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R "k’cntntgtij Fopilar method for indexiag the‘tttl;pinqas of
offenses vas devaloped by Sellia and Wolfgamg. The sericusmess -
index is based os Stcv-il' pover sodel. The originai ttseatci
aad sany snhtogu.nt steljies have focussed om the con:t:-ction
and the ese of snch-::fzﬁqcx. Little atteation has bocl givtn to

the tochlical aspectl uf acaling. A lulbet o! tiese issves are

-~ -therefore- ﬂmiu&ﬂ the pzuent Stld]‘. - '~~_x,~u;~—¥—~~r# —

Ihethet or mot the po'ct lodel fits thc suhjective offeace

s-riqnsnels.dqta has not been explicitly studied. Ia this stndx.

4

a goodn.sifﬁf fit test wvas dovclqpod to assess the fit of the
powver nodtl. \ ) | :
nggnitudc estisation procedures produce seriousness scilds

vith arbitrary nnitt of measuresent. The units are detetllted by
the petsoaai ptetetence of the subject or that of the ; L _ b

expetilenter. Researchers have often not faced sp to the tact

" . - : R S,

Wthat conpatisons of scale valnes baaedrén diffetent units of

measuresents are ipappropriate. A sethod for overcoaiag the unit

of measuremeat problea was developed f;r'uéooin this'ttudy.' i -
Investigators have loag been at odds with one anothet |

tegarding the adﬁftivitz of offence aeriousness ratings. ¥ith

the unlt of neaaurelont ptohlel‘tesolved, a more definitive test

for additivlty wvas non possible.

The results of the stady indicated that sale and fenale . .

subjects’ differed in theit petceptions of offence seriousnpess.

*

- - O 4dd
\ : N _ . . N _ I S

Ieyettheless, the general pattern of the results foat the t-o

-
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'QIOWI m Vny ﬁgﬁht: For h'otlr llru uﬁdﬁlf tWW.**"""f*’*

 and llolfgaag were co:tc&tkin asiuiilg additi'ity of cl:in typcs,

13 rul ot du to ptpcedntal u:tlhcts onnnct bc at puuut

: deteniled, bocansc ot a gcn-nl lack of colpatlti.'o dau. A~

nuaber of transfotut:lc-- mo attClthﬂ. uitlet tN thtuhold
tra.stotl nor tlc Iog-nlit truafor- prodmd aty 1lpronult.. -
Bovevcr, tar both aenn. the qutiouneu: tmdotl prodic.a a (

substutiauy isproved ﬁt. The data also - hdiertnd thts«ﬁh

as mo interactioa ‘was found il botll the male a:d foul.e gtolps.
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A cnrréitly popular method for indeximg the seriousmess of
offenses was'developed byVSellin and Wolfgamg (196A). The
classification system was developed in response to the §

.. dissatisfaction expressed by many researchers in.regard to the

inability of the Unifors Crime Reports, a crime imdex published =

. v , \
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, to reflect the

qualitative aspects of a crime.

Classification Based 9p Broad Legal Clasges

One freqﬁent criticiss of the Oniforas Crime B£90tts is the
charge'that the brcad legal classes of the Reports gead to mask
the real nature of the offe?qé; Po; 1§§t§nce,'c1gs§1fg§qg a
érile as just a tohhe:y‘i;gééﬁto mask the specific nature o; the
crime. Sellinm azd iolfgang (1963) for example, remarked that a
robbery COu;d be the armed bholdup of one 6t'lore‘persoh§,
" resulting in injury ‘to one of more victils, and the theft of
'thonsandé of dcllar#,,o; it could be the gaking‘by a jonnqster
"of a few pennies from a younger child undqt threat of a beating. .

According to the Unifors Crimse Reports, iarohbery is a robbery,

regardless of the degree of iajury to victiss or adount of

property loss, as long as no one is killed or raped im the




event.

compressijop of Hultiple offepses

If a victia is killed during g‘tobbct’, the éfent is no
longer classified as a robiety,'but instead is classified as a
.aurder or non-negliggnt manslaughter. rhé ;ecords‘-onld not show
_ that a robbery has also taken place. Only thé highest offence is

reported in the Uniform Crime Beposts.'

Vlggglhgggllgts

Under the Uniform Crime Reporting sysfel, attempted act§'
are maixed with completed aéfs._ror éxalplg} no distinction is
made betveen an attempted rape and an actual rape, Both a:ts‘ate‘
‘recorded as forcible rape. | 7

éiieﬁ tieﬁérdeficiencies; the’developleni of ﬁrcfilé
classification procedure which takes into account the - |
qualitative natare of a crime by Sellii-aid ioifgang (1§6B) v&;“
therefore coasidered by éoue (Iellébtd &- Wiatrowski, 1975{ Kelly
s'iinsloi, 1970) to have marked an ilpOtiant advaﬁce in the
study of criminology. )

’ Sellin and Wolfgang (1966) were primarily concerned with

~ the coastruction and use of a seriousness index. They vere less

concerned with the theoreticaj bases of the tera.seriousness as

"



it applied to crilj.nal offenses. the] did not opetationalize -

theiE;?oncept of seriousness. It .is conceivahle that diftetent

. - g ,,Aﬁ;,,, P
subject;&focnssed cn differemt d1len810ns of 'serionsness' such

as loral ontrage or social and personal retrihution. ﬂo-ovet, in

- spite of thzs lack. of clatity regarding the neaning of

] seriousness, -ost researchers are wvilling to assulevthat
perceived seriousness is unidilensional‘and'is iell understood

by respongents s0 that no explicit definition 1s necessaty- The

issne of the. dilensionality -of perceived. serionsness of offemses - - -

needs to be addressed in a rigorous manner. This study, however,

focoses on the more technical aspects of scaling, and their

I-plications on fietresdIiing setIonsness 1ndex.

I
AT Rk e b e



IX. Literature Review

jfl. B The Sellip and Wolfgang (1964) crine'classititationvsysten

-

T or

resulted from a series of studies vhich ‘inavolved both interwal

scaling and magnitude estimations. Their aim was to develop ap

)

index for delingnency by making use of Stevens' pover law. rhe

 power law relates‘snnjective lagnitude to stilnlus magnitudes

' rhe fora of this relationship, according to Stevens (1957), can

be expressed as a ;ovet function. That 1s, sensation is a pouet

funct1on of stilnlus lagnitude.
;/

Seventéen raters took pact in an-initial trial ratiag of

141 offenses, im which a 7-point category scale vas used.

Following the initial tating, the mediam score. for each offense 4

vas calculated. tkree items were ther selected to tepresent each
*; of the seven scale divisions. In al]., a total of 21 itels vere
selected. The remaining 120 offense descriptions vere randonly
tgrouped into four sets of 30 descriptions. I» a second roqnd of
ratings, four groewps of sutbjects were used. These consisted of a
group of 38 juvenile court judges, a group of 286 police
officers and tvo groups of students, 163 ftoa Temple Uni!ersity,
A and 82 froam the Ogcntz Penn State Center. Apptoxilately half of
| the lelbers of each group, 279 snhjects in all, rated the

__seriousness of the offenses using a lagnitnde estimation

procedure, and the resaining subjects rated the seriousness of

the offenses using an 11~point category scale. Raters with the




-

magnitude estisatiop task were given a "standard® offemse with a

offenses relative to that standards ‘Each sabject rated the set )
'vof 21$e1ected otten@sf; am»l'aone nihets of each group had the
additional task of ratimg one of the four sets of 30 other

oftenses: !hui,hunliie the trial rua, ao aingle~tatet rated acre

than 51 offemses. A set of 20 itess Iasuovontnally|soloct.d n@d

was presented to 195 students from the Utt'ersity*ot

HPennsylvania. in this final round of :atings, a nagnitude
estimation procedure vas used. Their chaice of--agnit-de

estinatioqs over interval ratings is not snrp;isilg,;ﬁingggggg

of their purposes was to detersine if Stewvens® power law could
be applied to "the nonphysical conti.nmu that represeats the
relat;ve gravity of delinguemt acts® (Sellin and Wolfgang, p-
280) . !he use of the power model ilpllea nagnitlde astilatioa-.
The Sellin and Wolfgamg crise classificatioa systea 7 :
_consists of dasciiptié;s,a£ e1nnga:sWotﬁcxininal,e;gnihv5nc;;;svwﬁ,,,ﬂ .
forcible entry, dest:nctxon of propett;, and assanlt- Certain\
aspects of this nev diassification are fasiliar. Por exanple,

A‘

criuiaal offenses ate divided into two categories, categor] I
rand category II. Category I offeasas a;e co-patable to Part I
‘offenses of the Oniform Crime Reports. That is, catogor: I
offenses are those offenses with "assumed constaamt.

reportability, violating the criainal code,'kno-nwto the police, R %

~_on a victia and/or invol!i;g4;LgI;4;dA;9§§4gxgﬂgnt:nctinn of '?

s A e
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property® 1Se111nfsﬁlo' g. 1963, p<6)- This iz mot- n:likonthe117w~é~m

'lggxilggleiBrf;:—;Xtt I offeases of
\\ -

v

the Ulifot; Crise -epo:ti'afe offeasns vhose nature in,stcﬁ that
they are expected _to coase to t‘e att?ntioi of the folice in 0 
 consisteat ‘gnd'teliahle sanper. Thus, category I otfegsc_s; lile_ﬂi"
the Part I offeases of the Usifors Crise nnpotté,i;re to be aiéd
to ipdex the levei of criminal activity. o |

one should not be misled by ¥he nppn:nnt,ainila:itg betuween

the 5011ii'and Wolfgang classificatio- systes and the Onifora

Crime BReports. The Sellin and Iolfglag (196') claasificatlon

systea differs from the Unifora Crise Reports im sanmy ilporta.t

V-ayq. First, the classification syste-vtocnsos on the ctililll
event rather tham on a legal label as a uait of data collection.
notéovet, each criminmal eveat is characterized by its cospoaeats
reflecting (1) peraoial injury; (2) threat and 1nt1lidat19h; and
3) éiopetty dasaged, stolem or dest;oyed; A seriousmess score

,is assigaed to each component. SQriousness _scores were qbtginod

from the fingl stage of ratings described in a previous aection.‘
It is clear that ccapared to the Onifors Crime BReports, thé
Sellim and Wolfgang classification sistel allows for a fimer
discrianination betweea criainal eveats. For cxalﬁlc,'one is able
to distinguish between, aay;"hvtohb;ty rasnltiﬁg in ome victin
teceiviug minor 1njuries‘fr01 a robbery in 'hich“tworviqtilg

needed -edical treatlelt but were later dischatgad.

. ASQcond,gnn1iks_thegnnifnnngcxinggngpgzgs. the Sellil ﬂld

e o o e

Nolfgang (1964) system can account for criminmal QVents involving
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j“l\lltiple offenses. A r&horLaf _som no,nnammm n;he,,,,,,,,,,,,,,;,
- death of t!o victila, iljur} to- three others and p:cportx 7 | ‘

damages of '$2000 caa be ocsily accolladatod by tkis sjst.l. !he
index tor the above eveat is the sam of thé :eparate cr;ninal :
acts, assuling of coursn that the inpact ot crinisal acts are 1n
fact addltive. thitd, since the o;pl.nts of am attonptca act, ia
ggene:al, -onld not be the same as the ele-ents ot a co-ploted ’

- act, the two eveats would not Teceive ,thg;g@:lg seriousness

“rating. Attespted acts can therefore be differentiated from
cospleted acts. |

Sellin and Iolfgang (196') were not the first to attalpt to o

scale psycbological vatiahles, althouqh they were the ti:st to
dcvelop anaelpirical tatio scale ot offease sntiousless. thelt
use of. serionsnesa ratings ia a crise classificatioa systcn.

however, is trulg innovative. rlcir work imtroduced a novel lld

valuable approach to the study of crllilology. Per th@g teason,

a nnlber of replicatio!f”!gto attclpt.¢.rwf '
7 Yormandeau (1966) petfo:led the first roplication of 501111
and Volfgang (916!). The stu&y took placo in Canada.
fTvo-bundred-thirty-two Prench Capadiam stndonts frol‘thc
University of sontreal, 177 ialds‘ald 55 fesales, vere asked to
rate 15 offeases. The descriptioas of thi offeases were similar
tc those ﬁsed by Sellin and Wolfgaag (19648) with the lnivot.ity,

of Pemnsylvamia studeats. Geometric seans of the sericesmess

vrfitings vere cospsted separately for male steudeants, fesmales

studeats and for the two groueps cosbined. All three sets of mean




Y

f seriQusness :atings vete fonnd to cor:elqte vety highly with tﬁg

serio&sness ratings obtained frou'the,University of Pennslyvania

‘stﬁdeﬁts. The correlation coefficients were all above 0.9. In
addition, fhe lean'sétionsness ratingé of male Homtreal students

| cor:elated highly with the =sean aeriousness ratings of -the

noitreal fenales.
lorlapdaan tagressed;ibe-Univeréity of ?ennsylvanigf 
seriousnesa scores onio eich ;>\Ihe thrét sets of sériouatess

_scores- obtaimed from-the- Bniveraxty»of -Hontreal--in order to

‘ examine the slope of the regression lines. legtessioas which

iavolved the University of Pennsylvaaia students yielded slopes

¥

,[;

vhich were snbstnntiglly*lessfkhan one, vhile the slope of the

toqreasion line -hich 1avolved tke Ulivetsity ot Montreal sales

and the Uliveraitj of lontreal felales was approxilately egqual
to one. ‘ '

- Normandezu (1966) conclnded that "the alopes {of thke

aoatnu groupa) ia tegard to vnnangua, aiffor f;o- a slope o

of 1 hy an apprcciahle alonnt... thul, roughly, thete have b.ca
Ro 1|portant differemces discovered within cultures, bat thoto
is soae ditfitence between cultures® (p. 176). This practice of

looking at the slope of the :ogresaion ‘lines in otdcr to

‘deteraine aintlarity in l‘tiﬁl!lcal ratiags b.tvccn g:onps hns .

ottcn beea attributed to Sellin and lolfgang '(1968) who stated

“...'c vould hypothesize that in a replicatioa of the magaitude

and category scales, the scale values for ot;ql-.a would be

represented by (1) a slope not significamtly differeat from
] w

~— \ . .




those in our stndy, ot. linilally &2’ a st:alght line vhon -

plotted on seliloqatithlic paper"® (p- 322). Sellin and |olfgang

(1968) vere teferringfto the telationghip which they obtained
betwveen their category scale and their ratio scale. Normandeau

(1966), Aksam, Bormandeas, and Turmer (1967), Reidel (1975) and ;

others, have isterpreted the statement. made by Sellinm and

',ziolfgang (1968) in a differemt way. Theit view is siqilat to

that of Wellford and iiatrouski (1975). tho pntayhtascd 591111
Ahand lolignngAjlﬂﬁgjlin_g “Inllnllng lannqrf '(aywltwahjininnnkA ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, —

o vhen the lagnitnde scores obtaincd in any: t'o different study

groups are plotted agaiust each other, the diaplay on- log-log

papéf‘sﬁﬁiid‘b“liiéif“tké*§f‘ii§ti“f‘iiii‘félitionship ca® be
neasured using the Pearson prodnct loneat cotrtlatioa. (h) At a
laxiln-, the slopes of the limes of the t'o stedy g:onps plotted .
on log-loq paper should be sililat' (p- 116). Judging fronm ti.

: contcxt of that paper, "sisilar® appeared to. rafet to'a
req:essioa weight of ope. By this definmition, tl~otéet'to'sh0I
that a set 6?':iiiigsmiikfﬁi&i“ii}iiéii&&}bii&7iiii7iii;mii§i"fwu
(1) the log of the ratimgs obtained fton a tepliéatioi gtOup is
correlated vith the log of the ratings ia the 6:191::1 set, ald '
(2) tbe slape of the regression line ihca tko Log of the ratlngs
of one group is regressed on to the 109 of the ratings of tho ;i.
other group is equal f;»;;e. The fitst coldition 18 often

:eferted to {\\fililarity of shapc, the second condition,as" .

'sintlarity of slope. In a later section these two coaditioas

will be exasined in more detail.

E]
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‘Akman, Normandeau, and Termer - (1961) pctfornetl amore .}
‘emive replication inl -hick a total of 2,785 suhjects were

1nvolnd. The n).n salple of the study consisted of 13 q:oups of

» stude.ts ftonk/i/:iv univetsities in the 10 provimces in Canada. Of

the 2,38'! stuflents, 1,268 were l&l&é and 1_,116 vere females. ‘
Other subjects involved in the study included ti(fdllo::;ié: k('1)
101 English Canadian judges, (2) 32 FPrench Caiadian judges, (3)

' a sample of 151 officers of all raaks fros the HNoatreal police

 departsent, i557 (8) a sample of 57 Eaglish Canadian white<colla ar

vorkers lith unagei::hl pbsitiou in a large imdustrial coucei:n.‘

A1l ssbjects exéeyt the judges were tested by a lfl’ﬁ&t of

the research staff. The judges were contacted by mail. The - ‘
questiosnaire return rate sas not reported. Bach subject was

given a booklet containing imstroections, a set of 1§ offeases to

be rated, and a standard offense with a pre-assigned seriousness

score of-10. -Bxcept for'a ssall change in the descriptiol of one

,,offanse, the descriptions of the rest vere the ‘same as those

used in the Normamdeau (1966) study.

rollonug the lead of Norsamdean (1966), two criteria were

considered: shapc and slope. lccordugly, correlation

eoctﬁciuts and tegtenion weights were couplted for (1) msale

stldclts anﬂ feaale students :ln each prevlm; (2) eack’ groap

and the ntionl average. The patiomal avengo vas obtaj.ned as a

nighted avenge of the 10 p:ovincial groups. The veights were

cmmwhun sizes of tn populatios im the 10

-ytovinccsé (3) each group, iacluding tl;o nsational average, and
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the Philadelphia data from the study carried out by Sellin and

%olfgang (1968)- A1l carrelations cosfficiests were fousd to be .
0.90 or better, and all regression Ie{.‘i'ghts :él;e closé to one. On

the basis of these results, Aksan, Normandeau, aad Turner {1967)

" stated that "We Call--.fitll] conclnde -that the scaling

procedures used by Sellin aad iolfgang produce a telj.ahle apd
ye to be the best standatdized \/

stable index which we belie

. measure of,étile and deli ncj a,vailablféfat fp_rcaant' (p. "8)-,

he fact that their Camadian ratings were

B T!i:lfgang,_glcept for

used in place of the Aserican ratings.

Yelez-Diaz and Megargee (1971) .conduc;ed a partial
replication of Sellin and loltgang (196!). Their sanple
consisted of 83 iamates of the Iuti.tute Por Youthful Oftendcts
in San Jnan, and a growp of 92 boys froa econonically depl:ind
areas. The mean age of the offenders was 20.15 _years, and the =
mean grade level vas 6.93. The 92 members of the nonoffeader
group vere ge].ectéd from a vocatig/gﬁ school located in the sase
area as~ the Institute. The mean age in this group was 18.2, and
the average grade level wasg 7.4, The subjects in the Velez-Diaz
and kgatgee (1971) stldy ditfoted. &o‘ the previcas studies -
vith regard to cuturc, lnqnagc, edlcatioul lcnl. and

socjioecononic statas. In addition, the slhjnctn in ome gronp

previous studies. All subjects nm'pmnnud with d’-qctiptiou ' ‘

1"



of 141 offemses. The offeuse désétiptions vere Spanish

ttanslations of’ dﬁﬁc:iptions\used by Sellin aad Iolfgang (196l)..'

An 11—point tntinq& scale -as used. Neans and standard deviations
for eath of the 141 offenses were conputed; the diffetence in
sean size of the ratiags between offenders and\nonéoffendets"
vere tested for statistical significance with the use of
t-tests. Thus, 141 t-tests were perforned- Of theae LLY) tests,

10 were significant at the 0.05 level. and two vere siguificant

attributed the siqniticant dxtferences to chance-

Velez~niaz and uegargee (1971) also conpnted Peatson

ptoduct-nnnent correlations hét-een*tatings of the offendet and
non-offendet groups. Using a subset of 21 offenses, the:
correlation was foand fo he 0.98. ihen all 141 offenses were

used, the correlation dropped to 0.88. However, both

coettici.ents were statisticglly si.qm.ficant. //

Pinally, the tatings of hoth the offeader and the n

offendet gronps yere conpated to the category tatings £ the

Pennsylvanin sanples fros Sellim and Wolfgang (1968).
Correlation coefficiests were conbntod and were found to be in
the low 70%*s. Am overall iﬂdex of agreelcnt, Kendall’'s |
coetticient of colcotdance, vas also conpnted and was found to
be 0.80. Om the basis of these tesults. Velez-Diaz and aegargee
(1971) conclnded that "differences in criminality, language,

cnltlre, social class, and educational level did not result in

- o ) r
any substaantial differemces in the mean ratings assigmed...the }]

\
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- data suggest that judged seriousmess of offease isa 7%

sufficiently stable nnit“tokpernit regional amd cnitntnl

“residents‘fronjlnnandaleWrnrns;“a“jnienile'detenticn“ééntef;“iﬁiw““““"”

“conparisons to be sade® (p. 553)-

Yet another replication was perforned by Piglio (1975). The
basic difference fron the Sellin and Iolfgang (1964) study was
that, like Velez-Diaz and !egargee (1971), Piglio (1975) also

- used offenders in addition to students as’ snhjects.,rhe riglio»

sample consisted of’193‘inlntes fron_Rahnnjﬁ?:isoi;”nlii52§

216 students enrolled ir an unepfﬁngdnate sociology class‘at the

Dnivetsity of Pennsylvania. Tnenty offense descriptions Were

'ichosen fronrthe list of offenses nsed by Sellin andigolfgang

(1964) , but,lere modified siightly ia order to keep’tne language
as simple as'possihle. As in the originpal Sellin andhiolfgnng*

- (1964) study, both category and ratio,scales were used. !nch

sub ject partic:tpated in both scaling tasks.
rvo kinds of analyses were perfotned on the category datn- ”

rirst, in order to deterline the amount of agreelent betwveen the ‘

three groups with ;espect{to seriousness of offemses,

,correlation‘coefficients were computed. ill three correlations

vere guite large. They ranged froam 0.85 to 0.95.

Second, 20 one-way ANOVAS were perfotned, one for each B
offense. The resnlts showed that of the 20° valnes conpnted,
only two were not significant, tuo were s;gnificant at the 0.05

level, %while the rest were all significant at the 0.01 lgyel.

s i s kbt ks o
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Thus, in contrast to telez-piai and !egargeef(1971), Piglio

) .
o e
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'Penn

reported that the ratings of his groups differed froms oné,f
Ahnothgg§mf | ’ S
Similar apalyses were perforsed on the data obtained from
magnitude estimations. Figlio (1975) again reported that the
ratings produced by the groups differed froam one anothéi- His
conclusion was based on the fact that all the F-values were
significant, except for‘one.,ihendthe magnitude ratings of fhe
sfnd::rs from Figlio (1975) were compared to‘the data fron the

lvania students of the original study conducted by Sellin

- and Wolfgang (1968), it was found that the tvo sets of-ratings

vere highly correlated (r = 0.98). Rowever, since the ratings of

the students froam Figlio (1975) vere geperally about half as
large as the corresponding ratings of the Sellir ;nd ¥olfgang
(1965),_?19110 concluded that "overall, the Penn students
considered offenses as only about éne-half as serious as did
their counjerparts ten years ago....The students hafé maintained
the same relative regard fo:wéffensés but thej have been

desensitized in absolute gerns.! {p. 199)

For the most part; attempts to replicate the Sellin and

Jolfgang (1964) study have yielded positive results. BResearchers

in various parts of North America have been able to produce more
or less similar patterns of offense seriousness. Indeed, the
results of the Puerto-Ricanm study and the study imvolviamg French

/.
Canadians have helped to extend the generality of the Sellin and

—.Rolfgang 'technigue. However, it is tgmhg;g;pectedﬁthat”an! new

—approach would be singled out for careful scratiny. In this

14



respect, the method advocated by Sellin apd Wolfgang '(1961i)"'f.61'."X

thé'sctifngmof'criié~setionsness~aqd*forﬂthe“ciassfftcattOtgofuﬁ*f"*W4”
crise was no exception to the rule.: o | ‘ &
The vaef of the Sellin and Wolfgang c%assificat}dh syétel
rests on a‘nﬁqbet of critical assuaptions tégatding the uatute'<
of their scale values. Unfottﬁnately; many researchers are not
convinced of the validity of some of tﬁese assuaptions. Por
purgoses of discussiqp, criticisas of the Sellim and Wolfgang
{(1968) approach to crime élassifiéatibn can be classified iigo
four broad but overlapping categories: (1) the qnestipn of
consensus, (2) issugs,reiating,to,thgwtaliditirqucb;paxing: .
-seriousness ratings across different groups, (3) problen of'the )
idtbittat’ modulus, and (4) issneé'télating to-tie:additivity of -

seriousness scores vhen smultiple criminal acts are involved.

N To be of practical use a seasure of offense seriousness
must reflect the views of‘societ; as a ihole- That is, if a
crime classificaticn systen based on serioushess iea;ures‘is to
be used by law enforcement agencies and the courts for the
purpose of establishirg an offendér's debt to sbciety; iheq;the

establishment of the degree of seriousness of a crime is a

matter vhich requires the consensus of society as a vhole.

s

The issue of consensus is ope which was not dealt with in a

sétiéfactdty manper by Sellin and Wolfgang (1964). Rose (1966)

- 15



criticized Sellin and iolfganq (1964) for conclnding that there

vas “a pervasive social agreement® abont vhat 15 setions<f§i

‘what is pot. It say be recalled that Sellin and Wolfgang (196!)
used sose 800 l}ddlevclass snhjects,fron the state of
Pennsylvania. Many did not believe that the views of such a
'select group wculd be teptesentative of the views of the society;
at large. BRose (1966) cited data obtained frona the British
Broadcasting Corporation 'hxch purported toﬂshou sihstantial
differepces in attitudes comcerning gbe:setidusnass of certain
crimes between middle and workiag class snhjecfs. The research .
vas updertakea im connection with a series of'half~h¢u:
television 'p’tagfais called “Crime*. rinattng*tjie. presentations,
subjects vere asked to mame the wvorst crime from a list of 15
crimes. The results showed that the siddle and.vqtking classes
did not cospletely agree on the relative seriousness of the 15
crimes. While one can question the quality of tﬁe data, the
‘issue raised by Rose (1966) is a serious one indeed. One camaot

simply impose a classification systeam developed froa a small

A

sub-population on society as a vhole without making some atteapt
to delonsttate that the view 9! society is teflectgd by that
sub-population. i -
The gquestion of consensus was also the subject of a
Iy - detailed study conducted by Bossi, iaite,»Bose, and Berk (1974).
According to theselregeitchets; cénsensus is said to exist if:
(1) the correlation betveen the mean ratiags of two subgroups in

gnestion is 0.70 or bettet, or (2) the teqtessidﬁ of one gtoup

16
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~on the other results in a xetolintetcept;"nsing”a-st:atitted**'4 S

‘saspling technigue, these imvestigators selected 125 white and
75 black subjects fros the ;dnltrpopplation of the city;o: {
Baltilore.~pe§criétidis4of 140 offe#ses uefq develdpdd froa the
Unifora Crime lepq;ts'listiugs'by-transtotliag hroad#ctine'
cafegoties*in£6>speéific acts. Two lists of 80 offénsas eachr.
vere coastructed. Rach lis;’had 60'n§1que offense descriptions,

while tkp relaiﬁing»zo ueré coilon to both lists. Dnrinq theﬂ‘

interview, subjects vere asked to rate the seriousmess of the
N ‘\ . ’ /,LqE\ - ’ ' : :
offenses on a $-poim¥t sfale. Bach subject rated 80 offen;es.

Correlation coefficients computed between the major
pnggroup; showed that there were strbng linear ttendé.‘ror
exaaple, the correlatica between blacks and whites was 0.89,
betuveen lalesAand females was 0.98, and between ﬁigh schooi
graduates and non-graduates was 0.89. Nean seriousness ratings
vere aléo computed for s;bgtoups élassified by sex, race, and
education, resunlting im a total,ot,éight snbgfoupsa,thg‘za
}correlation coefficients coaputed among the ;nbgtodps ranged
from 0.61 to 0.93. Black males vith less than highvschoqll
education were found to disagree most with the other subgroups.
‘Hovevet, £or the most part, the suhjec@s in thereightrsnbgtonps
did not vary a great deal with tespect‘tp 1591: judgmeats of the
relative seriousness of the crimes. Only six of the 28

£

correlations were in the 0.608, the rest of the correlations

vere wvell above the pinisus required for consensus as defined by
Bossi, Waite, Bose, amd Berk (1974). Rossi, Waite, Bose, amd
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Berk (197!) also reported an intercept of -39 when ratinqsr— ,
obtained Im white anhjgcta mmmﬁﬂ&tjﬂ.&gﬁfghu_i
subjects, apd ap intercept of -.80 when male ratings were
- regressed on felale ratings. This, accordiug to thcse
researchers, indicated that blacks tended to see crimes asfuore
serious than uhites and‘voueu tendsd to see‘criles as more |
serious than lales. levettheless, they concluded that overall,
there vas an 1lptessive amount of coasensus auoug the subgroups. ‘
It should be notgd that some subgroups means were based on -
salpie sizes as small as‘soven. Caution should therefore be
»aexereisedm£§ftke;iatesp:et&tionfo£~thei£aresnits¢~
& Walker (1978) presented 11 crime descriptions to some 690
subjects to be rated. The subjects wvere classified into groups
according to social class and sex. Three scaling techniquos were
useé: the method of paired comparisons, an 1?—categorj interval
'scale, and a ratio estimation procedure. Each subject
patticipated in all threo scaling t?sks‘sequeutiaii} in the
order listed above. Analyses of variance were performed for each
one of the offense descriptions,;t;rst,using category duta, and
subseguently nsing lagnitude estimations. Since a nuluer of the
P-tests vere significant, Walker (1978) concluded that "“there
are soae significant~differencos between social classes and

~

sexes as to how they assess the relative seriousness of certain

offenses"” p- 363).

Bsu (1973) stodied crile seriousness in Taiuau. Her salple

consisted of 239 male and 60 femdle students fros the Natiomal

18
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Taiwan OUniversity, a groap of 258 policemen, and a gioup of

judges (sasple size not mentioned). Pourteen index offenses from
Selgin and Wwolfgang (1964) were used. The subjects le:e}askqd to
ratq thg;offenseé iith resééct to a standard offease vith an

assiéned scale vaine'ct 10. The cq:telations het'oen the ratinags

of the threé‘qfodps of“subjacts‘tére a1I better thaa 0.90. rié |
correlation between male students and female students was also
cosputed and wﬁs‘found to be 0.8&.

¥hen the Bsu ratings vere compared to the Philadelphia

" ratings of the otiginal Sellin and 1fgang (1968) study, and
'lithffhef£&ti§98=0£;€&l&di&nfstRQEﬂiérf£0!fi*lﬂa:ﬂad:!e£l&&d¢£&::;;;;:
(1968), she found that the Taivan ratipgs correlated 0.95 with
the Philadelphia ratings and correlat 0.90 with ttg)tanadign
ratings. The slope of the regression of Tai ratings om
Canadian ratings was found to be 0.53, and the slope of the ~ :
, T;iwén‘ratings on the Philadelphia ratings -asio.so- Bsﬁ j1973) K
concluded that her results set the similarity of shape
criterion, but not the similarity of slope criterion.

Judging by these results, the iésue of conseiéns is far
fros settled. Por exalple,,lpflandean (1966) , énd Valker (1978r
found evidence to imdicate that there uere,gtoué differences.
Akman, ¥orsandeas, and Turner (1967) on the{conttary, fonhd no>l
such evidence. Hsu (1973) obtained conflicting results, and so

did BRossi, Waite, Bose, and Berk (1974). Closer imspection of

w

these studies leads to the conclusion that at least some of the

‘confusion may be attributed to the fact that a nusber of

«
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Lﬁjlalﬂilmjnrfexnnplg,,gxaningd4lg;n4gxgnp4ﬂi££grgagg§.4lgsg1,

different crﬁ&?ria aére'uSQd~tordeteriinem'siiilaritfﬁigi&lket~

Vaite, Bose, and Berk (1970).defined consansus based on the'size

of the correlation coefficient, and on a zero intercept. Piglio

 (1975), and Norsandeau (1966) ,. used the correlation coefficient.

Normandeau (1966), Aksan and Norsandeau (!967); and Akman,

‘Norsandeau, and Turner (1967) used a unit sldpé as one leasﬁle

of agree-ent Or CODEensus. Since these criteriafare mot -
completely equxvalent. it is not snryrising that researchérs
have not heen able to agree with one another regarding .the

*geaeraiizahilitfzof -the Sellin- aad;!eifg&aq;(4964%;£a£iags.4f RS —

A

=

W.ﬁmemm

Besearchers atteapting ro compare seriousnegs ratihgs
obtained fros differemt groups, especially with ratings obtaimed
from different studies are faced with numerous challenges. The

laci of consensus on the choic; of a criterion is perhaps the;yf

~ most serious chalienge. Satisfactory}nesolnrion of this prohlel?'.

aust precedé the search for solutions to issues such as the
question of consensus. Given the fact that researchers have not
used the sanme critarion in their attelpts to compare sarionsnass

ratings between groups, it is appropriate, then, to exasmine the

- strengths and veaknesses of each of these criteria in some

———details

)
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__The Pearsom-product scpent correlatioa coefficieat is a comsoaly
used leasure_ot lipear relatioaship or cgi.clqnt;lciycn t'ovict;l'

of ratings, the co:relationfcoctticiclt is seazitive to | |
differences ian the relative. distanccs éf ‘the off.ll.l oR the

- seriousness continuus between two gdts of tatings. The

corrclation coettlciont is pot semsitive to overall mean

differeices in the ratings*bct'tel the ssts, nor in lt snasitivc

to differences 1n nnits of measuremeat. In other -ords, so loag

as the relative distances between ratings are more or less
fip:npn:tinanlii;zthgigxn:ae;s:cﬁzfaiiagsizih rv

correlated. The overall magnitude of the ratimgs would not

cttect the si;e of the correlation. Since differemces in
-cqnttnde are also relevant in the consideratioa of whether or.
not'tno sets of ratings are similar, the existence of a strong
linear trend alona is mot snfticicnt to demoastrate that the tto
sets of ratings inx qnnstion are egnivalcnt. By the sanme token, -
the lack of an overall mean difference between groups is aot
sufficient to indicate consensus, since the relationship between
the two groups say be nop-lipear.

When mean differemce is used as a seasure of consensus.
there is an additional consideration. The expcrilentat must
ensure the_ the sane*netric is used. The conparison of mean

r
tatings based on different netrics obvionsly does not nake -lch

sense. This is illustrated in a study conducted by Piglic (1975)

discussed in a previous section. It may be recalled that the
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_ratings obtained by Piglio (1975) correlated highly with those
of Sellia and Wolfgang (1968). Inspection of the .aqnitadd.otl-

- /the tatings,.hovcyer,vled riglio ({575) to boaclqﬁe that his
students conéidered t»grgfgenses to be oaly half as pﬁfioéﬁras'
Sellin and Iolfqang'a'geansylvania stndonts.Albuevai.~iithont‘a,‘~

}, "ad’erqgajte 1nforlat’i.on' réq;:dj.ng scaling }pfoct‘dﬂuirgs, j.'t"i's"-v _
difficalt to tqli vhether the differences are real cr are merely

"dﬁe to a differemce inm unit of leasnnannnt;,nglcza speq?fic

slope of the regression is likely to be very difficult to

_evaluate.

"*iiféti&iibh:ikmiEbii&éd”Eééifdigg'ihe'ihif'pf‘ieainféi§h£”£§§W7“”L”’*

iiae bas also been f;eqientlj,nsed as a criterion for seasuriag
sinilarity‘in seriousness rat;;gs; A;iaa.ind Sorsandean (1967),
for example, asserted that if two groups égrbe as to the
. E télativé seriousneis of oftenseé, then the sldpe vould be equal
'p'to'one;*In”otketmwcfda;”the4310pe9of £ke'regrossionﬁitnéﬂ{~ -
contains the necessary infornafionifg determine the degree of
sfiilatity betveen sets of :atil§s. The real situation bowever,
is somewhat more colplex. Onlike the correiation coefficient,
~ the slope of the regression line is sensitive to differenmces ii
" unit of measuremeat. The slope is a fumction of the degree of
ligeat relationship between two séts of ratings i;d the fayiéxof

their respective siandard def;gtions. More specifically, slope

equal to r(sdil/sd2), whetefsd1, and sd2 are the standard

. deviatiohs of the ratings in set 1 aid set 2 respectively, and r .
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is the correlation. Since the stamdard deviatios is proportiomal -

changos the slope of the regression liae. rorrre'xan‘plo.‘ subbwcse

the leagth of a nuabef of sticks vere leasured (in 1nches) oa é

. tvo differeat occasions. If the leasntelents are csﬁulcd to be

' accurate, the tuo sets of neasntenants nouid have a carrelatxon
of one, and a slope of one. Hovcver, if the first set of

neasntc-ents were in centiletets and the aecond set :ete in ,

-

inches, the tvo sets of measuresments would still be co-pletelg

equiialent to one another. The coz:gldtionlcoefticient would be

: *Bqt&i:t6:4?:bﬁt:tkﬁiftgfGB8i0i:6f;tiG:1€tfit:iitfifesfﬂiifh§ﬁ”“”**”W*W*"
English measures, !cnld not result in a slope equal to ome. |

Instead, the regression Ionld‘yieid a slopcvequal to 2.5%,
-approximately, which lncidcntali’ is the ratio of metric versus
English measures. CIQntly, the upit slope criterion is not

applicable in all cases. One rsolutioa is to—euante that the sase

unit of leasareleat is used. In :atio estination, for exanple, 7 .
the use of a.comamon "standard® offense description with a ;
pre-assigned valwe in fact serve to define the clit of
'ﬁneasnrelént.‘since in atio Beasures the ocigin is fized,

defig}nq a sccond;point on the scale defimes the uait of -

leasute-ent;'Unfortnlately, researchers have not always 1isisted

on using a comparable unit of loasnr.nont. As a rosnlt. it is .

often difficult to relate the slope of the r-gt-ssion line to

degree of comseansus.

-~
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Nop-zero a!s;sm-,?cssi{hit?v, Bose, and Berk (1978)

used a non-zero intercept as a criterion for overall meam

_tends to be difficult to imtezpret.

difference in iétingé’hefween,gtbups. FPor example, when the

_tatings of white subjects vere regresse on ihevratings'frOl

‘black snhjects, Rossi, Waite, Bngﬁ and” perk (1979) obtained an

1ntetcept:of —.39. The intercept of ‘the regtession equatzon of

male ratings on female ratings was -.80. Rossi, Waite, Bose, and

" Berk (1974) thetefore concluded that blacks tended to rate each

Wf“crile as more. “serious tham vhites by 0.4 units and females

tended to rate criles more seriously z?;; lales by 0.8 units. K

7:The problen llth this approach is that a non-zero intercept does

not always indicate an overall mean difference. The relationship
is somewhat more complex than that eavi saged by Rossi, iaite, oL
Boée,‘and Berk (1974). The intetcept’is a function of the
overall mean difference, the degree ot linear reiationship

betueen the two sets of ratxngs and the ratio of their -

'taspective—stanaaré deviations. A non-zero iate:cept therefd&e

. P

.

In their study, Rossi, Waite, Bose, and Berk (1978) used a
9- point interval scale. If crime seriousmess is measured on a

ratioc scale, as is the case in many of the studies in this area,

—-a non- zero imtercept takes on gquite a ditfergnt‘leaning. Simce

the zero point in tatig‘scglgs is not atbitra;y, the tégression

line -ust pass through the joiamt origin (0,0) if the linear

telations model is to hold. A mon-zero intercept ia this case

likely indicates that so-ethipg is amiss ulth,thg f1€ of the
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ratio scale lodel to c:ile setionsness data.

L

*

;;h;;;g;x ;gﬂg;gg Conparison of seriousness ratiags

betueen groups is cettainly aot ‘a silple satter especially when -

criase serionsness is measured on a ratio scale.

-

seriousness is measured on a ratio scale,:oth*r co;plications

must be dealt with. In magnitude esti.ut,i y situations in

psychophysics, fb{ examsple, in judg-ents ofwbrightness of a
light source or loudpess of a tone, the sxze of the nulbers used

is frequently determined by the subjectqg Itkis tairty ohvions IR

that in such a sitnation, comparisons of ahso;ute nagnitude

Vhetveen suhjects 1s quite useless. rhis is hecanse ratings

produced by direct ratio estination are not necessa:ily tied to

any specific wait of measurement, or modulus. rge ters modulus
is'synonypdnsvyith unit of leaSQIeient, and is used -
'iintetchangeahlyyin the present context.

In a ratio estimation sitvation shere a subject is showa
two sticks,andﬁis asked to first assign;a,nnlber,to atlckwl,;énd,f
then to assign a second number to stick B such that the values:
reflect the number of times stick B is longer ‘than stick A, the
subject is pot restricted ia bis choice of numbers. If stick B
is in fact tvxce as long as stick A, the subject is free to '*éfm,;
assign, say, 5 to stick A and 10 to stlck B. llterlately, h\\éin\\\\
assign 1 to 'stick A and 2 to stick B. In addition, vhatewer

numbers the subject eventually chooses, one can always apply a

transformation of the fora y=ax to the ratiags, vhere y is the
nev scale value, x is the Qtlqiﬁi143CIIé"I1IU‘Ilﬂ‘t‘i!‘t]"t!ti“““*
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nolbet constant. Clearly, the absolute vﬁlues of "the nusmbers are

;nut“of~any\ittetest—in—a:ﬂfat—theiselvesffaxnn‘thongh‘the
lnnbe:§%1re seaningful because they do correctly reflect the
telaxive alon;;s of the attr;bnte under stndy. This
indetetoiaacy has proted to be t:ouhleso-e for the lany
researchers’ vho have attenpted to conpare oagnitude estimations

across various groups of subjects (lklan & . § rnandeau, 1967;

riglio, 1975). ro: exalple, results of a stndy un rrtaken hy
xvalseth (1980) to compare ratings ohtained fron Borwegian
stadents Iith those obtained by Aksan and Hormandeau (1967) is
girticalt to issass;‘lvaiﬁéfk’f198ﬁflﬁi&’not:n3e~a standarﬂffor
.reference, nor did be fix the upit of leasnreoent.,ln situations
vhere subjects are allowed to use an) nusber they wish, the

absolute size of the ratiags is not of any inte:eét._ln this

tespect, ‘the use of snch_st;“;;_ » he t-test
and analysis of variance in these sitnations is not apptopriate.
Pease, Iteson, and rhOtpe (1975) recognized this ' o
‘indeterlinacy prohleg. Their sclution rag to transforl lagnitodﬁ‘
8 ? scafés by subtracting from each rating tho median of the
tespeotive*gtonps; and dividing throﬁ;ﬂ by the average absolute
deviation fronlthé oedian. In effect, they substituted cne
orohlel for another. rh;ir EpproaCh dloqhted to the assertion, '

without proof, that the median setionsness for all groups are

TTTe—

e S

In spite of t@@&wat&m

\\\\\\\\\\ffitednres yield scale values which are omly determimed to




vi;hiﬂ"SOle linear'trtnsforxation"of'the"forlﬂyf=”a§;'or”iu"tié”:4’:’fm
rloga:ithlmforlf1094}}e-,log{a}4¢410g4x},e;aseazche:secontinneetO——eee——f
toatxaely compare seriousness estitations,across gronps-

ptocednre wh?ch can overcome thls ptoblel of the arbitrary

',lodulus should therefore be a welcome addition to the tools

available to tesearche:s vorking in this area.

BV

_gg'Qg§§tigg'ggﬁldgifiiigf“”'WH& o S o i

i

A central part of the Sellin and aolfgang (196&) crine

classificakzon systen is the addit1vity of serionsness scores.
Their systel focnses on the criminal event as the basic umit of
lanalysxs rather than on categories defined acqording“to legal
1abels. Since a criminal event may involve one or more elegents,
vhere the elements are either distinct criminal acts or facto?s
which égg:ava;e it,jeachwczininalwerant can,be~scored a8~the£mr;~r~ifir
eilple’sul of the sericusness of itsiindividual elements. '
:ihether crise seriousmess scores can be added in this mammer is

open to debate. Sellin and Holfgang {19648) d4id not conduct a

G

)specxfic test for ncn—add1t1v1ty. Bany 1nvest1gators believe
that the Sellim and Holfgang systen adeqnately reflects the .
~seriousmness of criminal events tegar ess of whether the event

involved a'single offender coamitting A _sgingle otfense or a ‘

s1ngle offender cn:nittiagvtuitiple offenses or multiple

R '
|

offenders committing single or lnltiple offenses (I‘IIford & f

¥iatrowski, 1975). Others, however, believe that the serionanesg

~_
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of complex criminal events caqnbt be 6htai£éd as a simple Su: 6f
the sétiousness of the individual eleaments (Peasé, Ireson; &
Thorpe; 1974; Rose, 1966); These 1aftef researchers believe that
the pefceived seribusneés of a criminal event dépends on the
particular mix cf individuval criminal events. In other words,
they believe that depending on the patticnl&r eix of events, the‘
vhole is more or perhaps even less than thewsnl:bf the - |
 ipdividual parts. | : |

on the sabject of additivity, Rose {1966) ccalented:;'the
important assuaption that one can merely add scores for coipiex
events has not been tested by the autho;s,...llthéngh—the
scoring systen»i}s designed so thaf it could in particular dea;
with complex eveamts no such cosplex event was included in the
list of 141 offenses' (p- %21). In an attempt to shed some light
on this issue of additivity, a number of studies were
undertakena

- Pease, Ireson, and pe (197&) conducted an experiment to
test the assulptioﬁ\of additivity. Their saaple consisted of 147
students entolled in evening tlasses in the naﬁchester area. 0§
the 147 stndents, 35(:;;21fela1es, and 55,verellaies; fso fb;ls
vere devised each coamtaining f@nr pairs of offenses, of which
tvo pairs vere fillers. The students uwere presented vith either
" form A or form B. The task was to detersine if the second
offense was (1) less serious, (2) equally serious, (3) one and a
half time as serioué} (4) twice as serions,\(§) tvo and a half |

times as serious, .(6) three times as serious, or (7) sore than
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three times as serious,_conpé:ed torthevfirst.

The results sh@ned that over 511 four pains,h{;nffgnses
used in the study, roughly 32 per cent of the rhtings vere in
the twice as seriﬁns category. Some 48 per cent of the judglgnts
vere classified in the less than twice category, and 20 per cent
were judged to be more than twice as serioés- fhis, according to
Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe (1974), contradicted the assuaption of -
additivity, since only some 32 per cent of the tespcnses'werg in
agreesent with the frediction ofvSellin and Holfgangr(ISGG).

Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe (1974) were criticized by
Sellford amd Hiatrovsk; (1975) who pointed out that their
results cannot be used tcffutther our undexstandin§ of the
additivity issue, because of a 'fatalrnethodological error®. In -
three of the four paits of o:fenses, the’tuo elements of the
event were separated in tilét In one case the two elements were
nsepar#ted by "a few days", in inother by ®later®, and in ;he
third by ®"soon after'. These critics sunggested that if the
ambiguity caused by the time dimemsion vas.taken into account
the data collected by Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe would in fact
j?@port_the additivity assumption. |

Wagner- and Pease (1978) replicated the study by Pease,
I;;son and rhorgf/j;;::;;-the same procedure vwas n#ed, bovefet,
the‘fonr sets of offense descriptions vere changed so that there
vas no temporal separation between the ldltiple criminal acts.
The results still shoved that overall, only about 18 per ceat of

the judgments were classified as "twice as serious".
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¥ellford and ;iittouski (1%75{ collected datg from 118
students froa tﬁe Florida State ﬁnivetsitj (r;s.u.), Two sets of f
offense descriptions uete'coipiled. The first set consisted of
37 descriptions of simple offenses, all taieg directly fros Ihe
Measurement of Delinguency, a book authored by Sellin and
9olfgan§ and published in 1964. The second set contained 21
descriptions of complex offenses. The offenses were similar to-
the ones iﬁ the first set, bltﬂvete -odifieq so that sultiple
criminal acts -ere“involved. For exagple, offensexdescription
number three in set one read: “The offender robs a‘petson ofVSS
at gunpoint. o éh]sical bara occurs® (p. 185). In the second |
set, the offense read: "The offendet robs fuo persons of $5 at
gunpoint. No physical bars occurs®™ (p. 187). The chamges varied
fros one offender committing an offease aéainst two persons to
three offenders each comaitting tvo offenses. A magnitude
estimation proéedure ¥as used, and eack student rated the
offenses in t}oth sets. | s

Since the complex criminal events used by Wellford and
Fiatrovski (1975) wvere made up of a namber of disérefe criminal
acts, the seriousness of these events could bke deriwed
indirectly, by addimng up. the seriousmess scores of the
individual criminal acts. Twvo such indirect scales were derived.
One used scale values from students at the F.S.U0. Since the
crime descriptions were takem from Sellim and Wolfgang (1964) ,

the second indirectly derived scale values vere obtained by

adding uvp the scores from the Selliam and Wolfgang (196#) study.
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The correlation betveen the directly scaled complex crimes and

the P.S.U. indirectly scaled coaplex criles vas 0.97. rhe

correlation betveen the directly scaled conplex ‘crimes and the

Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) indirectly scaled ctilesvvas 0.90.
The substantial size of the correlations led Wellford and
Wiatrowski (1975) to conclude that: "the additivity agsnpption
is strongly énpported. Hhile'the absolute values of gerionsnébs

are snrely changing, the results of our tesearch lead us to the

conclusion that the minimus condition of additxvity replication

is supported®™ (p. 183) Vvisual inspection of the data provided by
Wellford and Wiatrowski (1975) showed that ditect and indirect

scale values for the co-plex crimes of the r.s.u. students Iere

genetally of the same magnitade, but the indirect scale valnes

<

derived fros Sellin and Wolfgang (196¢) were. only abont half as
large as those obtained froa the P.S.lU. students. (

A conclusion of strong suppott for additivity ié perhaps
not totaily justified, since the guestion of additivity camnot
be tggolvgg by“the use ot'thé correlatiptal tééhnique alone.,Tte
magnitude of the ratings sust ;lsq be_tﬁken into considétation.
If crinme setionsﬁéss is a&aitive, then ditectly scaled and
indirectly scaled multiple criminal evenmts should neia
seriousness scores of app;oxiﬁgtely‘the same magnitude. The
ratings for some crimes éi}feted by a fairly large amount, even

vithin the F.S.U0. saiple, indicating that péfhaps others factors

need tobﬁé taken into account. Without additional studies, the

question of additivity canpot be properly answvered.

!



The large differemnce in ratings betveen the scores-derived

from Sellia and Holfgang (1968) and the r.s.u. scores cannot be

easily explained away. It is perhaps a further illnstration of R

the problelsuphich stand in the wvay of meaniangful co-parxsons of‘

magnitude scores obtained fros different studies.
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III. Parpose and Scope of the Preseamt Study

There is little doubt thnf the crime seriousness scale and
crine classificaticn systea pioneened by Sellin and ‘Wolfgang
(1963) appeal to many crid&nologists- rhis is evidenced by the
fact that the seriousness index developed by these authors
continues to be popular anong ‘researchers (Shele], 1989).
Houever, the lack of agreenent concerning issues ;ﬁih as

consensus, and additivity, and on how to deal uith the problen .

of the atbitrary nodnlns points to the need to re- exanine sone' .

0&

qf these issues. ’ B "
The purpose of-this study, therefore, is to extend our
current understandxng of crime seriousness scallng. With this in

mind, the following three issues vill be examined:

1(1) 'The goodness of fit of the power function model to
the subjective crime serionSness data.

-

(2) The arbitrary modalus, or arbitrary unit of
measuresent problem and how the problen o
might be overcomed.

(3) The issne of additivity of seriousness scores. - ‘
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Soodpess of it S =

' Inen nagnitnde'éstination procedures are used in
) psychophysics, ‘the adegnacy of the power functionm model is
frequently assessed by exanining the correlation coefficient
bet%pen the logaritha of the physical stisulus and the logarithl
of the response. In the scaling of psychological variahles Ihere
the values of the stiluli are gemerally not,knonn. researchers
have f:egnentlj resorted to tne exanination of the correlation
coefficient between responses obtained by rechner's'or ;
Thurstone's category scaling procedures and the Yogarithm of
magnitude estimatiocns. Stevens {1966) suggested the use of this
proCednre; He stated that "if the sane relations that have been
shoin}to obtain invsensory»psychopnysicsbanong the\three general
kinds of measures can also be shown to characterize the
comparable scales created ‘with nonletric (psychological)
‘stllull, added confidence attaches to the outcome® (p. 532).
The use of the correlation coefficient for model testing
has been criticized by several investigators including Birnbann
(1973, 1974) and Anderson and Shanteau (1917). These
investigators have pointed ont that any acnotone function will
have a large linear cospounent. Good (1972) delonstrated that for
some nonlinear lonotone functions the correlation coefficient

can approach one. Since a11 nonotone increasing functions tend

to have high correlations, a high and significant correlation

vould not necessarily indicate that the poner ‘model or some
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other nodel is appropriate for the data.

rhe iasne as to uhether or not the so called ratxo scales

of crise seriousness in fact poasess ratio properties has never
been explicttly studied- Por exalple, no one has attempted to
assess the goodjess of fit of the power lodel to the subjective
crise serionsne;%-data. Nevertheless, this i§sdeA1s'a P
fnndaneotalvone £38x any crime clhssifiCatioa'syste-’shich uses
scale values obtained hy/the use of the power model. Por this
_reasom, a goodness of fit test 15 proposed in this study, and

the fit of the power aodel to orine seriousness ratings will be

tested.

Arbitrary sedelus

Sellin and ¥olfgang (i966)'chose to use ratio scales
instead of category scales because as they put it 'lagnitnde
estilatlon scale values dre a product of the rater rather than |
the experrlenter,,and,a? such have an inherent velidity that
oannoi ke clailed for’ghe ilbosirion of a fized range of
, oategor] values b&”%hé experirerter on'the rater's

Judgment....the fre dom in the range of fossible responses

available by the sagnitude estimation technique provides
intrinsically more inforsationm about the raters* judgments than

the se:erel;,li ited categories" (p. 272). Unfortunately, the

pricedfor this/ flexibility is that the vait cf measuresent used

is unique to/each rater. Amomg other thimgs, the presemnce of the



‘approaches need be explored, and certain

arhxtrary sodulus problea inplies that ‘strictly spaaking,_c

averaqing ratings over raters is not appropriate. Siicg//t " s 7

appears that most researchers prefer the use. of . ratio scales, ‘a’

1

asolntion mnust be found. In this study, a nothod to overcone the

- arbitrary lodulns problen is proposed.

In general, the analyses used in studies concerned with -

additivity of crine seriousness ratings lack soPhistication-

More often than not, conclusions were based on visual inspection .

of the data and on the 1nspe on of such things as correlation

coefficients and slope of egression _lines. In this resnoct, nev

» Bore rigorous data
analytic techniques need to be enblo,ed. An ample of a study
vhich used a sonnd technigne 13 one conducted by ttfredson,

Young, and Lanfer (1980) , wvho set out to investxgate th

additivity assunption Jfros a new perspective. Ihey developed

descriptions of five cffensesa, inlol%ing theft, check fraud,

burglary, robbery, and vandalism. Each of the five offemses
appeared ten times, each time with a different amount of
monetary or property loss. The ten different amounts were: $5,

$10, $20, $50, $100, $500, $1,000, $5,000, $10,000. The subjects

l ucée—159~undergradnate—andugraduate—stuﬁéﬁtsuénrolled¥at—Johnkw~m¥—wm—

ﬂnpkinx,nnllorsjt; AJJ,snhgecir,rntgdunll,Snrcring,ﬂgscriptions

using an 11-point category scale. A two-factor repeated-neasures
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analysis of:tatiahce design was used. f-valnes fdt the tio:i}»

, 1ndependent vatiables, crime type and lonetary loss, vere

significant (p < 0.001)- Of greatet interest is the fact thct

the interaction bet'een ctiae type aand lonetaty loss wvas also ]

significant {p <70.Onl).’1nspection of the gtaphs of the pouar:

‘functioss relating monetary loss and judged seriocusness for the

five offenses (Goftftedson, !oang & Laufer 1980), showed that

‘the offense of robbery appeared to. be prinarily‘responsihle for

the obsetve¢ interaction effect. It 1s_to be nT:ed that of the =
i

five offenses, robbery was the only offense which involved any

~ degree of confrontation between offender ,?‘?F‘,,,,!}Sfi!g_,}!‘,é,}PB?;,,

vas of a lorerserioﬁs;natutelc01pared\to the other crimes. f
In a second expenilent Gottfredson, !odhq, and Laufer

(1980) added tvo other types of crile to the original list of
five. These were rspe and robbery involving the death of a
victiam. The subjects uere 158 students fros Rutgers Universxty.
An analysis of variance again shovea—a significant interaction
tern. Furthermore, inspection of the graphs showed that the
slope of the line relating seriousness and"nonetsry loss -
appeared to be less steep for the more serious crile of rohhety
and rape, than crises such as theft or check fraud. ;hus, given
the offensé of rape, ncnetasy loss se?ftoadd very Iiitle to

the seriousness of the crisinal event B K

The implications of this result’ ate quite clear. The

[ ,,,/_ —

percexved sericusmess of a co:plex crime is not only a function

of the seriousness of the individnal criminal act, but is also a
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function of the interaction between the crimimal acts which form

" part of the”total‘crilinal event. One can forfexilpge, speculate

Vrthatriﬁ a rébbéfiilhkﬁiiéi tiqrofwgi;m;Iéii;; afefiiiled, the
‘rfgbbery'itself night appear to‘hé«iess setidng‘i@an usial, when
seen in the light of the two Qoiicides. If this is fhg case, an
additive no&el sight not desctibé the éhenouenon accurately. In
) qeneral,gsuch a'iode1-lighE tend to qverestinateAthe‘senionsness
'/of comnplex offenses. ‘. |

fhé use of analysis of variancé to test for additivity ié

vastly superior to other previously u;éd techmigques.

Regrettably, ‘analysis of variance technigues are not appropriate |

il

vith the“qsnal ratio scaling technique since scale qaldes are

deterained only tq'uithin some linpear transfotnatioﬁ5of the fora

“ y=aX. Gottfredsom, Young, and Laufet {(1980) used an 11+point

category rating procedure. However, since the ratio scaling
technique proposed im this study overcomes- the arbitrary modualus
-problen, the,additivity of gatio"5ca1es of crime seriouspess

vill be assessed with the use of the analysis of variance.

Theogetica]l Copsi tions

°

In their development of a crime seriosspess scale, Sellin
and Holfgané (196¢)Alade use of the povwer function. étggens'
_pover law stipulates that subjective ‘magnitude isa pover
function of the stimulus magnitude (stevems, 1957). Thus if & is

the subjective magnitude and x represents some attribute of the

¢
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‘ object being sbaleﬁ, the fanction relating the two is of the

fora:

M - , r = ax

The snbjéctiie‘lagnitude r 1s‘deterlinedrby the value of

the stimulus x raised to sose pover b. The eiponent b is said to’

' be'charactetistic of the phenomenon under study. All this is
deteramined to within some arbitrary sultiplicative constant a.
Equation 1 can be expressed in ancther fors. Taking logarithas

on both sides of the equation, we get:

2 log (r) = log(a) + b log(x)

Equation 2 is the familiar equation to a straight line,

‘where b is the slope and log(a) is the intercept.-In a lagnitnde,

estilatiqn sitvaticn vithbno preScribedvlodulus, the-interéept
is a functién of the snbject‘and his particular preferehce'fét
the use of certain nnnhef ranges. Thus, log (a) can be viewed as
some 'mean' level which may differ from individuval to
.individual. The standard procedute in crime seriousress research
uses magnitude estimations directly as the d;fa for‘analysis. It
is obvious that comparisons of tkese magnitudes by computing the
geometric means of y ofrthe arithmetic means of log(y) across
individuals or across groups (if aggregation of individual data

could be jastified) yield results which may be less than

meaningful.
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v |
" procedure for scalizg e

o«
R

The method deveiopeﬁ here involves ;hé presentation of
stinuli,fof-donpatative judgment in a péired comparison
situation. Cblteyv(1950) proposed a similar method. In thet
Comrey experiment suhjects had the task of dividing 160 points;
between tgo,stignli soras to reflect the ratio of théigr
téépective attributes. Thus, stimuli were presented two at a
time. A1l possible pairs of stimuli were presented. In the
present study, each subject .will be prééentéd,;ighra sin@ié‘p&ir
of stilﬂl{;ﬂghosen from a list ofAeight sti-u;i (Appéndixl);
One of the stimuli, break and emter, will be used as a baséline
condition. The other seven stisuli all include break ?nd entetw
in addition to other crime descriptions. The task of the.snbjéct
is to assign numbers to the pair of stimuli presented to hinm so
as to reflect the tatib:of"the lagnitnde of theratttihuté under
study. The method p:bposed here differs from that of Coamrey in
that a slightly different kind éf restriction is placed on the
size of the numbers the subjects can. use. In this study, the
subject is asked to assign:a 10 to the least seriocus of the two
criles. This nuamber is then used as a "standard” in the pdired
conpariéqn task. All poésihle.paif§ of stimuli are presented.
¥ith a total of eight stimuli, the number of combinations taken

two at a time is 28. Thus, there were 28 pairs of stimuli.
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The presentation of pairs of stinuli produces data uhich L

can he used to overcose the 1ndeterlinacy in the estimated

lagnitndes, inhetent in lost ratio scallng procednres. In this

case, the ratic of the estimated nagnitudes is used instead.of

the'lagnitudes themselves hs in previous studies. If rli;j) and

J

r(i,j") are est;lated ser;onsness scores ohtained by comparative

judglent fros suhject {i)‘on stimoli (j) and (j )} » where j- > j'

. o | p N
3) B (i, ) = a(i) * x(3) R
. :; % o o ‘ b , Aii
(%) zy, TL,J%) = a(i) * x(j*) /
then, .,,* . , . P
e - "'54 | o b . b
AS) (r(d, ) /e, 30) = (all) * x(3))/(ati) * x(3°))

(x(3)/x(3"))
‘ :
The multiplicative ébnstant conveniently disappears. The

logarithl form is:-.

(6) log(rix.j)/r(l.j ) = 4109(3(1)) +b log(x(j)))
: : = (log(a(i)) + b log(x(j')))
e = b (log(x(j)) = log(x(3*)))

Agaln, the 1ntercept (log{a{i))) dzsqppears--zqnations 5
and (6) draw attentiom to the fact that the data in the fors of
loq(r(i.j)/rtitj'))Anr,log(r(i.JLLflogirtifJLLLAAtefadeqnatelxﬂu44~f+~

deterlined, and thus, allow the use Qf,gggljseé such as the,té

test and analysis of variance to test for hypotheses concerning
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the degree- of seriousness of crimes under the various

experimental conditions.

Testing for Interactjon EBffects *

The existence of non-additivity in offence seriousness
scores can be convepiently tested by performing an an;lysis of
variance. Since e;ch crime description is paired with every
other description, and since there are tvo levels to each
~ description, present or absent, the data can ke represented by a
2 X 21X 2 factorial design (Appendix B). A statistically
significant interaction term would, in this case, indicate that
off ence seriousness scores ére not additive.

The ordinary limnear model is represented by the'follovinQ

eguation:
(7) y =Xt +e

The model for the present study can be representéd by
eguation 8,

8 r(j,j') = cxb + e

where f(j,j') is a vector of mean observed (log)‘hifferences.
That is, r(j,j" is obtained by aweraging log(r(i,j)) - ¢
log(r(i,j')) over subjects. The usual vector of regression
weights is b, and e is a vector of randos érrors. X is an 8 by 8

design matrix representing 3 independent variables, two-way and

"
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- three-way interactions of the ordinary linear model for 3

-

independent variables each having two levels: zero, and one.

Effect
B ¥V T A VT VA TA VTA
1t 0 0 o0 o0 0 o0 0 B
) 1 1 0 0 0 o0 ©0 -0 v
- t 0 Y 0 0 O o0 Q\o T
(99 ¥ = t @0 0 t 0 0 0 ™0 A . Crime
1t 1 1 0 1 o0 Ujp 0 VT  Type
1 1 o 1 o 1. o o VA
) 1 0 1 1 0 o0 1 o TA
1 1 1 1 111 VTA

The rovs of the X matrix tepreSent crime descriptioné and
the céld}ns represent the effects. The absence of an effect is
denoteq‘by ze:o,'and its presence is denoted by o#e. Thus, for
example, the baseline condition, break and entet,-iéndalisn,
assault, and a tvo-way interaction effect, vandaliss and as;anlt
all contritute to the overall effect of crime description 6’}rovf
6) - g |

Since E(j,j') is actauaally a§yectoerf diffetencgs obtained
by comparative judg!ents, that is Z{j,j') is obtained by
averaging log(r (i, J)) - log(r(i,j*)) over squects,’the contrast
satrix C is therefore used to iodify the b&sic design satrix X

in order to reflect ihe subtractions. The foras of the C matrix

is shown in equation (10).
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Rov one of the contrast matrix C, for example, represeats
the co-parativ; judgments involying tﬁé‘baseline and vandalisnm.
The C matrir is used as a meanms ofladjuéting the design matriz X
to indicate for each comparison, which effect is in or out.

Thus: the matrix CX consists of zeros, ones, and minus cpes, and
indicates whether an effect is absent, present or is subtracted

from the overall effect. The regression veights represent the

" effect of the corresponding conditioas.

Inspection of equation 8 reveals that the first three
regression veights have an additional function. In the present
ftaleiork,rthe first three regressionbueights are also the log
of the estimated scale values for vardalisa, theft, and assault,
respectively. Since the estimatiom procedure produces relative
seriousness values, the CX smatrix bas only seven coluans instead

of eight. This simfly means that the log of the scale value for
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the baseline condition is arbitrarily set to zero. The scale’
values for vandalisas, theft, and assault are thus estimated

relative to baseline value of zero, in log units.

Goodness of Fit Jest

The replicaticn of each paired comparisom across a number
of subjects provides a means for testing the goodmess of £{f\bf‘
~the pover functicn model to the snbjéctive seriousness data. The
goodness of fit test groposed'herérihvolves the comparison of

tvo models representing the data.

(11) Cor(ild,3Y) = t(3,9') ¢ eli, 1,3
(12) r(i, 3,39 =[S - s3] + e(1,3,3")
L r

Equation 1i represents an nncoﬁétrained model where the
observed score r(i,j,j‘{’fron subject 1 ratingjalfair of stiluli'
3 and j*, is equal to the true score t{(j,j*') plus error
e(i,§,§*). Equation (12) represents a coastrained sodel. In thkis
model the variabidity aésdciated with the :esidnJI error
consists of twc coapoments. Obne couponent'is a consteft for all
subjects in the (3, 3*) group, but may vary across groups. The .
second component represents uncontrolled variability of the ith
SCOIE€ from the (j»3*) group mean. The errors, e({i,j,j*’), are

assymed to be norwally distributed with sean equal to zTero and

variance equal to scme value sigma. The test of “goodaess of
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fit® comsists of a cclpafigogv0f the gtrOt variances obtained
from the two _podels. An estimate of phefgttdt variance of thé
unconsttai‘ned loﬁel can be obta.tnjd fi:éa SSE(1), ﬂich is
obtained by pooliig‘the sum of sqnapéﬂ deviations of the
tesponses.r(i.j,j') about their group iea;s.rssn(1) and the

‘degtees of freedos fo; SSE(1) are given by the following /“\

' equations:
L : . - 2
R I R SSE(1) =§.§-££ (r(i,3.39 - £(3,3)
(14) ‘ af(t) =j£j£- (¥(3.3%) - 1]
i

The error variance for the constrained lodgllcan be
»ohtained from SSE(2) (equation 15). s]j) and é}j') aré:COlpnted
vscale values for stisuli j and j‘'. |

_ . - 2
(15)  SSE(2) »=;£-f-2 [t(i 3.3 - (5(NH-5(3'N) ]

3'i

: : . o
SSE(2) can be partitionmed intc two parts (equation 16).

This conceptualization of SSE(2) is particularly useful, since

. . A
SSE(3) can be viewed as the suam of squared deviatioms due to
®"lack of fit®". SSE(3) and the degrees cf freedom associated with

SS® (3) are given by equaticps 17 and 18.

(16) SSE(2) = SSE(1) ¢ SSE(3)
, _ 2
(17 ssB(3) =£Z 83,9 (5(N-5W")) - t (3, 1))
i3

(18) d£(3) = [f(e - M/2) - (p- N = (p - N(p - 2)/2
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It thé pover aodel is apprﬁpiiate for the subjective
seriousness data, both guantities 553(3)/df(3),and ési}i)/df(i)-'
provide independent qstilates of the error variamce. The
quantity [ SSE(3),d£(3) I/[SSE(1)/df(1) ] is distributed as P with
daf (3) and df (1) degrees of fteedql;rthis quantity can therefore
be used as é statistical test fof the goodness of fit of j:he
sodel. To the extent thatﬁthe povwer model lacks proper fit, |

SSE(3)/d£(3) will be inflated, and the computed P will be large.

-
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IV. Bethodology

Subjects

Subjects for the study wvere selected fron the undetgraduatebf
student populaticn at Simon Praser Unxversity. The students were #‘
enrolled in Social Sciences courses for the 1982-1983 acadenmic
year. A total of 1082 stndents, 521 lales and 561 felales,
served in the stndy. !he sedian age of lale suhjects vas 21 Te

and the median age for fesmale snhjects vas~20.ﬂ; Nost of the

‘subjects were single,(BSSj- Some 3.1 per cent wvere liviﬁg ander

conion law, and 7-u ‘per cent wvere narried.‘Legallj-sepatated or
divorced students nade np 3.3 per ceat of the salple, and 1.2

" per cent did not respond to the item. Just over one fifth of the
sample, 22.9 per;cent, indicated that they had been the victia

of a crime in the,past year.

Independent vagiables

Four indegeadent variables, Lreak amd enter, theft,
vandalisa, and assault vere used in the study. Thke choice of
these independest variables vas based on several considerations.
Descriptions of very serious crimes vere excluded fros the

study. It wvas felt that if tﬁe pover model is an appropriate
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nodel, thén it vould surely be approptiaté for crises of low to

' moderate seriousness. ‘ﬂrt.rsei;ecttmrtf low to moderately serious —

crises, therefore, tends to bias the results in favor of the
model. If the pover model cam be shown not to fit under these
conditions; the results would be all the more meaningful in the

‘broader context of crises in general.

/
/

;// Another major cohcernrof,this study is the additive effects
1//gf crihe on the pefception pf fgrioushess. The ability fp Aix

’_ various crise descriptions in'otder to forl élansihle incidents 'f
is thetefore ilportant.rrhe selectxon of the tour crinmes, hreak
and enter, vandalisl, theft and assault, made It relatively

easy“to construct lixed incidents. Descrlpt;cns of criminal

events were generated using one or more of,;he four crimse types.

One independent vatiahle, break and eater, served as the

baseline condltxon- That is, descriptions of criminal eveats k
alvays included break and enter. ‘The ‘other three types, theft, "
vandalisa or assaglt, were either present or ahsent. This
arrangenent can he;conceptnalized in teths of a 2 by 2 by 2
factor1a1 design (Append1x B) requiring exght descriptions of
criminal events- A comflete list of all eight desctxptions caa

be found in Appenﬂ;x A. For convenzence,,each crise description

is identified by .a six-character 1label (lpfehdix A). Por |
examfle, AOT1VY ldentlfxé\‘the event ac a break and emnter’

resulting in theit (T1) and !andalis; {V1) bntfnogaasanltftjni'

-

A0T0V0 ;ndigated that the_event was simpl 1 a hreak and eater, no

/’/

theft (T0) orvvaadaliS| {(v0) or assault (10) took plgce. The



‘eight iteas in Appendix B foraed thé basis éf the guestionnaires

‘shiﬁh uere,éresentnd_tn,thg,aghjggtggﬁnach ggrthe;eight'wa
descriptions was paired with every»other description,"résnlrinq
in a total of 28 diffexrent pairs of crime descriptioas. Bdch
guestionnaire, however, contained only a single(?air Qf crime

4 (< descriptions.

Procedure

‘The guestionnaires'tere ad-iniéteréd to subjects, on a
randon basis, dnring their regnlar class tlne. Bach subject vas
presented with the descriptions of a pair of crisinal events.‘
All‘possihle pairs of the events wvere presented. Each subject,
however, responded to only oﬁquair. rhe‘subjécts were required
to directly estimate the seriddsness of the two criié'events

. relative to one ancther by assigling nusbers to each of the |
descript1ons. This procedure is sisilar to that used 1n lany
previous crime seriouspess g;alinq studies. Prior to the
adainistration of the qnestibnnaires the sdbjects were
instructed to read the 1nstrnctions vhich vere attached to eac§
qnestionaaire. The 1lstruct10ns were as follons-A | ‘

On the folloving paqe‘are descriptions of two Ctil;

events. Your task is: to tell how serious the tvo eveats

are relative to omne another. Assigm a value of 10 to the
- crime which you think is less serious. Then assign a

numbter to the other crise £o that the number reflects
the serioasness of this crime relative to the less

. serious ome. Confirms your decision by -asking yourself
vhether the second crise is in fact that many times more
serious tham the ome assigped a 10. ror'exalplg. if you

&
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v ST '
feel that Crile///is less serious thanm crimse A, you
assign 10 to crise B. Now, looking at the two crimes

again, you feel that crime A should be assigmed-a score w;rw
of 25. Is crise A two and ‘a2 half times as sexrious as

of 25. If on ‘don't feel this is guite tight, teconsider ‘
and make amother assignsent. You can use whole numbers,
or decimals. Just sake sure that the assigameats you

make are proportional to the seriousmess of the crises

as yog/petceive then.

Sinch each subject responded to a pair of crime
desctiptzons, it vas nocessary,to counterbalance" fot a possible
oidix effeét.uxa bhis!tegard, the o:det ia‘niiéh tﬁe avents
appeared -#s revetsgd for half of the subjects. This ptoCedlte
in effecg[doubled the number of pairs of guestionnaires froa 28
to 56. '

The gnestionnaxtes were o:ganlzed ipto sets prior to
distribution. Bach set containmed al}l 56 pairs of 1tens.'llil
gquestionnaires in a sget were disttibuyed before another set was
placed in circulation. This procedure vas adopted so as to

_easure that no single group of snhjecté/raspolded.to an
‘;xcessive rusber of a particniar pair of iteas. To some degree,
this approach also ensared _that apptoxil&tély the saae number of

subjects responded to each of the 56 guestxonnaires.

- The research plan called for the collectiol of data for the h

'ifirst 20 male subjects and the first 20 fenale snbjects for each
of the 28 cells of the design. The qoestionnaires were therefore
dxvxded into two equal stacks. One stack vas earaarked tg:
dxsttibutlon to male subjects angd the othet vas latked for

| e - - g
dxsttzbntxon to fesale sub jec ts. throuqhout the data colloctxon

phase strict accounting of the qnestionnaires Ias kept.:lny
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questionnaires that tet§ spoiledfpgre replaced immediately. The
"nnlher of spoiled qnostionnaiies*iefe recptded.

| _fhé additiomal work which tesn1t§d f;oi fhe adoption of
this rather tediocus procedsre wvas well warranted sinmce it
resulted in reasoaably well balinced cell sizes, and yielded
appfdxiaatel} the samse nulﬁer of male and fesale subjects. This .

should, ip genmeral, sake data apalysis somewvhat less cdiplex.



¥. Reselts aad Biscussioa

Prelisinary Analyses

Tests for oxder gi;;gjgggg..rhe data were first exasined to
detetlfnec'kéther or not the two foras used in the study were
conpatable. In otdet to ensure that the results would be ialia
vhether a sex dszerence was present or not, tests for anm 2:40?
effect vere performed independenti} for sale and fesale
sub jects.

The mull hypothesis of no overall diffetence betveen the
means of the two foras (orders), across ;11 28 cells of the
design, can be tested'tity the use of an P-test (BEgwation 19).

}19) F = (mean éénare orde:)lean séuate within)
The mean square for order is given by:

28 _ -z '
(20)j-~t-(r(1.j) - (2,9)) / (WD) +(1/n(2,9)))) / (af)

where n{(1,3) and n(2,j) are the sample sizes for fors 1 and foras

2 respectively. ’
The mean square within is the error ters froa the two-way,
cell by forl ahalysis of variance. The presence of an order

effect would tend to inflate the *mean square order' and thus

result in a significant F.



pr3

Fortunately, for the stndy,‘the F-tes£s did not,teach )
staxisticnl,sxgnit;cance. ror'lale subjects, r(21 #65) = 1.073,
P> .05, aﬁd tor felales, r(27 505) = 0.795, p > <05. lotnally,
the results of these‘!—tests wvould have provided reasdnabiy d
strong evldgace that there was no order effect in either of the
tvo sex grogps. Bosever, ptelxlinary 1nspections of the data
’revealed'the possible 011stence of heterogendity of cell
variance. Th;ﬁbonogeneity of variance assuamption nndetlying the

‘P—test may thérefore have been vlolated. The exact probabilities

~of the P values-would be all but _impossible to assess.
I

g 2

!&%ef%ke%ess, thg tests should still provide a good%indicgtion
that no order effect exists, since the observed F-values did not
reach statistical significance in spite of large degteég of

freedon.

However, just in case the observed gegeroqeneity of
iariance should prcve to be real,- two additional series of tests
wvere carried out. The first was a series of 28’indepéndent
groups t-tests, one for eachwcell in the design. The t-test vas
selected because the iyﬂividual tests would not Se dependent on-
homogeneity of variance between cells. | \

| For male subjects, one out of 28 cells of the design, break
and enter compared to a sixed event breai and enter, vandalisa
and assault, prodaced a statistically significant result (t(17)
= 2,226, P ( 0.05). e 28 t-tests for females subjects also
prodnceﬁ only a single statistically’significant result: breék //

and enter conﬁared to a mixed event break and enter and theft
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(t(18) = 2.485, p < 0.05). Thérefbte, overall, the number of
significént t-tests were well witbhin that expgcﬁgq byichance.L 

A seri®s of Mann-whitney U-tests seré also cartied_out:,!ie
!ann-?hitﬁey J~-test was chosen for two principal reasons. First,
the Mann-%hitney U-test is a Pon4paraletti§ test and therefore
does nét‘reguirg any aésulption§ rggarding the distributiqhal
properties of }he_data. Second, the results of the D-test are
invariant with :eSpect to'nonotoni& transformsations of the data.
This last charactefistic can prove to be very useful ;f "
transformations of therdata are to be required in model fitting.
The Mann-%hitney O coefficients used in this study vere computed
in the normal fashion, except~for ties, vhich were divided
evenly between the two grougs.
’///_rhe results of the U-tests cogfitned’the earlier ﬁiidings
of both the FP-test and the t-tests. None of the 28 tests for
males vas significant, and for female snhjects, onlf one of 28,
bte;i and enter compared to the same mixed event break'and'enter
and theft, was sigpificant (U0(10,10) = 21, p < 0.05). Since all
three sets of tests seemed io point to a lack~qf an order
effect, data from the two foras were combiped for all subseguent
analyses. |

:§g!g'geneta; observations about- the data. Cell by cé€ll

inspection of fhe data reveaied unequal cell variances in both'
the male and female data sets. For male éubjects the smallest

cell variance wvas 0.07 and the largest vas 0.86. Levene's test'l

for unequal variances yielded an F of 2.10. The tail ptobability
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associated with an F of 2.1, with 27, and 493 degteéé of
vfreedo., is of ap%:oxilately -0011. .

. The ssallest variance for fesales wvas 0.05 and the largest
vas 0a41. Levene’s test for unequal variances was also
statistically sigpnificant. The computed F, with 27, and 533
degrees bf freedoa, wvas 1.93. I}e corresponding tail probability
is .004. In both data sets, some amount pf skev was also
evident. The skew, together with the mean, median, standard
deviation and Salpl; size are listed in Table 1 and 2. The sigmn
of the means and ledians'are arbitrary since ln(r (i, J)/r(i.,3"))
= —ln(t(i,j!)/r(i,j)). For the sake of comsistency ;(i,j)
vas obtained from 1ln{r(i,j)/r(i,j'))., where j > j'. However,
vith respect to a pair of descriptions, the sign of the mean or
sedian indicate which of the two description is more serious
than the other. Eeéative signs indicate that r(i,j') is lore.
serious than r(i,j), cbnversély, positive sigms indicate that *

‘r{i,J) is more serious thanm r(i,j").

Preliminary inspection of the data also revealed soame
interesting features ccncerning the percepticpn of seriouspess bf
the crinme descriptionsiﬁsed in the study. It would appeat tha}
vandalisa was considered to be more serious than theft. The )
average log seriousness ratio of vandalisa to break and enter
¥as 0-666 for sales and 0.760 for females, while the average log
seriouspess ratio of theft to break and enter ugk approximately

half as much, 0.403 and 0.305 for males and feléles

respectively. The ccrresponding median log seriousness ratio was

56



Table 1
%ean, Bedian, Standard Deviationm,
Sample Size and Skew

for Bale Subjects

YA

TA

1 A vr YA TA YTA
« 566 -.403 -861 .887 1,138 1,095 1.126 Bean
.620 .405 -908 -776 1.103 1.0817 .1.099 mdn
«303 -301 -882 -375 <819  _428 «523 S.Da
18 18 18 18 19 18 18 n
<310 ~.015 -.108 544 .275 1.256 «0370 Skevw
-.589 . 798 <199 -981 «595 1.058 Mean
-.680 -708 =378 .784 -673 -916 Bdn
<514 -675 -514 .eB17 ~883 - 485 S.D.
19 418 20 20 19 19 o
-.88C -163 -.568 -731 -.682 1.078 Skev
-789 4 .706 1,017 <967 1.200 Bean
.708 .667 -.369 «969 1.253 Ndn
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-.3M «262 Hdn
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1.538 -.006 Skew
434 Hean
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Table 2
Seap, BNedian, Standard Deviation
Sample Size and Skes
for Female Subiects

— — e e e e o —— ———

V- T A VT 7% TA YIA
.760 .305 .918 .695 1.076  1-137 1.290 Nean -
737 -390 .927 .688 1.952 1.068 1.139 mdn
E .455  .233  .419  .847 - .551 .683 .S07 S.D.
# 20 2¢ 20 20 21 20 20 1

<116 .218 -~_196 .225 -252 «677 -684 Skew

-.573 -624 <220 =918 «993 1.083 Bean
‘ -.578 -680 =405 -916 «951 -969 #mdn
v -637 -« 522 -517 «362 -615 «528 S.D.
' 20 20 290 20 20 20 n
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20 20 20 n
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) 20 20 n
J .538 -1.110 Skew
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-497 Hdn

TA «391 S.D.
20 n
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0.620 for males, and 0.737 for females for vamdalism, and 0.405,
and 0.390 for theft. This tread was also evideat ‘ia ;ixed

events. Por exasfple, vandalism in addition to a bteakfand eater
was seen to be more serious than theft im additien to a break

and €nter. The average iog sericusmess ratio of treak and eater
and theft to break and enter dnd.vandaliss vas -0.589 for malesy
and -.573 for fesales. The corresponding mediaas vére -.68 and
-.5€67. Megative valves indicate tk;t'vandalisn vas sees to be
more serious than theft. This tr94nd was again evident in ‘
three-vay mixed events. Por exaaple, the average 1;; serionsﬁeég/
ratio of break and eanter, theft ajmd assault to break and enter,
vandalisa and assault was —.158 fot males and '-.517 for females.
The ledians wvere -.371 aad -.575 respectively. Again, négative

. 2 .
values indicate that the event which involved vandalism was more

serious thanm the sase event vith theft in place of vandalism.

-7
Test for Sex Differepce in Perceptioas of Qffegce Serjoyspess

The subject of sex difference in the perception of crise
seriousness-has not been the focus of many studies. Seliin and
Wolfgang (1964), for example, did;not have much to say on the
subject. Their data were collected fros two grougs of male
students, a grouf of policesen and a group of juvenile court
judges, whc were probahiy all males. Akman and Normandeau (1967
and Ncrmandeau (1966), who replicated the work of Sellin and

Wolfgang, did report that scme of the ratings of male apd female
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sub jects appeared to differ frow one amother, bﬁt thernctioa of
a sex ditferen&e was disaissed because the overall *shapes® of
the ratings were very similar. Hsu (1973), however, did repott a
sex difference between the ritinqs.of Taivanese laigs And | |
felaies. Asu's conclusion was based on 'the the lack Qf.
sisilarity ia "shape® and “"slope®™/ two meassres wuhich are not
truly apﬁtopriate seasures cf sean difference.

Siace the/co;parative ratings obtained inm this sfudy
circumvent the arbitrary lodhlué probles, an analysis of
variance similar tc the cne used to test £or-aq order effect vas.
used to test for an overall sexheffect. The resulting F was
statistically significant (F(27,1026) = 1.72, P < 0.05). This
finding supports the results reported by Hsu (1973). |

Because of the heterogéneity of variance problen reportéa
‘earlier, two additicnal series of test were carried out. The
first was again a series of 28 indepenmdent groups t—tests; These
vere followed by a set of 28 HMaon-Whitney U-tests. :

ggnr of the 28 t-tests were found to be statistically
significant. The 301parisons which were statistically

significant vere, (1) vandalism compared to theft And'asgault,

1]

(t(Ji) -2.24, p < 0.05), (2) vandalism and theft compared to
vandalisn, theft and assaunlt (t(31) = 3.12, p € 0.01), (3)
vandalisa and assault conpated‘to theft and assault (£(31) ="
2.27, p € 0.05), and ?Q) vandaliss and assault compared to

vandaliss, theft and assault, (t(31) = 2.25, p < 0.05).
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- tests prédncnd the.;aie four gtatistica;ly sigﬁifi%itt
differences between the male and fesale subjects. (1) #andﬁlisn
coapared to theft and assault (U(19,20) = 115, p < 0.05), (2)
vandaliss and theff cospared to vandalisms, theft and iskault
(03 (19,20) = 98, p < 0-05), (3{ vandalisa and assan1t>coiPAtsd,t0~
theft and assault fﬁ(lQ,ZO) = 107, p < 0.05), and (8®) ;andalisn
and assault cospared tc vandalisa, theft and assault (0 (18,20) =
107, p < 0.05). Other than,ihevfaét that all four conpariﬁons.
involved assault'in a mizxed evgnt, novcthei seaningful patterné
are evident. le!ertheless;:it 1s frrobably safe to assert that at
least for some events, male and fewale subjects differed in
their percepticn of seriouspess. One of the implications of this
result, with respect to the present study, is the fact that data
from male and fesale subjects cannot be combined gor pargposes of
analysis. Therefore, in al{ subsequent 3nalysegi; le and female

4
subjects vere treated separately.

Goodpess of Pit of Poyer Model ] (Females) "

The resulé\pf the goodneés of fit test indicated tbatvthe
pover model was ;ot an appiopriate sodel for the perceived crise .
seriousness datd. The P-value was statistically significant
{F(21,533) = 3.56, p < 0-601). This ohvibnsly has serious
implic¥tions for the so‘called ratio scales of offence
seriousness. Wellford and Wiatrowski (IQTS)thad hailed the

development of the ratio scale of offence seriousness as %an
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isportant advance in the history of crimimology -- one that has
. provided the foundaticn for the developsent of a scieace of
begavior' (p- 185). Cam it be that this nev science is built on
aiféulty foundation? o |

A plot of the;obgetved cell léans against the values
predicted by‘the acdel ;eiealed some veryiint;testing,featntes.
Instead of the lineﬁr relationsbip predicted by‘(he model,
Figure i shovs a clear curvi-linear t;ead; it uould'apﬁeatbfhatA
for the more seriouns ewvents, tﬁé values predicted‘by the model
vere higher than the actual observed valﬁes; Thus, in'relaéion'
to the raters' pe:s;iprtion, the model overestimated the
sericusness of the mcre serious crimes. If this trend can-be
bel ieved, the more serious the crise, the larger would be the
discrepancy between obsferved and predicted valves.

The actual laék,of fit can be expected to bé vorse than
that fonnd in the present research, since descriftiohs of very
seriocus crimes were excluded fros the study. The power model
failed tﬁe éoodness'of fit test under ideal conditions, and \."'
therefore is unlikely to fit wvell ofer the whole seriogsness,ﬁ7

continuua /
| Heterogenejty of variance. In defense of the power sodel,
it msust be sentioned that the resuits bf the goodness of fit
test, unfortunately, cannot be cospletely trusted. This is due
td fhé heterogeneity of variance troble-, discussed in an
' "

earlier section. The exact probability associated vith the

F-value is not knowe.

62



" Ratio Model: Plot of gésewed and Pred'cted
o Ceﬂmeansbr!—'emdesnb,ecfs

2.5
2
T L5
® -
e asn
n.
3 INEN
o 1 A A
A AB
Py
A[‘gé A
0.5+ ¥al
N
Fay
m ’
048 T T T Y 1
0 0.5 1 .5 2 2.5
Predicted

63 -



Bittiog the Bodel with Trassforsed Dats (femsles)

#

t g o

Researchers ibp psychopbysics have sosetimes fouad it

L

neéessary toc correct ratings sade by subjects in order to
~achieve linearity on the log-log plot. Ekman (1958) proposed a
three paraseter sodel which relates khe lagnitude estilation, R,

of a rater to the physical st1|nlus‘% (equation 21),

1

- . n .
{21) * B =c(s - S(O)) P

z

“ '
: L ,
: - .

where ¢ is the usual constant related to'the a1

leasurenent, n is the exponent ihlgh deterlzne the aloﬁnt of.
curtature, and S(0), the third parameter is said to teptesent a
'k1nd~gf absolute threshold. , /1 -
: The notion of an absolute threshold‘isgén'old one. In a - °
ieviéf of the threshold concépff Corso {1963) stated that thg
ters threshold'las introduced into psychology_by Herﬁartﬁ(lszuy.
')In his artlcle, Corso (1963) dlstzngnished the notion of a :
sen sory thteshold fros a response threshold. Sensory thresﬁold )
relates sore to the physxoloq;dalaor neurological tuncpioningvof
the individual, ihiigvrésponse threshol& is defined in/terls of
an individual's respomse wvithin a specifiedrcontext. fhe latpef
viev persits operational'&efinitions of the ccncep;_of ' =
threshoid. and qpéﬁtding to Corso (1963) is favore&iby

conventionai,psychophysics. Regardless, of vhether‘bnevis .
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referrlng to-sensory threshold or response threahold, ope thing
is clear- The perceived zero point say not ne/;ssarily he the

absolgte zego point, and for this reason, sope reseatchers have‘

" found ig neeesSgty;to adjnstitheii ;atings in the manner

suggeSted by Ekman (1958). For exqppie, BcGill (197&}

sdccéssfully:straightened_out curved’1oudne§s';unctions by -

adjusting for the absclute threshold. a ) | A

Applying the concept of thresholdifo the sca;iﬁg of .
psycholdgical yariables may not be as simple as it might T;rsto
appea:: In ‘the Scaliﬁg of bﬁysical stinuli, the numbers

-representing sensation’are usvally plotted‘against the ﬁhjsical
units of_the stisuli. ?ot ex;nplé{i#rthe producfion ofylénd;ess
cqrveh, Eensation is plotted against souhd inteneity iaasu;ed in
decibelé; A silple inspéction of the piot‘can sonetiles be k
suf%ic;eht to determine whether a thréshold correction is - -

. nécesgaty, and the approximate size of the'constant;‘S(O),
znecéésafy to‘c0trect)£o:fthe Curjatnrefcén sosetimes also bé
<deternined 'The power ié&el reqnires]@he pldf’t;!paés-thfough ;
ithe joxnt or1g1n- If the curvature Af the plot results ip a lxne

which cvts ‘the x-axis at some po1pt gteatet than zero, then “the

distance from zero to that point’ can be roaghly estilated. The
ratings can ghen be adjusted qccordingly. Thé methods used in

'adjustiné.for‘an';;splnte threshold arekdftcn crude, bat in

psychophysxcs, Ehey‘seel‘to nork, at. léﬁst in‘soie;sitiatidns;

; 1In the scallng of psychologlcal varlablqs, exteraal

“leasurelents of the variables ‘are not QEHEtUiiY't1tiitbief %ie
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’ further. ' ’

@

perceptlon of a subject cannot be plotted agaxnst an external
measure .to detetnxne whether a cozrectxon/fOt absolute threshold

is necessary- Even the crude lethods nsed in psychophysics

cannot be used to adjust for an absolute thresho1d, However, the

-notion of an absolute threshold in the peréeption of’crile

serjousness seemed to be a noteiorthy‘one, and should be pursuved

s

hgesho;g transfora. A nulber of attelpts vere made to

determine the effect of the absolnte threshold on the curvatare

o

of the plot of obsetveddvers&s predicted cell means. Thus, a

-
"

series of analyses=were performed. A different threshold value

.

‘uas used in eac@ analysié. The values ranged froa 0.5 to 9.5, in

-

increments of 0.5. &k total cf519ianalyses vere therefore

per formed. The cbserved ce;%'leansvverevdhtained froa equoation

2

22.

(22)  £(i.3e3') = In((c(i, 9 - &) -/ ((C(i1') - &)

,
//
/

The tera t .is the threshold. The predicted cell seans arge

.

obtaxned from a uezghted least squares regression, usxng salple

sizes as uezgits. A uexghted tegresszon .was chosen because

fxtting cell leans -ith cell sizes as weights is equivalent to
i ru"”-w.
txtt;ng the raw data. - ‘

righres;z tgfough 6 are plcts-of five of the 19 analyses.

The thre§id§& ielues are: 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 5.0, and S.5,

t

‘respectively;mtye flots clearly indicated that over the range of

'threshold values tested, nc appreciable isfprovements were

-
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Observed

Figure 2

Threshold Modek Plot of Observed and Predicted
Cell means for Femde subjects
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) Figue3
Threshold Model: Plot of Observed and Predicted
Cell means for Femadle subjects
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¢

: 4 | Figure 4 _
Threshold Model: Plot of Observed and Predicted
- Cell means for Femdle subjects
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Figure 5
Threshold Modet: Plot of Observed cnd Predicted
Cell means for Femadle subjects
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igure 6
Trrasi'\ddModatPlo’rofObservedondPrad?c’rad

Cell means for Femdle subjects
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obtained. This would indicate that the lack of f£it in the model
is probably not prilarily aue to an incorrect threshold and
cannot be corrected by shifting the zero point of the scale to
coin¢ide with the absclute threshold.

Log—-limit tra o;g; A second series of transformations Qas'

attempted (equation 23).

' F P
(23) £(i,3,3") = c@,3)/r(1,3°%)) - (cd,3*)/c(i,3)) V/2p

Por lack of a better pame, this transformation is called the
log-1limit transform. The log-limit transform bhas some
interesting prcper\iegj\ls F afpproaches zero, r{i,3,3i")
approaches ln(r (i, j)/r (i, 3*)). Ig other_go:ds, as p agproaches
zerc the log-limit tfansforn approaches the ordirary log
transform of tae pcwer aodel. As F iacreases 1in valoe, the
convex curvature should become progressively straighter.

A total of niﬁe F valuves were tested. The values of the
expoﬂént p ranged from C.1 to 0.9 in incresents of 0.1. The
observed cell means were obtained from equaticn 23 and the
predicted cell means were again obtained from a ﬁeighted leASt
squares regression vith salpié sizes as veights. The plots of
four of the mine tramnsformations are displayed in Pigures 7
through 10. The values of the p are 0.1, 0.4, 0.7, and 0.9
respectively.

Inspection of the plots indicated that the curvature was
still quite evident. Mcreovgr, as f increased, the scatter of

the plot also increased. Clearly, the log-limit transfors did
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, " Figue8
Lod‘mﬁModekHdéObsmedmdedicted
Cell means for Femde subjects
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Obs;erved

Pt o et
 Loglimit Modek: Plot of Observed and

‘Cell means for Fernde subjects
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® L3

not give a better fit in Clearison to the sinple log transfora

of the power nodel. The ttansfornag;ans were Sil?IY not powerful

&
-

enough to overcone the curvi-linearity.

Qggg;:l;gggg transfors. The lack of fit of the power model
indicates that the relationship specified in equation S is not
obtained. Suppose, however, that‘thete exisis!SOIe 'true!; but
unobserved ratings t(i,j) a;ld ’(i,j'). Equation 5 can be *
rewritten in teras of these "trué'»ratings:

: . b b
(28) t(i, ), t(i,3%) = (x(3) 7/ x(3") )

The observed ratio of the ratings can be treated as a linear
7tfansforl of the "true” ratio. That is: -
- (25) £(i,P)/r(i,3 = 1 It (i, i)/t (i,30))
wvhere ci.g, > rfi,j'). and
(26) c(i,j")/c(i, ) = 1 < In(t(i, ")/t (i, )
" where r(i,j) < r(i,i'). ThéAquasi-linear transfora is giveyn by
;equationsF27 and-ZB. /

(27) lo(t(i,3)/t(i,3)) = cli, P/, 1Y) - 1 = c(i,d.3"),

for r(i,j) )'r(i,j'), and
(28) 1o(t(i,3*)/t(i,3) = 1 - c(i,3")/c(i,§) = DN(i.J.3%)

vhere r(i,j) < r(i,j")e.

R

The resulté‘of the quasi-linear transforl'were surprising.
The flot of observed cell means ;gainst prediéted cell means °
gave no eiidence of curvi-linearity (Pigure 11). larger scores
appeared to bave larger variances, as the scatter in‘that region

wvas more noticeable. The relationship between observed and
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* Figure 1l
Quosr—l‘ inear Tronsform. Plot of Observed and Predlcfed Y
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predicted cdll seans- vere, however, lipeat,vas they should be.

4

.Thls apparebt lnprovenent in £it over the log ttansfctn of the L

-

pouer nodel ¥as supported by the goodness of f1t test (P(21 533)

= 1.06, P >> 0.05) - The mean, iedian. standard devxation, and
skew are listed in Table 3. Discussxon of the signlfica%ce of

thls resnlts xs delayed nntll the analyses for male snbjects are

r
1

reported.

est for Additivity 1.&5!312.5.).

v

Power model. Sellin and ﬁolfgang and their supporters’

lalﬂ%gln that crxle serxousness scores areladdltxve, vhﬂle the;r

'crlﬁlcs, notably, Pease, Iteson, and Thorpe (1974), and}Rose

(1966), vere certairn that crxle se:zous;ess scores uere

'non add;tlve. The results of the present study indicated that

‘for’the types QZ events used in the study, add1t1v1ty seemed to.

be ;dhéirleﬁ the flquues in Table 4 were ohta1ned by flttxng

the power lodel to the raw data, r(i, j,j ) = 1n(r(1 j)/r(x,j )). :

rghe regtessxdn velghts vere obtained by fitting r(1,j,j ) = CXh |

\_ + e(i, 3,3 ). Tt is ev1£ent that cnly laln effects were

statlstlcaléy s;gn1f1cant. Bot one of the weights aseociated

with an 1ntetact?on terma came close to reachxng ?fgnificance.
[-tegt. A reduced model coaprised of the first three teras,

vandaliss, theft apd assault, was conpated to the full model

vith all the interactiocn teras included.rthe F fof'iutetactidn

¥as not'§tatisticallyrsignificant (P(H,SSM)'= 1.24, p > 0.09).
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Table 3

. o~
Standard Deviation '
Sasmple. Size and Skew ’
for Female Subjects
*‘Quasi-lipear Transfors
« A YT YA TA VYIA :
1.705 1.206 2.405 2.865 3.150 Mean
1.517 <993 1.688 1.883 2.150 Emdn
1.111 1.040 2.065 2.887 2.461 S.D.
20 . 20 - 21 20 20 n
<742 1,184 1.713 1.887 1.589 Skew
1. 060 «280 1.675 2.220 2.400 Mean
«979 -500 1.500 1.550 1.750 Hdn
1. 053 2749 1.079 2.135 2.043 S.D.
- 20 20 20 20 20 n -
.7Q? -1.15 1.623 1.767 .1.837 Skew
2.227 1.185 2.626 1.785 3.110 Mean
1.050 2940 1.140 1.020 2.050 Ndn
2.260 1.105 2.756 2.149 2.345 S.D.
20 20 - 21 20 20 n
1.586 1.7780=—1.611 3.237 1.758 Skew
-1.225 «620 «2983 - 1.210 Mean
-1.050 467 <117 «950 Ndn
.980 .640 «370 1.223 5.D.
20 19 - 20 20. n
-1.389 . 777 -958 1.928 Skew
1.810 1.210 1.190 Nean
1.467 1.010 -989 Mdn
1.302.. 1.299 1.135 s.D.
20 20 20 n
<775 -848 «644 Skew
-.772 -015 Mean
-=-783 -015S HMan
«633 7 .383 SiD.
20 20
-«354 -1.290 ,Skew
: .633 Mean
iy - 600 Mdn
«617 S.Da
0 n
-2./245 Skew

- > s
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A

, Table 4 " | -
Regressxon Weights for Ratio Model ’

- (renales)
Regression .Standard t-- 2-tail .
////kfect weight ’ error statistic - prob.

: <457 .~ .057 - 8.05 .000
T ’ .123 - .057 ) 2.17 . .003
A . 1.012 « 057 17.80 - < .000
VT <018 - 080 , «23 . - .822
Va --089 -081 - -1.11 «269°
_TA Y-.004 .080 -.04 - 965
VTA -.059 . .14 -.51 " .607

- - e - ———t - P SE——

The regression weights for the reduced model is ;isted in Table
5. The results of the fpresent study*therefofe'seeaed to be
consistent with the claim of additivity. .

Qnasi—;;gég; Iransform. The sane éna}ysesxvere carried out
on the éata with the guasi-linéar transfora. Thé regression -
weights are displayed in Table 6:.Again, there-is no evgdencefbf
interaction. |

F-test. The P for interaction was also notistatistidalii
significant }F(Q,SSQ) = 1.42, p > 0.05 . The weights fo; thg
féduced model are listed in Table 7. The results obtained here‘
are siamilar to that obtained for?the rover mocdel. Thus, the

iasplication is clear that for female subjects, crime seriousness

scales ate additive, at least within the present context.

T
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Table 5

Regresszon Weights for Batio Nodel

Reduced (Eemales)

- — . - > . D = S W e S e iy A A P T T S D — D T A — - - - -

Regression Standard t- 2-tail
Effect vexght error statistic prob.
v 407 .028 14, 32 .000
T 114 «028 4.07 .000
A «952 - 028 33.54 -000
Table 6

Begre551on Veights for Quasi-linear Transfora

(Females)

, Begression Standard t- 2-tail
Effect weight error statistic prob.
\ -987 .116 5.61 .000
T ' - 170 - 176 -97 =333
A 2.150 . 176 12.19 .000
VT -129 - 289 «52 ’ 2604
VA -<270 250 -1.08 «279
TA .183 fa249 - 74 «462
VTIA -.253 352 --72 .473
........... e e e e = e m

|



Table 7
Regression Weights for Qnasi-llnear Transforms
Reduced {(Females)

- - - ——— - - e -

. Begressicn Standard t- 2-tail .
Effect veight error statistic prob.

v .858 .088  9.68 .000
T <263 - 088 299 .003 )

A ) 2.043 .088 23,20 , -000
- - — —enn - - —— - - - .”.“4 ——- . ,

5
J E ﬁ
Goodness of Pit of Power Model (males) . ~ T
¢ : 3 o

The goodness of fit test for male subjects also 1ndicated
> ‘ i \ 3
that the Pover model wvas not approprlate for the data (?(21 393) -

r.

"

3.25, - P < 0.001) . A plot of observed cell ueans agalnst

pred1cted cell means showed a turvl—llnear trend silllar to that

of the .females (Plgure !2). . =\ PO
. < ' ) v ( <

- oL . 5 4 2 k . . | ’ui"’g‘a
tting the model with Trapsformed ‘Data (males} | . Coo e

< - - 4 N . .
3 - 3 ~ o
= 2 % ©
¢ - " B . L < &
:D . - f .

Thresﬁold tr '§§or . Io ordet to deternlne the effect of
the absolute threshol& on-the f1t of the pouer nodel for laie
sub]ects, a series of analyses, similar to the 6nes perforned on
the female data set, uWere carxled out. The values of the\ o
threshold used ranged from 0 5- to 9. 5, 1n 1ncreuents of 0-5-
Figures 13 through 17 are plots of five of the 19 analzses. The

R

threshold values are 1,0, 2 0, 3.0, 5,0, and 9. 5 respectlvely.

3

B
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Figure 12
Rcmo Modet: Plot of Observed cmd Pred’c’red
Cell medns for Mde sub,ecfs B
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l"\.‘
< Figure 13
Th'adwddModal:PbrofomervedcndF&'ecﬁdad
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14

Threshold Modet: Plot of Observed and Predicted
Cell means for Mdle :
" Threshold = 2.0
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Figure 15 - - |
ﬁresholdModel:Pld‘ofowervada'\dedhbd
Cell means for Mdle
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! ”

.  ﬂlgtin, the—plota tadicatod th:t ovlt‘tii”tilgi éf‘fitoiioli

vaalnes test

- vould appear that for both -alc and tclale athjgcts. an
’ i
ucfnoct threshold is nnnuly to be the iajor cause of the

lack ot i;t 1: the ldd.l.

, ng_l;;;; ;;g.;gg;.. The log-liuit transtors vas also -aod
to fit the data fros sale snbjocts. tie ta-c aine values of thc

expo-ett nsnd tor te-ales uene usnd icre for male snhjcctl. !ln

ﬁplots -of fonr ot the nine trnastot-ntions are display-d ia

' rignres 10 thtough 21. A KA

o _Ins , ?%W&WW

"~ still ptesept. The use of the log-lilit transfors, thorqtoto, .
~ 414 ‘pot f::,lt in a better fit for either lll'fétvfilliﬁ
subjects.” - : o L
Quagi-linea: transfors. Sisce the quasi-linear tra-#térl‘
“a’ ealed to have prodlcod a better tit for female subjtcts, it Iis

' hoped that fltting thc ‘sodel to'datt)ttol ltlcs -onld yicld th- ‘
same. result. The uan. lodian, staldard &e'i.ntiol, ltd stou nto
listed in rable 8. nnfortnlately, thc gooduoss of fit to-t -at -
statistically significant (2(21,I93) = 1.61 p < .05). uoicvct.
an ? of 1.67 Uith 21 and l93 degrees of t:'edOI 1l,jllt bltelg  ‘
significant at the 0.05 lovel. This: 1ld1c1tod that tlc  " .
guasi—lihear transfors did produce a sonetbat hottor tit tian -
the ‘power nodel. ‘The inptove-eat is also evid-nt b sll

looking “the p&nt of obaatved versas predicted coll means (rig-rt B L
22). ¥o cntri-llnearity 1sfevident. ' o _‘ . L .

v ‘
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v e table 8 |
Sean, hedian, S¥andard peviatiom,
~~  Sample Size and Skew .

for Male Sabjects

Quasi-linear Traasfora

v = & A VT A TA vIX
1.033  .561 1.633 1.606 2.400 2.183 2.519 fean
-850 .S500 1.483 1.150 2.006 1.967 2.000 Mdn
B .633 .46% - 1.26% 1.083 1.535 1.872 '2.086 S.D.
18 18 18 . 18 19 18 - 18 n .
-582  .337 - .896 1.289 1.350 3.066 2.008 Skew
. ',ﬁ1‘0n1m11.752¢~;.280472¢i35“i;;982f“2:263wnéﬁi”w”
-.982 1017 .467 1.100 . .969 1.500 Ndn
v o 1.063 2.237 .786 2.529 1.003 2.030 S.D.
19. 18 20 20 19 - 19 n ,
) 1.278 1932 2.261 1. 8521 2.579 mean
1.036 - .97%1 _1.600 1.667 2.500 Man
T «634 1.087 2.320 1.206 1.305 S.Da
18 19 20 18 - D
5 1.308 1.329 2.193 - .786 3.21? skew
-.817 1.357  .272 .6A3 Hean
o o -.500 . .500 .150 .517 mdn
A ‘ 12.537 2.336 -410  .586 S.D.
18 18 18 18 n
-2.065 2.587 1.998 .870 Skew.
1.290 1.371 3.295 mean
_ 1.007. .587 2.012 Madn
VT 1.048 2.055 2.959 S.D.
20 19 19 n
1.870 3.243 1.152 Skew
-- 131 .331 Nean
--450 . .300 mdn
VA 1.193  .445 S.D.
i 18 18 n
2-‘59 ‘08’3 Skev
«716 Rean
: «500 Adn
- 7988 §_ D
' ? 19 n
,,,,,,, - - ew
. 96,



Table 9. ]
Regression Weights for Ratio lodel

) (ﬂales) B

_ - Regression standatd t- 2-tail
E2ffect veight error statistic prob.
T -157 .060 2.60 -010
A 956 061 15.69 -000
T --013 - 085 - -« 16 «877
VA =01 - 085 -1.29 197
TA, -017 .:; o -19 . <Bl6
VTA ’ -013 : 20 - 11 -912

Y

~Test for Additivity fsales)

Pouet'jggg; !he'nesults of tests-tor additivity wvere
consxstent with those ohtained with fesale subjects. It is qﬁite

cleap—that only main effects were ‘statistically siqnificant.

Mone of the weights associated uith the interaction terss

reached statistical sxgnxficance (Tahle 9).

A co-parison of the rednced pover nodel (rable 10) with- the

“full pover model (Table 9) alsoc indicated that the fout

interacfion teras, takee as a whole, iere not statistically
significant (F (4,518) = .786, p > 0.05) . These results vere
dgein consistent with the claim of additivity. |

Analogous results were obtained fro- data with the
‘\

qnasi-11near transforl. lone of the intetactlons terls vas

stat1st1cally s1qnif1cant. The conparxson of the rednced lodel

' v1th the full lodel (Iables 11, 12) produced an F fot
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2ab1e 10 < SR
Regression Weights for Ratio uodel
Redaced (Males)

- - . > e -

legression Standard - t- 2-tail' h , :
Effect weight - error statistic prob. . -
v © A 030 13.67 -000 *
T .t62 ' 0030 - ‘5;38 .000
A 7.911 f‘ 0030" 30.50 - .000
,',
' Table 11
negress1cn ieights for Qu&31°linear rtansforl
A < (Bales)
: MRégtesSion Standa:d , - - -tail
Bffect weight . = error  statistic prob., ‘ : .
v © .800  .188  4.25  .000
T .281 = .189 1.49 - 136
B . 1.890 <190 - . 9.93 =000
D & SR =«051 - .264 =19 - 848
' "x ?.031 ‘ .266 : _..12 .9°6~
. N IA . g .Q“‘ ' - «268 » P ) «B7%
. YA Lo .136_ : .375 ’ ¢28 ’ ’ 6778“
N o - - T- . "
Table 12
Begtessxon Weights for Quasiﬁliaeat ttansforl
neduced {Rales) '
3 negnassion Standard t- 2-tail o
Effect veight ) error statistic prob.
v .ise .098 8.8 .000 :
T . <304 <094 3.25 .000
- 1.923 . 093 20.65 - . «000

interactton~vhi¢h‘i;S”notistztistitiilj’éiiiificaat, IPiK}Slu) =
.09, p > 0.05). Taken as a whole, these results indicate that

PYRESREI,



‘Sellin and Wolfgang may indeed. have been correct when they

assumed that crime s,et_ionsness scores were additive.

-~




£
qi\
-

foo o vE. conclusions

—
s

Since t§e ﬁeJ:;ta of thé‘ptesent-stldy arewtltho:védiplox._
the conclesions which cam be drawn froa thea are also likely to

be so-ething less than petspi.cnons. rhe prisary factor

- responsible to: thig state of affairs is keterogcneit} of

variance, the feared characteristic’ which real data sosetimes —
tend to have. In thé' present' stpdy, the violation of the 5

"ho-ogeneity of variance assuptxon meant that the results of

‘many of the critical tests were difficult to assess, becanse the
exact pro‘hxlities associated uith' the tests are not knowa. -‘
Nevertheless, some isfortant patteras did ele:ge.'
5__; gufgge;enge. The tesults of the statistical tests were
n‘sistent. rhere appears to be little doubt that for so-e
events, the pe:ce;:t;on of lales and feules differ. rrtq-,;a,m;»
practical point of view the discrepancies msay not be too
serious. Ho'evet, it is masonable to speculate“that for
sexually charged crinmes snch as sexual assanlt and rape, events
vhich vere purposely ezclnded from this study, the difference
vill be somewhat more prononnced. This finding has some
1np11cat10ns for offenoe seriousness scales which do not
recognize the divergent vievs of males and felales. It is not
- clear at this timse how a- mﬂﬁﬂwﬁfnmpﬂmn a
-easvu:e of of fence JMWMW

re-thinking is now in order.
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Eit of the power mode]- The sost basic issue addredsed by

',thi545;!41,in,ihnggnnatinagnagtnunhntho:;o:)lot—thc—?o'crliodci~+~*

is anm approprinte ome for offence seriousmess dat:. Because of

the complexity of the,resqlta,.t@n_easiest positioa to take om

" this issue is to take mo position at all. Bﬁthif one must take a

position,'the ansier bas to be a qnélitied no. Proa ome poiat of
rig-, the perforsance of the pover nodel is quite re;poctahle.‘

It acconnted fot some 71 pe: cent of the variance 1n the f§l§19A¢w_

date set and 69 per cent of the variance in the male data set.

However, there is a systelatlc.error in the f£it of ‘the lodel.

for moderately serious crime, bat it is e:pecféd to become

progtessivelj vorse for the more seiiousrqtines. This error was

evident for hqth male and female sdbjects.

The negative assesénent of the fit of the power aodel is
snpportedfh}»the results of the goodnegs of fit test. for hotir
sale and female subjects, test results were highly significant. |
The difficulty here, hbiever, is one of interprétation. Since

the homogeneity of variance assusrtion was vidlated, the exact

,prohabilitiés associated vith the P-values dre not knmowm. -

Nevertheless, takea as h'-holé; the pattern is difficulfvto
overlook. o T , - | ’\;' '

- Eit of the model n.t.h uu.:m.i Qna_ leither the

_ 'threshold nor the log-lilit transforlatxons resulted in any

appreciahle inprovelents. In addition to the veighted least

squares regressiona,re;orted earlier, an additional series if
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reqtessiOBS—113~per£orl04AGSilg‘ﬂ{ﬂad‘}}¥1jij'}i<Stl?1‘*81it”§1ﬂ“”’””"

the reciprocal ot the cell uwf

sample size alone. The tosultxuq plots of the obsctved aad tho

ptadictcd means also exhibited a definite cntvi—lilott trond,

' 1ndicating that Bo advantage vas gaincd by payiag less attontioa

to cells with larget variances. =

Eit of Sl! l!ﬂ!l 2ith S!l!l.lil!!l II!I!‘QE! The

qansi-linear ttansfot- ptodtccd sone very iltitiltilg reallts.

frrhe lédel did not,accoint for as lnch of the variamce in the

data as,the silple power deel, Por lale suhjects. tho

cent‘of'ihe=variance in the data. Por’toial. snbjects. the

correspondinq amount was 58 per ceat. !he fit. ho-evcr, was

 1inear in hoth subject groups. The goodness of fit tests were

also luCh‘ilpt0'ed. rhe test results vere not statistically

significaut fo: female snbjects, and barely' made it at the 5 pet

ce‘t‘le'el of confidence for nale ‘sabjects. In this tesptct. the

gnasi-linear transfor: prdﬂnced a snhstantial ilptovolant 1: fit

over the pover model. Squared nultiple cortelations of -0.50 for

males and O.SR for females might appear to be rather lo-, given o

the fact that correlations in the 0.90s have been trcguently
reported in this arey of tesaarch However, in genetal. thele

cor:elations are often ohtained by fitting ccll leans, not by

'fitting the data, as is the case in the presclt atndy. In fact.

with the quasi-linear transform, the corralations betwveen

observed and predicted cell means vere 0.97 for males and 0.98

P
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for felales, and the corrosponding sgnated cotrelations iete

u;9t‘f6f’iil§§‘iiﬁ‘n‘97 for fesales. From this point of viev,
the fit is EOt at all bad. o
The heterogemeity of variance evident in the'pbtet sodei
vas nore proaounced i.n tha case of th qnsi-linar transtorn.
Tho loq tranatotl of the povet lodel kept the larger vatiancosv
nndet 'chcck', bnt no analogons tescalinq -as perfotnod on tho
daa;a imMpmMJMMLmuL mlu:gu; unlnmwu- R
telained 1atge. This is evidelt by 1nspoctilg !igutos 11 and 22, ’

- where a fan-{&ke‘pattern can be observed. levertheleaq, the

. linear treamd produced by the quasi-linear transform, and the

'their follouors ‘regarding add1t1vity see-ed to have been

e e

W,uﬁwﬁ_k;ﬁ413/n:dargtoghiasfthegxesnltsfin;zaiés—of—tbeafesef¥ioaeif by

better results on the goodness of fit test indicate that the use
of the power model in this comtext should be carefully

recons;deted;

. iateraction. the views of Seilin ind‘Iélfgang (19648) and .

confirmed by the ptesent tesearch. But here againm, a fes

statements of gualification are necessary. ihile interaction vas

found not to be a factor in both the ratio and the interval

nodel for hoth}-ale and female sahjectﬁ, the probles 1s{>agaia, ,
ome of interpretation. How meaningful are the reqﬁlts'shdn:the )
iod§1 1§ known aot to fit to beginﬂiith?‘iu thevcase of ghef;
poietruodélrﬁhété’i% a feal likeliiobd that the model js»vtbng; .

selectinq crime descript1oggggtgngdgnntggsaninnsnnsafgit;is

!

conceivable that perceived offense setionanesa lgy have been
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: restricted to a region vhere the suhjects' responses are ;,

addxtive. It is, of course qnite possible that \Qg same ‘results

~ might mot generalize to other patts of the seriousness :
continaul. ‘In this respect, the tvo goals, goodness o£ fit ald
1nte:action are, aot conpletely co:patihle vith one another.A,

- , rhus, strictly speaking the finding of additivity shonld not be

ext:apolated beyond the range cf aetiousness naedvgn this'study.‘

= wa&met. qirea—tk& faet»that#thg :&snlts m&msiste&taem&~u~~
both sexes, and models, ome canrperhaps_atford arcattain~leasnre o

X

of optiliSI and be allﬁ-ed to joih fhéltéhks>o£ the’ supporters

of Sellin and iolfgang, at least in regard to additivity of

crime types. ‘
An aspeci of additivity not handled hy'this studyiisv'

additivity vith respect to lnltiple 1nc1dents of the same cr;le,

or some mixture of lultipls 1acidonts of the sale crise and

other crimes. Until all possible aspects have been investigated,
- additivity remains, for the moment, an opem issue. e ' ‘

Some closipg ggljglgg. The pnesnnt study was carried out 1n '
an atteapt to validate Sellia axd loltganb's appronch to the

scaling of offence seriouaness, ‘and to clatify a pumber of
outat&nding 1saues. namely sex differemce and additivity of
. crime types. Having perforlod the §tud}, exmnd the data, ‘and

» reflected upon'tlo results, one can comclude that nlttongh t19,

.

~

farther atteipts to uacover and uaderstamd the factors

L
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responsible for its lock of fit- !hete is, hoceve;i am.

1nndegonte 1n£o:nntion beae lithll the area of otfence

L]

setionsness scaling to gnide further npecnlntions concerning tbe
resnlts obtained in the ptesent stndy. Ontil nn ndeqnnte dntn
" base is built ip, ome must look elseshere.
Ctininologists have too often overlooked the potentinl
relevance of reseatch in ps,chophysics. ror exanple, 1t has heenrie
’knoun for some tinerthat the size of thernodulus has an effect |

on naqnitude estinations. Iypxcally, nhe‘size of the exponent 13 :

invetsely related to the size of the nodulos (Bngenﬂs noss,'

I lsﬁﬁn_iong,,13631.11hqst, z,sinplz a:zing,the size of the

nodnlns, expetinentets can induce a change in the ohserved size
‘of the ps’chophysicnl exponent, Whether this telationship
applies no the scaling of offence serionsnees is no; knovn,'nnt
’n‘inspection'of the data reveaied-than the’ modulus did have an
'>obsatvnh1e affect. Alno@t all of the tntings vere either (
j*f*’”*"W'”inItipIes of TO“or S;‘!tiS'is‘yerhxps not “too~ sntpristng* since-‘-
| the modulus used in the experimeat is 10. Ihile the model ’
specifies a continmns sca].e, the suhject.s x:esponded with
discrete nnnbe:s. This ipability of snbjects to respond in the
expected maamner ny be a reflection gf a distottion of the
sub jective no:ionsnesn ncnle, bronqht ahont bg the expetinentnl o

?procednre. rhe effect of the dintortion candr\ by this

T
R ai

phenonenon on the fit of the nodel is, of conrse, nndetetninod-

leverthelesn. as a source of error, the effect of the noﬂnlns

shonld_be.nininizodfnhonover possible.

vy
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~ The ute:atnre in ps;cho:pusicsm to a w o . _
effoq( which Stevess amd Gtunbnu (1966) dtsc:ﬂmd as a | -

s/cncy ‘On the part of tho :atst to coasttict ot shoztct the

" ranqe of the, a:hbh ‘under adjut-s:t. Ia othot sorda. the

subject has\a tsndency to avoid the ase of large nlthcts. ald

. thereby “"regress® toatds the sean. lhothot or mot the

| regression phesosezon operates. 15 judglents of offonce e

seriousness is uncertain, hnt if ther,e is regx:sssion, aml if for

'soae‘reason the regression is non-linear, 1t could. i.n part. o

explain the results obtained inm this stndy. R

‘serionsness "Scales, basic research siouI& be gJJen first

__The application of a Joﬂsl to MMMLM!:AGQL e -,
groundsork is inadvisable. Ome -sst fi:st thoroughly snderstand .
the basic relationships, and- lilitations. Iithont this

knowledge, effects cannot ‘be distingnishsd fron artifacts. Thero

1s much more to nagnitude estinuon than the lete nse of

nagnia-tnde scaling technignes. Thus, lith rsspect to offence:.

priority. | ’ f‘s - R

. fThe possible en,stance of a sex diffex:snce undorlines the
importance of :deter-lnlng the perceptual and theomtical
parameters of the ters 'offenss- seriousnsss" If ths pstcsption
of offense setlousness can be hflnoncod by such thilgs as
intent, sex and age of the victis, psl:ltj.venoss of the ntor, '

then the degtee to which thoss utiahlss aftoct seriossnoss

ratings must be empirically detersined. There is sose st}idom‘

that factors other than those imdicated by Sellis apd Volfgamg



Jones, and Gray (1960) for exanple. haye shown that such - .;‘ Ii

variables as tornnl legal educatiou asad work experience underlie
comsensus. They fnrther found that  h11e the ordinnry citizen
perceives the relative seriousness of a crine in terns of only a

few dinension‘i criminal justice vorkers perceive seriousness 1n

| terns of nany dinensions. It iS'reasonahle to speculate that the

el ca el e e [ O [V RS

perception of offease seriousness is a lulti-dinensionaI«

phenonenon, and»researchers are only just begxnninq to realize

j.ﬁ.g. m :s.tng m- In the studr of the

'perception of offence seriousness, the inddvidual is the

'neasuring instrusent. Reason’ uould suggest that in order to

- -

understand the perception of offence seriousness, one needs to

\dellneate the operatioeal characteristics of the neasurrng

instrument. In this respect, it would be interesting tq T

deternine wvhether or rot the transition,fron perceptiOn to the

production of a response is affected by the nature of the
required response. In this. study, for exanple, the responses
produced by the suhjects vere clearly related to the nodnlus

used. uouever, the fact that the neasured 'difference' came in_ o

- multiples of ten or five does not necessarily mean that the

subjects' actual perceived 'differeuce’ is in nultlples ‘of tenm

V-or five. This may be result of the reguireleut that subjects - -

translate their perception tovnunbers. Information fay be lost

- T,
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or sodified ia the process.

- ”‘:ﬁjﬂeu' fT%ET,—;—;;:;,, e S

. ) e ’ . » + ’ N .
asking ssbject to, say, adjust the léagth of two limes or the

areas of two circles. With the a&ienrvof licro—cOlpetere vith

built in graphics and inherfaces to msnrng xnatrnlents. this
can be accolp].isbed Iith relative ease. Thus, the effect of

types of responses on the perception of offence seriousness can

7‘7be stndied-rlnd, by nryinq ‘the modulus, the effect of the 7

I s ERCTE

lodulus can also be stedied. It is knoul, for ennple, that the

slope of the power ,lodel is related to, the lodn].us 0sSs §

n

‘ 'rhere ‘are no reles which teqnire that suhjects respond wi:th
nulbers in a lagnj.tude estinuon tast. A verbal msp&nse is ’ |
just one vay of getting at the relationships inside the

"instroment”. ‘!here may be other net!ods uhich are more reliahle

and less susceptible to procedure ilposed artifacts. noreover.

the ,search fvor alternate lethods 'lay qell vlead to the di,scovery‘
of sose common patterns, and thus lead to a better understanding

of how one evaluates the relative seriousness of offenses. .
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AOT1VO

.set. The intruder fled through a tindow vithout being seen. .

. ‘Aprunn B
_AOTOVO |

An intruder broke into a ground ‘floor apartlent by forcing oPen
a locked door. He 1ookéd around. :As he thought he heard someone:

, con1ng home, he fled through a tindov thhont being seen.

*
AOTOV1 ) ‘ '
An iantruder broke into a ground floor apartaent by forcing open
a locked door. He looked around, ther slashed the paintings on
the vall, and smashed the mirror. in the hallway. As he thought
he heard ~Someone coning ho:e, he. fled through a tindOﬁ 91thout
being seen. ) _ '

-

An intruder broke into a ground floor apartsent by forcing open
a locked door. He looked around, them took the colour television

e et

<

.A1TOVO o R

AR intruder broke into a ground floor apartlent hy forcing open .
'a locked door. As he was looking around, the tenant returned and

surprised him. The intruder struck the tenant and fled. The
tenant wvas hurt, and he.was taken to hospltal. R

AOT 1V -
An intruder broke into a- gronnd floor apartment hy forcing open

. a locked door. BHBe looked around, then ‘took the colour television

set. On his vay out, he slashed the paintings on the vall, and
smashed the amirror in the hallway. The intruder fled throngh a
wxndo‘\rlthout beihg seen.

nron

An intruder broke into a gronnd floor apartmsent by forcing open
a locked door. He slashed the paintings on the wall, and smashed
the mirror in the hallway. The tenant returmed and. surprised

 him. The intruder struck the tenant and fled. The tenant was o
'hnrt, and he was taken to hospital. : : » ] e

A111v0
An iatruder- broke 1nto a ground floor apartnent by forsdng open

a locked door. He looked around, them took the colour teélevision
“set. Just as he was aboat to leave, the tenant returned and

—sorprised—htifgfhe—1ntrnderrstroct4the—tenant*andrfied‘vitt‘the

 television set. The tenant was hurt, and he vas taken to

hospital.
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An intruder broke iantc a ground floorx apa:tlent by forcing open
a locked door. He logked around, slashed the paintings on the
‘wall, and smashed the mirror in the hallway. Then he took the
colour television set. Just as he was about to leave, the tenant
returned and surprised his. The intruder struck the tenant and
fled with the televislon set. The tenant vas hurt, and he vas
taken to hospltal.
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