and  uomen t e n d e d  to see crimes a s  mare 
t 

s e r i o u s  t h a n  males, Berertbeless, they conc luded  that o v e r a l l ,  

t h e r e  vas an i m p r e s s i v e  aaooll t  of consensus among the Lubgroups. 
- 

It s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  k h a t  some s u b g r o u p s  means were based  on 

sample  s i x e s  as small as semn, C a u t i o n  s h o u l d  t h e r e f o r e  be 

eze&seQ fa +Bs Mtespfet&en & E- 
L 

P a l k e r  (1978) p r e s e n t e d  11 crim d e s c r i p t i o n s  t o  some 690 

sob j g c t s  t o  b e  rated, The subjects were c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  g r o u p s  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  s o c i a l  class and sex,  T h r e e  s c a l i n g  t e c h n i q u e s  mere 

used: t h e  method of p a i r e d  comparisons,  a n  1 + c a t e g o r y  i n t e r v a l  

scale, and a ratio e s t i m a t i o n  grocedure,  Each subject 

p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  a 1 3  t h r e e  s c a l f n g  t a s k s  s e q a e n t i a l f y  i n  t h e  

o r d e r  l i s t e d  above, 4ihallses of v a r i a a c e  uere performed far e a c h  
4 

one of the off ease d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  first using c a t e g o r y  d a t a ,  and 

s u b s e q u e n t l y  asimg magnitude e s t i m a t i o n s .  G i n c e  a nomber of t h e  

P - t e s t s  were s i g n i f i c a n t ,  Ualker  (1978) conc luded  t h a t  Yhere 

a r e  some s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between social  classes and 
a 

s e x e s  as t o  how t h e y  assess t h e  relative s e r i o u s n e s s  of c e r t a i n  

Hsu (197 3 )  s t u d i e d  crime seriousness' i n  ~ a i u a n ,  Ber sample  

c o n s i s t e d  of  239 .ale and 60 femdle s t u d e n t s  from t h e  l a t i o o a l  



jnd= @anple size not mentioned). Fourteen index offenses from 

S e l l i n  and Wolfgang (1964) mere aded. The s u b j e c t s  were asked t o  

rate t h ~  of feutses with  r e s p e c t  t o  a s t a n d a r d  offease y i t h  a n  
L 

a s s i g n e d  &ale d u e  of 10. The c ~ l ; r e l a t i o n s  betveaitn the r a t i m g s  

of t h e  three g r o u p s  of 'subjects were a11 better t h a n  0,90: The 
.b 

c o r r e l a t i o n  between male s t a d e a t s  and female  students uas a lso  

computqd and was f aend to be 0.84, . 
Ehen t h e  Ilsu s a t f n g s  were compared t o  t h e  P h i l a d e l p h i a  

ratings of . t h e  o r i g i n a l  S e l l i a  and l f g a n g  (1964) s tudy,  and % 
f ie  ftfSa-~&e&~&~ ro-, -a&&- 

(1968). she  f o u n d  t h a t  the Taiwan gs c o r r e l a t e d  8.95 wi th  

the P h i l a d e l p h i a  r a t i n g s  and c o r r c h t k  0.90 w i t h  t l e , k a r d i a n  

- - h a d ; g s  0. ratings, T h e  slope of the r e g r e s s i o s  of T a f  
C 

Canadian ratings mas foand t o  be 0.53, and t h e  slope of the ' - 

Taiwan r a t i n g s  on t h e  P h i l a d e l p h i a  r a t i n g s  was 0.60, Bsa (1974) - - .  
concluded t h a t  h e r  r e s a l t s  met the r d n i l a d t l  k shape 

c r i t e r i o n ,  b u t  n o t  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of s l o p e  critarioa 

Judging by these r e s u l t s ,  t h e  i s s u e  of consekas is far  

from settled, ?or erasple, loimandeaa (1966), and Walker (1978) 

foand e r i d e a c e  to i n d i c a t e  t h a t  there were group d i f f e r a c e s .  

Akman, Mormaadeaa, and Turner (1967) on the c o n t r a r y ,  found no  

s u c h  e r i d e n c e ,  Hsu (1973) ob ta ined  c o n f l i c t i n g  results, and so 

d i d  Bossi, - Waite, Bose, and B e r k  (1974). Closer i n s p e c t i o n  of ' 
- -  - - - -  - - - - ---- -- 

u 

these studies leads t o  t h e  c o n c l o s i o a  t h a t  a t  least some of t h e  
- - - - - - -- 

confas ion  may b e  attributed t o  t h e  fact  t h a t  a number o f  



6 different c q e r i a  were used t o  d e t e r t i n e  *siiif &~&tf. - EzkXke~ 

Uaite,. Bose, and  B e r k  (1974) defined c ,oasensus  based on t h e  sire 

of the coxre la t i an  c o e f f i e i e a t ,  and o a  a z e r o  intercept .  &lia 

(19751, and U oraandeao (1966) ,< used the c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t ,  

larmandeau ( 1  966). Ahan  and l o r r a n d e a u  (1967) ; and Usan,  - 
l o r r andeaa ,  and Turner (1967) ased a unit slo 

of agreement o r  consensus. Since these crit9riaSare mot 
- 

comple t e ly  e q u i v a l e n t ,  it is aot surpxis3.n~ t h a t  researchers 

/ have n o t  been a b l e  to  agree with one a n o t h e r  regarding .tM 

-4&&mkW&**Cli * s e f * ~ = & a e f f ~  - = ,== 

Resea rche r s  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  compare seriousness ratings 

obtained from d i f f e r e n t  groups, ejspeciztl-13 u f th  t a t i n g s  o b t a i s e d  

from d i f f e r e n t  studies are f a c e d  with nomeroas challenges. She 

l a c k  of consensus on the c h o i c i  of a criteria. is perhaps the .. 
-st serious cha2leage. S a t i s f a c t o r y  o e s o l o t i o n  of t h f  s problem - 
must precede t h e  s e a r c h  for s o l u t i o n s  t o  i saoes  such as  t h e  

q u e s t i o i  of consensas ,  Given the fact that researchers hare n o t  

a s e d  the same c r i t e r i o n  in their a t t e m p t s  to compare serioasaess 

ratings between groups,  it is a p p r o p r i a t e ,  tben, examine t h e  



d f f  f erences  in t h e  m~latiro diskm%s iX tbe offa- q m  the  

aerioasness coatfamum bstrmem two 98ts of n t h g 8 -  The 

corrqlatioa coefficient is mot asemsitire to oretall mean 

tlifferencea i n  t5e rat tags  htwer the  mts, Ear im tit m d : f t i v u  
1 LA - A - - 

to differencss in units of neasarememt. Ia other rords, so l ~ n g  

a s  the r e l a t i v e  d i s t a m a  b e t m e e m  ratings a r e  mme or less 

corre la t ed ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  magnitude of the ratimgs .oetU mot 

affect the size of the correlation. S i n c e  differences i n  

magngtude are a l sa  r e l e r a a t  i n  the cons iderat iam of whether or, 

not  tuo sets of r a t i n g s  are s in i lar ,  the existence of a strong 

linear trend alone is aot satffichnt to dumrstt+te that the  two 

sets of r a t i n g s  f a  guastiba are  eqoivale~&. By #at same token,  

the lack of an oreral l  mean difference b e t k n  groups is mot 

saf f i c i e a t  to  i n d i c a t e  coasensftrr, siace t h e  relatioasbip b e t ~ ~ n  

the two groaps may b e  noo-Usmar. 

When mean difference is esed a s  a measure of consensus, 

there is an a d d i t i o n a l  cons idrrat ioa ,  The esperiaenter most 

ensure t h e  the same metric is aiped- The compaitfsom of mean P 
rat ings  based om different mtrics obvious ly  docus nat nake  much 

- - - - -- 
-- 

sense. T h i s  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  a stady conducted by P i g l i o  (1975) 

discussed i n  a' p r e v i o u s  section. It mf be recalled t h a t  the  



r a t i n g s  o b t a i n e d  by F i q l i o  (19751 coqrefated h i g h l y  with  -ttrmyt 

'. 
&he r a t i n g s ,  horr?rer, l e d  P i g l i o  f1975) to  eosclyib that h i s  

s tadenas  c o n s i d e r e d  1. t e offesses . t o  be o n l y  hal f  as mtrious a s  

- , adeqflate infosmtioa regarding scaling procdderres, it is 

dif f icalt t o  t e l l  uhethQt the d i f  feraoces ass real o r  ate merdp 

due t o  a difference &a aait of measammeat Omtlens apecific '. 
- -  - 

"informat ion p r o v i d e d  reg&ipg t h e  snit of r e a a r e m e n t  t h e  + 

s l o p e  of the tegrsssios i s  l i k e l y  t o  ba verp d i f f k r l t  to  

a S a  pi m- ~hk i  slope of t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  

b e  has a l s o  be& fregoently used  as a c r i t e r i o n  f o r  mitas8ring 
1 

s f s i l a r i t y  i n  s e r i o u s r r e a s  ratings umaa and 1o~mamdeaa (t%7), 

far example, a s s e r t e d  that i f  two groups agEibe as t o  t h e  . 

r e l a t i v e  serioosaeips of o f f e n s e s ,  then  the slope m o l d  be e q u a l  

t o  ozm I n  uthsle-v~rd;s, the sfcrprrof the rwgresskm-ffae' - 

Q 
c o n t a i n s  t h e  a-ecehsary informatiom- t o  d e t e r m i n e  t b e  degree of 

s i m i l a r i t y  between sets af wtimgs, The real s i t u a t i o n  b u e v e r ,  
-t 

is somewhat more complex. Unlike  t h e  cortelati on c o e f f i c i e n t ,  

t h e  s l o p e  of t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  line is s e n s i t i v e  to d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

u n i t  of measrarerent, Tim s l o p e  is  a f a a c t i o n  of the degree of 
i 

l f n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between two sets ,of ratings and t h e  ratio of 

t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  s t aodard  d e v i a t i o n s ,  Hoqe s p e c i f i c a l l y  , s l o p e  
- - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - -- -- 

e q u a l  to r ( s d I / s & t )  , r h e r e s s a l ,  am3 sd2 are the' s tandard 

d e r i a t i o a s  of t h e  r a t i n g s  i n  set 1 and set 2 r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  and  x 



the length of a n u ~ b e f  of sticks were measnred (in inches) on 

tvo diffetent occasiorar, If t h e  measurements axe ~ b n d  to be l." . 
a c c b m t e ,  t h e  two sets u r s u r e r n t s  & a d  hare a c o r r e l a t i o n  

of one, and a s l o p e  of one, Bowerer, if t h e  first set of 

measurements mere i n  centimetars and the secaad set were La 
- - - - A -  _ _  _ I.! 

inches ,  tAe two sets af mearrare=eets would still be completely 
&F 

sgu iva lea t  to one amother. The coclolatiow c o e f f i c i e n t  would be 

m English measarea, raald aot msult ia a s l a p  equal to we, 

Instead, tie r e g r e s s i o n  would yield a alope equal t o  2-59, 

approxf matel?, which i mcidrata l ly  is t b e  r a t i o  of metric versrs 

Bag l i sh  measures. C l a r l y ,  the u a i t  slope c r i t e t i o n  is not  

appl icable  in a l l  cases Oae rwr-lati6-m i s  to- eBsora thaP the same 
.- .. - 

o a i t  of measurement i s  used. I. a t i o  'eltima&m, for e ~ a . ~ l e ,  
- - 

the u s e  of a .  comoi~ mstradrrdn of fumm desc t ip t i i i a  w & t h  a 
' 

pre-assigned walw in fact serve to d e f h e  t h e  a n i t  of 

.easore.irnt, Since t n  r a t i o  wasurns the ot ig in  is f i t ec i ,  

' meaismement. Uaforturnately, reaearch8rs Lave not  aluays imnisted 

on using a cornpacable gait af mersanmat, As a; r-rtlt, it is 



used a noa-eero i n t e r c e p t  a s  a c r i t e r i o n .  fax oretall man 

dif teremc i~ i a t iags  b e t w e n ,  groups. lor  e x a s p l o .  .hem t h e  

r a t i n g s  of white subjects were r e g r e s s e  OR t h e  ratings from 4 \ '  
C 

b l a c k  s u b j e c t s ,  Bassi. Uaite. BQse,. an 0erk (1974) obtained an 

intercepe of ' - -39. The i n t e r c e p t  of t h e  regression equation of 

male r a t i n g s  o n  female r a t i n g s  was --80, B o s B i ,  gafte, Bose, and 

_ Berk f1974) t h e r e f o r e  coacluded that blacks tended to  i a t e  each 

crime -as mareserio~s -aan w h i t e s  by 0-4 u n i t s  and females 

t s s d e d  to r a t e  crines more seriorrsly am males br 0-8 uni t s ,  f- 
- - -  - The - - problem -- - - -  - - - - with - - - - - t h i s  - - - - approach - - - - - - is - - that% - - non-zero - - - - - - i n t e r c e p t  - - - - - - - -  does - 

- 

n o t  always i n d i c a t e  an orera13 mean d f  f f erence ,  The re la t i  o n s h i p  

is somwfiat more complex than t h a t  earisaged by Bassi, Uaite, -, 

Bose, and Berk (1974)- T h e  i n t e r c e p t  is a fonctioe of the 
F .  

o r e r a l l  mean d f f  f erence ,  t h e  degree of l inear  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

b e t w e e n  the t u o  sets of ratings and t h e  eatio of their - 

respaet$we stamlam? dtrk%em. A aorHEo i&ercept theref- 
b 

t e n d s  t o  be  d i f f i c a l t  to h t e x p r e t ,  

In their stmdr, Bossi, l a i t e ,  Bas, and Berk (1974) used a  

9- p o i n t  i n t e r v a l  scale. If c r i a e  s e r i o u a s e s s  is .easur&d om a 

r a t i o  scale, as is t h e  case i n  ~ n y  of the s t u d i e s  i n  this area, 

-a non- zero i n t e r c e p t  t a k e s  on q u i t e  a different .easing. Since 
+ 

the zero point in ratio  scales is not arbitrary, t h e  regression 
% 

line must p a s s  tirough tb j o i n t  o r i g i n  (0.0) if  the linear 

r e l a t i o n s  wdsl is to hold. A aon-iero i n t a r c e p t  i. t h i s  cage 

- l i k e l r  indicates t h a t  s o n e t h i a g  is amiss  w i t h  t h e  f i t  of the 
b 



ratio scaie model to c d . e  aerioomaess data. 
- 0  

* 

JLrhfhsm m- Comparison sf serkousl~ess ra t ings  

seriousness is measured on a ratio sca le , .  m t h  c o ~ ~ l i c a t i o m s  

aast be d e a l t  with,  I n  kagnitode 'estimtti d t a a € i o a s  in 

% 
d r  

psychophysics,  r example, i n  jadgmests of&igbtaess of  a 
" * 

l i g h t  source or lorpdmss of a tone,  tbe size of t h e  auabers rrsed . % 

is  f r e q u e n t l l  itetermiai3d by the subjects, It( is f a i r l y  obrims - 
7 """. 

t h a t  in s u c h  a s i t u a t i o n ,  comparisons of absq&ate ma,gn&tude 
,, J 

bertu'een s u b j e c t s  is  qtfte useless, T h i s  is because ratings 
- - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - 

produced by direct ratio estimation are not necessarily t i e d  to 

any specific u n i t  of m e 9 a r r e ~ e a t ,  or modulus- The term mdolus  
X 

i s  syaonymo~as w i t &  u n i t  of mea&re~ent, and is used 3. 

in t erchangsablp  fa t h e  present c o n t e x t ,  

I n  a r a t i o  estimation s i t u a t i o n  Illrere a s u b j e c t  is shorn 

tro stick a d  is askad ta first assign a n~mbsr to stick A, and 

t h e n  t o  a s s i g a  a second nnrber to stick B such that t b e  ra l~ tes  

reflect t b e  nu ~ b e r  of t ims  s t i c k  B is loager t h a n  s t i c k  A, the 

s u b j e c t  is dnot r e s t r i c t e d  fa  h i s  choice of numbers, I f  s t i c k  B 

is i n  f a c t  twice a s  long a s  s t i c k  A,  the subject fs -to 

assign, say, 5 to  stick A and 10 to s t i c k  8, U t e s a a t e l ~ ,  .h- 
1 

a s s i g n  1 to "ick 1 and 2 t o  stick B, Xu addit ion,  rhtemr 

numbers the s u b j e c t  e r e e t a a l l y  chooses, one can rlwa~s a p p l y  a 



cons t an t ,  C l e u r l y ,  tlra a b m l a t e  +aZ-s of the nurlrers alre 

mJt -of aPy %ese3av* ef-*&se3mH+-aLWmghah.- --- - 

- a $ n i ~ g f s l  h c a u s e  the1 do correctlf reflect t h e  
-- 

r e h t i r e  aaoruts of the att*r$=brrte under study, F b i s  

indetermibacy has prowed to be t roublesome for t h e  ME? 

researchers- ulo h a r e  a t tempted t o  compare sagnitwde eo t i sa t f  o m  

across w a ~ i o u s  groups of subjects (Akman 

P i g l i o ,  1975). lor example, results of a 

K r a l s e t h  (1980) t o  cprpre ratings 

s t u d e n t s  with t h o s e  obtained by Akman and Eormandeao (1967) is 

I 

r e f e r e n c e ,  nor did Be f i x  the o s l t -o f  measurement, In s i t u a t i o n s  

where s u b j e c t s  are allowed to use any number t he f  w i sh ,  t h e  

absolute size af the r a t i n g s  is  n o t  of any i n t e r e s t ,  I n  t h i s  

and a n a l y s i s  of  va r i ance  i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  is not appropr ia te .  
- - 

Pease, ' l t e s o n ,  a n d  Tharpe (19751 recogai28'd this 

indeterminacy problem. ~ h d r  s o l u t i o a  w a s  to transform magn$tud% 
t s scores by 4solbtracting from each rat ing  t h e  median of the 

r e spec t ive -  groues. and d i v i d i n g  a r o u g i  by the average abso lu te  

d e v i a t i o a  from t h e  mdian. I n  effect,. t h e y  s u b s t i t u t e d  one 
r + 

- problem f o r  another.  'lleir bpproach dmounted to t h e  assertion, 

procedures  y i e l d  scale va lues  r b i c h  are only  d o t e r a i n e d  .to 

26 . 
1' . - 

* .I 
- - 

-- 
\ 



r o a t i m l y  conpare sesionsness e s t i l a t i o n s  across gpn@s, I 
1 

procedure which can orerca-re this problem af tlte a r b i t r a . 3  
1 

nod alus s h o e d  therefore be  a uelcome addft ion t o  t h e  tctols 

a v a i l a b l e  t o  researchers worlfiag i n  this area, -;. 

A central part  of t h e  
- - - 

classificakion s y s t e i  iq the a d d i t i v i t y  of serioasaess scores, 
i - Their system focuses oo t h e  crimihal @went a s  the basic u n i t  of 

analysis rather than on c a t e g o r i e s  defined a c c o r d i n g  to legal  

l abe l s .  Since a criaimal e v e n t  map involve  one or more elements, 

v h e ~ e  t h e  e lements  are di ther  d i s t f a c t  criminal a c t s  or f a c t o r s  - 
which agg~ava,te it, each c ~ i a i m l  ersat can he scared as the s 

s imple ' sum of the sericusness of its indiridual e l e a e n t s ,  

Whether c r i a e  s e r i o u s n e s s  scores can b e  added in this Banner is 

open t o  debate, Sellim and Uolfgang 11964) d i d  not conduct a 

specific test for ncrrradditiri ty. LJany i n r e s t i g a t o r s  b e i i e v e  

t h a t  t h e  S e l l i n  and Wolfgang syste* adequately reflects the' 

seriou saess of cr imina l  events regar b ess of whether t h e  erent 

i n v o l v e d  a'slngle offender conmitting U n g l c  offense or a - 
s i n g l e  of fender ----- m - t i p l e  offenses or s u l t i p l e  -- -- -- 

I 

offenders comr~'tti%g -we or  m a l t i r e  o f f e n s e s  well f ord 6 I 

Piatrovski, 1975)- Others, however, b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  & r i o a ~ n e s  4 



&f complex cr iminal  erents canno t  be  o b t a i n e d  as a 

the seriousness of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  elements {Pease, 

s i m p l e  sum of  

T h o r p ,  1974; B o s e ,  1966) - !These la t ter  r e s e a r c h e r s  bel ieve t h a t  

t h e  petceired s e r i o u s n e s s  of a c r i m i n a l  e v e n t  depends  on  t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  mix cf i n d i v i d u a l  c t i r i n a l  even&& I n  o t h e r  words, 

t h e y  b e l i e v e  t h a t  depending on t h e  particnlar a i r  of events, the 

whole is  more or p e r h a p s  even less than the-sam of t h e  ' 

i n a i r i d u a l  parts. 

On the  aab ject of a d d i t i v i t y ,  '~ose f1966) ccmmented: * t h e  

i m p o r t a n t  a s s a m p t i a n  that *oae can  merely add scores fur complex 

event s  has not been t e s t e d  by the  author%,,,  Altboagh t h e  

s c o r i n g  sys tem Gas designed so t h a t  i t  could i n  p a r t i c u l a r  d e a l  

with complex e v e n t s  no such complex e v e n t  was inc luded  i n  t h e  

list of 141 o f f e n s e s "  (p. 421)'. In an a t t e m p t  to shed some l i g h t  

on t h i s  i s s u e  of a d d i t i v i t y ,  a number of studies were 

undertaken, 

Pease. I r e s o n ,  a n d  4 pe (1974) conduc ted  an exper iment  t o  

test t h e  a s s u m ~ t i o n  of a d d i t i v i t y ,  T h e i r  sample c o n s i s t e d  of 147 

s t u d e n t s  e n r o l l e d  in ewening elasses i n  t h e  Banchester area.  O f  /+--- 
t h e  347 s t u d e n t s ,  9 u e r e 3 f e m a l e s ,  and 55 were males, Tuo f o r m s  

were devised each c o n t a i n i n g  f o u r  pairs of o f f e n s e s ,  of which 

two pairs were fillers, The s t u d e n t s  uere preseated v i t b  e i t h e r  

form A or form B, T h e  t a s k  was t o  d e t e r i i n e  if t h e  second 

offense was (1) less aerious, (2) equally s e r i o u s ,  (3) one and a 

h a l f  t i re  a s  serious; f4) twice a s  s e r i o n s ,  (5) t u o  and a h a l f  

' times a s  s e r i o u s ,  ,(6) three t i r e s  a s  serious, or (7) more than 



t h r e e  times a s  s GUS, compared to the first. 

The results shamad t k a t  orex all f ~ u r  pairs BE offenses 

used  i n  t h e  s t u d y ,  rough ly  32 p e r  c e n t  of the rhtiags were i n  

the twice a s  s e r i r r a s  ca tegory ,  Some 4 8  per c e n t  o f  the judgments  

were c l a s s i f i e d  i n  t h e  less t h a n  twice c a t e g o r y ,  and  20 p e r  ceat 

were judged t o  be r o r e  than t u i c e  a s  serious- ' Ph i s ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  

Pease ,  I r e s o n ,  and Thorpe (1974) , c o n t r a d i c t e d  t h e  assumpt ion  o f  . 

a d d i t i v i t y ,  s i n c e  on11 sore 32 p e r  c e n t  of the r e s p o n s e s  were i n  

a g r e e r e n t  w i t h  t h e  g r e d i c t i o n  of S e l l i n  and Wolfgang (1964)- 

Pease ,  I r e s o n ,  a n d  Thorpe (1974) were c r i t i c i z e d  b y  

i t e l f f o r d  aria U i i t t r a s k f  f t975) &a p e i a t e d  e* thirt their 

results c a n n o t  be used t o  .further o u r  onde . rs taading of t h e  

add i t i r i t y  issue, because  of a " f a t a l  m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  error" ,  I n  

th ree  of t h e  f o u r   airs of o f f e n s e s ,  t h e  tuo e l e m e n t s  of t h e  * 
e v e n t  were s e p a r a t e d  i n  tie, I n  one case t h e  two e l e m e n t s  were 

s e p a r a t e d  by .a fer daysn, i n  Another  by 'later", and i n  the 

t h i r d  by "soon aftera, These critics s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  if the 

ambigu i ty  c a u s e d  by t h e  time dimension was t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t  

t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  by Pease, I r e s o n ,  and  Thorpe r o u l d  i n  fac t  

s @ p o r t  the a d d i t i v i t y  assumpt ion ,  + 
* UagneP and Pease  (1978) r e p l i c a t e d  t h e  s t u d y  by Pease,  

J-- s, . , v. '9 

. - I r e s o n  and Thorpe  1974) .- the same procedure  uas used, however, 

t h e  four sets o f  o f f e n s e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  were changed so that t h e r e  

uas no t e m p o r a l  s e p a r a t i o n  between t h e  m o l t i p l e  c r i  mina l  a c t s ,  

The r e s u l t s  still shovtd t h a t  o v e r a l l ,  o n l y  a b o a t  18 pe r  ceat of 

t h e  jadg-ments were c l a s s i f i e d  as "twice as s e r i o a s a ,  

.0:. 



Wel l fo rd  and i i a t r o w s k i  (19,75) c o l l e c t e d  d a t a  from 118 

s t a d e n t s  from the F l o r i d a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  (?,S,U,), Two sets of 

offense d e s c r i p t i o n s  were compiled, The first set c o n s i s t e d  of 

37 d e s c r i p t i o n s  of s i m p l e  o f f e n s e s ,  a l l  take@ d i r ec t11  from TBe 
* 

~ ~ e r e ~  Qf g e m ,  a book a u t h o r e d  by S e l l i n  and 

l o l f g a n g  and p s b l i s h e d  i n  1964. The s e c m d  set c o n t a i n e d  21 

d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  compler o f f ense s ,  The o f f  eases were s i a i l a r  t o  , 

the ones  in t h e  f i r s t  set, b u t  mere modif ied  so t h a t  n u l t i p l e  

c r i m i n a l  acts were involved,  Fo r  exaaple, o f f e n s e  d e s c r i p t i o m  

number t b r e e  in set one read: *The offe l rder  robs a pe r son  af $5 

a t  ganpoint .  Ilo physical harm occurs* (p, 185). I n  t h e  second 

set, t h e  a f f e n s e  read:  -The o f f e n d e r  r o b s  t u o  persoos o f  35 a t  . 

gunpoint ,  Ro p h y s i c a l  barm a=corsa  (p, 187). The  changes v a r i e d  

from one o f f e n d e r  c o m r i t t i n g  an  o f f e n s e  a g a i n s t  two p e r s o n s  t o  

t h r e e  o f f e n d e r s  eacb coraitt'ing two offenses, A magnitode 

e s t i a a t i o n  p rocedure  was used, and eack student rated t h e  

offenses i n  both sets. 
2 

Since t h e  complex c r i m i n a l  . e v e n t s  used by l e l l f o r d  and 

P i a t r o w s k i  (1935) were made up of a number of d i s c r e t e  c r i m i n a l  

acts,  the s e r i o u s n e s s  of  t h e s e  e v e n t s  cou ld  he derirved 

i n d i r e c t l y ,  by  a d d i a g  ap t h e  s e r i o a s n e s s  scores o f  t h e  , 

i n d i v i d u a l  criminal acts, Tuo such i n d i r e c t  s c a l e s  were der ived .  

One used scale v a l a e s  from s t d e n t s  a t  the ?-S,O, S i n c e  t h e  

crime d e s c r i p t i o n s  uere t aken  from S e l l i n  and l o l f g a n g  (1964), 

the second i n - d i r e c t l y  b r i r e d  s c a l e  v a l u e s  were o b t a i n e d  by 

add ing  u p  the s c o r e r  from tbe Sel l ia  and Uolfgaag (196a) study- 



The correlation between t h e  d i r e c t l y  s c a l e d  complex criaes and 
\ 

t h e  P-S, U. i n d i r e c t l y  s c a l e d  complex crimes mas 0.97. The 
- - - -- - - 

c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  d i r e c t 1  y scaled complex crherr and t h e  

Sellin and Uolfgang 41964) i n d i r e c t l y  s c a l e d  crimes was 0.90- 

The  s u b s t a n t i a l  s i z e  of t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  l e d  Uellford and 

P i a t r o v s k i  ($935) t a  c o n c l u d e  t h a t :  m t h e  a d d i t i t i t ?  a 4s qmptfon 

is s t r o n g l y  s a p p o r t e d ,  While t h e  a b s o l u t e  ralnes of s e r i o u s n e s s  

are s u r e l y  chang ing ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  of OUE r e s e a r c h  l e a d  us t o  the * 
c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  the minimar c o n d i t i o n  of a d d i t i r f  tl r e p l i c a t f o n  

is s u p p o r t e d N  (p, 183) V i s u a l  i n s p e c t i o n  of the d a t a  p r o t i d e d  bl 

U e l l f o r d  a n d  R i a t r o w s k i  (1975) s h o r e d  t h a t  d i l e c t  and i n d i r e c t  

scale v a l a e s  f o r  t h e  c o r p l e x  crimes of t h e  P,S,U, s t u d e n t s  were 

g e n e r a l l y  of the s a ~ e  ragn i tode ,  b u t  t h e  i n d i r e c t  scale v a l & s  

d e r i v e d  f ro8  S e l l i n  a n d  Yolfgang (1964) were. o n l y  about h a l f  as 
t 

l a r g e  a s  those o b t a i n e d  from t h e  P b S J k  s t u d e n t s ,  

A c o n c l u s i o n  of strong support f o r  a d d i t i v i t y  is p e r h a p s  - 
not. t o t a l l y  j u s t i f i e d ,  ssnce tho g a e s i i o n  of a d d i t i v i t y  c a n n o t  

be r e s o l v e d  by ' t h e  n s e  of t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n a l  t e c h n i q u e  a lone ,  The - '-7 

r a g n i t u d e  of t h e  r a t i n g s  aost a l s o  be tqken i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  

If crime s e r i o o s n e s s  is a d d i t i v e ,  therr  d i r e c t l y  scaled and 
8 

i n d i r e c t l y  scaled m u l t i p l e  c r i n i n a l  e v e n t s  s h o u l d  yield 

s e r i g u s n e s s  s c o r e s  o f  approx i&te ly  the same magnitude. The 

r a t i n g s  for some crimes d i f f e r e d  by a f a i r l y  l a r g e  amount, elren 

w i t h i n  t h e  P.S.O. sample, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  p&baps o t b e r s  f a c t o r s  



the l a r g e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  ratings, between t h e  scores d e r i v e d  

from S e l l i a  and Wolf gaag (1  964) and t h e  ?. St 0, s c o r e s  cannot be 
st 

easily a l tp la lned  away. I t  is perhaps a furt5er i X l u s t r a t i o n ~ o f  

t h e  problems which s t a n d  i n  t h e  uay o f  meaningful comparisons of 

aagnitude s c o r e s  obtained fro. d i f f e r e n t  studies, 



T h e r e  is l i t t l e  d o u b t  t h a t  t h e  crime s e r i o u s n e s s  scale and - 

crime classif%cation spster pf oneered  by S e l l i n  and .Wolfgang 

(1964) a p p e a l  to many c r i e n o l o g i s t s -  This i-s e v i d e n c e d  by the 
) 

, fact t h a t  t h e  serf o u s n e s s  i n d e x  deve loped  by these a u t h o r s  

-=%&/ 
H o r e v e j ,  t h e  l a c k  of a g r e e m e n t  concerning issues such a s  

' J , 

consensus,-  and a d d i t i v i t y ,  a n d  on hou to deal w i t h  the problem 
, L 

' 

qf t h e  a r b i t r a r y  r 'modulus points t d  t h e  need t o  ray exa~ine some 
a s 

qf  these i s s a e s ,  d . (, 

T h e  p u r p o s e  of  - t h i s  s t u d y ,  therefore, is to' extend oar 

e u r r e n t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of crine s e r i o u e n e s s  s c a l i n g ,  U i t  h t h i s  i n  
1 

e n d ,  t h e  f o l l o w i d g  t h r e e  i s s u e s  w i l l  b e  exakined:  -. , 

"(1) The goodness of f i t  of t h e  p o w e r f a u c t i o n  i o d e l  to  

t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  crime s e r i o u s n e s s  data, 
.'- 

, (2 )  The arbitrary mo'dalas, o r  arbitrarg a n i t  of - c 

r 

measurement problem a n d  how the problem 

m i g h t  be orercomed, 

(3) The  i s s u e  of a d d i t i r i t g  o f  serioesaess scores, ' 



- - - 

When ~ a g n i t o d e  k t s t h a t i o n  procedures ate  used i a  
L 

psychophysfcs,  t h e  adequacy of t h e  p o m r  f u n c t i o n  #ode1 is 

f r e q u e n t l y  a s s e s s e d  b y  e t a s i n i n g  the correlatioa c o e f f i c i e n t  

b e t  een  t h e  l o g a r i t h m  of t h e  p h y s i c a l  s t i m o l a s  and t h e  l o g a r i t h m  $ 
of t h e  r e spoase ,  Ia t h e  scal ing  of p s y c h o l o g i c a l  variables where 

t h e  willres of the s t i m u l i  are g e n e r a l l y  n o t  knoun, researchers 

hare f r e q u e n t l y  resor ted to t h e  e x a m i a a t i o n  of t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  

coefficient between responses ob t a i r r s a  by fechner *s or 
% 

Tbaxstono*s ca-qorl scaling procedures_ and t h e  &ari~h! - -- of 

magnitude estiurticns. Sterema (1966) sugges&d the we of t h i s  

procedure. fle s t a t e d  t h a t  "if t h e  same relations t h a t  Bate been 
\ 

shown t o  o b t a i n  i n  sensory psychophys ics  a s o n g  the t h r e e  general 

k i n d s  of measures c a n  also be sham t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  

c o s p a r a b l e  scales created with nonmet r i c   psychological) 
, 

, - 
s t i m u l i ,  addea  c o n f i d e n c e  at€aobes to the outcomeu (p. 532) - - 

T h e  u s e  of the c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  f a r  model t e s t i n g  

has been c r i t i c i z e d  by s e v e r a l  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  i n c l a d i n g  ~ i r n b a  & 
(1973, 1974) a n d  Anderson and Shan teau  (1977)- These * .  
i n v e s t i g a t o r s  have p o i n t e d  oat  that a n y  monotone f a n c t i o a  will 

h a v e  , a  l a r g e  l i n e a r  component, Good (1972) demons t ra ted  tba t for 

some n o n l i n e a r  monotone f u n c t i o n s  the c p r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  

can approach one, S i n c e  all monotone i n c r e a s i n g  f e n c t f o n s  tend 
- - - - - - -  -- 

t o  have h i g h  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  a h i g h  and s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  
- - -  -- - - - -- - -- 

would n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  power model o r  some 



other aobe l? i s  appropriate fbr t h e  da ta .  - - 

The fasae  a s  to whether or not the so c a l l e d  ratio scales  

of crime seaioosness i n fact possess ratio p r o p e t t i e s  Bas never 
i 

been e x p l i c f N y  stuclied, For erarph,  no one  has attempted to - 
assess t h e  gooaoess of fit of the power made1 t o  the subjective 

\ 
crf re s e r i o u s a e s g  data, Sever the l e s s ,  t h i s  i s s u e  is a . *. I 

fundameatal one fdTlr any crime ~ X a s s i f i c a t i o a  system which uses 

scale values obta ined  by /'the use of the power model, For t h i s  

reason, a goodness of f i t  test is proposed i n  t h i s  stad?,  and 

the fit of t h e  power rode1 to criw s e r i o u s n e s s  ratings will b e  

tested. 

S e l l i n  and Wolfgang (1 964) chose t o  use r a t i o  s c a l e s  

i n s t e a d  of c a t e g o r l  scales because as  t h e y  pot  i t  aaagnitude 

e s t i i a t i o n  scale values +re a p r o d w t  of the rater rather than 
I 

the experimenter, and as such  hare aa inherent v a l i d i t y  t h a t ,  

cannot ts c l a i m d  f o r  /ha impos i t ion  of a fixed range of 
3 -  / 

category v a l u e s  by%hk experimenter on the ra ter ' s  

jadgrent-. , .the fraddom i~ the r a n g e  of pAoss ib lc  nepomsea 
I 

avai lable  by t h e  8 gnitude estimation technique prov ides  i 
i n t  rinsicallr iaf orm tioa about  the raters* $mdgments than 

the ser_ereLy 
C 

price for 
-- 

rater, Among other th ings ,  the ptaseace of the 

35 
/ 



appears t h a t  most researchers p r e f e r  t h e  use of .ratio scales, a. 
I 

s o l u t i o n  mast b e  fo-a, In. *is s t u d y ,  a A t b o d  t o  overcome the 

arbitrary modalas problew ' is proposedt  

- '1 
I n  general,  t h e  analyses used i n  s t u d i e s  concerned with . 

add5  tiritf of crime seriousmess ratings l a c k  s a p h i s t i c a t i o n -  
- 

~ b r e  of t e n  t h a n  not, c o n c l u s i o n s  were based on v i i k a l  3.nssf#sctioa - 

of t h e  data a n d  on the t h i n g s  .as ctltrelatfon 

c o e f f i c i e n t s  and s l o p e  In t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  new 

more r i g o r o u s  data approaches  need be e x p l o r e d ,  and cer ta i  a 

a n a l y t i c  t e c h n i q u e s  peed t o  b e  employed, of  a s t u d g  

which used a sound t e c b n i g a e  i s  oast 

Iosog ,  and Laufer (1980),  who set o u t  to i n v e s t i g a t e  t h  '-l-% 
a 

a d d i t i v i t y  assumpt i an -0s a new p e r s p e c t i v e ,  They developed 

d e s c r i p t i a n s  of  f i r e  at  fensea,  in.olting t h e f t ,  check f r a u d  

b u r g l a c y ,  robbery ,  and vandal ism,  Each of the f i v e  o f f e n s e s  0 

appeared t e n  times, each t i r e  with a d i f f e r e a t  amount of 

monetary o r  p r o p e r t y  l o s s ,  The ten different a n o u n t s  were: $5, 

SlO, 520, $50, $100, 55-00. S t  ,000, $5,000, $10,000, The subjects 
. -. 

were FS9 etQe~gmw%a- +m%grat%a+s+ede&+ensx&l&-at+3ebi+ - -- - 

EapUms D a i v e r s i t  y- A l l  s n l x j e ~ ~ t ~ ~  ratmLal l50ri .edescrLgt iob~ - 

u s i n g  a n  1 1 -po in t  c a t e g o r y  s c a l e .  A two-f a&or repeated-measures  





% 

f a a c t i o n  of the i n t e r a c t i o n  between the criminal acts w h i c h  form 

' p a r t  of the t o t a l  c r i ~ i n a l  even t ,  One can for example, speculate  
, - 

- - - - - -- 

t h a t  i n  a robbery i n  which two of the v i c t i m s  are k i l l e d ,  t h e  

robbery itself might  appear  t o  b e  lass serioasathan wsaal, when 

seen i n  t h e  l i g h t  of the t u o  h o r i c i d e a ,  I f  this i s  the  case, an 

a a d i t i v e  model might not  describe the phenomenon accurate ly ,  In 

general ,  * s u c h  a a d e l  might tend t o  o v e r e s t i m a t e  t h e  seriousness 

%, of complex o f f  eases- 

?he use of anaxys i s  of variance t o  test f o r  a d d i t i v i t y  is 

vadt ly  s u p e r i o r  t o  o t h e r  p r e r i o t l s l p  u s e d  t e c h ~ i q u e s ,  

Begrettablp, . a n a l y s i s  of variance t e c h a i q u e s  are not a p p r o p r i a t e  
1 

with t h e  u s u a l  r a t i o  s c a l i n g '  t e c h n i q u e  s i n c e  scale v a l a e s  a r e  
7 - 

de te rmined  only tg within some l i n e a r  t r a n s f o r s a t i o n  of t h e  form 

'" p a r l  G o t t f t e d s o n ,  ]lounge and Laofer (1980) used an 13-point 

c a t e g o r y  rating procedure, Bouever, s ince  t h e  r a t i o  s c a l i n g  

t e c h n i q u e  proposed i n  this study o t e r c o m e s " t h e  a r b i t r a r y  modulus 

problem, the a d d i t i v i t y  of r a t i o  s c a l e s  of crime seriousness 
.. w i l l  be a s s e s s e d  w i t h  t h e  asp of the a n a l y s i s  of variance, 

u - 
I n  their development of a crime serioesness scale, S e l l i a  

and Wolfgang (1968) made use of t h e  power f u n c t i o n -  S t e m n s '  
6 

power law s t i e p l g t _ e s  _ tJmt  s q b i e c t i v e  & n i t a d e  - -  - is a power - - - 

f u n c t i o n  of the s t i m u l u s  magni tude  (Stevens, 1957). Thus  if r is 
- - -  - - -  

D 1 -  

t h e  s u b j e c t i t e  magnitude and x represents  s o a e  a t t r i b u t e  af t h e  
f 

< 
3 8  



o b j e c t  be ing  sca3s8, tbe f uactiua relating tlte t~ is of the 

T h e  s u b j e c t i v e  sagnitude r is determined by the mlua of 

Jc t h e  s t i m l u s  x r a i s e d  to so- power b. The e lponea t  b is s a i d  to 

be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of tbe phenumenon under  stud^^ A l l  t h i s  is 

determined t o  w i t h i n  some a a i t r a r y  r o l t i p l i c a t i r e .  coitstattt at- 

Eqoation 1 cart be expressed i n  aocther form. - Taking l o g a r i t h m s  

on both s i d e s  o f  t h e  eguat ion,  we get: 

Equation 2 is t h e  famil iar equat ion to a s t r a i g h t  l i n e ,  

where b is the s l o p e  and l o g @ )  is t h e  i n t e r c e p t -  nagn i tade  

estiaation s i t u a t i c n  w i t h  no p r e s c r i b e d  sodo la s ,  the i h t e r c e p t  

is a f u n c t i o n  of t h e  subject and h i s  particular p r e f e r e n c e  for 

t h e  use of certain number ranges,  Thus, log(a) can b e  viewed a s  

some 'meaq* level which may differ from i n d i v i d u a l  to 
9 

i n d i v i d u a l .  T h e  s t a n d a r d  procedare  i n  crime serionsaess research 

u s e s  magnitode e s t i m a t i o n s  directly a s  t h e  d a t a  for a n a l y s i s ,  It 

is o b v i o u s  t h a t  comparisons of t h e s e  a a g n i t u d e s  by computing the 

g e o m e t r i c  means of p or t h e  a r i t h m e t i c  means of log(?) across 

i n d i v i d u a l s  or acruss groups (if aggregation - - ' of i n d i v i d u a l  d a t a  
- - -  - - - -- - 

could b e  j h s t i f i e d )  y i e l d  r e s a l t s  which .may be  less thaa 
- - - 

meaaingf nl, 



The method d e w e i o p d  bere involves t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of 

s t i m u l i  fat c o m p a r a t i v e  j a d g a e s t  i n  a  paired compar ison 

s i t o a t f o a ,  Comrey (1950) proposed a s in i lar  method, I n  t h e  

Comrey e x p e r i m e n t  s u b j e c t s  had the t a s k  of d i v i d i n g  100 p o i n t s  

between two s t i m u l i  so as t o  r e f l e c t  t b e  ratio of t h h  

% r e s p e c t i v e  a t t r i b d t e s .  T h u s ,  s t i m h i  were p r e s e n t e d  two a t  a 

time, A 1 1  p o s s i b l e  p a i r s  of s t imali  @ere p r e s e n t e d ,  I n  the 

p r e s e n t  stady, 6acb s u B j e c t  -trill be p&entod rVh a single pair 

.of s t i m l ~ h o s e n  from a list of  e i g h t  s t i m u l i  (Appendix A). 

One of t h e  s t i m u l i ,  break  and eater, w i l l  b e  used as a b a s e l i n e  

c o n d i t i o n ,  The o t h e r  seven  s t i m u l i  a l l  i n c l u d e  break and e n t e r  
B 

i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  o t h e r  crime d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  The t a s k  of t h e  subject 

is t o  a s s i g n  n o l b e r s  t o  the p a i r  o f  s t i m u E i  p r e s e n t e d  t o  hfm so 

as t o  reflect t h e  r a t i o  of t h e  ~ g o i t u d e  of the a t t r i b u t e  under  

s tudy,  The method pqoposed h e r e  differs f rom t h a t  o f  Coarey  in 

t h a t  a  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  of restriction is placed on t h e  

s i z e  o f  the numbers the s u b j e c t s  can. use, I n  t h i s  s t u d y ,  t h e  

subject is asked t o  assign .a 10 t o  t h e  l e a s t  seriaus o f  t h e  two 

crimes. T h i s  n u a b e r  f a  t h e n  used a s  a " s t andard*  i n  t h e  p a i r e d  

compar isqn task. All p&sible  A p a i r s  of s t i m u l i  ate presented .  

b~ at a ti- is  28, Thus,  t h e r e  &ere 28  pairs of s t i m u l i ,  



The p r e s e n t a t i o n  of p a i r s  ,of s t iwa&i  prdaces  da ta  which 
- - - -  - 

can be used to overcome t h e  indeterninacy i n  the estimated -I 

, lagnitudes; iiherent i n  most r a t i o  scaling procedares. XP t h i s  

case, t h e  ra t ia  of the estimated aagaitades is used instead of 

the magnitudes tbesselves &s i n  prev ious  stpdies ,  If r( f , j )  and 
1 

r ( f ,  j*) are e s t i n a t e d  s er iousness  scores obtained b j  cornparatire 
* %  

judgment from s u b j e c t  (i) o n  s t i m u l i  (j) and '*af), where j a > '  j*, 

then, 

The m o l t i  p l i c a t i r e  Anstant  c o n v e q i e n t l y  disappears. The 
C 

logarithm form is:. 
I I 

I 

0 

t6) ~ o g ( ~ ( i , ~ ) n ( i J a 1  1 = l ~ W a 4 i W  + b - g w  (m 1 " 
e 

Again, t h e  intercept  (log (a  (i) ) ) disqppears, Equations 5 

and (6) draw a t t e n t i o n  to the fact that t h e  data in the for. of 

determined, and thus, allow the ase of analyses such as the t- -- 

test and analysis of variance to test for hypotheses concerning 



the degree* of seriousness 

exper imen, ta l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  - 

F 

of  crimes under  t h e  various 

n Effects mgfE9 f s  J n t e r a c t i ~  4 

- 

T h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  n o n - a d d i t i v i t y  i n  o f f e n c e  s e r i o u s n e s s  

scores can be c o o r e o i e n t l y  t e s t e d  b y  performing a n  a n a l y s i s  of 

va r i ance ,  S i n c e  each crime d e s c r i p t i o n  is p a i r e d  w i t h  e v e r y  

o t h e r  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  and s i n c e  t h e r e  are two levess t o  each 

d e s c r i p t i o n ,  p r e s e n t  o r  a b s e n t ,  t h e  d a t a  can  be r e p r e s e n t e d  by a 

2 X 2 X '2 factor ia l  d e s i g n  (Appodix  8 )  , A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  term would, i n  this case, i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

o f f e n c e  s e r i o u s n e s s  s c o r e s  are not a d d i t i v e -  

T h e  o r d i n a r y  l i n e a r  model is r e p r e s e n t e d  by  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

e q a a  t i o n  : 

The  model' f ot t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y  can be r e p r e s e n t e d  by 

e q u a t i o n  8, 

- 
where r j j is a v e c t o r  of aean o d s e r r e d  ( log)  ' d i f f e r e n c e s .  

T h a t  is, r ( j ,  jr) i s  o b t a i n e d  by a ~ e r a g i n g  l o g ( r ( i , j ) )  - F 

l o g  (r  ( i , )  ) o v e r  s u b j e c t s ,  T h e  u s u a l  v e c t o r  o f  r e g r e s s i o n  

w e i g h t s  is b, and e is a  v e c t o r  of random e r r o r s ,  X is an 8 by 8 

design m a t r i x  r e p r e s e n t i n g  3 i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s ,  two-way and 
A 



t h r e e - u a ~  i n t e r a c t i o n s  of t h e  o r d i n a r y  firnear model for 3 

i n d e p e n d e n t  r a ~ i a ~ l e s  each haring two levels: zero, and one- 

Effect 

PA VTA 

Crime ' 

The rows of t h e  X m a t r i x  reptesezlt crime d e s c r i p t i o n s  and 

t h e  cofthns r e p r e s e n t  t h e  effects, The a b s e n c e  of a n  effect i s  

d e n o t e d  by zeqo ,  a n d  its presence i s  d e n o t e d  by one,  Thus, for 
-4 

example ,  t h e  baseline condition, b r e a k  and e n t e r ,  v a n d a l i s m ,  

a s s a u l t , .  and a two-way i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t ,  v a n d a l i s m  a n d  assault 

all c o n t r i k u t e  t o  t h e  o r e r a l l  effect of crine d e s c r i p t i o n  6 (rowi 

6 )  - & A S . >  ~ 

S i n c e  r (j ,  j 8 )  is a c t u a l l y  a ,vector o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  o b t a i n e d  
i 

bl c o n p a r a t i w e  judgments, t h a t  is { j, j*) is  o b t a i n e d  by 

a v e r a g i n g  l o g  (r (it j)) - l o g  (r (i, jg) f o v e r  suGjects, t h e  c o n t r a s t  

matrix C is t h e r e f o r e  used t o  modify the basic d e s i g n  m a t r i x  I 

i n  order t o  reflect t h e s o b t r a c t i o n s ,  T h e  form of the C m a t r i x  , 

is shown i n  &q u a t i o n  (10) - 



B o w  one of 

the comparat ive  

T h e  C ratrix is 

to i n d i c a t e  for 

t h e  contrast n a t r i x  C ,  for example, r e p r e s e n t s  

judgments involr fng  t h e  baseline and vandalism- 

used as a m a n s  of ad8usting the design s a t s i x  X 

e a c h  corparison,  which effect i s  i n  or o a t ,  

~ h u s ;  the matrix CX consists of z e r o s ,  ones, and minus O n e s ,  and 

i n d i c a t e s  uhetbrr an effect is a b s e n t ,  p r e s e n t  or subtracted 

from t h e  o v e r a l l  effect, The regresskon w e i g h t s  represent t h e  

effect of t h e  correspond ing  c o n d i t i o s i s ,  

I n s p e c t i o n  of equation 8 reveals t h a t  t h e  first t h r e e  

regression veigbts have an additional function, In t h e  present 

framework, t h e  first three regression weights are also the log 

of t h e  e s t i m a t e d  scale ralaes for vaadal ism, t h e f t ,  a n d  a s sau l t ,  

re spec t i re l r ,  S i n c e  the es tinat iop procedure prodaces  relatire 

s e r i o u s n e s s  ralues, the CX mtrix has -2-1 sewen ceftmre i z k H s i t &  



t h e  ' b a s e l i n e  c o n d i t i o n  is a r b i t r a r i l y  set t o  z e r o ,  The scale 

Val& for  v a n d a l i s m ,  t he f t ,  and assault  are t h u s  e s t i m a t e d  

r e l a t i v e  t o  baseline r a l a e  of zero, i n  log u n i t s ,  

Goodness of F i t  T e s t  

T h e  r e p l i c a t i c n  of e a c h  paired c o m p a r i s o n  across a nomber 

of subjects p r o v i d e s  a means for t e s t i n g  the goodeess of 56hi 

t h e  power function model t o  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  s e r i o u s n e s s  data, The 

goodness of f i t  test proposed h e r e  inrolwes the c a m p a t i s o n  of 

two models r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  data. 

(1 1) r { i , j , j s )  = t ( j , j*)  + % t i , h 3 ' )  

(12) i j j  = [ s ( j )  - s ( j S ) J  + e ( i , j v j S )  

Equation 11 represents a n  u n c o n s t r a i n e d  aodel where the 

o b s e r v e d  score r (i, j, j*). from sob ject i r a t i n g  a , m i r  of s t i m u l i  

j a n d  j*,  is e q u a l  t o  the true score t ( j ,  jo)  p l u s  error 

( i  j )  E q u a t i o n  (12) r e p r e s e n t s  a constrained model, I n  t h i s  
# 

model t h e  v a r i a b i d i t y  associated r i t h  t h e  r e s i d u a l  error 

consists of t r c  compoaents ,  O m  coapoment  is  a cons 

subjects i n  t h e  (j,j*) groap, bat may v a r y  across 

second component  repremats u s o n t r o l l e d  r a r i a h i l i t y  of the i t h  

score from the (j,jt) group mean- The errors, e ( i , j , j o ) ,  are 



f i t .  donsists of a ccmyhsoo of the srror rarianees obtained 

from the two-dells, An e s t i ~ a t e  of *be p r o s  variance of t h e  
* f uncons tra ined  .ode1 can be cbtaia f row SSE ( I ) ,  a i c h  is 

o b t a i n e d  by pooling t h e  s o r  of squared d e v i a t i o n s  of the  

r e s p o n s e s  r(i, j, j a l  about their group means, SSE { I )  and t h e  

degrees o f  freedom f o r  SSE ( I )  are g i v e n  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  9 
e q u a t i o n s :  

The error variance for the constra ined  model can be 

obtasnad  from 558  (2) (equation 15). ~ ' ( j )  and (( je) are computed 

scale values for stimuli j and j ' r  
- 

/* 
SSE(2)  can  be p a r t i t i o n e d  i o t a  tuo parts (equation 16). 

T h i s  c o a c e p t o a l i z a  tion of SSB ( 2 )  is *particularly u s e f u l ,  since 
! 

SSE (3)  can be viewed a s  t h e  sua of ' s q m r e d  d e v i a t i o n s  due to 
3 

alack of fit., S S t  (3)  and the degrees of freedom associated with 

$ST (3 )  are g i v e n  b y  eqmticns  17 and 18. 

( l a )  d f  ( 3 )  = f ~ ( p  - 1 ) / 2 ]  - (p, - 1) = (P - 1) (P - 2 ) / 2  



If t h e  p o r e s  model is appropriate for t h e  s~bject ire  
A 

seriousness data ,  both Qtlantities SSB(3)/df  (3) and SSB(l)/df (1) 

p r o v i d e  independent  eetimates of the error variance, The 

p a a n t i t 1  [ SSE (3 ) /d f  (3 )  l/[SSE (l)/df(l) J is d i s t r i b u t e d  as ? with 

df (3) and df ( I )  degrees of freedom. T h i s  quantity can tberef  are 
\ 

be used as a s t a t i s t i c a l  test for t h e  goodmess of fit of the 

r o d e l ,  To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  the Fower model lacks proper f i t ,  
* 

SSE ( 3 ) / d f  (3) will be  i n f l a t e d ,  and sthe computed P rill be large. 



S u b j e c t s  f o r  the s t u d y  were s e l e c t e d  

-/%. 

/ 

from' t h e  undergraduate 

s t u d e n t  p o p u l a t i o n  a t  S i a o n  P r a s e r  U n i v e r s i t y .  The s t u d e n t s  were 

e n r o l l e d  i n  S o c i a l  Scieaces c o u r s e s  for  t h e  1982- 1983 - acadeaic 

year, A t o t a l  of 1082  s t u d e n t s ,  521 m a l e s  and 561 feaales, 

s e r v e d  in t h e  study. The median age. of male subjects uas 21.7, 

-/''and t h e  median age for female s a b j e c t s  was 20.% !lost of the 

s u b j e c t s  were s i n g l e  (85%)- Some L 1 p e r  c e n t  uere l i v i n g  a a d e r  

cornon  law, and 7-4 p e r  cem* uere married. Legall? s e p a r a t e d  or 
r' 

divorced s t u d e n t s  made a~ 3-3 per c e n t  of the  sample, and 1.2 

I ' per c e n t  d i d  n o t  regpond ,- to  thepi tam.  J u s t  o v e r  one f i f t h  of t h e  

s a m p l e ,  2 L 9  per  cent, i n d i c a t e d  that t h e y  had been the ~ S c t i i  

of a crime i n  t h e  pas t  pear .  

?oar i n d e p e n d e n t  r a r i a b l e s ,  break and enter, t h e f t ,  

v a n d a l i s m ,  and a s s a u l t  were u s e d  i n  t h e  s tudy ,  The c h o i c e  of 

these independent  v a r i a b l e s  was based on- several con;dderations- 

Descriptioiis of very s e r i o u s  crimes uere e x c l u d e d  from t h e  

s t u d y ,  I t  uas felt t h a t  if the p o r e s  a o d e l  is an a p p r o p r i a t e  



/ 
node4, t h e n  it u o a l d  s a r e l y  be  appropr ia te  fox crimes of law t o  

// 

crimes, t h e r e f o r e ,  t e n d s  t o  bias t h e  resalts i n  f a v o r  of the  

model, If t h e  p o ~ r  model can be s h o l n  not to f i t  u n d e r  these 

c o n d i t i o n s ,  the r e s u l t s  vot l ld  b e  a l l  t h e  more maani l tg fu l  in t h e  

b r o a d e r  c o n t e x t  o f  erires  i n  g e n e r a l ,  
/' 

, & h o t h e r  m a j o r  concern of this study i s  the a d d i t i r e  effects 
i /o f  c r i n e  on  the p e r c e p t i o n  of s e r i o u s l t e s s ,  The ability to  mix 

- .  
v a r i o u s  crime d e s c r i ~ t i o o s  i n  o r d e r  t o  form p l a u s i b l e  i n c i d e n t s  

is t h e r e f  ore i m p o r t a n t ,  T h e  s e l e c t i o n  of t h e  f o u r  crimes, break 

a n d  e n t e r ,  r a n d a l f  sr, theft, and assault, made it r e l a t i v e X y  

e a s y  to c o n s t r u c t  ~ i x e d  i a c i d e n t s ,  D e s c r i p t i a s  of c r i ~ i n a l  

events were g e n e r a t e d  u s i n g  one  or more o f  the f o u r  crime types* 
- - 

One i a d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e ,  break aod e n t e r ,  ~ e r l e d  as  t h e  

b a s e l i n e  c o n d i t i o n ,  That is, descrf pticrns of criminal e v e n t s  

a l w a y s  i n c l u d e d  break and  e n t e r ,  The  o t h e r  t h r e e  t y p e s ,  t h e f t ,  , ,' 

v a n d a l i s m  or  assaal t ,  wre e i t h e r  present or a b s e n t ,  This 

a r r a n g e m e n t  c a n  b e ~ c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  i n  terms of a 2 by 2 by 2 

f a c t o r i a l  d e s i g n  (Appendix 0 )  r e q u i r i n g  e i g h t  d e s c r i p t i a n s  of 

c r i r i n a l  e v e n t s ,  A c o m ~ l e t e  list of all eight d e s c s i p t i o a s  can 

be  fouoh i n  Apgeodix A ,  For c o n v e n i e n c e ,  e a c h  crime d e s c r i p t f o h  

is i d e n t i f i e d  b y  .a s i x - c h a r a c t e r  l a b e l  (Appendix A),  F o r  

AOTDJQ indicated t h a t  t k - e r e n t  v a s  s i m p l y  .a break and e n t e r ,  -- no 

t h e f t  (TO) o r  vaadal isa  ( V O )  o r  a s s a u l t  (10) took p l a c e .  The 



=LA rccc p x u m s t r d  fa -a S~W-S- E ~ C L  of t h e  e i g h t  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  was p a i m d  u i t h  e v e r y  o ther  i s s c r i p t i o n ,  r e s u l t i n g  

i n  a  t o t a l  of 28 d i f f e r e n t  pairs of crime d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  Each 

q o e s t i o n n a i r e ,  however, c o n t a i n e d  o n l y  a s i n g l e  pair of cr$w 

/ d e s c r i p t i o n s .  

> 

P r o c e d u r e  P. 

The q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were a d s i n i s t e r e d  to s u b j e c t s ,  on a  
1 

random b a s i s ,  d u r i n g  t h e b  r e g t i l a r  class time, E a c h  subject was 
I 

p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  the d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  a p a i r  of c r i n i a u l  e v e n t s .  

A l l *  p o s s i b l e  p a i r s  o f  the e v e n t s  wen presented. Eaqh sobject, 

hore~er ,  r e s p o n d e d  to o n l y  one p a i r .  The sob jects were required 

t o  d i r e c t l y  estimate t h e  se r io~sscsa  of t h e  t r o  criae eveats 

r e l a t i v e  t o  ,one a n o t h e r  bl assfgoing numbers  to each of t h e  

' d e s c r i p t i o n s  T h i s  p r o c e d u r e  is similar to t h a t  & i n  moy 

p r e v i o u s  crime s e r i o o s w s s  scaling studies, P r i o r  t o  t h e  

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of t b e  q e e s t i o a n a i r e s  t h e  subjects were 

i n s t r u c t e d  t o  r e a d  t h e  i n s h r ~ c t i o n s  which  oere a t t a c h e d  t o  each 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  T h e  i rstrocltioas -re as f ollors: 

On t h e  - f o l l o r i n g  p a g e  are descriptions of two c t ine  
events, Toss task  is to tell bow a s r i o a s  the two events 
are r e l a t i v e  t o  one mother, Assiga a v a l u e  of 10 to the 
crime w h i c h  you t h i n k  i s  less -rioui), Then anoiga a 
namber t o  t h e  atWx crXM SCi tlrat- n - i i ~ ~  
the seriomsness of this crime relatiwe t o  the less 

Vre- F~- . * 

-tzt---== 
u h e t h e r  t h e  second criae is im fact t h a t  .any tires more 
s e r i o u s  t h a n  t h e  one a a s i g n e d  a 10, lor example ,  i f  you 



feel that  crine/~ i's less serious than  crime A, you 
a s s i g n  10 t o  c . lor, loalt ing a t  the twa crimes 
again, you f crime A shou ld  b e  assig8ed0a score. a 
of 25. I s  crf/.e A tM 8.d a h d f  tirs as r r i o i .  as 
crime 03 If, it is. t h 6 m  c ' t f . = r  s h o u l d  rec%&wr a acere 

oo donm t feel this i s  quite rfght ,  recolasidec 
assigammt, fort can use whole nrwbers. 
.ah s u r e  that the assigrmnts p e  ' O 

make as$ proportional t o  the serioasaess of the crimms 
a s  j o u / p e r c e i t e  them. 

S i W e  each s u b j e c t  reshnded t o  a pair of c t b e  

appeared mas r e r e r a e d  f ~ r  ha l f  of  the subjects.  This  procedure 

in effect, doubled the number of pairs of qaestioanaires from 28 

The qeestioanaires uere orgaaired ip to  a ~ e t s  p r i o r  to 

d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  Each set  contained- a18 56 pairs of items. All 

questionnaires i n  a set  were d i s t r i b u t e d  before another  set was 

p l a c e d  in c i r c a 3 a t i o n ,  t h i s  procedure uas adopted so as to 

ensure t h a t  ao single g f o ~ p  of subjects respomded to an  
- . 
excessive m d e r  of a part ico las  pair of items- To some begtee, 

this approach a l s o  ensured -- t h a t  - a p p r o x i s a t e l y  the same number of 

subjects responded to 4ack of the 56 questiasnairea. 
- * 

* .*s , - .- The research p l a n  ca l led  for the c o l l a c t i ~ n  of d a t a  fox t h e  
-2 

first 2 0  .ale sabjects  and t h e  f irst 20 f erale  s u b j e c t s  for each 

of the 28'cells of the dmsigm. The qoest iosaaises  rere therefore 
4 

diridcd i n t o  two equal s t a c k s .  One s t a c k  was earmarked tor 
b <  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  to u l o  subjects and t h e  other was mwketl for 
1- -- - - - - 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  fdrale sab jects. Thraaghoot the data co l~ec t ion  

phase  strict accoontiag of the gaest ioanaires  was k e p L . A a r  
. 



' - 
qoestiamaires t b a  t were s p o i h d  uere rep laced  i m r  d i a t e l y .  The 

nasber of s p o i l e d  qoestionnaires 'were recorded. 

The  a d d i t i o a a l  woe which r e s u l t e d  fram the aduptian of 

t h i s  rbtbcr t e d i o u s  p r o ~ e d a r s  uas well warranted s i n c e  it 
b 

r e s u l t e d  i n  rea.8oa.blf re11 balanced cell sizes, and y i e l d e d  

a p p r a x i u t e l y  t h e  same number of male and female subjects, t h i s  

should, i a  g e n e r a l ,  u k e  data  a n a l p i s  somewhat less complex. 



&g _oLdbf m, ?he data =re first exawioed to 

d e t e r a h e  aKether or a& the two farms used in the stmdy mere 

cmparable .  f a  order t o  ensure that the r e s o l t s  would be val id? 
0 

d i e t h e r  a sex difference was present- or not, tests for an order 

effect were performed for  aale and female 

The moll hypothesis of no overa l l  difference betveea t h e  

leans of t h e  two form ( o r d e r s ) ,  a c r o s s  a l l  28 cells of the 

d e s i g n ,  can be tested with t&e am of an ?-test (Equation 19). 
- 

(19) P = (mean square o r d e r / l e a n  square w i t h i n )  

The man qnare for order is g i v e n  by: 

where n ( 1 , j )  and n ( 2 , j )  arc t h e  sample sires for form 1 and form 

2 respectively, I 

The mean square w i t h i n  i s  the error term from-the two-ray, 

cell by for8 analysis of variance, The  presence of an o r d e r  

effect would t e n d  to  inflate t h e  *meam square o r d e r *  and t h u s  

result in a s i g n i f i c a n t  P. 



i or tunate ly ,  for t h e  study, t h e  P- tests d i d  not r e a c h  
. * 

s- sigaFf~caace, For male subjects, 
*. - 

P > - 0 5 ,  add for females, ?(27.,505)' = 0,795,  

t h e  r e s u l t s  of these ?-tests 8 0 u l d  hare provided reasonably 

s t r o n g  ev i -e  tlra,t t b e r e  w s  no o r d e r  effect in e i t h e r  of the 
-f- 

L. 

two sex groaps, Booever, pre l iminary  i n s p e c t i o n s  of t h e  d a t a  

r e t e a l e d  t h e  possible existence o f  he terageadity of cell '. 
rarian'cre. The g o m g e n e i t y  of v a r i a n c e  assompt'ion eitderlyiag t h e  

.a 

?&= + 

'?-test may tbsdef ore h a t e  been violated, The exact- \ p r o b a b i l i t i e s  

of the P ralaesL'Pu)uld be a l l  botpimpossible to assess. 
$9 

that  no order effect  e x i s t s ,  since the observed P-values d i d  not  
- - 

reach s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  i n  s p i t e  of l a r g e  degre& of 

freedom- 

However, j u s t  i n  case the observed h e t e r o g e n e i t y  o f  

v a r i a n c e  shou ld  Frcn to  b e  real; two a d d i t i o n a l  series of tests 

#re c a r r i e d  out- The f irst  u a s  a series of 28 ilrdepenaent - 
grdaps t-tests, one fot each ce l l  in the design- The t-test was 

selected because  t h e  i n l l i v i d a a l  tests would not be dependent on- 

h o m o g e n e i t y  of variance between cells- 

P o t  male s u b j e c t s ,  one out af 28 cells of tbe design,  break 

and e n t e r  compared to a mixed e v e n t  break and enter, vandal ism 

and assault, prodaced a statistically significant result (t (17) 

= 2 , 2 2 6 ,  P < 28 t-tests for females subjects a l s o  

produced on11 a s i n g l e  statistically s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t :  break 

and e n t e r  compared t o  4 mixed e v e n t  break and  enter and theft 
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(t ( 1 0 )  = 2,445, p < 0 - 0 5 ) .  Iberef ore, o v e r a l l ,  the number o f  

s i g n i f i c a n t  t- tests w e r e  w e l l  wftbio t h a t  e x p e c t e d  by chance,' 
- 

A seri!@fs of Haan-Vhitney I]-tests vere also  c a r r i e d  o u t -  The 

Eann-Rhitnep 0- test  was c h o s e n  fo r  two p r i n c i p a l  r easons ,  F i r s t ,  

t h e  f l a n ~ l i i h i t n e y  U - t e s t  is a  non-paraae t rkc  test and t h e r e f o r e  

d o e s  n o t  r e q u i r e  a n y  a s s a n p t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  of f h e  d a t a .  Second, t h e  resulks of the U - t e s t  a r e  

i n v a d a n t  with  r e s p e c t  t o  s o n o t o n i c  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  of t h e  data.  . 
T h i s  last c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  c a n  p rove  to b e  very t w e f u l  i f  

' 

t r a n s f o r r a t i o n s  of tbe d a t a  are to be r e q u i r e d  i n  model f i t t f n g .  

The  Hanq-Zhitney O c o e f f i c i e n t s  used i n  this s t u d y  were conpu ted  

i n  the normal  f a s h i o n ,  e r c e p t r - f o r  t ies ,  which were d i v i d e d  

evenly between t h e  two groups,  

/- T h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  D - t e s t s  c o n f i n e d  t h e  earlier f i s d i n g s  

of b o t h  t h e  P-test and  t h e  t-tests, gone of the 2 8  tests fo r  - 
males was s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and for female s u b j e c t s ,  o n l y  one  0% 28, 

Q 
b r e a k  and e n t e r  compared t o  t h e  s a a e  a ired  ewent  break and e n t e r  

and  t h e f t ,  was s i g n i f i c a n t  ( 0  (10,10) = 21, p < 0-05 )  - Since all 

three sets of tes t s  s e e n e d  to p o i n t  t o  a lack of an o r d e r  

effect, d a t a  f rom t h e  two forms v e r e  coabined fo r  all subsequent 

ana lyses .  

Soae qeneraa -at ions &pt&.ur &% Cell by, cdll -- 
i n s p e c t i o n  o f  t h e  data r e v e a l e d  unequal cell variances i n  both 

the male and f e m a l e  d a t a  sets, f o r  .ale subjects the s m a l l e s t  

cell  v a r i a n c e  was 0.07 and  the l a r g e s t  was 0-86- L e r e n e e s  test 
/ 

f o r  unequal  v a r i a n c e s  y i e l d e d  a n  P of 2-10, The tail p r o b a b i l i t y  



S i  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a n  P o f  2. 1, w i t h  27, a n d  493 d e g r e e s  o f '  
i f reedom,  is  of a p p r a x i r a t e l y  ,0011, 

The  smallest v a r i a n c e  for f en l e s  vas 0 - 0 5  and t h e  l a r g e s t  

was 0-41. Lerene ' s  t e s t  f o r  u n e q u a l  variances was also 

s t a t i s t i c a l 1 7  s i g n i f  Scant- The computed P, w i t h  27, and 533 

d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o a ,  was 1.93. The c o r r e s p o n d i n g  tail probability 

is ,004, I n  b o t h  d a t a  sets, s o a e  amount of sNeu was a l s o  

mident.  T h e  skeu, t o g e t h e r  with the mean, median,  s t a n d a r d  

deviation and s a n p l e  size are listed i n  Table 1 and 2. The s i g n  

of t h e  means a n d  medians a re  a r b i t r a r y  s i n c e  l n ( r  (i, j ) / r ( i , j * ) )  
- z 

= - I n  ('(i, j*)  /r (i, j)) . For t h e  s a k e  of c o n s i s t e n c y  r (i, j) 

was o b t a i n e d  f roa l n ( r  (i, j)/r (i, j*) ) , where j > j*, However, 

w i t h  respect t o  a  p i r  o t  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  t h e  s i g n  of t h e  nean o r  

nedian i n d i c a t e  r h i c h  of the two description is more s e r i o u s  :- 
t h a n  t h e  o t h e r .  l e g a t i v e  s i g n s  indicate t h a t  r (i, jl) is more 

serious t h a n  r (if j) , c o n r e r s e l y ,  p o s i t i v e  - s i g n s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  4 

' r ( i , j )  i s  more s e r i o u s  t h a n  r(1,  j f f  - 
P r e l i m i n a r y  i n s p e c t i o n  of the d a t a  a l s o  r e v e a l e d  some 

i n t e r e s t i n g  f e a t  ares c c a c e r n i n g  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of s e r i o u s n e s s  of 
- 

t h e  c r i re  d e s c r i ~ t i o n s  o'sed i n  the s t u d y ,  I t  would a p p e a r  t h a t  
* 

v a n d a l i s m  mas c o n s i d e r e d  -to be more s e r i o u s  than t h e f t .  T h e  

a v e r a g e  l o g  s e r i o u s n e s s  r a t i o  of v a n d a l i s m  t o  b r e a k  and e n t e r  
9 %  

was 0 ,666  for males and 0.760 f o r  females, w h i l e  the a v e r a g e  log 

s e r i o u s n e s s  r a t i o  of t h e f t  t o  break and e n t e r  r g  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

h a l f  a s  much, 0,103 a n d  0.305 f o r  males a n d  femiiles 

r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  T h e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  w d i a n  l o g  seriousness r a t i o  was 
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0-620 for  .a l e s ,  a n d  0,737 for feaalcrs for raadafisr, and 0,105, 

and 0 ,390 for t h e f t ,  T h i s  t rod  ras also e v i d e n t  'is sired 

events, Por e x a m ~ l e ,  randa l i sa  f o  add i t ioa  to a t r e a k  and eater 

uas s e e n  to be more serious than t h e f t  ia a d & i t i o n  to  a break 

and enter, The a v e r a g e  log S ~ E ~ Q O S ~ Q S S  r a t i o  of treak and enter 

and t h e f t  to break and enter and~randalism was -0 ,589 f o r  m l e s d  

and - , S T 3  for  f e ~ l e s  B e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  aediaas were -,66 am3 

-,587. l l e g a t i v o  mloes indicate that * varrdalisll rrs sccen to be 

more serious t h a n  t b e d L  T h i s  t r  was a g a i n  e r i d e n t  i n  
\ , , 

three-map mixed e v e n t s -  For exam , t h e  average log ser ious~es / s  

r a t i o  of b r e a k  and e n t e r ,  t h e f t  a s s a u l t  t o  break and e n t e r ,  

v a n d a l i s r  and a s s a u l t  uas -- 158 males a n d 4 - - 5 1 7  for fsrales, 

The medians vere - ,371 and - - 5 7 5  r e s p e c t i v e l p -  Again, negative 
d 

v a l u e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t b e  event v b i c h  i n v o l v e d  v a n d a l i s m  was more 

s e r i o o s  t h a n  t h e  same e v e n t  w i t h  theft i n  p l a c e  of randa l i sn ,  

T h e  s u b j e c t  of  sex difference i n  t h e  perception of crime 

s e r i o u s n e s s - h a s  not been tbe f o c u s  of many s t u d i e s ,  Sellin and 

Uolfgang ( 1 9 6 9 ) ,  for example, d i d  n o t  hare much t o  say on the 
1 

s u b j e c t ,  Their d a t a  vere c o l l e c t e d  from t u o  groups of male 

s t u d e n t s ,  a  g r o u ~  of policelcen a n d  a groap of j u v e n i l e  court 

judges, uhc w r e  frsbab3y a l l  rales, &LMB aftd tortaMeaa fIP67) 

and  Ilcrmandeau (19661,  who replicated the work of S o l l i n  and 

U o l f g a n g ,  d i d  r e ~ o r t  t h a t  scae of t h e  r a t i n g s  of male and female 



s a b f e c t s  appeared t o  d i f f e r  from m e  another ,  bit t h e '  s o t i o n  of 

a sex d i f f e r e n c e  was d i s a i s s e d  became the owerafl *shapes* of dF 

the rat5 n g s  rere very  s r u l a r ,  Hsu (1  973)  , howeter, d i d  report a 

sex d i f f e r e n c e  b c t r o e n  the r a t i n g s  o f  Taivam%sc males and 

females, B s t t 8 s  conclusion was based on 'the the lack gf 

s i ~ i l a r i t y  ia %shapem and nslopel/ two neaseres which a r e  p o t  

tro f 7 appropriate neasores cf man differerce, 

Siace the c o n p a r a t i r e  ratings obtained in this study 

circamreet t k s  arbitrary modulus problem, an a n a l y s i s  of 
I aa 

rariaace r i a i l a ~  tc t b e  orte o s e d  to  test for aq order effect was- 

nsed to test for an orerall  sex effect, Tbe resulting ? was 

s t a t i s t i c a l 1 1  s i g n i f i c a n t  {F(27,1026) = 1-92, P < 0 . 0 5 ) -  T h i s  

f i n d i n g  s u p p o r t s  t h e  r e s u l t s  reported b y  Hso (1973)- 

Because of  the h e t e r o g e n e i t y  of v a r i a n c e  problem reported 

e a r l i e r ,  tuo a d , d i t i a n a l  series of test -re carried o u t -  The 

f i r s t  was again a series of 28  independent  groups t - tests,  These 

vere fo l lowed by a set of 28 Eano-Uhftney *tests- 

Pour of the 2 8  t-tests were found to be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  . -  
2- .I 

significant. T h e  c o m p a r i s o n s  which were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  were, (1) v a n d a l i s m  conpared to theft and a s s a u l t ,  

(t C 31) = - 2 ,  24, p < O , O 5 ) ,  (2) vandalism and theft compared to 

r a n d a l i s m ,  t h e f t  and  assault ( t  (31) = 3-12, p < 0.01), 13) 

vandal i sm and assault compared t o  theft  and assault (t ( 3 1 )  = '  

2.27,  p < 0.05). and 4 )  randaJism and assault compared t o  

v a n d a l i s m ,  t h e f t  and a s s a u l t ,  (t (31) = 2-25 ,  p < 0,05f, 



coapared t o  theft a.nd aesm o l t  (U (19,20) = 117, p < Q , 0 5 ) ,  ( 2 )  

m a d a l i s r  and tLufQ cowared t o  randalism, t h f t  and a s s a o l t  

(0  ( l9 ,2O) = 94, p < L O S ) ,  ( 3  v a n d a l i s r  and a s s a a l t  cornparad t o .  

t h e f t  and a s s a u l t  (0  ( 1 8 . 2 0 )  = 107, p < 0 - 0 5 ) .  aad (4) rapdal i sm 

a n d  assault c o m ~ a r e d  t o  randalisl, theft aad assault  (0 (l8,2O) = 

- 
107, p < 0 , 0 5 ) ,  Other than t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  four c o a p r i s o n s  

i n v o l v e d  a s s a u l t  i n  a mixed e v e n t ,  oo cther mitaaingfol p a t t e r n s  

are e v i d e n t .  Ilerertheless, it rs ~ r o b a b l l  safe to a s s e r t  t h a t  a t  

feast f t x  efelttts, safe a H  frtafe s w b . f e e t s  &)ff%& &a 

t b e i r  percepticn of  s e r i o u s n e s s .  One of tie i m p l i c a t i o ~ s  of this 

r e s u l t ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  study, is the fact t h a t  data 

from male and female s u b j e c t s  cannot be c o a b i n e d  for ptis~ases of - 
? 

anal g s i s  Theref  ore, i n  a l l  , s ~ b s e g u e n t  anal~&~?le a n d  female 
n 

r 1 

subjects uere t r e a t e d  separately-  

\ T h e  r e s u l t  of t h e  g o o d n e s s  of fit test i q d i c a t e d  t b a t  t h e  
\ 

power mode l  uas hot an a p p r o p r i a t e  model  for t h e  perceived c r i a e  . 
ser iousness  d d . .  The F-<alue was s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f  i c a ~ t  

(F ( 2  1,533) = -3.56, p < 0-00 1). T h i s  o b v i o a s l ~  has s e r i o u s  

i r p l i c % t i o n s  f or  t h e  so 'ca l l ed  rat io  scales of of Eence 
t 

s e r i o u s n e s s .  i i e l l f o r d  and Uiatrouski  ( f  975) bad ba51eB t6e 

d e v e l o p m e n t  of t h e  r a t i o  s ca le  of o f f e n c e  seriousness a s  #an 



irportaat o d t a n ~ e  fe t h e  histor1 of csilCInology -- OR* that has 
p r o v i d e d  t h e  f a u n d a t i c n  for the d s r e f o p m n t  af a s c i e n c e  of 

b 
be8 a v i o r *  (p, tB5) Cao i t  be t h a t  t h i s  neu sci6ace is built on 

e 

a f a r l t *  f o u n d a t i o n ?  

A p l o t  of t h e ,  o b s e r v e d  cell reams against  the walues 
8 2. 

p r e d i c t e d  by t h e  #ode1 revealed some very  i n t e f e s t i a g  features. 

I n s t e a d  of t h e  l i n e a r  r e l a t i o m s b i p  ~ r e d i c t i d  k t ~  t h e  rodel, 

F i g u r e  t sbous a c lear  c u t r i - l i n e a r  treed, I t  usttld appear that 

for t h e  nore s e r i o o s  e r e n t s ,  t h e  valoes  predactetl  by t h e  mads1 

were h i g h e r  t h a n  the actual o b s e r v e d  v a l u e s -  Thus ,  in relatiaa 

s e r i o o s o e s s  of t h e  nose serious crires, I f  t h i s  t t e n d  can be 

b e l i e v e d ,  the more serious the crime, t h e  larger would be t h e  

discrepancy betreem observed and predicted v a l u e s -  

The actual l a c k  of f i t  c a n  be e x p e c t g d  t o  be worse t h a n  

t h a t  foaad in the present research, s i n c e  d e s c r i ~ t i o n s  of wery 

s e r i o u s  criaes were e x c l u d e d  from t h e  s t u d y ,  fie power model 

f a i l e d  the goodness of f i t  test under ideal c o n d i t i o n s ,  and 

therefore is  u n l i k e l ~  t o  f i t  well over t h e  v b o l e  s er iausness  7 
I 

B e t e m e m  - & =ri&snce- In defense of the p o r e s  model ,  

i t  most b e  mentioned t b a t  the r e s u l t s  of the goodness of f i t  

test, unfortunately, c a n n o t  b e  completely trusted, T h i s  i s  due 

to t h e  h e t e r o g e n e i t y  of r a r i a n c e  problem, discussed in an 
9- 

e a r l i e r  s e c t i o n ,  The e x a c t  p r o b a b i l i t y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the 

F r a l u e  1s not knoua, 





Researchers i n  psychophysics h a r e  soartimes f o u n d  i t  . 
necessary t o  correct  zat ings  made by subjects ia o r d e r  t o  

, a c h i e v e  linearity on the log-log p l o t .  I a (1958) p t o p o s e d  a 

three p a ~ a a e t e r  model which r e l a t e s  h e  m a g i t i t u d e  e s t i m a t i o n ,  R, 

o f  a ra te r  t o  the zbxsical  s t i m u l u p  (egaat ion 21) .  I 

where c is t h e  u s u a l  c o n s t a n t  r e l a t e d  t o  the 

measurement ,  n is t h e  e x p o n e n t  u h i  h 5 
c u r r a t a r e ,  and S ( 0 )  , t b e  t h i r d  p a r a m e t e r  is s i d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  a ib 
k i n d - o f  a b s o l u t e  t h r e s h o l d ,  / , 

1 - .  
The  notion of an a b s o l u t e  t h r e s h o l d  i s ' a n  o l d  one, In a 

;ev%ew of t h e  threshold c o n c e p t ,  Corso 41963) s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  

term t h r e s h o l d  was i n t r o d u c e d  i n t o  p s y c h o l o g y  by Herbart 41 9246, 

In h i s  a r t i c l e ,  Corso (1963) d i s t i n g u i s h e d  t h e  notion o f  a 
. - 

i 
s e n s o r y  t h r e s h o l d  from a r e s p o n s e  t h r e s h o l d .  S e n s o r 1  threshold ' 

r e l a t e s  a o r e  t a  t h e  p h y s i o l o g i c a l  o r  n e o r o l o g i c a l  f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  d h i l e  response t h r e s h o l d  is defined i n  terms of 
h 

an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  resrorrse w i t h i n  a specified context, T h e  l a t t e r  

v i e w  p e r n i t s  o p e r a t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  of t h e  concept o f  U 

t h r e s h o l d ,  a\nd a c c o r d i n g  t o  C o r s o  ( 1963) is f a v o r e d ,  by  

cortremtionai p s y c h a p b y s i c s .  Regardless, of whether o n e  i s  , 
? 
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\ 

- 
r e f e r r i n g  t o - s e n s o r y  t h r e s h o l d  or  r e s p o n s e  thtes>,eld, oaa t h i n g  

/ + % 

is cle& The p e r c e i v e d  sera da in t  r a y  n o t  a c e s s a r i l y  be the 

absolyte  d r o  and f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n ,  s0.o researchers late 

f oand it n o e e s s a r y ,  t o  ad just : the ir  ratings i n  t h e  a a n n e r  ' 

s u g g e s t e d  by Ekman For exqmple, EcGi11  

saccessf a l l y  . s t r a i g h t e r r e d  o a t  carved loudness fu o c t i o n s  by  

a d j u s t i n g  for t h e  absc lute  t h r e s h o l d .  

Apply ing  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t h r e s h o l d  to  t h e  s c a l i n q  of O . . 
- p s ~ c h o l o g i c a l  variables m y  n o t  be as siaple as it n i g h t  tirsto 

D 

- .  
a p p e a r ,  I n  ' tbe s e a l i n g  of p h y s i c a l  s t i m u l i ,  t h e  numbers  

. r e p r e s e n t i n g  s e n s a t i o n  are u s u a l l y  p l o t t e d  - - a g a i n s t  t h e  phys i ca . l  i 

' u n i t s  of t h e  s t i m u l i .  For  example  i n  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  of ' l o u d n e s s  

c u r v e s ,  s e n s a t i o n  is p l o t t e d  a g a i n s t  sound i n t e n e i t y  maasu.red i n  

, s u f f i c i e n t  to d e t e r m i n e  r h e t h e r  a t h r e s h o l d  c o r r e c t i o n  is . 

necessary, and t h e  a p p r o x i m a t e  size of t h e - c o n s t a n t ,  S(O) ,  

n e c e s s a r y  to correct for t h e  curvature c a n  sometiaes also be 

de te rmined .  The power model r e q u i r e s -  / t h e  p l o t  ' to pass t h r o u g h  

. . t h e  j o i n t  or ig in -  If t h e  curvature f t h e  p l o t  resalts in a line 
' I  

which c u t s  the x-axis a t  sose  p o i p t  g r e a t e r  tha 'n zero, t h e n  t h e  
I 

d i s t a n c e  from z e r o  t o  t h a t  p i n t i  can be r o a g ~ l ~  es t i ,mated .  The 

r a t i n g s  can t h e n  b e  a d j u s t e d  accordisg1y. ?b& methods  u s e d  in . 
a d j u s t i n g  f o r  an absolute t h r e s h o l d  are oftem crude, b a t  i n  

p s ~ c b o p A y s i c s ,  t h e ?  seem t o  work, a t  l t q t  i n  some s i t o a t l o n s .  - 

measurements of t h e  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  not getremff). - #M? 
2- 

+ 

6 5  . / 



B 
8% , 

perception of a subject c a n n o t  be p l o t t e d  , a g a i a s t  an external 
, 

measure . to  determink whether  a _cowection,fbr a b s o l u t e  threshold 

is necessary, Eren t h e  c m d e  methods ased in p s y c h o p h y s i c s  

c a n n o t  be used to  adjust for an absolute  thresho ld .  However, - the 

- n o t i o n  of an absolute t h r e s h o l d  in t h e  perception of crise 
a 

1 J 

seriousness seemed t~ be  a noteuorthy one, and sho~ld be pursued 

' further.. P 

V 4 

Thresho lQ  tmasfor*. A number of at t3mpts  were made to  

d e t e r m i n e  the effect of the abs~lnte t h r e s h o l d  on the carratare -- 
9 

of the pl'ot of observed .  vex& p r e d i c t e d  cel l  Sean% Thrrs, a  
/' , 

series of a n a l y s e s  uere performed. A d i f f e r e n t  threshold v a l u e  

'uas u s e d  in each analysi's,  The v a l u e s  ranged from 0.5  t o  9.5,  in 
- 0 

increments of O.S. I t o t a l  of@ 19 analyses  rere therefare 

perforied,  The observed ce l l  , -  means rere obtained fro. eqnat ion  
a. 

, . 

(221 , = i ,  - 1 W W  - 1 . 
3 " 

/ 

/ 

The $era t .-is the t h r e s h o l d ,  The p r e d i c t e d  c e l l  means arP 
a .  

o b t a i n e d  from a u e i g b t e d  l eas t  squares r e g r e s s i o ~ ,  using sample 

s i r e s  a 3  :reighfs.  . A w e i g h t e d  regression .was chosen because  
* 
15 

f i t t i e g  cell mekls r f t b  ce l l  s i z e s  as'ueights is eqoiralemt- t o  
r - *' * 

d t 

a= r e s p e c t i v e l y i  r4e g l o t a  c l ear ly  indach ted that over t h e  raage of 

- ' t h r e s h o l d  v a l u e s  tested, no a p p r e c i a b l e  i r ~ r o r e m e n t e  were 

* 

I. 66 

- f i t t i n g  t h e  ram data. 

Figures  2 through 6 a r e  plats.of f i r e  of tbe 19 analyses.  '~ 
Tbe t h r e s i d k d  va-luer are: 1.0, 2 - 0 ,  3 . 0 ,  5 - 0 ,  and 9.5, 



Figure 2 
Threshold Modet Plot of Observed and R-edicied 

MI mems for Female subjeds 
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Figure 3 
W h o i d  Model: Plot d Observed and M f e d  

Cell means for Fmde subiects 
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F f  4 
Threshold Model: Plot of Observed and Predicted 

Cell means for Female subjeds 
Threshold = 3.0 
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Figure 5 / 
Threshold Mod& Plot of Observed and M d e d  . 

Cell means for Female subjeds 
Threshold = 5.0 

- Predicted % . , 





obtained, This w o u l d  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  l a c k  of f i t  i n  t h e  m o d e l  
I 

is probably  not p r i m a r i l y  due t o  an i n c o r r e c t  t h r e s h o l d  and 

cannot be c o r r e c t e d  b y  shifting t h e  zero point of the'scale t o  

c o i n e i d e  w i t h  t h e  a b s o l u t e  t h r e s h o l d ,  

t~:ansfo=,  A s e c o n d  series o f  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  u a s  

a t t e m p t e d  ( e q u a t i o m  2 3 )  - 

For l a c k  of a b e t t e r  name, this t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  is called the 

log-limit t r a n s f o r . ,  T h e  l o g - l i m i t  transfor. bas some 

a ~ p r o a c h e s  In ( r  (i, j ) / r  ( i , j  ' )  ) , I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  a s  p approaches 

zero the log-lirit t rans f  arm a g p r o a c h e s  the ordinary log 

transfor. of t h e  Fcver rodel. As F increases i n  v a l u e ,  the 

convex curvature should become  p r o g r e s s i r e l p  s t r a i g h t e r -  

A t o t a l  of n i n e  p values vere tested, The v a l u e s  of t h e  
# 

e x p o n e n t  p r a n g e d  fro. 6.1 to 0-9 i n  i n c r e m e n t s  of  0.1, T h e  

o b s e r v e d  cell means vere o b t a i n e d  from e q a a t i c n  2 3  a n d  t h e  

p r e d i c t e d  cell Beans were a g a i n  obtained f r o m  a weighted l eas t  

s q n a r s  r e g r e s s i o n  w i t h  s a r ~ l e  s i z e s  a s  weights ,  The p l o t s  of 

four of t h e  a ine  t r a n s f o r ~ a t i o n s  a r e  d i s p l a y e d  i n  Pigures 7 

t h r o u g h  10, T h e  v a l u e s  of t h e  p a r e  0-1,  0 -4 ,  0 - 7 ,  a d  0-9 

respect i r e l y  - 
Inspection of t h e  p l o t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  c a r v a t u t e  was 

s t i l l  quite e v i d e n t ,  dcreov@r, a s  5 i n c r e a s e d ,  t h e  scat ter  of 

t h e  p l o t  a l s o  i n c r e a s e d ,  Clearly, t h e  l o g - l i m i t  t r a n s f o r m  d i d  
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not g i v e  a better f i t  in c a m p a r i s o n  to the s i a p l e  l o g  transform 

of t h e  power n o d e l .  The transforna&iqns were s i . p I y  rtot powrful 
i 

e n o u g h  to  o v e r c o m e  the c a r t i - l i n e a r i t y -  + 

pa&-&near hm&oca. The lack of f i t  of t h e  power  m o d e l  

indicates t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  s p e C i f i e d  i n  e q u a t i o n  5 is n o t  

obtained. S u p p o s e ,  however, t h a t  t h e r e  exists some *true*, b u t  

u n o b s e r v e d  ratings t ( i ,  j) a d  f i j )  - Equat ion  5 can b e  
2 

r e w r i t t e n  i n  terms of these " t r u e m  r a t i n g s :  ~7 

T h e  observed r a t i o  of t h e  r a t i n g s  can b e  t r e a t e d  as a l i n e a r  

transform of t h e  w t r u e u  r a t i o .  That is: 

( z6 )  r i i 8 j ' ) / r ( i 8 j )  = - 1 n ( t ( i 8 j * 1 / t ( i 8 j ) )  

where r (i,j) < r (i, j O ) ,  T h e  q u a s i - l i n e a r  transform is g i v e y  b y  

e q u a t i o n s  ?27 and 28, 

w h e r ~ ,  r (i, j) < r { l , j O )  - 
w 

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  q u a s i - l i n e a r  transform ' were s u r p r i s i n g ,  

The  lot of obserrcd c e l l  means a g a i n s t  predicted cel l  means 
t 

gave  no e v i d e n c e  of  c w v i - l i n e a r i t y  (F igure  11). Larger scares 

a p p e a r e d  t o  h a v e  larger v a r i a n c e s ,  a s  the scatter  i n  t h a t  region 

was more n o t i c e a b l e ,  T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between o b s e r v e d  a n d  
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Figure 11 
Quasi-lineai c. Tmnsfom Plot of Obsewed and Predicted 

Cell means for Female subjects 
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p r e d i c t e d  call aeans- rere, hbrerer. l ipear .  a s  they should be. . A 

4 

 his apparebt  iiproremeat i n  Lit over  t h e  log*tranafcrm of the, . .  
P 

power @ode1 was so '~ported  by  t h e  g o a d a s s  of F i t  -st (1 (21.533). 

0 . 0 5 )  . T h e  mean, dedian.  standard deviation. 

skew are l i s t e d  i n  Table  3. D i s c a s s i o n  of t h e  siqaifica%ce of ' , . , 

t h i s  r e s u l t s  /is delayed u n . t i l  tbe a n a 1 ~ 8 . s  for 8aIe subjects are. 
I 

reported, 

Po_veP me- S e l l i n  and iiolfgang a n d  t h e i r  supporters' 
I 

B 

I 
' crif  ics, notably. Pease,  Ireson. and T h o r p e  (1974).  a a a ~ o s e  - 

I 

(1466). mere c e r t a i n  that crime seriousness scores rare 
. -  

of the ~resent s t u d y  i n d i c a t e d  thag . 

i n  t h e  s t u d y ,  a d d i t i v i t y  seemed t o  

h e  confirmed.  $he f i g u n e s  i n  Tab le  4 mere o b t a i n e d  by f i t t i n g  
I 

the power mod91 to t h e  raw data, r ( i ,  j, j8 )  = l n ( r  ( i , j ) / r ( i . j ' ) ) -  - 
d - 
The 'regressidn r e i g h t E  were o b t a i n e d  by f i t t i n g  r ( j )  = CXb 

4 e i f  j j I t  is E v i b e e t  that only main effects were 
I 
1 

statistica~ky s i g p i f  i c a n t .  E o t  one of t h e  w i g h t s  associated 

r w i t h  an in teract 'oo  term came close to 

- - A reduced model c o s p r i s e d  of the f irst  t h r e e  terms, 

v a b d a l i s a ,  t h e f t  and  assault, was compared t o  the ' f u l l  mode l  

w i t h  a l l  the i n t e r a c t i c e  term iacladed. tbe F for i n t e r a c t i o n  - 

was not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ' ign i f i cant  (F(4.554) = 1-24,  p > 0 - 0 5 ) -  . 



/ ,  * ,  
1 
I 

i Table 3 r 
M a n ,  dian ,  Standard ib ,y ia t ion  

S a 3 p l e .  Size qnd Skeu ' 
for F e ~ a l e  S u b j e c t s  

6 * Q ua,Si- li.nea r T ransf of. 
--i---,-L-----.-cl-------LLL-LLL-,-,----,,-,,--,-, 

\ - V ? ' A VT V A  . PA VT A ----------------------------------------------- 
1,360 ,392 1,705 1,206 2.405 2,865 3,150 Bean 
1,050 :481 1,517 ,993 1,688" 1,883 2,150 .Ran 

8' 1,119 , 3 3 1  1,111 1,040 2,065 2,887 2,461 S,D, 
20 2 0  20 20 = 21 20 20 n 

1,200 ,602 ,742 1,184 1,712 1,487 1.589 Skew 

2-400 Eean 
1,750 Hdn 
2,043 SOD, 

20 n - 
-1.837 Skev 

3,110 Mean 
2.050 Edn 
2.345 S-D, 

20 n 
1,758 Skew 

1,210 Mean, 
,950 Rdn 

1,223 S O D ,  
20 n 

1,928 Skev 

1,810 1,210 1,190 Kean 
1,467 1-Q10 - -989 fldn 

VT 1-302..1-299 1,135 SOD, 
20 20 20 n 

-775 ,848 ,644 Skew 

s P: -,772 - 0  15 Hean 
I -0783 - 0 t 5  Hdn 

,! VA I -633 ", , 383  S G ~ ,  
20 20 a 

--354 -1,290 Skeu 1 



T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  weights fo r  t h e  r e d u c e d  model is l i s t e d  i n  Table 

5, The r e s u l t s  of the present s t u d y  t h e r e f o r e  seened to be 

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  c l a i m  o f  a d d i t i v i t y ,  
0 

Quas i -  l i n e a x  Transform. The sane  a n a l y s e s  #were carried o a t  

on the d a t a  w i t h  t h e  quasi-linear t r a n s f o r m -  Th'e r e g r e s s i o n  ' 
e 

w e i g h t s  are displayed' i n  T a b l e  6-  Again, t@re - is no  e v i d e n c e '  'bf 

i n t e r a c t i o n ,  

F- test. T h e  P for i n t e r a c t i o n  uas also n o t  s t a t i s t i ca l l ;  

s i g n i f i c a n t  (F (4,554) = 1-42. p > 0.05) , The w e i g h t s  f o r  t h e  

r € d u c e d  model a r e  l i s t e d  i n  T a b l e  7 ,  The r e s u l t s  o b t a i n e d  here 
* 

are s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  o b t a i n e d  f o r '  t h e  power model, Thus, t h e  

i m p l i c a t i o n  is clear t b a  t f o r  f ena le  subjects, crime s e r i o u s n e s s  

scales are  a d d i t i v e ,  a t  l e a s t  w i t h i n  the p r e s e n t  ' con tex t ,  
I v 



' fable  5 
Begression Yeights .for Ratio Bode1 

Reduced (Eemales )  

Regression ~f 'andard  t- 2-t a i l  
Effect weight error statistic prob, 

I 

V ,407 ,028  14, 32 ,000 
T ,I  14 ,028 4-07  - 0  00 
A ,952 ,028 33- 54  ,000 ---------------------------------------------- 

Table  6 
Begression Yeights for Q U ~ S ~ -  linear Transform 

(Females) -------- ------------------------------------ it Beg ression E tandard  t- 2 - t a i l  
Effect we ight  error statistic prob, ---------------------------------------- 

9 

V ,987 176 5-61 ,000 
T ! ,170  ,176 - 9 7  , 3 3 3  
A 2,150 -176 12-19 ,000  
VT ,129 ,249  - 5 2  y-604 
B A - ,270 - 2 5 0  -1.08 ,279 
T A , 183  P.249 -74 ,462 
V T A  -.253 ,352 -,72 ,473 

-----------$------------------------------- 



The goodness of f i t  test for  male sub-&kts also indicated 
I 0 

that t h e  power model was h o t  approbriate for t h e  data (2(21,493) - 
, - s 

= 3.25, =P < 0.001) .  11 p l o t  ok oh&errsd;ce-21 means against , 

p r e d i c t e d  ce l l  means sho ied  a ~urvi-linear trend simila; t o  that ' 
i 

o f  the ,f enales  ( F i g u r e  3-2) - Q , , \ $  

~hPdsfioa &ga,nsEora. 1n' ordef t o  determine the eff f c t  of , - a ' 

t h e  absolute t h r e s h 0 1  on Xbe fit of the porer' ;bd$l. for maae . . 

subjects , .  a s e r i e s  of anal jses ,  similar t o  'the h e s  p e r f k s d  on 
C '  

t-he female d a t a  se-t, were carried out. The * v a l u e s  of .the . C r  
" L 

t h r e s h o l d  used ranged from. 0.5:"to 9 .5 ,  i n  inc&ents;of  0-5. 
< "  

Figures 13 t h r o u g h  17 are* plots of 'fi,e of tbi 19. anal l ses .  The 
. 3 . $ .  

threshold values are  140, 2.0. 3.0. 5%0, and 9.5 respectirely. 
P P 

.,= . .. . % .  
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'I 

lack of i 4 t  i m  the @&el. 

to f i t  t k  data fro. male a u b j e c t ~  '?k .a- .in*- v a l a s  of tL. 

a p o m r t  urn& for females uem wad bum for a.1. -)MS. 
- A &  -- - - - LL - . - 

-- - - - - -- 

p l o t s  of fonr of t h e  'mi.. trausforntio~s are Uisp1ay.d i n  

still p r e s e n t  The rue of tLi 'log-limit tmasform. tlerrtore, 

did  *not resu t in a better fit for either r l e  or farla 2 

same result. The man; #dim, ntamda$t &etfatior, m d  &a+ u e  

l i s t e d  in table'  k Unfortunate l~ .  t k  gooduss of fit teat u s  
1 

statistically significant @ (21,493) = 1.67. p < -0%- ilome~ez. 
' ,  

an P of 1.67 with 21 and 493 degrees of frrdos ii juL L.r&kg 

significant a t .  t h e  'O.'OS level .  ~ b i s  indicated f i a t  t h e  

quasi-libear transtar. l i d  pxodaw a aomubt btt .~' f i t  tJmn 
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'lean, Ikdian, &&d&d ~wkiati;aa~ -- 
-- 

Sa lple Size a d  S ker 
for Hale ~ e b j e c t s  

Q ea si-li mea r Praasforr ------ - - -  
3 .  A BT I A 2 A fTZL ----------~ . --- -----y-- 

6 1.633 1.606 2.000 2.183' 2,319 ilea. 
-500 1,483 1- 156 A006 1,967 2.000 Ban 
- 4 6 5  1.261. 1.083 1.535 1,872, %046 8.0. 

18 18 , 18 19 t 8 18 a 
,337 -8% 1,289 1-350 3.666 2.008 Skew 

-- --  - 1,QQl - 2-752 - - - -286 2, 7G - .%PA Z.Z6TA Keaii- 
- -982 1.017 ,467 1, LO -969 1.500 460 

V a  1-063 2.237 -786 2.529 1.003 2-03? S-D- 
19 48 20 20 $9 - 19 n 

--986 2.184 - 2 6 1  2.065 1.210 2.305 Skew . 

1,290 1-37? 3,295 dean 
1,007 ,587 2.012 Udn 
1,044 2,055 2,959 S- D, 
20 19 19 n 

1.870 3,243 1.152 Skew 



c o a s i s t e n t  with t h o s e  obtained w i t h  female subjects,  It is qtr i te  

c l e a p t h a t  only main effects mere s t a t i s t i c a l l y  significant,' 

l o n e  of the w i g h t s  ar'sociated with the in terac t ion  terms 

reached s t a t i s t i c a l  sigiiif icance (!Fable 9). 

A c+mparisom of the redocad power model (Table-  10) r i t h l t h a  
\ 

f u l l  power rodel (Table 9) a l so  iz td icated  t h a t  t h e  four 

interaction teras, taken as a whole, were not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
b 

s i g n i f i c a n t  (F (4,s 18) = ,786, p > 0.05) . 'JChese r e s a l t s  were 

iiiin c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  claim of a d d i t i v i t y .  

Analogous results were obtained from data w i t h  the 
% 

- - 

quasi-linear transform.  lone of the interactions terms uas 
- - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

statistic all^ s i g n i f i c a n t ,  The comparison of the reduced model 
- - -- - - -  - -- - - -- -- - - - -- - - - - - -- 

a w i t h  t h e  full model (Tables 11, 12) produced an F far 



Table 10 - - 
Begressioa Peights for Ratio W e 1  

Redaced (Wes)  -- 
- - - - - - - - - - - I I . U -  



. t  

Wolfgang may bdeed. have been correct 

a s s  amed that  scores 



Since t h e  re . d Its of the present .study are rather complex, - 
tha'c6nolasioms vhicL .can be d r a m  f ro8 them a m  W l i k e l ,  to 

be soaeth ing  less than parspicuoos.  The primary factut 
, 

r e s p o n s i b l e  for t h i s  state of aftairs is b e t e e q m m i t ~  of 

variance, the feared chrrscteriatic" which real dab supti- - - - - - 

tend to  have, la the present stpdy, t h e  v i o l a t i o s  of tite ... t 

l e v e r t h e l e s s ,  so# i m ~ o r . t a n t  patterns d i d  emerge. .. 
SeX q i s e r e a z -  The results of the .  s t a t i s t i c a l  tests were 

C .  

consistent, There appears  to  be little doubt t h a t  for some 
ez 

events ,  .the p e r c e ~ t i o m  of males and f e ~ l e s  differ. From a 
- 

- 

practical point of view t h e  discrepancies .a! n o t  be  t o o  

serious. However, i t  is reasonable  ta speculate t h a t  for 

sextially charged crimes such a s  sexual a s s a u l t  and rape ,  s w e a t s  
! 

rhicb were p ~ f ~ o ~ e l ~  excluded fro. this s t u d y ,  t h e  difference 

r i l l  be somewhat more pronounced, This f ind ing  h a s  some 

i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  o f f e n c e  s e r i o u s n e s s  s c a l e s  rh ich  do not 

recognize t h e  d i v e r g e n t  v i e r s  of .ales and females- It is not 
1 

1 

re - tb ink ing  is aor i n  order, 



this s t a d 1  i. the 9 . a ~  , 

- 
4 - - -  -- 

is a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  om fox offence aeriossnmrs data. Sac- af 

t k e  c o m p l e x i t y  of the resalts, t b p  easiest pcwitiam t o  take om 

t h i s  i s s u e  is t o  t a k e  am p o s i t i o n  a t  all. B e t  if one mest take a 
9 

p o s i t i o u ,  the answer h a s  t o  b. a qualified n a  Prom o w  poiat of 

w i q m ,  t h e  p e z f o r m n c e  of t h e  power model is q a i t e  r.jrpct.ble, 

It a c c o a a t e d  for some Tt per eent of the v a t i a n c e  in the female 
- 

. - - - - A  

mja set anti 69 wr seat of the wariake i n  u e  m a e  data set, 

Borerer, thece is a sptemaUc error in t h e  f4t of t h e  Wel, 

for modera te ly  serioos criae, bat it i s  expected to  become 

p r o g r e s s i v e l y  .Cue f o r  t h e  ;om sehous crime& This error was 
I 

e v i d e n t  fo r  both male and female  subjects,  

The. n e g a t i v e  a s s e s s m e n t  of t b e  f i t  of t h e  p o w r  Lodei  is 

s u p p o r t e d  bf the results of tk gooQm@s of f i t  test, ?or both 
- - 

male and' female su rpb jects, test r e s u l t s  were h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c u t .  

The difficulty here .  however. i s  one of interpretation. Since 

the homogeneity of v a r i a ~ e  a s a a a ~ t i o n  was v i o l a t e d ,  the e x a c t  

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  the P-values  dre aat  knoue. 

l e r e r t h e l e s s ,  t a k e n  ad a whol6. the pattern is diff iwlt  t o  

over look,  

t h r e s h o l d  nor th*. log-limit t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  resu l ted  i n  a ~ y  
- -A- ---------- - 

a p p r e c i a b l e  improvements. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  . the weigh ted  lwst 

squares r e g r e s s i o n *  r e g o r t e d  earlier, an a d & i  t i o n a l  series i f  



The model did  mot accertlt for aa arrch og the tariarcr, ia tks 

d a t a  a s  She s imple  power qodal, Par .sale subjects, tke 
?" 

- - -_qaasiz-b-- r rit- --- -- 

teat of the warimce i n  the data, ?or' femlr anbjacts, tha 

correspondia'g amoant w a s  S I  per  ceat. The fit ,  howsrrr, wrs 
I s 

1 

l i n e a r  i n  both subject groups,  Tbe good-ss of fit tests wre 

also mrrch4mprowed. The test results were n o t  statistically 
f 

significant fog female s o b j e c t s ,  a& h r e l y ' t a d e  it at t h  5 per 

ten+ level of c6nf idiwe for i a h  mab+tr 1. thh- s*i*%, t h e -  
- 

q u a s i - l i n e a r  transform prdaced a snbstaatial  improverset i m  f i t  

ores the porer model, Sqea-red multiple cerrelations of 0.50 for 

males aad'0.54 for feaales might appear to be ra tkr  108. given 

t h e  fact that c o r r e l a t i o n s  iT t h e  0.908 hate be& frrgee~tly-  

r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  at- of &=arch. Eomver, in general. these 

correlations a r e  o f t e n  obta iaed  by f i t t i n g  cell means, not by 

, fitting t h e  data,  a s  is t h e  case in t h e  prarseat stadj, In fact, 
- -  - 

wit b the quasi-lf  near traasf or., the correlat&oas bet-- 

observed and predicted cell means mere 0-97 for rales and 0.98 



- - --- - - -  - -  

for -females, and  t h e  corrypoading  squared  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were 

~ L Y  4 xor WLBS, and 
.. - - - -  

0-97  f o r  females. From thi-iat of view, 

t h e  f i t  is rot a t  al1 h6, 

The Leterogemdty of variance %rid-t in t h e  powe~  .ode1 

4Be log tramsfor. of th povsr  rodel kept the larger tariaxes 
B 

.. under rnckw~, but no ana~ogous r e s c a l i n g  was perfomed o9 t h e  

_ i _ - Baka & L ~ % L @ U Z R ~ ~ _ E ~ S L ~ & ~  msml t ,  f, -us$suI;Icoc~~----. ----I - 
, 

reeaimed large, This  is evident  by i a s p e c t h g  ligures 11 aad 22, 

where a fan- ike p a t t e r n  can be obscasred. rdwxt4mles8, the t 4 
A 

- 
_ - - ---- L -- -- 

line& tremd produced by the quasi - l in%y&ansf  or., a n a  t h e  

~ t t m  results on t ~ .  of f i ~  test indicate t h a t  t h e  as* 

of the pores model i n  this c o n t e x t  should ba carefully 

reconsidered. 

. . Ilt.r.FtiPI. The w i ~ u s  of S e l l i n  and iolfgang (1964) and . 
"their f o l l o u r t s  r ega rd ing  a d d i t i v i t y  8ee.ed to have bee& 

- - - - - - --- - - - - - - -  6 - 

c o a f i r w d  by t h e  preaemt research- Bat here again ,  a fer 

statemeats of q u a l i f i c a t i o n  are oecessary, l h i l e  i n t e r a c t i o n  uas 

foand n o t  to  be  a factor i s  both t h e  ratio a n 4  t h e  i n t e r v a l  

I model for both male and female s u b j e c t s ,  the problem is, again, 

one o$ intetpretatfo9. Bor meaningf a 1  are the r e a o l t s  rbem t h e  

mod.1 is h o w m  aot to  f i t  t o  beginT' with? Lm the case of the', 

mlectLng crime descri-ptiom of a o d e r a t e  sariopsoeas, * +  3 s  
f 

conceivable t h a t  perceived o f f e n s e  aerioasness may have been 



restrictle'd to a r e g i o n  where t h e  subjects* responses are , 
\ 

a d d i t i r e -  Lt is, of conram quit. posidble that aa- remats 

night mot g e n e r a l i z e  to other parts af t h e  serioarreess 

c o n t i n t l e ~  f a  this respect, the two goals, godlnegs  oP fit a d .  

i n t e r a c t i o n  ar* n o t  c o a p l e t e l y  compaiibld with orn another.  
- TLus, s t r i c t l y  r p a k i m c ~  t b a  f i D d i i ? g  of a d d i t i v i t y  should aot be 

r 

ert rapelated bkpa& - the ru mge of s e r i o u s n e s s ,  &i' -is stwly, 

both sexes, and models, one c a n  perhaps aff  a d  a certain meqsere 
5 

of optimism and  b. al l .osad to joia t h e  ranks of t h e '  supporters + 

of S e l l i a  and Bolfgang, a t  feast ia s&gard to a d d i t i v i t y  of 

crime typ0& 

&a aspect o f  a d d i t i v i t y  not  h a n u e i t  hy this study is 
' 

a d d i t i v i t y  with r e s p e c t  to m u ~ t i p l s  incidemts  of t h e  same c 

ok some a i x t u r e  of i u l t i p l e  i a c i d e a t s  of tbe sane criae and 

a d d i t i v i t y  remains, for t h e  moment, an open i ssue .  

an attempt  to r a l i  date  S e l l i .  amd lolfgan$*s 8ppraach to  t.b, 
I 

scaling of o f f e m  aerioosnasa, amd to clatifz a  bgaber of 

further a t t e m p t s  t o  umcowar and uadetsta8d t h e  factors 



s e t i o u s r m s  rcaliag to g u i d e  fa+Ler a g . c o h t i o ~ s  c ~ ~ i n g  Mw 4 

rese)ts  obtained i n  the pfe*at  studz,. Until 61 adspate data . 
\ 

basgL is bui l t  up, one ,.-sat look elseuhre, 

CrirLsologists hate too oftea oserlooked the potential 

relevance of research i n  p s ~ h o p h y s i c s .  For examp&, it has been 

houri f ~ r  some time that the size sf the modu&ao bas an eggset. 
+ 

-- - - - - A - - -- - -- - - - -- -- - - - - -- - < - A - .- -". - - . -A - - - - - - -- - 

on aagaitrrde esti latioris .  Typically, the size of the erponent is 

inrersmly related t o  the size of the  modulus (lH&h+6 Ross, ' 

- - -  - - - l 9 6 6 = _ P o ~ - Y ~ - 6 3 ~ Z B _ ~ ~ ~  bp ~+rP~11 --- 
rag ~ 5 ~ = & h e s i z e  offthe-- - -- 

-- 

of the psychophysical exponent, r Uhether thls relat iomship 

a p p l i e s  t o  t5e s c a l i n g  of offewe s e r i o o s n e s s  is not known, but 

in spec t ion  of the data r e r e a l e d  that  the" ~ o d o l a s  d id  have an 

obser.cbla effect ~liodt a l l  of the  ratings *era either . 

specifies a c o a t i a ~ a s  scale, t b e  suhjects responded r i t b  

aiscrete o d ~ e r s .  fbis i l n b i l i t l  of subjects t o  rcspoad i n  t h e .  

expectad manner MI be  a r e f l e c t i o n  gf a d i s t o r t i o n  of the 

s o b  j e c t f v e  dmriorsm~ male, bronght about by the ergerimital " 

pheaornoa 0. ti. f i t  of t h a  mode1 is, of coats&, undetemined,. 

Bevertkelaus, as r soarcs of error, th* effect of the mdtulas ,. 

altoeld be m i m i z e d  wbaa-et poss ible , .  



ariable .miles a d j u t w r t .  i n  other mcd., the 
-% 

A 
teaitex]! to avoid the tase of large numbats, and ", 

. , regression p l ~ s o r m o n  opematas in j B d g n m t s  o t  offbca A, 

some reason tke regmtsaioa is no-liaear, it cas ld ,  ia par$, 

explain the r e s u l t s  obtained in this study. 
' 

-a .4 

knowledge,  effects ca &no be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from qrtffacts. There 

is much more t o  sagnitmile est imation than tire .ere use of ' 

prior4ty- - *  . .  -' 

r 

The p o s s i b l e  existence of a m x  difference underl ines  t h e *  

importance of determiaing t h e  perceptual and theoretica~& 

parameters of the term goffe~sm s e r i o a s ~ e s s ~ ,  If the perception 

of offense serloosoess can be inflrreaced bl such thiigs as 
< 

i n t e n t ,  sex ana age of the r i c t i u ,  p r r i t i r e n e s s  of the rater, 

t h e n '  t h e  degree t o  which these variables af fect  se~iemsneas 

ratings rust be empir ica l ly  &te~.ineiL These is 9a.e e r i d e o c e  

t h a t  factors other than  those i r d i c a t e d  by SelU8 a Pit' Uolfgaag 



- Jones, and 6 r a y  (1980) for =ample, e shoma -at such - J 
v a r i a b l e s  a s  formal l e g a l  edmca t ioa  work expsrieace umderlie  

t 

umsensus  hey f u r t h e r  foam3 t h a t  &ile t h e  ordimrr citizea 

perceives t b  relatiwe s e r i o u s r s s  of a crime im -  terk of o.1~ a - 

few dimasio Ad. criminal jaatice uotkers  perce ive  s e r i ousmess  i n  

terms o f  MBI  dimension^, - It is reasonable t o  s p e c u l a +  tbat t h e  
- - - a - A L- - A - -- -<a A- * - . - 

perception of o f f e n s e  s e r i o u s n e s s  is a r u l ~ i - d i . e n s i o 8 a  1 

phenemenon, and r e s e a r c h e r s  axe only just b e g i ~ ~ i ~ g  t o  realize 
i 

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

- -- -- - - - fPI fLtPZB m x c k .  In the s t u d l .  of the 

' percaption 'of of fence. s e r i o u s n e s s .  the i a d i v i d u a l  is the 

m e a s u r h g  i n s t r u m e n t ,  Reason'rroold s a g g e s t  t h a t  ia order t o  " 

unders tand  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of o f f e n c e  &rioosness, o n e  needs to 

heliaeate the operat&mal characteristics of the aqasarixtg 

i n s t & e n t  -11. this respect, it u s l d  b i a  Antereist iof  to 
- 

de t e rmine  whether o r  not t h e  t t a n a l t i o a  from p e r c e p t i o n  t o  the 
e 

p rbduc t i on  of a response is affected by t h e  nature of the 

required response Im this s tudy.  for example, t h e  resporsrs 

prod-d $1 the s u b j e c t s  were ,clearlr r e l a t e d  t o  the . o d u l a s  

used, Rawever, t he  fact that the reasor& u d i f f e r e n c e "  came i n  
. - 

. 8 u l t i p l . s  of ten or f i ra  dore not ~ e c e s k r i l y  mean that the 

subjects* actmal perceived *dMerenc@ is ia a o l t i p l ? ~  of tea 

or f ive .  This may be resalt  of the r e q u i r e n e n t  t h a t  &abjects 

t r a n s l a t e  their perception t o  number& I n f o t a a t i o a  #a? be l o s t  



areas of two cftcles. W i t h  the advent of .micro-corpakr!~ uith - 

. b a i l t  i n  graphics and interficas to meuswring iasttaasnts, t h i s  

can be &~compl i sbed  w i t h  relative ease, Thus, the effect of 

t y p e s  of tespoma4~s OD t h e  perception of offeace srrioumlresrs can 

be stmdied, Amd, by varying the modalms. th; dtfect of tbe 
- - - -A - - - - - - >  - - - I d  - - -  

.odulrrs can .also b e  s t e d i e d -  It is kngl~m, for example, tbat . the 

slope. of the powor' model is re la id  to, the modulos k ass & 

numbers i n  a magnitude e s t i r t i a n  task. A verbal rrspbnk is 

just  one way of getting a t  the, r e l a t i o n s h i p s  inside t h e  

winstrumnt", There * m y  be other rn d ods shich are more relfabl4r 

and less susceptible to procechrs imposea artifacts.  loreover, - 
- - 

tbe .search for alternate methods may well l e a d  to the discovery 

of some common pat terns ,  and thus lea& to a better understanding 

of how one e v a l u a t e s  the relatire serfoasaess of offenses. 



V = T a a d a l i s n  . 
T = T h e f t '  

/ 



4 m1LYO--'---- - A 

A n  i n t r u d e r  broke i n t o l a  ground f loor  apartment by f o r c i n g  &pen 
a l o c k e d  door, H e  lookbd a r b a n d ,  8s 4e t h o u g h t  h e  Beard someom: 
coming home, h e  f l e d  th rough  a oindou withoot  being sea, 

q * D 

* 
A 0 9 0 V t  
An i n t r u d e r  b r o k e  i n t o  a g roand  f l o o r  apartient by f o s c f a g  opeb 

f 
a  locked door. B e  looted arouad, then slaahed tlie paiatings on 

I 
the wal l ,  and mashed the mirror. i n  t h e  Pallwax, A s  he thoaglt I 

i 
he  beara s o a e o n e  coming horn, h e  fled through a window w i t h o u t  i 

. b e i n g  seen- - e 4 
3 

- .  
- -- - a 

. - - -  A > - -  

A O T 1 l O  
4 

> 

a. An i n t r u d e r  b r o k e  i n t o  a  ground f l o o r  a p a r t a e n t  b y  f o r c f n g  open ii 

a locked door. B e  looked  around, t h e n  t o o k  t h e  c o l o e r  t e l e w i ~ i o n  
set, ?he i n t r u d e r  fled th rough  a mindow without 'beihg seen, . 

. A I T O V O  I 

&n i n t r u d e r  b r o b e  i n t o  &a groamd floor a p a r t m e n t  =by f o r c i n g  open 
' a  l o c k e d T  door, As he yas leaking aroand ,  the t e n a n t  r e t u r n e d  anct 
s u r p r i s e d  h i m ,  The i a t r r r d e r  s t s u c h  the tea 'an t  and fled. The 

% t e n a n t  was h u r t ,  and he ,mas  t a k e n  to hosp i t a l ,  

9 

, * 
Y 

A O T 1 V 1  5 
Art i n t r u d e r  broke i n t o  a ground f loor  apartmeat b y  fobciztg op%n $ 

_ a  locked door* B e  looked  q o g n d ,  thea ' ' tqok t h e  c o l o u r ~ t s l _ e r f s i o n  9 

set, On h i s  way otrt, he s l a s h e d  the p a i a t i n g s  on the wall, and s 

smashed t h e  mirror i n  t h e  hal lway* ?he i n t r o d e r  fled tbroagh a I 

s i n d c q = i t h o u t  b e i h g  seen. 7 i 
I 

> 

A r P O V 1  ' I  i 
' An i n t r u d e r  broke i n t o  a ground floor a p a r t m e n t  b ~ " f o r o i n g  open 

a l o c k e d  door. B e  s l a s h e d  tbe p a i n t i a g s  on the wall,  afid smashed i 

t h e  mirror i n  t h e  hallway, The teaant returned and  s ~ r p r i ~ e d  
hi., The i a t r u d e r  s t r u c k  the tenant and fled, The t e n a n t  was 
h a r t ,  and he  was t a k e n  t o  h a s p i t a l .  , ,- 
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An i n t r u d e r  broke in to  a ground floor a p a r t m e n t  by f 0 3 g  o ~ c  I 

a mre d door: H e  30af;ed a r o ~ n i ~ , ~ ~ e P ~ ~ t o O ] c ~ C o i i o  us t e r X ~ o n  4 
set, Just as h e  mas a h a t ,  t o  leare, t b e  t e a a n t  retaraed and I 
ssrp&~edbi;.i-*ptmbr-str- an-fr the 
t e l e v i s i o n  set, The tenant was har t ,  and he was t a k e n  t o  1 

I, hos  p i ta 1, i 
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A 1T.1'111 
A n  in trader  broke i n t o  a ground floor apartment by forcing open 
a l o c k e d  door, H e  logked around,' slashed t k e  p i n t i n g s  on t h e  
wall, and $gassed t h e  airtor i n  the halluaz. . Then _ _  h e  took  the 
c o l o o r  television set. J u s t  as h e  uas ab6rrt -to leave, the tenant 
re turned  and s o ~ p r i s e d  him, The, in t roder  s t r u c k  the tenant and 
fled with t h e  t e l e v i s i o n  set. The teFant was hurt ,  a a d  he was 
taken to h o s p i t a l ,  
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