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An accurate measure of the
seriousness with which society
views a broad range of criminal
events would be helpful to
lawmakers and policymakers.

It could provide a measure of
the appropriateness of sentencing
practices and it could assist in
the allocation of scarce justice
reSources.

It could even indicate more
accurately than at present whether
crime is increasing or decreasing
and by how much.
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Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local
251-5500) to crder BJS reports, to be added
to one of the BJS mailing lists, or to speak
o a reference specialist in statistics at the
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse, National
Criminal Justice Reference Service,

Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850. Single
copies of reports are free; use NCJ number
to arder. Postage and handling are charged
for bulk orders of single reports. For single
copies of multiple titles, up to 10 titles are
free: 11-40 titles $10; more than 40, $20.
libraries call for special rates.

Public-use tapes of BJS data sets and
other criminal justice data are available
from the Criminal Justice Archive and
Information Network, P.O. Box 1248, Ann
Arbor. M1 48106 (313-763-5010).
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Foreword

This report presents the seriousness scores
for the full set of offenses measured in
the National Survey of Crime Severity
(NSCS), conducted in 1977 as a supple-
ment to the National Crime Survey. The
NSCS was designed, developed, and con-
ducted by the Center for Studies in
Criminology and Criminal Law, Wharton
School, University of Pennsylvania. It
was directed by Dr. Marvin E. Wolfgang
with Dr. Robert M. Figlio.

The bureau will also publish a series of
special reports highlighting the severity
scores of various population groups.

The severity index represents an in-
novative way of looking at crimes. It
points toward priorities and reaffirms
basic values. Two areas of crime abouit
which the public is clearly concerned—
drug trafficking and white-collar crime—
are major program thrusts of the U.S.
Department of Justice. More develop-
mental work is needed before a crime rate
weighted by the seriousness of the crimes
is possible, but the prospects are exciting.
One day, perhaps, seriousness scores may
be used routinely to investigate whether
criminal career patterns involve crimes of
an increasingly serious nature.

Steven R. Schiesinger
Director

Preface

This work is reported in two volumes.
This volume presents a general description
of the study, overall findings, analytical
results, and suggestions for use.

Another volume, the Sourcebook of
Crime Severity Ratios for Core-Item Of-
Sfenses, presents crime severity ratios for
various demographic characteristics by
Census regions, Census divisions, OMB
regions, States, SMSAs, major cities, and
the total U.S. population. Because of its
lenigth and technical nature, it is available
only in microfiche. One copy of the
Sourcebook microfiche is available free
(order no. NCJ-96329) from tlie National
Criminal Justice Reference Service, Box
6000, Rockville, MD. 20850; 301/251-5300
or toll-free 800/732-3277.

The contents of the Sourcebook are
shown following the table of contents of
this volume.
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Executive summary

How serious is a murder? Or a rape? Or,
for that matter, a petty theft? Do such
questions have any meaning? Would their
answers have any utility?

Implicit judgments about the severity of
crime are imbedded in our social institu-
tions. Requiring the death penalty for
certain crimes designates them as the
most serious that can occur in this soci-
ety. Crimes labeled felonies are consid-
ered more serious than those labeled
misdemeanors. Crimes that can incur life
sentences are more serious than those that
receive prison sentences of only a few
years,

Still, the seriousness of a crime is by no
means clear-cut or immutable. In 1976
the rape of an adult woman was changed
from a capital to a noncapital offense.
The penalty for an offense in one State
may be substantially different from the
penalty for the same offense in another
State. Even within one jurisdiction, the
disparity in the sentences meted out by
different judges for the same offense has
been repeatedly noted with concern by
criminal justice scholars. Much of the im-
petus behind recent determinate and man-
datory sentencing legislation has come
from the wish to minimize sentencing
disparity.

When we speak of crimes such as robbery
or burglary, we are speaking of legal
categories rather than specific crimes.
Although all *‘robberies’” possess the
characteristics necessary to be legally
classified as such, they can vary in their
particulars to an extraordinary degree.
These variations, in all their complexity,
seldom find their way into the penal
code. They may or may not be taken into
consideration by the sentencing judge.
This wide range of possibilities within
each crime type further confounds the
seriousness issue. Robbery, because it in-
volves personal confrontation and force
or threat of force, is generally considered
more serious than burglary. Yet most
people would probably see the loss of
several masterpieces in a museum bur-
glary as more serious than the loss of
lunch money in a schoolyard robbery.

Criminologists and criminal justice re-
searchers have been interested in methods
of determining the seriousness of criminal
events for many years. An accurate
.neasure of the seriousness with which
society views a broad range of criminal

events would be helpful to lawmakers and
policymakers. It could provide a measure
of the appropriateness of sentencing prac-
tices and it could assist in the allocation
of scarce criminal justice resources. It
could even indicate more accurately than
at present whether crime is increasing or
decreasing and by how much.

The two basic sources of information on
the national crime rate are the FBI’s
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and BJS'
National Crime Survey (NCS).* In the
crime index, the UCR counts the total
number of murders, rapes, robberies, ag-
gravated assaults, burglaries, and thefts
reported to the police during tb+ year,
Through a survey of households across
the Nation, the National Crime Survey
collects information on the total number
of rapes, robberies, assaults, burglaries,
and thefts committed during the year. In
computing crime rates and victimization
rates from one year to the next, both the
UCR and the NCS treat ¢ach type of '
crime as equally important. An increase
of 100 pocket pickings affects the crime
rate just as much as an increase of 100
murders, and 100 rapes affect the violent
victimization rate as much as 100 simple
assaults, which can be no more than a
verbal threat of physical harm.

Intuition says that this is not completely
right; 100 pocket pickings are not equal
to 100 murders or 100 simple assaults to
100 rapes in the amount of injury they do
or in the amount of anguish and fear
they create. Clearly, murders and rapes
should count more, but how much more?
Even within a single crime category,
shouldn’t certain events count more than
others? For example, isn’t a robbery in
which the victim is shot more serious
than one in which the offender is un-
armed? How much more serious?

To pursue answers to questions such aj
these, a survey of the seriousness of crime
was conducted in 1977 as a supplement to
the NCS. The survey, which included
60,000 persons 18 years of age or clder,
was the largest ever made of how the
general public ranks the seriousness of a
wide range of crimes.

Developing, conducting, and compiling
the results of the severity study was &
complex process using highly sophis-
ticated mathematical techniques. For the

*See Measuring Crime, BJS Bulletin, February
1981, NCIJ-75710.



respondents, though, the process was
relatively simple. They were each given a
description of a crime, ‘A person steals a
bicycle parked on the street,’’ and told
that the seriousness of this crime was 10,
They were then given a list of other
crimes and told to compare them in seri-
ousness to the bicycle theft. If a crime
seemed to be twice as serious, they were
to rate it at 20. If it were four times as
serious, they were to rate it 40, and so
on. Each person rated 25 crimes, but not
evervone had the same 25, Overall, 204
items, each of which was illegal in at least
one State, were rated.

Combining the ratings given by each of
the 60,000 respondents, a single severity
score was developed for each of the 204
items by scaling all responses as ratios to
the severity of a theft of one dollar.
These are shown in the table of severity
scores. The scores range from 72.1 for
*“‘planting a bomb in a public building.
The bomb explodes and 20 people are
killed’’ to 0.2 for ““A person under 16
years old plays hooky from school.”” The
scores represent the relationship of one
crime to another in terms of seriousness.
A crime with a rating of 20 is considered
by the general public to be twice as
serious as a crime rated 10, which in turn
is twice as serious as a crime rated 5.

Each of the items in the survey is quite
specific as to the details of the crime and
its consequences. These consequences
strongly affect the ratings, a fact that is
repeatedly apparent when similar crimes
with different outcomes are examined,
For example, the items scored 72.1, 43.9,
33.0, and 24.5 are all the same, planting a
bomb that goes off in a public building.
The outcomes range from 20 people killed
to no one injured, and the scores descend
in seriousness reflecting the differing out-
comes. The crime scored 30.5 is an ap-
parent inconsistency. More injury occur-
red in this incident (20 people hurt) than
in the one scored 33.0 (one person hurt).
A few other such apparently inconsistent
ratings appear in the table. These may
simply be due to the fact that no one saw
all 204 items. Persons scoring the item
where 20 people were injured may not
have had the item where only one was in-
jured with which to compare it.

When the outcome is not physical
violence, but property loss, the same at-
tention to detail is reflected among the

vi

scores. For example, in both item 21,0
and item 17.9, the victim was shot and
required hospitalization. The different
scores reflect the amount of money the
robber took, $1,000 in the first case and
$10 in the second.

The relationship of the victim to the of-
fender and the ability of the victims to
defend themselves both seem to be taker
into consideration in assigning scores.
The death of a child at the hands of its
parent (47.8) is more serious than a hus-
band’s fatally stabbing his wife (39.2),
which in turn is more serious than a
wife’s killing her husband (27.9).

The overall pattern of severity scores in-
dicates that people clearly regard violent
crimes as more serious than property of-
fenses. They also take white-collar crime
and drug dealing quite seriously, rating
two offenses of this type higher than
some forms of homicide. One of the
highest scores (39.1) is awarded to a fac-
tory that causes the death of 20 people by
knowingly polluting the city water supply.
Running a narcotics ring (33.8) is regarded
more seriously than skyjacking (32.7) and
selling heroin for resale (20.6) more
seriously than rape if the woman’s in-
juries do not require hospitalization
(20.1).

In general, people tend to agree about the
severity of specific crimes. A few dif-
ferences appear, however, when the
scores of different groups are examined.
For example, blacks and members of
other racial groups in general assign lower
scores than whites. Older people found
thefts of large amounts to be more
serious than people in younger age
brackets. Men and women, however, did
not differ in any significant way in their
overall scoring pattern. As might be ex-
pected, victims assign higher scores than
nonvictims.

Methodology

The National Survey.of Crime Severity
was conducted as a supplement to the
National Crime Survey over a 6-month
period beginning in July 1977. A total of
60,000 persons participated in the survey,
each rating the seriousness of 25 specific
criminal events. Twelve different forms
were used, each with a different set of
items, so that the total of items scored
was 204. Some items appeared on more

than one form, and five practice items
appeared on all of the forms:

“A person steals a bicycle parked on
the street.” (Assigned a score of 10 as a
starting point; however, this assigned
score cannot be compared with the ratio
scores presented in the findings; this item
was used as a modulus or example and
was not included in the data analysis
from which the ratio scores were
derived.)

““A person robs a victim, The victim is
injured but not hospitalized.”’

‘A person under 16 years old plays
hooky from school.”” (received the lowest
score)

““A person stabs a victim to death.”

““A person plants a bomb in a public

~ building. The bomb explodes and 20 peo-

ple are killed.”’ (received the highest
severity score)

The persons interviewed were all 18 years
of age or older and were members of
households that composed half of the
National Crime Survey (NCS) sample.
The NCS conducts interviews in 60,000
households forming a stratified random
sample representative of the entire
Nation.

How do people rank
the severity of crime?

Severity score and offense

72.1—A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes and 20 peo-
ple are killed.

52.8—A man forcibly rapes a woman. As
a result of physical injuries, she dies.

47.8—A parent beats his young child with
his fists. As a result, the child dies.

43.9—A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes and one
person is killed.

43.2—A person robs a victim at gun-
point. The victim struggles and is shot to
death.

39.2—A man stabs his wife. As a result,
she dies.

39.1—A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the water
supply of a city. As a result, 20 people
die.

35.7—A person stabs a victim to death.



35.6—A person intentionally injures a
victim. As a result, the victim dies.

33.8—A person runs a narcotics ring,.

33.0—A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes and one
person is injured but'no medical treat-
ment is required.

32.7—An armed person skyjacks an
airplane and holds the crew and
passengers hostage until a ransom is paid.

30.5—A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes and 20 peo-
ple are injured but no medical treatment
is required.

30.0-—A man forcibly rapes a woman.
Her physical injuries require hospitaliza-
tion.

27.9—A woman stabs her husband. As a
result, he dies.

26.3—An armed person skyjacks an
airplane and demands to be flown to
another country.

25.8—A man forcibly rapes a woman.
No other physical injury occurs.

25.2—A man tries to entice a minor into
his car for immoral purposes.

24.9—A person intentionally sets fire to a
building causing $100,000 worth of
damage.

24.8—A person intentionally shoots a vic-
tim with a gun. The victim requires
hospitalization.

24.5—A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes but no one
is injured.

24.5—A person kidnaps a victim, A ran-
som of $1,000 is paid and the victim is
returned unharmed.

22.9—A parent beats his young child with
his fists. The child requires hospitaliza-
tion,

22.3—A person intentionally sets fire to a
building causing $500,000 worth of
damage.

21.7—A person pays another person to
commit a serious crime.

21.2—A person kidnaps a victim.

21.0—A person robs a victim of $1,000 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded and
requires hospitalization.

20.6—A person sells heroin to others for
resale.

20.1—A man forcibly rapes a woman,
Her physical injuries require treatment by
a doctor but not hospitalization.

19.9—A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the water
supply of a city. As a result one person
dies.

19.7—A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the water
supply of a city. As a result 20 people
become ill but none require medical
treatment.

19.5—A person smuggles heroin into the
country.

19.5—A person kills a victim by
recklessly driving an automobile,

19.5—A high school boy beats a middle-
aged woman with his fists. She requires
hospitalization.

19.0—A person intentionally shoots a
victim with a gun. The victim requires
treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization.

18.3—A man beats his wife with his fists.
She requires hospitalization.,

18.0—A person stabs a victim with a
knife. The victim requires hospitalization.

17.9—A person robs a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded and
requires hospitalization.

17.8—Knowing that a shipment of
cooking oil is bad, a store owner decides
to sell it anyway. Only one bottle is sold
and the purchaser dies.

17.8—A person intentionally shoots a
victim with a gun. The victim is wounded
slightly and does not require medical
treatment.

17.7—A person, armed with a gun, robs
a bank of $100,000 during business
hours. No one is physically hurt.

17.7—An employer orders one of his
employees to commit a serious crime,

17.5—A high school boy beats an elderly
woman with his fists. She requires
hospitalization.

17.1—A person stabs a victim with a
knife. The victim requires treatment by a
doctor but not hospitalization.

16.9—A legislator takes a bribe of
$10,000 from a company to vote for a
law favoring the company.

16.9—A man drags a woman into an
alley, tears her clothes, but flees before
she is physically harmed or sexually
attacked.

16.8—A person, using force, robs a
victim of $1,000. The victim is hurt and
requires hospitalization,

16.6—A person, using force, robs a
victim of $1,000. The victim is hurt and
requires treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization.

16.5—A person robs a victim of $1,000 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded and
requires treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization.

16.4—A person attempts to kill a victim
with-a gun. The gun misfires and the
victim escapes unharmed.

15.9—A teenage boy beats his mother
with his fists. The mother requires
hospitalization.

15.7—A county judge takes a bribe to
give a light sentence in a criminal case.

15.7—A person robs a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded and
requires treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization.

15.6—A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $1,000. The victim is
injured and requires hospitalization.

15.5—A person breaks into a bank at
night and steals $100,000.

14.6—A person, using force, robs a
victim of $10. The victim is hurt and
requires hospitalization.

14.5—A company pays a bribe of
$100,000 to a legislator to vote for a law
favoring the company. :

14.1—A doctor cheats on claims he
makes to a Federal health insurance plan
for patient services.

13.9—A legislator takes a bribe from a
company to vote for a law favoring the
company.

13.7—A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $1,000. The victim is
injured and requires treatment by a
doctor but not hospitalization.
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13.5—A doctor cheats on claims he
makes to a Federal health insurance plan
for patient services, He gains $10,000.

13.4—An employer orders his employees
to make false entries on documents that
the court has requested for a criminal
trial.

13.3—A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $10. The victim is
injured and requires hospitalization.

13.0—A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the water
supply of a city.

12,7—A person intentionally sets fire to a
building causing $10,000 worth of
damage.

12.2—A person pays a witness to give
false testimony in a criminal trial.

12.0—A person gives the floor plans of a
bank to a bank robber.

12.0—A police officer takes a bribe not
to interfere with an illegal gambling
operation,

11.9—A person intentionally injures a
victim. The victim is treated by a doctor
and hospitalized.

11.8—A person stabs a victim with a
knife. No medical treatment is required.

11.8—A man beats a stranger with his
fists. He requires hospitalization,

11.7—Ten high school boys beat a male
classmate with their fists. He requires
hospitalization.

11.4—A person knowingly lies under oath
during a trial.

11.3—Three high school boys beat a male
classmate with their fists, He requires
hospitalization.

11.2—A company pays a bribe to a
legislator to vote for a law favoring the
company.

10.9—A person steals property worth
$10,000 from outside a building.

10.8—A person steals a locked car and
sells it.

10.5—A person smuggles marijuana into
the country for resale.

10.4—A person intentionally hits a victim
with a lead pipe. The victim requires
hospitalization.
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10.3—A person illegally sells barbiturates,
such as prescription sleeping pills, to
others for resale.

10.3—A person operates a store where he
knowingly sells stolen property.

10.3—A person threatens to harm a
victim unless the victim gives him money,
The victim gives him $1,000 and is not
harmed.

10.0—A government official intentionally
hinders the investigation of a criminal
offense.

9.7—A person breaks into a department
store, forces open a safe, and steals
$1,000.

9.7—A person breaks into a school and
steals equipment worth $1,000.

9.7—A person robs a victim of $1,000 at
gunpoint. No physical harm occurs.

9.7—A person walks into a public
museum and steals a painting worth
$1,000.

9.7—A person breaks into a display case
in a store and steals $1,000 worth of
merchandise.

9.6—A person breaks into a home and
steals $1,000.

9.6—A police officer knowingly makes a
false arrest.

9.4—A public official takes $1,000 of
public money for his own use.

9.4—A person robs a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. No physical harm occurs.

9.3—A person threatens to seriously
injure a victim.

9.2—Several large companies illegally fix
the retail prices of their products.

9.2—A person knowingly makes false
entries on a document that the court has
requested for a criminal trial.

9.0—A city official takes a bribe from a
company for his help in getting a city
building contract for the company.

9.0—A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victin: of $1,000. No physical
harm occurs.

8.9—-A person intentionally hits a victim
with a lead pipe. The victim requires
treatment by a doctor but no
hospitalization.

8.6—A person performs an illegal
abortion.

8.5—A person sells marijuana to others
for resale,

8.5—A person intentionally injures a
victim. The victim is treated by a doctor
but is not hospitalized.

8.3—A person illegally gets monthly
welfare checks of $200.

8.2—Knowing that a shipment of cooking
oil is bad, a store owner (!:cides to sell it
anyway. Only one bottle is sold and the
purchaser is treated by # doctor but not
hospitalized. .

8.0-—A person steals an unlocked car and
sells it.

8.0—A person, using force, robs a victim
of $1,000. No physical harm occurs.

7.9—A person trespasses in a railroad
and steals tools worth $1,000.

7.9—A teenage boy beats his father with
his fists. The fathei requires
hospitalization.

7.9—A person intentionally hits a victim
with a lead pipe. No medical treatment is
required.

7.7—Knowing that a shipment of cooking
oil is bad, a store owner dicides to sell it
anyway.

7.7—A person conceals the identity of
someone that he knows has committed a
serious crime.

7.6—A person steals $1,000 worth of
merchandise from the counter of a
department store.

7.5—A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $10. No physical harm
occurs.

7.4—A person illegally gets monthly
welfare checks.

7.3—A person threatens a victim with a
weapon unless the victim gives him
money. The victim gives him $10 and is
not harmed.

7.3—A person beats a victim with his
fists. The victim is hurt but does not
require medical treatment.

7.3—A person breaks into a department
store and steals merchandise worth
$1,000.



7.2—A person willingly hides out a bank
robber.

7.2—A person signs someone else’s name
to a check and cashes it.

7.1—A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $10. The victim is
injured and requires treatment by a
doctar but not hospitalization.

6.9—A person beats a victim with his
fists, The victim requires hospitalization.

6.9—A person breaks into a public
recreation center, forces open a cash box
and steals $1,000.

6.9—A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the water
supply of a city. As a result, one person
becomes ill but does not require medical
treatment.

6.9—A person steals property worth
$1,000 from outside a building,

6.8—Because of a victim’s race, a person
injures a victim to prevent him from
enrolling in a public school. No medical
treatment is required,

6.7—A person, using force, robs a victim
of $10. The victim is hurt and requires
treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization.

6.6—A person does not have a weapon.
He threatens to harm a victim unless the
victim gives him money. The victim gives
him $10 and is not harmed,

6.6—A person steals $1,000 worth of
merchandise from an unlocked car.

6.5—A person uses heroin.

6.4—An employer refuses to hire a
qualified person because of that person’s
race.

6.4—A person gets customers for a
prostitute,

6.3—A person, free on bail for
committing a serious crime, purposefully
fails to appear in court on the day of his
trial.

6.2—An employee embezzles $1,000 from
his employer.

6.2—A person beats a victim with his
fists. The victim requires treatment by a
doctor but not hospitalization,

6.1—A person runs a prostitution racket.

6.1—A, person cheats on his Federal
iicome tax return and avoids paying
$10,000 in taxes.

5.7—A theatre owner knowingly shows
pornographic movies to a minor.

5.5—A person runs a place where liquor
is sold without a license.

5.4—A person has some heroin for his
own use.

5.4—A real estate agent refuses to sell a
house to a person because of that
person’s race.

5.4—A person threatens to harm a victim
unless the victim gives him money. The
victim gives him $10 and is not harmed.

5.3—A person loans money at an illegally
high interest rate.

5.1—A man runs his hands over the body
of a female victim, then runs away.

5.1—A person, using force, robs a victim
of $10. No physical harm occurs.

5.0—A person knowingly buys stolen
property from the person who stole it.

4.9—A person snatches a handbag
containing $10 from a victim on the
street.

4.7—A man exposes himself in public.
4.6—A person carries a gun illegally.

4.5—A person cheats on his Federal
income tax return.

4.4—A person steals an unlocked car and
later abandons it undamaged.

4.4—A person picks a victim’s pocket of
$100.

4.4—A person robs a victim. The victim
is injured but not hospitalized.

4.3—A persen breaks into a public
recreation center, forces open a cash box,
and steals $10.

4.2—A person attempts to break into a
home but runs away when a police car
approaches.

3.8—A person turns in a false fire alarm.

3.7—A labor union official illegally
threatens to organize a strike if an
employer hires nonunion workers.

3.6—A person attempts to break into a
parked car, but runs away when a police
car approaches.

3.6—A person knowingly passes a bad
check.

3.6—A person steals property worth $100
from outside a building.

3.5—A person runs a place where he
permits gambling to occur illegally.

3.3—A person breaks into a department
store, forces open a cash register, and
steals $10.

3.3—A person picks a victim’s pocket of
$10.

3.3—A person attempts to rob a victim
but runs away when a police car
approaches.

3.2—A person breaks into a building and
steals property worth $10.

3.2—An employer illegally threatens to
fire employees if they join a labor union.

3.1—A person breaks into a home and
steals $100.

3.1—A person forces open a cash register
in a department store and steals $10.

3.1—A person breaks into a school and
steals $10 worth of supplies.

2.9—A person steals property worth $50
from outside a building.

2.8—A person breaks into a departmernt
store and steals merchandise worth $10.

2.4—A person knowingly carries an
illegal knife.

2.2—A person trespasses in a cily-owned
storage lot and steals equipment worth
$10.

2.2—A person steals $10 worth of
merchandise from the counter of a
department store.

2.1—A person is found firing a rifle for
which he knows he has no permit.

2.1—A woman engages in prostitution.

1.9—A person makes an obscene phone
call.

1.9—An employee embezzles $10 from
his employer.

1.9—A store owner knowingly puts
“large’’ eggs into containers marked
“‘extre-large.”’

1.7—A person under 16 years old is
drunk in public.
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1.7—A person is a customer in a place

where he knows gambling occurs illegally.

1.7—A person steals property worth $10
from outside a building.

1.6—A person is a customer in a house
of prostitution.

1.6—A male, over 16 years of age, has
exual relations with a willing female
under 16.

1.6—A person is a customer in a place
where he knows liquor is sold without a
license.

1.6—A person breaks into a parking
meter and steals $10 worth of nickels.

1.5—A person takes barbiturates, such as

sleeping pills, without a legal prescription.

1.5—A person intentionally shoves or
pushes a victim. No medical treatment is
required.

1.4—A person has some barbiturates,
such as sleeping pills, for his own use
without a legal prescription.

1.4—A person smokes marijuana.

1.4—A person trespasses in a railroad
yard and steals a lantern worth $10.

1.3—A person has some marijudna for
his own use.

1.3—Two persons willingly engage in a
homosexual act.

1.1—A person disturbs the neighborhood
with loud, noisy behavior.

1.1—A person takes bets on the numbers.

1.1—A group continues to hang around a
corner after being told to break up by a
police officer.

1.1—A person under 16 years old illegally
has a bottle of wine.

0.9—A person under 16 years old is
reported to police by his parents as an
offender because they are unable to
control him.

0.8—A person under 16 years old runs
away from home.

0.8—A person knowingly trespasses in a
railroad yard.

0.8—A person is drunk in public.

0.7—A person under 16 years old breaks
a curfew law by being out on the street
after the hour permitted by law.

0.6—A person trespasses in the backyard
of a private home.

0.5—A person takes part in a dice game
in an alley.

0.3—A person is a vagrant. That is, he
has no home and no visible means of
support.

0.2—A person under 16 years old plays
hooky from school.
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Sourcebook of Crime Severity Ratios

for Core-item Offenses

The Sourcebook is a separate volume of
tables that supplement this report on the
National Survey of Crime Severity.

A microfiche copy of the Sourcebook
can be obtained free (order number
NCJ-96329) from the National Criminal
Justice Reference Service, Box 6000,
Rockyville, MD 20850; telephone
301/251-5500 or toll-free 800/732-3277.

The Sourcebook consists solely of tables,
all of which carry this stub column:

Offense
Theft: 51
$10
$50
$100
$1,000
$10,000
Injury:
Death
Hospitalization
Treatment, no hospitalization
Minor

Robbery $10 with:

Physical or verbal threat
Weapon

Burglary and theft of $10
Rape

Bombing of building, 20 deaths
Tables in Sourcebook

[Table number in brackets]

Total United States, by Census Region,
by Census Division, and by OMB region

Census Regions [1.1]. Census Divisions
[1.2]. OMB Regions {1.3].

Demographic characteristics:
National

Race [2.1]. Age [2.2]. Sex [2.3].
Occupation [2.4]. Income {2.5].
Victimization [2.6]. Education [2.7].

Demographic characteristics:
Census Regions

Northeast region

Race [3.1]. Age {3.2]. Sex [3.3].
Occupation {3.4]. Income [3.5].
Victimization [3.6]. Education [3.7].
North Central region

Race [3.8]. Age [3.9]. Sex [3.10].
Occupation {3.11]. Income {3.12].
Victimization [3.13]. Education [3.14].

South region
Race [3.15]. Age [3.16]. Sex {3.17].
Occupation [3.18]. Income [3.19].

Victimization [3.20]. Education {3.21].

West region
Race [3.22]. Age [3.23]. Sex [3.24].
Occupation [3.25]. Income [3.26].

Victimization [3.27]. Education [3.28].

Multivariate demographic
characteristics:
National and by Census Region

Age, by race and sex

National [4.1-4.6]

Northeast region [4.7-4.10]
North Central region [4.11-4.14]
South region [4.15-4.18]

West region [4.19-4,22]

Income by occupation

National [4.23-4.28]

National region [4.29-4.33]
North Central region [4.34-4.38]
South region [4.39-4.43]

West region [4.44-4.48]

Income by race

National [4.49-4.51]

Northeast region {4.52-4.53]
North Central region [4.54-4.55)
South region [4.56-4.57)

West region [4.58-4.59]

Victimization by race

National [4.60-4.62]

Northeast region [4.63-4.64]
North Central region [4.65-4.66]
South region [4.67-4.68]

West region [4.69-4.70]

Démographic characteristics:
Census Divisions

New England division

Race [5.1]. Age [5.2]. Sex [5.3].
Occupation [5.4]. Income [5.5].
Victimization [5.6]. Education [5.73.
East South Central division

Race [5.8]. Age [5.9]. Sex [5.10].
Occupation [5.11]. Income [5.12].

Victimization [5.13]. Education [5.14].

West South Central division
Race [5.15]. Age [5.16]. Sex [5.17].
QOccupation [5.18]. Income [5.19].

Victimization [5.20]. Education [5.21].

Middle Atlantic division
Race [5.22]. Age [5.23]. Sex [5.24].
Occupation [5.25]. Income [5.26].

Victimization [5.27). Education [5.28].

East North Central division
Race [5.29]. Age [5.30]. Sex [5.31].
Occupation [5.32]. Income [5.33].

Victimization [5.34]. Education [5.35].

West North Central division
Race [5.36]. Age [5.37]. Sex [5.38].
Occupation {5.39]. Income [5.40].

Victimization [5.41]. Education [5.42].

South Atlantic division
Race [5.43]. Age [5.44]. Sex [5.45].
Occupation [5.46]. Income [5.47].

Victimization {5.48]. Eduqation [5.49].

Mountain division
Race [5.50]. Age [5.51]. Sex [5.52].
Occupation [5.53]. Income [5.54].

Victimization [5.55]. Education [5.56].

Pacific divisior:
Race [5.57]. Age [5.58]. Sex [5.59].
Occupation [5.60]. Income [5.61].

Victimization [5.62]. Education [5.63].

Demographic characteristics:

OMRB Regions

OMB Region One

Race [6.1]. Age [6.2]. Sex [6.3].
Occupation [6.4]. Income [6.5].
Victimization [6.6]. Education [6.7].
OMB Region Two

Race [6.8]. Age [6.9]. Sex [6.10].
Occupaticn [6.11]. Income [6.12].

Victimization [6.13].  Education [6.14].

OMB Region Three
Race [6.15]. Age [6.16]. Sex [6.17].
Occupation [6.18]. Income [6.19].

Victimization [6.20]. Education [6.21].

OMB Region Four
Race [6.22]. Age [6.23]. Sex [6.24].
Occupation [6.25]. Income [6.26].

Victimization [6.27]. Education [6.28].

OMB Region Five
Race [6.29]. Age [6.30]. Sex [6.31].
Occupation [6.32]. Income [6.33].

Victimization [6.34]. Education [6.35].

OMB Region Six
Race [6.36]. Age [6.37]. Sex [6.38].
Occupation. [6.39]. Income [6.40].

Victimization [6.41]. Education [6.42].

OMB Region Seven
Race [6.43]. Age [6.44]. Sex [6.45].
Occupation [6.46]. Income [6.47].

Victimization [6.48]. Education [6.49].

OMB Region Eight
Race [6.50]. Age [6.51]. Sex [6.52].
Occupation [6.53}. Income [6.54].

Victimization {6.55]. Education [6.56].
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OMB Region Nine

Race [6.57]. Age [6.58). Sex [6.59].
Occupation [6.60]. Income [6.61].
Victimization [6.62]. Education [6.63].

OMB Region Ten

Race [6.64]. Age [6.65]. Sex [6.66].
Occupation [6.67}. Income [6.68].
Victimization [6.69]. Education [6.70].

Severity ratios and geometric means:
States

Alabama [7.1]. Alaska, Hawaii [7.2].
Arizona [7.3]. Arkansas [7.4].
California [7.5]. Colorado [7.6].
Connecticut [7.7]. District of
Columbia [7.8]. Florida [7.9].
Georgia {7.10]. Idaho, Nevada [7.11].
Illinois [7.12]. Indiana [7.13].

Iowa [7.14]. Kansas [7.15].

Kentucky [7.16]. Louisiana [7.17].

Maine [7.18]. Maryland, Delaware [7.19].

Maryland [7.20). Massachusetts [7.21].
Michigan [7.22]. Minnesota [7.23].
Mississippi [7.24]. Missouri {7.25].
Montana, Wyoming [7.26]. Nebraska

[7.27]. New Hampshire, Vermont [7.28].

New Jersey [7.29]. New Mexico [7.30].

New York [7.31]. North Carolina [7.32].

North and South Dakota {7.33]. Ohio
[7.34]. Oklahoma [7.35]. Oregon
[7.36]. Pennsylvania [7.37]. Rhode
Island [7.38]. South Carolina [7.39].
Tennessee [7.40]. Texas [7.41].

Utah [7.42]. Virginia [7.43].
Washington [7.44]. West Virginia
[7.45]. " ¥isconsin [7.46].

Demographic characteristics

(race, age, sex, occupation, income,
victimization, education):

States

Alabama [8.1-8.7}
Alaska, Hawaii {8.8-8.14]
Arizona [8.15-8.21]
Arkansas [8.22-8.28)
California [8.29~8.35)
Colorado. [8.36-8.42]
Connecticut [8.43-8.49]
District of Columbia [8.50-8.56)
Florida [8.57-8.63]
Georgia [8.64-8.70]
Idaho, Nevada [8.71-8.77]
Illinois [8.78-8.84]
Indiana [8.85-8.91]

Iowa [8.92-8.98]

Kansas [8.99-8.105]
Kentucky [8.106-8.112}
Louisiana [8.113-8.119]
Maine [8.120-8.126]

xvi

Maryland, Delaware [8.127-8.133]
Maryland [8.134-8.140]
Massachusetts [8.141-8.147]
Michigan [8.148-8.154]
Minnesota [8.155-8.161)
Mississippi [8.162-8.168]

Missouri [8.169-8.175]

Montana, Wyoming [8.176-8.182]
Nebraska [8.183-8.189]

New Hampshire, Vermont {8.190-8.196} .

New Jersey [8.197-8.203]
New Mexico [8.204-8.210}
New York [8.211-8.217}
North Carolina [8.218-8.224)
North and South Dakota [8.225-8.231)
Ohio [8.232-8.238]
Oklahoma [8.239-8.245]
Oregon [8.246-8.252]
Pennsylvania [8.253-8.259]
Rhode Island [8.260-8.266]
South Carolina {8,267-8.273}
Tennessee [8.274-8.280]
Texas [8.281-8.287]

Utah [8.288-8.294}

Virginia [8.295-8.301]
Washington [8.302-8.308]
West Virginia [8.309-8.315]
Wisconsin [8.316-8.322]

Severity ratios and geometric means:
Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (SMSAs)

Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove, CA
[9.1]

Atlanta, GA [9.2]

Baitimore, MD [9.3]

Boston, MA {9.4]

Buffalo, NY [9.5]

Chicago, IL [9.6]

Cincinnati, OH [9.7]

Cleveland, OH [9.8]

Columbus, OH [9.9]

Dallas, TX [9.10]

Denver, CO [9.11]

Detroit, MI [9.12]

Houston, TX [9.13]

Indianapolis, IN [9.14]

Kansas City, MO-KS [9.15]

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA [9.16]

Louisville, KY-IN [9.17]

Memphis, TN-AR-MS [9.18]

Miami, FL [9.19]

Milwaukee, WI [9.20]

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI [9.21}

Nassau-Suffolk, NY [9.22]

Newark, NJ [9.23}

New Orleans, LA [9.24]

New York, NY-NJ [9.25]

Philadelphia, PA-NJ [9.26]

Phoenix, AZ [9.27]

Pittsburgh, PA [9.28]

Portland, OR-WA [9.29]

Providence-Warwick-Pawtucket,
RI-MA [9.30]

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario,
CA [9.31]

Rochester, NY [9.32]

Sacramento, CA [9.33]

San Antonic, TX [9,34]

San Diego, CA [9.35]

San Francisco-Oakland, CA [9.36}

San Jose, CA [9.37]

Seattle-Everett, WA [9.38]

St. Louis, MO-IL [9.39]

Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL [9.40]

Washington, DC-MD-VA [9.41}

Severity ratios and geometric means:
Cities

Chicago [10.1]

Detroit [10.2]

Houston [10.3]

Los Angeles [10.4]

New York [10.5]

Philadelphia {10.6)



‘Introduction and background

Chapter 1

The present concern

Social scientists and public administrators
have long recognized the need for precise
and accurate indicators of the amount of
criminal behavior in a given place and time,
Without such measures it would be diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to determine with
any certainty the level of criminal activity
and to evaluate the effectiveness of inter-
vantion programs. Scholars and practition-
ers generally agree that adequate measures
of crime are required not only for testing
hypothesized relationships but also for ra-
tional allocation of criminat justice
resources.

In response to this general requirement for
high-quality social indicators, the produc-
tion of statistical information related to
criminal justice has escalated dramatically
during the past 10 years. In no small part,
the growth of criminological research has
resulted from the burgeoning of the statisti-
cal data base. The audience for this infor-
mation has included the general public as
well as academicians, legislators and the
criminal justice profession.

Therefore, the maintenance of measurement
and data systems is of paramount impor-
tance for the criminal justice cornmunity
and the public it serves. To this end, recent
developments in crime measurement have
used techniques that involve the general
population in the data-generating process,
namely, the Victimization Survey of the
National Crime Panel and the closely allied
National Survey of, Crime Severity, which
form the substazice of this report.

The problem

The FBI crime index reported each year
in the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) is
computed as the sum of nationwide
police reports of seven offense types:
criminal homicide, aggravated assault,
forcible rape, robbery, burglary, larceny,
and auto theft, These offenses are
tabulated and reported as a crime index
separately from the remaining other
‘“‘nonindex’’ offenses because these seven
offense types are generally thought to be
more serious and therefore more likely to
be reported to the police than are the
“less important’’ nonindex violations.

Compared with other types of official
criminal justice statistics, such as judicial
and correctional data, police-recorded
events are generally viewed as. a better
representation of the total amouant of

crime. Sellin wrote that ‘‘the value of a
crime for index purposes decreases as the
distance from the crime itself in terms of
procedure increases’’ (1931, p. 346).

Despite their procedural propinquity to
the event, official police data cannot
reflect the amount of crime which is not
reported or knowrn to the police, or in-
dicate the amount of bias which may be
present due to administrative and/or
discretionary practices of individual police
officers or departments. Before national
victimization surveys were developed,
criminologists could only speculate about
the amount of concordance between
numbers of reported and unreported (or
unrecorded) crime. But now, with contin-
uing surveys of victims, the relationship
between the amount of harm committed
against the victim and the probability that
the victim will report the incident can be
roughly estimated so that estimates of the
adequacy of police data on crime rates
may be produced.*

Another persistent criticism of the UCR
relates to the method of counting index
offenses as a simple sum of reported in-
cidents. In any legal category, different
degrees of harm might occur with respect
to the amount of theft and injury ex-
perienced by a victim. The UCR index
does not differentiate among these
various degrees of harm nor is the
seriousness of offenses within and among
the various legal categories determinable.
For example, the UCR index gives equal
weight to a robbery resulting in the vic-
tim’s hospitalization and to a robbery
with little or no injury to the victim.

Among offense categories, substantial dif-
ferences in the extent of harm exist even
though equal weight is given to all of-
fense types. Of course, a homicide results
in far more harm to the victim than does
an aggravated assault, but each receives
the same weight in contributing to the
overall UCR index of crime committed in
the population. In addition, the sheer
number of property c¢rimes in the popula-
tion overwhelms the effect of changes in
the numbers of violent offenses—a
relatively small change in the rate of
violence would not be uncovered in the
UCR index. Therefore, a significant in-
crease in violent crime could be concealed
by a slight decrease in property offenses.

'"The reader is referred to the National Crime
Survey of which this study formed a part in 1977.

Part of this problem of inadequate
measurement stems from the use of legal
categories to measure social phenomena.
As Sellin has noted: *‘The unqualified ac-
ceptance of the iegal definitions of the
basic units or elements of criminological
inquiry violates a fundamental criterion
of science” (1938, p. 28). And more re-
cently Rossi and Henry (1979) have quite
strongly argued the case against the quali-
tative legal category as a sole ingredient
of a crime index.:

Whether or not a given sequence of be-
havior is a crime is defined in the criminal
statutes as a qualitative judgment. While
there may be some ambiguities, it is clear
that a crime is distinguished from non-
criminal behavior and from other crimes on
qualitative grounds. The criminality nf an
action is not a matter of degree nor ar¢
some crimes more ‘‘criminal’’ than others.
In the manifest level, crimes are qualitative
classes of behavior that do not appear to
have any obvious inherent ordering among
themselves.

Social science research abhors qualitative
variables, a judgment that is apparent in the
hierarchical ordering of levels of measure-
ment with ratio variables at the top and
qualitative dichotomous distinctions on the
bottom. Offense-specific crime rates are
defensible, but overall crimme rates in which
every crime recorded is counted equally are
not. Nor is it possible to easily describe a
“criminal career’’ since there is no inherent
way of showing change in criminal behavior
except in frequency terms ... [emphasis is
added].

Although official recognition and
classification of an act-as a crime is
critical for triggering of the criminal
justice process, there is most certainly a
need to operationalize measures.of harm
independent of the legal categories into
which they happen to fall. In other
words, more than legal definition of an
incident is required for the adequate
measurement of criminal behavior.

This difficulty with an aggregate measure
of a particular phenomenon can be
avoided most easily by reporting the com-
ponents of the summative measure. In the
case of a crime index, this disaggregation
involves looking at the specific offense
characteristics. Shifts from violent to
property offenses in the total rate of
crime could be detected by simply includ-
ing separate indexes of property and
violent offenses. The expansion of rob-
bery into its component parts of theft, in-

National Survey of Crime Severity 1



Introduction and background

jury, and weapon use would add signifi-
cantly to the utility of the resultant index
of crime,

Nonetheless, accepting the advantages of
offense specific analysis does not obviate
the more general need for a summary
measure of crime for which an index is
intended. Summative indicators of the
total amount of crime in a society are re-
quired not only for social science and
criminal justice applications, but also for
the production of crime statistics for
general public information. Because we
live in a period of rising growth in the
production of information, there con-
tinues to be a need for aggregate meas-
ures. In contrast to today’s complex
economic indicators, such as employment
rates, cost of living indexes, inflation
rates, gross national productivity, and so
on, the reported measure of crime is con-
fined to a simple unweighted index based
on police reports of offenses and, more
recently, crimes reported by surveyed
victims.

In The Measurement of Delinquency
(1964), Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E.
Wolfgang addressed the need for a
weighted index by developing an alter-
native measure to the traditional method
of indexing offenses.? They attemptied to
construct an index of crime seriousness
which would provide a quantitative aspect
to crime measurement not supplied by
the official tally of the UCR. Drawing on
the work of S. S. Stevens in
psychophysical scaling and that of E.
Galanter in measuring nonphysical con-
tinua, Sellin and Wolfgang developed a
seriousness scale of delinquent acts, based
on the perceived severity of crimes as
judged by university students, juvenile
court judges, and Philadelphia police.
From the resulting seriousness scale, an
index of delinquency was produced which
included the important, but previously
disregarded, element of the relative severi-
ty of various criminal acts, both in isolate
and as they combine to contribute to the
harm inflicted on society by a complex
criminal event, Thus the primary objec-
tive of the Sellin-Wolfgang study was to
create an expanded method for measuring

*The authors wish to acknowledge the assistance of
Nancy and Paul Maxim in the preparation of the
following discussion of the Sellin-Wolfgang scale and
the general literature review,
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and reporting police and court statistics
based on the perceptions of certain
population subgroups.

As has been pointed out in the literature
on official statistics (for example,
Wilkins, 1965, pp. 227-284), many
technical problems exist in the tabulation
of crime statistics. One major concern
relates to what should be done for
statistical reporting purposes when several
offenses occur during one criminal event.
For example, if a female store clerk were
robbed and raped, how would the officer
on the scene report the incident? Is the
occurrence to be reported as one or two
crimes? Two separate crimes might have
taken place, but there was only one vic-
tim, and both offenses were the outcome
of one criminal “‘operation’’ or event. If
the decision were made. to report only in-
cidents and not violations, how then is
the incident to be depicted? Should the
officer report only the more ‘‘serious’”
crime and, if so, how should he or she
determine which crime is to be judged the
more serious? Furthermore, even if the
most serious offense in a complex event
were to be recorded, does that not play
down the total amount of harm inflicted
by the offender during the incident? Still

other problems exist when more than one

victim is present during a given offense or
when there are several offenders working
in concert. Sellin and Wolfgang argued
that some of these problems might be
mitigated if one were to censtruct an in-
dex of crime severity.

The measurement of delinquency:
Background, review, and critique

At this point, only the minimum discus-
sion required for a general understanding
of the scaling system employed by Sellin
and Wolfgang will be provided. Because
exposition of the techniques utilized in
the National Survey and technical details
of the scale will follow in a later chapter,
the reader is referred to the Sellin-
Wolfgang study of 1964 for information
beyond that presented below.

The researchers began their study by ex-
tracting the components of delinquent
behavior from the Philadelphia police
crime code. These criminal acts were then
placed into a context of 141 single-
sentence offense descriptions and typed
one to a card. The cards were then shown
to a pilot group of 17 raters, each of

whom was to rate the delinquent act
described on the card on the basis of his
or her perception of its seriousness. Dur-
ing the pilot phase, the raters judged the
seriousness of the offense on a scale hav-
ing seven categories of intensity. Follow-
ing this initial investigation, the offense
descriptions were then judged for
seriousness by juvenile court judges,
police officers, and university students.
Finally, a refined subset of 21 offense
descriptions was administered to a sample
of University of Pennsylvania students
both on 11-level category and unrestricted
magnitude scales. The responses to these
offense descriptions of stimuli constitute
the “‘primary index scale’’ of the Sellin-
Wolfgang study. It is on this scale that
The Measurement of Delinquency rests.

Techniques of scaling are not new to
social science research. The works of
Likert, Guttman, and others have been
employed widely in creating categorical
and ordered scales. But such scales are in-
adequate for weighting amount of harm
because they do not have a zero point
nor can the distances among the items be
reliably determined. On the other hand, a
ratio scale overcomes these shortcomings
by generating a continuous weighted in-
dex of seriousness.

In the literature on psychological scaling
there is a variety of procedures for
creating a ratio scale, Thurstone’s method
of paired comparisons, for example, has
been widely adopted in psychological and
social psychological measurement, but the
large number of offense items used by
Sellin and Wolfgang precluded the use of
this technique. However, S. S. Stevens
made crucially significant contributions to
the field of psychophysics in the 1950’s
by employing a less complex form of
scaling based on magnitude estimation.
Since then, Stevens and his students have
extended the range of phenomena ex-
amined by magnitude estimation pro-
cedures to include a wide variety of
physiological and nonphysiological
phenomena, and the reader is referred to
his seminal papers, especially *‘On the
Psychophysical Law’’ (1957), “‘A Metric
for the Social Consensus”’ (1966a) and
“On the Operation Known as Judgment”’
(1966b).

The method of magnitude estimation
refers to a procedure in which a subject
makes direct numerical estimates of a
series of subjective impressions. Typically,



the subject is presented with a stimulus,
called a modulus, which may have, for
example, a given value of 10, The subject
is permitted to use any range of numbers.
The respondent then receives another
stimulus and judges its intensity as com-
pared to the modulus. If he or she feels
that it is twice as intense as the modulus,
then a value of 20 shiould be given to that
item; if it is felt that the stimulus is half
as great, a value of 5 would be assigned.
The ultimate test for the existence of the
scale is the extent to which the subject’s
responses fit a power function.

There has been criticism of the magnitude
estimation procedure used by Sellin and
Wolfgang to derive the weighted index,
but the technique appears to have passed
the test of time at least with regard to
utility and replication by other in-
vestigators. The index has been applied
successfully to a variety of measurement
problems not only in studying the cor-
relates of crime but also in planning
criminal justice policy, in examining
criminal careers, and other uses to be
detailed further on. However, criticisms
of the assumptions involved in the use of
the weighted index have arisen concerning
dimensionality and additivity; these pro-
blems will be discussed in greater detail
later in this chapter.

Several replications of the study have
been undertaken in the United States and
other countries. The first attempt was a
partial replication by Andre Normandeau
(1966) in Montreal in which the
repeatability of the Sellin-Wolfgang index
in a Canadian context was examined.
Normandeau made three assumptions .
regarding the replication, specifically, that
(1) the basic methodology used to con-
struct the index was reliable and valid, (2)
given the similarities of culture of
Western societies, the scaling results
would also be similar, and (3) the index
was applicable to a ‘‘wide band of
cultural variants'’ (p. 172).

Normandeau’s sample consisted of 232
sociology undergraduates at the Universi-
ty of Montreal, 177 males and 55
females. The students were asked to
evaluate a selection of 15 versions of
criminal events, similar in construction to
those chosen for evaluation by University
of Pennsylvania students. It was
hypothesized that analysis of the
magnitude estimation scores of Penn-

sylvania and Montreal students, and of
males and females in Montreal, would be
highly correlated. In fact, the analysis
revealed a large degree of agreement in
the numerical scoring of the seriousness
of offenses between Montreal and
Philadelphia. It was found that the
magnitude estimation scale scores of the
two student samples manifested a con-
stant ratio increment, indicating that to
some degree the method is valid for
crosscultural use.

The most important result of this study
was that it paved the way for a more
thorough replication of the Sellin-
Wolfgang index, which would include
assessments from all parts of Canada (p.
172). Because the pilot study appeared to
confirm the utility of the index in
Canada, a national sample of 2,745 in-
dividuals was drawn. It was composed of
male and female university students from
the 13 largest universities in Canada,
Canadian judges, and male white-collar
workers holding managerial positions.
They were asked to make magnitude
estimates of 14 offenses according to their
perceived seriousness of the violations.

Two major hypotheses were formulated
for testing: (1) The relationships among
the magnitude ratio estimations of the in-
tracultural groups and those of the inter-
cultural groups would be linear. (2) The
slopes of the lines characterizing the rela-
tionships between the two groups would
not be significantly different.

To calculate the national magnitude
scores it was assumed that: (1) A national
index should be based on the fact that
dominant attitudes are most likely the
result of pressure exercised by the majori-
ty of the population. (2) The students in
universities reflect the dominant values of
their province. Thus, to generate an
overall population estimate for the index,
the geometric mean obtained for each of-
fense from members of the sample
selected from each province was weighted
according to the percentage of the
population of Canada in that province.
Analysis of the data revealed that the
relationships between all intracultural
groups were linear, with correlations
greater than .90, while the relationships
among intercultural groups were linear,
with correlation coefficients greater than
.88. Thus, the first hypothesis was con-
firmed. It was further noted that the

slopes of the majority of the relationships
were approximately one, indicating sup-
port of the second hypothesis. A com-
parison of these results with those of the
pilot study revealed a linecr relationship
with a slope coefficient of one, thus in-
dicating stability in the measuring device
over time,

The Sellin-Wolfgang seriousness scaling
method was further replicated in a study
conducted in Puerto Rico. Angel Velez-
Diaz and Edwin Megargee (1971)
presented a list of 141 offenses to a sam-
ple of lower-class offenders and nonof-
fenders in Puerto Rico. This sample dif-
fered from that of Sellin and Wolfgang
with regard to age, level of schooling
completed, language, socioeconomic
status, culture, and criminality. The sam-
ple totaled 175 and was composed of 83
inmates of the Institute for Youthful Of-
fenders and 92 nonoffenders from a
vocational school in the same
geographical area.

The age of the offender group averaged
20, with a range of 18-24; the average
number of years of school completed was
seven, with a range of 3-11. The age
range of the nonoffender group was
17-21, with a mean of 18.2; years of
schooling completed ranged from 4 to 9,
with an average of 7.4. The groups were
asked to rate the 21 standard offenses
from the Sellin-Wolfgang scale and 20
additional ones of‘an 11-point category
scale, These additional offenses were
chosen by random selection from the
Sellin-Wolfgang list.

The authors computed means and stan-
dard deviations and tested differences
between offenders and nonoffenders for
significance. At the .05 level, where the
number of differences occurring by
chance would be seven, ten of 141 dif-
ferences were significant. At the .01 level
of significance, where one would expect
1.4 of the differences to occur by chance,
Velez-Diaz and Megargee found only
two of 141 differences to be significant. It
was further noted that the significant dif-
ferences in the offense ratings showed no
particular consistency or pattern. For the
21 standard offenses, the Pearson r was
calculated to be .98; the correlation for
the entire 141 offenses was found to be
.84, with both coefficients significant at
the .001 level.
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Velez-Diaz and Megargee also used the
Cochran test for homogeneity of
variances to determine the significance of
the difference between the variances of
the offender and nonoffender samples for
each offense. They discovered that only
eight of 141 variances were significantly
different. Furthermore, to establish the
degree of agreement between the results
in Puerto Rico and those calculated by
Sellin and Wolfgang in Philadelphia,
Velez-Diaz and Megargee used Kendall's
coefficient of concordance, w. It was
determined that there was a positive cor-
relation between the Pennsylvania and
Puerto Rican ratings, with an overall
agreement of w=.80. No difference ex-
isted between offenders and nonoffenders
with respect to the w values and both of
these groups were in general agreement
with the evaluation given by the subjects
in Pennsylvania. Velez-Diaz and
Megargee concluded that, although their
findings were not completely concordant
with those of Sellin and Wolfgang, their
tesults nevertheless were consistent with
Sellin and Wolfgang in that perceptions
of the seriousness of crime were consis-
tent for different class levels of Western
cultures. Further, Velez-Diaz and
Megargee suggested that the Sellin and
Wolfgang hypotheses about the serious-
ness of ¢rime are sufficiently stable to
permit regional and cultural comparisons.

A second study of the evaluations of
seriousness judgments of offenders and
nonoffenders was conducted by Figlio
(1975). The study was designed to deter-
mine whether or not convicted offenders
rate the seriousness of crime in ways
similar to members of the middle class
with repard to offense ranking, weight
given to each offense, and the degree of
consensus regarding the seriousness of
each criminal act. Nine hundred and
thirty-three subjects were chosen from
three institutions: 193 were inmates of an
adult correctional center in New Jersey,
524 were inmates of a juvenile detention
home in New Jersey, and 216 respondents
were students enrolled in undergraduate
sociology courses at the University of
Pennsylvania.

Some raters were asked to judge each of
20 offenses on an 11-point category scale;
others were to choose any number which
they thought adequately represented the
seriousness of the particular description.
Analysis of the results revealed that, with
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the category scale, the ordering of offense
severities and the spaces of severities
within each group were similar. The
university students tended to evaluate of-
fenses as being more serious than did the
juvenile offenders who, in turn, rated the
offenses as being more severe than did
the adult offenders.

With respect to the magnitude scale
scores, Figlio found that the spread of
the ratings of offenses from least to most
serious was greatest among students and
least among prison inmates, while consen-
sus about the seriousness of each offense
was greater among students than among
the two offender groups. It was further
noted that all groups were in agreement
as to the ordering of offenses on a scale
from least to most serious but that there
was less agreement among the three
groups regarding the distances among of-
fenses and little agreement among the
groups as to the absolute amount of
harm which resulted from each offense.

A comparison between the ratings of the
students surveyed by Figlio and those
surveyed by Sellin and Wolfgang in 1964
revealed that the subjects of the 1964
study considered the offenses to be
roughly twice as serious as did the sub-
jects of the 1975 study, while the ratios
of severity among the offenses remained
fairly stable.

Figlio was able to conclude that this
study replicated and supported the find-
ings of Sellin and Wolfgang, as well as
some studies dealing with the method-
ology of psychophysical scaling. Further,
he was able to show that the seriousness
of crimes of theft is a power function of
the dollar value of the theft—a result
which is congruent with the power func-
tions of money as derived by Cramer and
others (1975, p. 200).

A replication of the Sellin-Wolfgang
seriousness scaling method in Taiwan by
Marlene Hsu (1973) offered further sup-
port for the reliability and validity of the
scaling procedure. In a pilot study, a
scale was constructed in the same fashion
as that created by Sellin and Wolfgang,
with raters evaluating 14 offenses.

The study sample consisted of three male
groups and one female group totaling 547
individuals. Two hundred and ninety-nine
subjects were students from National
Taiwan University (239 male, 60 female);

198 were policemen from the Taipei
police department; and 50 were judges
from the Taipei district court. Fourteen
index offenses from the Sellin-Wolfgang
study were translated into Chinese for the
Chinese raters, with certain modifications
made in the translation to reflect
economic and legal differences between
Taiwan and the United States. The
magnitude estimation procedure was
employed with geometric means com-
puted for the offense stimuli.

Hsu found that the means of the three
male groups were linearly related to those
of the respondents of Sellin and
Wolfgang (Pearson r equal to .95, while
the slope coefficient was calculated to be
.60). Hsu accounted for the relatively
small slope coefficient by noting that the
geographical and cultural distances were
probably responsible for the differences
in judgments between Taiwan and the
United States. A comparison of in-
tracultural male groups produced linear
relationships all with s greater than .90
and slope coefficients of approximately 1.

The comparison of females and males
from Taiwan revealed a difference more
prominent than that attributed to culture,
The relationship was approximately
linear, with a correlation of .88 and a
slope coefficient of .86, It was noted that
females in Taiwan, like those in Canada
(Akman and Normandeau, 1968, p. 138),
viewed rape as being more serious than
murder. In comparing the two female
groups, Hsu produced evidence of a
linear relationship with a correlation coef-
ficient of .90 and a slope coefficient of
.53. She accounted for this lack of agree-
ment by noting that Canadian society is
closer to a unisex morality than is
Taiwan, where a more traditional culture
exists, and concluded (1973) that her fin-
dings supported a caution expressed by
Sellin and Wolfgang;

. most of the remarks made about the
theory of index construction apply to the
crime problem in general. The extent to
which these same remarks apply to crime
conditions or the criminal justice systems in
the various countries of Europe can best be
determined by the experts from Europe.
Wherever modifications seem appropriate,
based on the particular functioning of par-
ticular systems these alterations shouid, of
course, be considered. [p. 348]

Hsu further asserted that culture is a
significant factor in affecting value



judgments, implying the need for a
method of measuring crime seriousness
which takes into consideration the value
judgments of different cultures in dif-
ferent times and places.

Further indirect evidence for the validity
of the Sellin-Wolfgang approach was of-
fered by the work of Kelly and Winslow
(1970). These authors questioned the ac-
curacy and reliability of the ratings ob-
tained by Sellin and Wolfgang, as well as
the nature of the acts presented for judg-
ment. Kelly and Winslow hypothesized
the existence of certain characteristics of
crime seriousness, specifically that: (1)
The offensiveness and disruptiveness of a
criminal act are two separate dimensions
of seriousness. (2) Law enforcement per-
sonnel and students differ with respect to
their assessment of moral offenses. (3)
The latter group perceives the offenses as
being less serious than the former. (4)
Seriousness evaluations differ by
socioeconomic status.

One hundred and fifty male and female
upper-level university students and 40
policemen were asked to evaluate 40 of-
fenses (not Sellin-Wolfgang offense
descriptions) on a seven-point category
scale. Socioeconomic status was deter-
mined by using a modified version of
Stinchcombe’s socioeconomic status scale.
Gravity or seriousness of an offense was
defined according to the rank order com-
parisons based on the assessments obtain-
ed through the use of the seven-point
scale. A Mann-Whitney U test failed to
reveal significant differences in the ratings
between offensiveness and disruptiveness
when the offenses were rank ordered.
Kelly and Winslow thus rejected the no-
tion that the offensiveness and disrup-
tiveness of a particular criminal act con-
stitute separate dimensions. Furthermore,
a comparison of students’ ratings and
those of policemen failed to reveal signifi-
cant differences.

Despite the differences between the
methods used by Sellin and Wolfgang
and those of Kelly and Winslow, com-
parisons were made between the ratings
of the male students of the Kelly-Winslow
study and those of the students of the
Sellin-Wolfgang work. In addition, com-
parisons were made of the ratings of the
policemen who participated in the Phila-
delphia study and those of the male
students sampled by Kelly and Winslow.

Also, separate ratings of sex offenses
were compared among groups in the
Kelly-Winslow sample. No significant dif-
ferences were found for any of these
comparisons. These results prompted Kel-
ly and Winslow to reject the possibility
that police and student ratings differ
significantly with respect to moral of-
fenses.

Kelly and Winslow were also unable to
provide support for their third
hypothesis, because none of the ratings
across occupational categories proved
significantly. different. In addition, their
study contributed some support to the
belief that crime seriousness is a
unidimensional phenomenon.

The study by Rossi ef al. (1974) in
Baltimore, Maryland attempted to cast
some light on the components and pro-
perties of crime seriousness. It was their
intention to develop a measure of the
seriousness of criminal acts by examining
the nature and degree of popular consen-
sus concerning a sample of criminal acts,
and to apply the measure to more
representative populations to determine
what elements. of the criminal act account
for the seriousness asipect.

Using a block quota sample design, Rossi
et al. conducted a survey of the adult
population of Baltimore. The sample con-
sisted of 125 whites and 75 blacks, with
equal numbers of miles and females, It
was acknowledged that the sample was
biased, due in part to the underrepresen-
tation of young males and households
without children and active persons.

The subjects were interviewed and asked
to rate offenses by sorting cards into nine
slots representing nine levels of
seriousness, A total of 140 offenses,
derived by exparnding on UCR descrip-
tions, was rated by members of the sam-
ple. These 140 offenses were divided into
two groups of 80 offenses each, with each
group sharing 20 offenses in common. In
addition, information regarding back-
ground variables of the subjects and their
perceptions of the crime problem in
Baltimore was obtained.

Overall, crimes against the person. tended
to be scored high; crimes against property
having no physical harm or intimidation
were scored significantly lower. Mis-
demeanors were rated lower than were
any other types of offenses; white-collar

and victimless crimes were not considered
particularly serious, although they were
consistently rated as being more serious
than misdemeanors. An offense com-
mitted against a policeman was con-
sidered more serious than the same of-
fense committed against a civilian. Crimes
involving persons known fo the offender
were considered less serious than crimes
committed against strangers.

To determine the degree of consensus in
the sample, the authors suggested that the
presence of strong consensus would be in-
dicated by high correlations among the
subgroups (as determined by race, sex,
and level of education). In fact, the com-
parison of ratings by blacks with those by
whites produced a correlation coefficient
of .89; between men and women the
coefficient was .94; and between those
with high and low levels of educational
attainment, .89, Rossi ef a/, found that,
while all groups agreed about the relative
seriousness of crimes, blacks and women
tended to regard crime as being slightly
more serious than did whites and men,
Further, it was noted that the subgroup
with the least agreement with any other,
especially about the severity of crime be-
tween acquaintances, was that of black
males having a low level of educational
achievement.

To determine which characteristics of
crime influenced the rater’s judgment of
seriousness, Rossi and his associates used
a binary coding system on 11 character-
istics of crime. The codes were then used
as dummy variables for analysis by multi-
ple regression techniques. The character-
istics of the following offenses accounted
for 68 percent of the variation in the
estimation of average seriousness of
criminal acts:
(1) Crimes against the person I:
Murder, manslaughter
(2) Crimes against the person II:
Assault, rape, incest
(3) Crimes against the person III:
All others, personal injuries or
threats
(4) Crimes involving property I:
Property loss in excess of $25
(5) Crimes involving property 1I:
All other property crimes
(6) Selling illegal drugs
(7) ““White-collar’’ crimes
(8) Victimless crimes
(9) Subversion
(10) Crimes against policemen
(11) Crimes against public order
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This finding was interpreted as being sup-
portive of the belief that respondents
react to the simple characteristics of the
crimes they rate. Slope coefficients were
highest for crimes against persons and the
illegal sale of drugs, implying that these
offenses are perceived as being especially
serious,

Subgroup variation in the mean
seriousness ratings was considered to be
present to the extent that different
subgroups perceived the entire set of
crimes to be more or less serious.
However, calculations of the mean
seriousness ratings for each subgroup
revealed the presence of little variation.
Blacks, females, and younger people
tended to rate crimes as being more
serious than did whites, males, and older
persons. But only 5 to 8 percent of the
variation (r=.23 to .28) in the mean
seriousness ratings was accounted for by
membership in a specific subgroup. This
led Rossi et al. to conclude that the fact
that their sample was not representative
does not pose a major flaw for the results
of the study, because subgroup
characteristics seem to contribute so little
to overall assessments of crime
seriousness.

Rossi et al., being concerned that the
strong agreement among subgroups might
effectively obscure any individual dif-
ferences, whether attributable to error or
resulting from actual value differences,
computed correlations between the in-
dividual ratings of the respondents and
the average ratings of the entire sample
for each crime, The results indicated a
strong consensus, in that 98 percent of
the correlations were positive (correlation
coefficients ranged from —.78 to .86; the
average coefficient was .54; the standard
deviation was .23). By using each in-
dividual’s squared correlation coefficient
as a dependent variable against the
background characteristics of the
respondents, Rossi and his associates
found a tendency for those with higher
levels of educational attainment to exhibit
greater consensus and younger individuals
most likely to mutually agree. Moreover,
especially for whites, the higher the
education achieved, the greater the con-
sensus. This finding was explained by
noting that education exposes an in-
dividual to the normative structure of
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society and offers an understanding of
media confirmation of the normative
structure.

As a result of this work, Rossi ef al. con-
cluded that their findings support
generalizations that, (1) norms defining
the seriousness of criminal acts are widely
distributed among blacks, whites, males
and females, all socioeconomic status
groups, and all levels of edugational at-
tainment, while (2) the agreement of any.
individual’s ratings with the general nor-
mative trends depends on forfal educa-
tional achievement. This relationship sug-
gests that exposure to normative structure
and language handling ability lead to a
better understanding of that structure.

The findings and conclusions of the Rossi
study seem to confirm the contention
made by Sellin and Wolfgang that there
is consensus across society regarding the
perceptinn of crime seriousness. Even
though some individual differences were
noted, Rossi et al. showed that con-
siderable agreement exists among the
subgroups with regard to the relative
ordering of the criminal acts and to the
relative distances among acts on the scale.

More recently, Tarald O. Kvalseth (1980)
administered 25 items similar to those of
Sellin and Wolfgang to a sample of 25
Norwegian students. Bias reduction from
item ordering effects was accomplished by
Kvalseth with a balanced Latin square
design—a new technique in these replica-
tions. Correlations among the Norwegian
magnitude estimates, the Canadian
replication by Normandeau, and Harvard
students’ responses reported by Stevens
(1975) yielded coefficients of .90 and .96
respectively, with corresponding slopes of
.62 and .60 using a power function
regression. Norwegian students escalated
their perception of offense severities more
rapidly than did the Canadian and Har-
vard respondents. In addition, the power
function fits relating perceptions of the
value of theft and tax evasion were
almost perfect. Kvalseth concluded:

Although it appeared that a considerable
degree of consensus regarding the rank
ordering of offense seriousness extended
across the social and cultural differences be-
tween [sic] the three subject populations,
some clear differences did emerge. In
general, any change in the judgment of of-

fense seriousness by the Norwegian subjects
exceeded the corresponding changes per-
ceived by the Canadian and the U.S. sub-
jects. [p.237)

After perusal of these studies whose ob-
jective was the replication of crime
seriousness measurements similar to those
of Sellin and Wolfgang, it must be con-
cluded that a substantial amount of data
has been accumulated supporting the
assertions that: (1) respondents can and
do make reliable judgments of perceived
crime severity and (2) the interrelation-
ships among various findings have been
quite strong. Stanley Turner, in his in-
troduction to the Patterson-Smith reprint
of The Measurement of Delinquency
(1978), comprehensively reviewed and
critiqued this literature and concluded:

In the decade and a half since the pioneering
work of Sellin and Wolfgang many attempts
have been made to verify or criticize the
scale. What may be concluded from these
efforts? [ believe that it may fairly be stated
that the authors’ final version (the elements
and their additive weights) is not the best
representation of their data. Further it may
be conceded that the techniques for making
international comparisons have not been ful-
ly thought out. But the original study has
held up under repeated replications on
diverse populations. ...

All of this is to say the minimum claim ad-
vanced by Sellin and Wolfgang has not been
successfully challenged. The scale (or some
version of it) appears distinctively useful for
making decisions about individuals in the
criminal justice system. Of how many
endeavors is this true? How many survived
replication and criticism? It may be said of
Sellin and Wolfgang’s work what was said
of it when first reviewed: It is probably the
most sophisticated attempt in sociology to
measure an elusive yet important variable.
[pp. xx-xxi]

Nonetheless, several recent studies of a
critical nature have been undertaken to
test assumptions underlying the use of the
Sellin-Wolfgang scale as an index of
crime, It is appropriate at this point to
look at these investigations in terms of
the strengths of their conclusions as they
bear on the present work.

Problems with the scale
assumptions

Although many authors offer passing
criticisms of the procedure, perhaps the
most comprehensive critique is to be
found in G. N. G. Rose’s (1966) early
comments following the publication of



The Measurement of Delinquency. Initial-
ly, Rose suggested that Sellin and Wolf-
gang’s sampling procedures are inade-
quate for basing the assumption that a
distribution of perceived crime seriousness
for the United States had been discov-
ered. Essentially, this assertion is true;
however, any lengthy criticism of Sellin
and Wolfgang on this point is not too
damaging because they were constrained
to the use of convenience samples and
their primary aim was to illustrate the
potential inherent in the procedure. Thus
Wolfgang (1970) has proposed that the
work should be judged as exploratory in
that sense and not as a definitive state-
ment of public attitudes on crime severity
throughout the Tnited States.

However, many of the other criticisms
raised by Rose arr not quite so easily dis-
missed. In referring to the results of a
BBC television survey, Rose pointed out
that attitudes toward the relative severity
of various crimes may differ across dif-
ferent segments of the population. Rose
specifically suggested that social class may
be an intervening variable in determining
the relative order of the severity of dif-
ferent offenses. Despite Akman, Figlio,
and Normandeau’s (1967, p. 443) com-
ment that Rose stressed too heavily ‘“‘a
few percentage points from a sample,’’
evidence does indicate that the perception
of severity varies somewhat by the social
characteristics of the perceiver. Rose and
Prell (1955), for example, discovered that
severity (as measured by suggested sen-
tences for offenders who committed spe-
cific crimes) varies significantly according
to the socioeconomic status, sex, and size
of the hometown of the perceiver. Repli-
cations of the Sellin-Wolfgang index by
Christiansen (1970), Hsu (1973), and
Figlio (1975) also indicated that the ab-
solute values of the perceived severities of
offenses may relate to the social
characteristics of the respondent.

From a logical point of view, this
hypothesis should be a reasonable can-
didate for rigorous testing. Unlike light or
loudness, crime severity is a culturally
determined entity. Whereas the reality of
a 1,000-Hz tone is relatively independent
of the perceiver’s culture (although the
interpretation of that tone is culturally
determined), the very existence of a crime
depends on one’s culture defining an
event as such. Thus it would be expected
that, across the spatiotemporal bound-

aries of different cultural and subcultural
groups, the perceptions of the relative
severity of crime would change. In fact, a
major portion of the research effort
reported in chapter 8 of this volume is
devoted to an examination of differentials
in perceived severities of crime which ap-
pear in various subgroups of the United

States, As noted earlier, Sellin and

Wolfgang were concerned primarily with
the construction of an instrument vhich
would provide another kind of indicator
of crime trends in addition to the present-
ly used UCR index. As such, they focus-
ed on the consensual aspects of the scale
by assuming that variation in seriousness
perception surrounding a given event con-
stitutes error or ‘‘noise’’ and that true
point-estimates are provided through
calculation of geometric means.

The alternative objective would have been
to focus on variation in responses as op-
posed to central tendency, Hence, one
would be attempting to identify different
response patterns in different popula-
tions. It may be, for example, that there
exists some general, but loose, consensus
in a society (especially a pluralistic one
such as the United States) with regard to
offense seriousness, but that this major
trend is modified by factors unique to
specific subpopulations.

Another criticism raised by Rose, and
dealt with by Akman, Figlio, and Nor-
mandeau, is the contention by Sellin and
Wolfgang that it is possible to compile an
index which focuses solely on the
‘“‘event.”” Characteristics of the victim and
the offender under this operating hypo-
thesis have no bearing on the perceived
seriousness of the delinquent or criminal
event. In the initial study, Sellin and
Wolfgang provided what appears to be
corroborating empirical evidence for this
assumption because, in some instances,
the offender’s age in the offense descrip-
tions was either unspecified or indicated
as being 13, 17, or 27 years. Plots of the
age-specific response profiles indicated
that the age of the offender did not ap-
pear to interact with perceived serious-
ness, thus lending credence to the
assumption that it is possible for judges
to conceptualize the abstract notion of
“‘an event’” independent of victim-
offender interaction.

Rose (1966, p. 416) challenged this con-
tention on both logical and empirical
grounds. First of all, he argued that there
is the prima facie case that offender char-
acteristics, such as age, do make a dif-
ference because the age of the offender
defines the event as a ‘‘crime’’ or *‘delin-
quency.”’ In response one must acknow-
ledge and assert here that offense severity
reflects the perception of the harm incur-
red by the victim or society. Offender
characteristics do not modify the costs of
the crime to the victim. Qualities of the
offender and circumstances surrounding
commission of the offense may very well
bear on the blameworthiness or culpabili-
ty of the perpetrator biit not on the
damage sustained by the victim.

Also, from a measurement point of view,
there is a very practical reason for prefer-
ring to define events without regard to
victim and offender characteristics, The
inclusion of such factors would, most
probably, lead to the generation of an
almost infinite universe of criminal events
because it could be argued that each
victim-offender situation interaction
would be a unique instance requiring its
own offense description and numerical
estimate. Such an elaboration would be
impossible to implement or justify.

A similar intervening factor which should
be considered is that of intent, or mens
rea. In most American and European
criminal law a substantive distinction is
made between acts committed with inten-
tion or malice aforethought and those
which are not, The classic example in
American law is the distinction between
culpable homicide—*‘murder’’—and non-
culpable homicide, or manslaughter.
Riedel (1975), in assessing whether cir-
cumstances and intent modify the
subject’s perception of seriousness, con-
cluded that these inferences of intent are
unimportant factors in the perception of
the seriousness of criminal events. Essen-
tially, the external aspects of the incident
(amount of injury, theft, or damage) ap-
pear to be the determining factors in
judges’ perception of severity. Thus of-
fense severity will continue to be looked
on as a measure of the costs to the victim
whether that victim be an individual, a
group, or society in general. Offender
traits relate to the strength of sanctions to
be imposed for commission of the
criminal or delinquent act, not to the cost
for the victim,
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Somewhat similar to this argument is
Rose’s point that it is meaningless to
speak of events outside of their total
social nexus, because in real life situations
individuals do not normally abstract the
event from the individual’s involved. As
some classic research indicates (LaPierre,
1934), there is often a great disparity be-
tween peoples’ attitudes and their actions.
Thus, while studies such as that by Riede]
indicate that subjects may be able to
make conceptual judgments about the
seriousness of some abstract event, actual
judgments made in the field of real situa-
tions may yield quite different results.
Would it be more sound then to concen-
trate on the actions of individuals rather
than their perceptions? This hypothesized
disjunction is a recurrent dilemma in
psychophysical research. On the one
hand, a subject’s ability to discriminate
stimuli in a laboratory setting is
methodologically quite straightforward,
but perhaps theoretically ‘‘sterile.”” On
the other hand, in vivo observations often
produce more meaningful data but create
enormous methodological problems. The
distinction is made quite clear by Adams
and Ulehla (1971):

A special case of discrimination of particular
interest to experimental psychologists in-
volves the explicit differentiation between, or
identification of, stimulus alternatives. We
term this perceptual discrimination because
the interest is in how well someone can (that
is, is able to) discriminate between the stimu-
lus alternatives and, thus, to assess the sub-
ject’s capacity for discrimination, ... In per-
ceptual discrimination, research is oriented
toward the perceptual abilities of the subject,
toward discovering what discriminations he
can ‘make if instructed or programmed to do
so. In contrast, the performance-
discrimination, or “‘do,” problem involves
discovering the stimulus or situational alter-
natives to which the person responds dif-
ferentially on the context of psychosocially
significant behavior. Here the behavior itself
is of importance; it is the focus of the
researcher’s interest and is not used merely
as an indicator of perceptual ability, of the
subject’s capacity to discriminate, We may
thus term discrimination in the do context
performance discrimination. [p.35]

The way in which performance
discrimination is related to perceptual
discrimination is an empirical problem
and rather difficult to resolve. How
crucial this problem is rests largely on the
objectives of the researchers or in-
dividuals using the scale. If the sole ob-
jective of the research is to measure an
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attitude (that is, perceived relative
seriousness of crimes), then the problem
does not exist. If, on the other hand, one
wishes to relate attitudes to behavior,
then the magnitude of the problem will
relate to the particular circumstances of
the application.

Another general group of criticisms
directed toward the Sellin-Wolfgang index
rests on the use of magnitude estimation
as a single scale for measuring crime
seriousness, the appropriateness of the
psychophysical model on which the scale
is based, and the experimental procedure
employed in collecting the data.

One of the major concerns in the psycho-
physical literature is the specification of
the perceptual transformation function.
The importance of the specification of
this function is outlined by Stevens (1972)
where he reviewed the discordance be-
tween Cramer and Bernoulli’s explana-
tions for the perceived utility of in-
cremental amounts of income. Bernoulli
assumed that utility was logarithmically
related to real income; Cramer argued for
a power function. At face value, this
argument appears to be somewhat trivial
because the primary objective is simply to
describe the rules of correspondence be-
tween an observable standard and a
human judge’s perception of that stand-
ard. But, as Stevens noted (1972}, these
two functions have quite distinct implica-
tions:

Bernoulli-derived his logarithmic function
by first making a simple assumption. The
added utility, he said, grows smaller as the
“number of dollars” grows larger—a simple
inverse relation. Cramer’s power function
derives from an assumption that is just as
simple and perhaps even more plausible: the
added utility grows smaller as the ‘“‘total
utility” grows larger. Again a simple inverse
relation, but this time between the added
utility and the total utility, not between the
added utility and the total number of
dollars. {p. 3]

Stevens made the argument that the data
obtained by Sellin'and Wolfgang support
the general psychophysical ‘“law’’ that
Cramer’s power function is an accurate
and valid model of perception. This con-
clusion, if accepted, has much intuitive
appeal, for it is simpler and more useful
to have one general class of information
functions to describe the relationship be-
tween objective stimuli and their subjec-
tive perception than to have a multitude

of dissimilar transformation functions.
However, Stevens noted (p. 3) that phe-
nomena such as crimes are difficult to
employ as direct proof of the power
function relationship because they not on-
ly require cross-modality measurement,
but also the mapping of a nonmetric do-
main onto a metric range. As Stevens
said:
On many continua . . . stimuli can be
measured only on a nominal scale, for the
stimuli are verbal statements, occupations,
crimes, and the other nonmetric items. On
those continua the power law cannot be
confirmed directly, but there emerges
another notable invariance.

For both kinds of continua, those based on
metric stimuli and those based on nonmetric
stitbuli, we find a constant relation between
the two kisds of scales: the magnitude scale
erected by direct judgment aiid the poikilitic
scale derived from a unitizing of variability
or confusion. Whether the stimuli themz-
selves are measurable on the ratio scales, th
judgmental scale based on units of variabili-
ty is approximately proportional to the
logarithm of the scale constructed by one or
another of the direct scaling methods, such
as magnitude estimation. [p. 26}

What are some of the implications of this
model of crime severity as a ratio-scaled
power function? First of all, it is assumed
that crime severity can indeed be meas-
ured on a ratio scale,

Typically, the fit between the perceived
value of theft and the dollar value of that
theft has been quite tight, using a power
function regression. Because the dollar
value of theft is the only offense stimulus
type for which an objective measurement
exists (dollar value), any assertion about
the appropriateness of a power function
fit for other nonobjectively measured of-
fense types must rely purely on the
assumption that the power function
observed with dollar value underlies judg-
ments of the severity of all offense types.
However, it should be noted here that the
cross-modality matching and conjoint
measurement studies which will be
discussed in chapters 2 and 3 further sup-
port the power function as it applies to
crime severity perceptions.

Second, one of the major advantages that
ratio- or interval-level scales exhibit com-
pared to simple ordinality is that the scale
units have the characteristic of additivity.
But several critics, beginning with Rose
(1966), have questioned the assumption



of Sellin and Wolfgang that their scale
exhibits true additivity. Indeed, in their
work Sellin and Wolfgang did not in-
vestigate this issue by presenting complex
events for respondents to judge. The cor-
respondence between the magnitude score
given to a complex event and the score
derived as a simple sum of the com-
ponents of that event cannot be deter-
mined from The Measurement of Delin-
quency.

Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe (1974) and,
later, Wagner and Pease (1978) examined
empirically the assumption of additivity
by asking a group of subjects to rate the
seriousness of several discrete crimes, The
respondents were also asked what their
perceived seriousness would be if two of-
fenses of the same type were commitied.
In their first study of 286 respondents,
only 31.8 percent judged the commission
of two offenses to be twice as serious as
the single offense. The remaining re-
spondents judged the multiple offense
situation as being either more serious
(19.9%) or less serious (48.2%) than
twice the value of a single offense. In
their second study with 222 respondents,
Wagner and Pease found that only 18
percent of the judgments were twice as
serious, while for 75.2 percent of the in-
dividuals taking part in the study two of-
fenses committed together were less than
twice as serious as one, and 6.8 percent
thought two offenses were more than
twice as serious. They concluded: ‘“We
have demonstrated that offense seri-
ousness is not additive’’ (1978, p. 178).

Unfortunately, these two studies do not
really address the issue of offense severity
with data which permit comparisons to be
drawn with other studies of this type. Of-
fense severity is seen as a continuous
variable having a distribution seemingly
well-fitted by a power function. The
problem at hand is the estimation of the
parameters of that function, not simply
the percentage of subjects who responded
to three categorical imperatives.

Thus Wellford and Wiatrowski (1975),
using the techniques of magnitude estima-
tion, generated geometric means using
Sellin-Wolfgang items for both simple
and complex offensive events with 118
Florida State University students as
raters. Their results correlated strongly
with Sellin and Wolfgang (r=.905), with
a slope of .482. But even rnore impressive
was their correlation of ,969 and slope of

Table 1

Ratio scores for complex events*

FSU FSU Sw
Event dlrectly Ratlos indirectly Ratios Indlrectly Ratlos
number scaled rank scaled rank scaled rank
1 349 1 38.9 1 37.2 1
2 45 13 3.7 15 441 17
3 1.0 20 1.0 20 1.0 20
4 7.4 9 7.4 10 9.7 10
5 8.5 8 13.4 6 9.5 1
6 20 18 11 19 18.4 6
7 19.3 4 18.8 5 18.45 ]
8 13.1 7 10.6 8 13.6 8
9 2.8 16 4.6 13 7.2 12
10 4.8 12 8.0 12 59 14
11 314 2 7.7 2 36.9 2
12 14.6 6 124 7 19.6 4
13 3.2 15 6.1 1 4.8 15
14 4,3 14 3.2 16 3.1 18
15 26.2 3 18.9 4 15.9 7
16 6.3 10 44 14 . 65 13
17 23 17 3.1 17 4.5 16
18 5.1 ik 9.1 9 9.8 8
19 1.2 19 29 18 24 19
20 16.3 5 37.3 3 31.6 3

*Computed from Wellford and Wiatrowskl, 1975, p. 183

.945 between complex offenses directly
estimated and their indirectly derived
counterparts.

Wellford and Wiatrowski’s table IV has
been rescaled to the least serious offense
(number three event number) so that the
ratios among the three columns may be

more easily compared in table 1.

Table 1 exhibits a strong concordance of
ratios and rank orderings, especially
among the Florida State responses. Even
the agreement with the Sellin-Wolfgang
data is notable when one considers that
those data were generated in the early
1960’s in a different setting with a
somewhat altered methodology. Wagner
and Pease have criticized Wellford and
Wiatrowski’s findings because correla-
tions instead of means tests were
employed. However, it must be pointed
out that ratio comparisons are the most
relevant for the resolution of this
disagreement and here in table 1 it is
quite evident that the directly and in-
directly scaled complex events yield
similar results. Cf course, as in all fallible
data, some discrepancies do occur, but
these departures from agreement must
not be allowed to overshadow the overall
pattern in the responses.

More recently, Gottsfredson, Young and
Laufer (1980) have brought more sophis-
ticated methodology to bear on the pro-

blem of additivity and dimensionality to
determine how the amount in dollars of
theft interacts with other aspects of the
offense in determining perceived severity.
One hundred and fifty-nine students at
Johns Hopkins University were asked to
respond on an 11-point category scale to
descriptions of offenses involving simple
theft, check fraud, burglary, vandalism,
robbery, rape, and robbery resulting in
death as dollar value of the loss varied
from $5 to $10,000.

Gottfredson, Young, and Laufer used a
simple category scale but treated the
responses as if they were magnitude
estimates and indeed, as table 2 (their
table 4) indicates, the correlation coeffi-
cients for the power functions are large
except for instances of serious injury,
thus supporting the assumption that these
data can be represented by a power func-
tion. It should be noted that category
scales (as shall be discussed in chapter 5)
do suffer from end-point effects and the
scale type may be causing some of the
lack of fit.

As table 2 substantiates and Gottfredson,
Young, and Laufer concluded from their
analysis of variance tables, there are
strong crime-type, dollar-value and, to a
lesser degree, type-dollar interaction: ef-
fects in these data. If the increment in
dollar values were being perceived more
or less in the same manner across offense
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Table 2

Regression equations for seven types
of ottenses*

Equation

Offense (intercept + slope) ”byx
Theft 9597 + .11291o0g $ 9567 .0109
Vandalism 1.0997 + .0995 log $ 9375 0117
Check fraud 6656 + .1335 log 9795 .0087
Burglary 1.1949 + 0863 log $ 9588  .0081
Robbery 1.6332 + 0472109 $ 9399  .0054
Rape 2.2692 + .0047 log $ 8005 .0011
Robbery/

death 2.3547 + .0011log $ 4657  ,0007

*Adapted from Gottfredson, Young, and Laufer (1980,
table 4).

types, then the slopes should be more or
less identical. In table 2, offenses in-
volving physical contact, robbery, rape,
and death all exhibit reducing slopes in
that order. As the amount of injury in-
creases the increment in perceived severity
of additional dollar loss decreases.

On the other hand, the slope differences
for various kinds of theft are not too
great and probably the assumption of
simple additivity would not do too great
an injustice to the observed interactions.
However, the authors are correct when
they state:

Interactions such as that observed in the pre-
sent study do not necessarily imply that
offenses (or discrete actions occurring within
a given ‘‘offense episode’) are not
agglomerative—they merely suggest that an
additive model may not be appropriate.
Data presented here, for example, would
suggest at a minimum that an index such as
that of Sellin and Wolfgang could tend, on
average, to overestimate the severity of
offenses such as robbery and rape. [p. 39]

In chapter 3 the extent of error which
results from the application of a simple
additive model will be evaluated using
data from the National Survey on Crime
Severity.

Obviously, more research will be required
before conclusive evidence can be pre-
sented. The issue of additivity is a very
complex and crucial one, for it provides
evidence for the ‘’ratio’ theory in percep-
tion and provides a major element in the
utility of this type of crime indexing.

As previously indicated, one of the im-
portant questions surrounding the Sellin-
Wolfgang conception of severity is that
of dimensionality, Unfortunately, the
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magnitude estimation procedure
employed to construct and replicate the
Sellin-Wolfgang index does not allow for
an investigation of the possible multi-
dimensionality of the concept. The pro-
cedure employed assumes ordinal tran-
sitivity in the scale; that is, 4A>B, B>C,
thus A>C. 1t is, however, not in-
conceivable that another response set
might be A>B, B>C, but A<C, especially
because crimes themselves are categorical
or nominal concepts. By projecting crime
severity onto a one-dimensional line, any
complex spatial configuration which may
exist in conceptions of severity is lost.

If, however, multidimensionality were to
be discovered, it would not necessarily
follow that the hypothesized power rela-
tionship does not hold. In Hamblin’s
(1874) studies, for example, it was shown
that the concept of socioeconomic status
(SES) was composed of three variables:
income, education, and occupation. Each
of these three variables was related as a
power function to the global variable
SES, but there were also multiplicative ef-
fects among the three components. Thus,
Hamblin reported, the underlying model
could be formalized as:

log Sg=log C+ B! log Si+ B2 log Se
+B3log So+ loge

where Sg represents the global SES, and
Si, Se, and So represent the constituent
variables. Hamblin noted that similar
multivariate power relationships have
been recordes! in the literature.

Putting aside the underlying theoretical
validity of the Sellin-Wolfgang scale,
however, there remains the problem of
data collection, As Stevens (1975) himself
indicated, his measurement procedures
have changed in many ways since he first
employed the magnitude estimation pro-
cedure. One of the problems that has
been shown to exist with a general
population is that of understanding the
exact nature of the task involved.
Perhaps this problem did not arise for
Sellin and Wolfgang or Stevens, or many
other investigators, because their
respondents tended to be college students
and others who had at least a minimal
facility with the number system. Further-
more, many investigators employing the
technique—especially psychophysicists—
have used other measurement techniques
such as hand dynamometers or line
estimation, which are devoid of abstract

symbolic representations, tc obtain sub-
ject responses. Chapter 2 presents the
results of a study addressing the relation-
ship z2mong response modalities to of-
fense stimuli.

In addition to the problem of under-
standing the number system is that of the
utility of a standard point or modulus for
guidance of the respondent. The use of a
standard point—say a theft of a bicycle
equals 10—gives the respondent an an-
chor by which he may judge all other
responses, Unfortunately, the use of such
a standard may also bias a respondent’s
response set because an unsophisticated
respondent may not perceive the number
system in the same manner as a
mathematician who defines its properties
axiomatically. For example, many people
may not perceive the equality of the
ratios 0.1:10 and 10:10,000. Both ratios
are numerically equivalent; however, a
respondent may not have an intuitive ap-
preciation of this ratio equivalency. To
avoid this problem, Stevens (1966a) has
suggested either varying the standard
point or doing away with it altogether.
By following either of these two
strategies, he argued, the possible
response bias created by a perceived
unacceptable reference level may be
minimized. In fact, Lodge and Tursky
(1979, p. 34) emphasized that free or sub-
ject assignment of the standard results in
a smaller regression bias in magnitude
estimates. Therefore, in their laboratory
experiments they no longer supply a
reference standard to subjects attempting
magnitude estimation.

Critical comments on the utility
of the Sellin-Wolfgang scale

The major substantive argument for the
employment of the Sellin-Wolfgang index
is that it is a more appropriate indicator
of the “‘crime problem”’ than current in-
dices. Becanse the index purports to
weight crimes by their perceived severity,
as opposed simply to indicating volume,
it is assumed that a more complete in-
dicator of the nature of criminal or delin-
guent activity results. Most critics readily
acknowledge the conceptual superiority of
the Sellin-Wolfgang index over the cur-
rent practice of presenting the UCR in-
dex, which is based solely on a represen-
tative measurement of volume. Some
criticism has been raised, however, with
regard to whether in practice the Sellin-



Wolfgang index warrants the extra effort
required for its implementation. Essential-
ly, thiz is a cost/benefit argument. over
the practical acceptance and implementa-
tion of, the scale as opposed to a query
regarding its scientific validity.

Hindelang (1974) has noted that, for
most practical purposes, the UCR may be
more than adequate for indexing crime,
and that the costs and extra effort re-
quired to calibrate and implement the
Sellin-Wolfgang index on a national level
outweigh any potential benefits. In com-
paring the UCR index with results from
the National Crime Panel victimology
surveys, Hindelang noted that, while the
UCR index consistently underestimates
victimization reports, there is a near
perfect match with regard to the ordering
of the offenses. Furthermore, when
Hindelang used unweighted UCR
statistics to produce a ranking of States
and counties along an extent and severity
continuum, he found the results to be
almost identical to those he obtained
when he employed weights he had derived
from the Sellin-Wolfgang index. The
predominant factor in either calculation is
that property crimes, even though they
tend to be weighted less (viewed less
seriously) than personal offenses, out-
number personal offenses to such a
degree that they totally overwhelm the in-
creased weighting contributed by personal
offenses. Thus, Hindelang concluded,
even though the UCR index has many
conceptual shortcomings, it provides a
practical, robust indicator of the relative
incidence of known index offenses.

Blumstein (1974) arrived at similar con-
clusions when he employed the Sellin-
Wolfgang scores as computed by Heller
and McEwen (1975) in his attempt to
assess the aggregate seriousness of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) index of-
fenses. After weighting the index offenses
by their appropriate average seriousness
scores for each offense type and then
summing the scores, Blumstein plotted
the computed Sellin-Wolfgang scores
against the standard UCR index. Using
13 data points from 1960 to 1972, Blum-
stein obtained a Pearson r of .9994 be-
tween the two indices.

However, current UCR practices do not
take into account the complexities of
criminal events composed of multiple of-
fenses. In this respect, Wellford and

Wiatrowski (1975) are correct when they
indicate that both Hindelang and Blum-
stein are committing a type of ecological
fallacy. It is inappropriate to apply mean
seriousness scores derived from a study to
raw crime categories. Not only are those
categories subject to several types of er-
ror, as discussed earlier, but the distribu-
tions of seriousness scores for each crite
code type are also quite broad, indicating
that a variety of ¢riminal behavior is con-
tained within each UCR crime type.
Turner’s (1978) introduction to The
Measurement of Delinquency responded
to Blumstein’s point:

Some objections can be raised to
Blumstein’s contention. First, he does not
calculate the Sellin-Wolfgang scale as its
authors do. It is simply not true that the
Sellin-Wolfgang scale can be represented as
a series of weight-times-frequency of seven
index offenses. Many offenses which Sellin
and Wolfgang would count are not FBI in-
dex offenses and some offenses they count,
the FBI does not. The point could be raised
in rebuttal that different Sellin-Wolfgang of-
fenses and UCR offenses are strongly inter-
correlated, but it remains that Blumstein’s
argiiment rests on assumptions which do not
have to be made (given better data) and
which may be crucial to his conclusion, Se-
cond, and more important, Blumstein’s con-
tention is only rarely relevant. The opera-
tional setting to which he implicitly refers
seems to be one in which a decision-maker
would survey the whole nation and decide
whether crime was increasing or decreasing.
Blumstein's advice to such a decision-maker
is ““Use the UCR; it is simpler and
cheaper.”” But how much decision-making
takes place on such a plane? Most decisions
in the criminal justice system are about
individuals—whether to arrest them, what
offense tc charge them with, whether to
prosecute them, what sentence to pass on
them. In such a case how would Blumstein's
advice fare? Pretty poorly, The district at-
torney, say, must decide which of two
defendants to proceed against, and the
character of the offense each is suspected of
is probably the most important single
variable affecting his decision. (In a district
attorney’s office, the number of offenses to
be dealt with at any one time is constant;
what is free to vary is the assessment of
their seriousness.) Application of the Sellin-
Wolfgang scale would suggest proceeding
against the more serious. Similarly, sentenc-
ing is influenced by the relative severity of
the offense and the relative extensiveness of
the previous criminal history of the defend-
ant. Blumstein has shown, in short, that the
UCR and Sellin-Wolfgang scale point to the
same decision in certain contexts, but these

contexts do not include the day-to-day
operations wherein uniform crime reporting
is useless, [pp. x-xi]

Additionally and most important, the
crime severity scale is more than an alter-
native to existing crime indices. Responses
to the items repr-sent a survey of the par-
ticipants’ attitudes about the seriousness
of various types of criminal behaviors.
Regardless of the underlying response
mechanisms which may be operating to
generate recognizable patterns in those
responses, studies of this type are attitude
surveys. Such surveys are in and of
themselves worth undertaking because
they tap a piece of the moral consensus,
or lack of it, at a given time and place.

Some successful applications
of the scale

The scale has found useful application in
several academic and practitioner applica-
tions over the years since its introduction.
Early among these was Martin Gold’s
(1966) study of hidden delinquent
behavior in Flint, Michigan. Although the
nature of Gold’s data did not permit
precise application, he approximated the
index by assigning weights derived from it
to a set of ninz offenses. Seriousness
scores were then employed with frequency
counts of the offenses to measure the in-
cidence of concealed delinquent behavior
serious enough to warrant arrest and to
measure the seriousniess of these hidden
delinquencies. Gold noted a difficulty in-
herent with the use of a seriousness in-
dex: juveniles tend to conceal acts of pro-
perty destruction and unauthorized use of
motor vehicles, both of which are con-
sidered somewhat serious. As a result,
there is danger of distorting the actual
severity of hidden juvenile delinquency.

However, use of the seriousness index
allowed Gold to make some interesting
observations. He found that the frequen-

‘cy of delinquent behavior was a greater

determinant of being apprehended by the
police than seriousness but that the
seriousness of the offense was taken into
account by the arresting officer in his
decision to charge the juvenile with the
offense. Gold noted that the most serious
offenders are thus likely to be the most
frequent offenders to be booked.

Gold further noted that the seriousness
index was a better discriminatory tool for
uncovering the differences among delin-
quent behaviors between high- and low-
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status nonwhite boys than was the fre-
quency scale. Further, the frequency scale
revealed no differences between the delin-
quent behavior of nonwhite unskilled and
nonwhite semiskilled juveniles, whereas
the seriousness index showed the behavior
of the former group to be more serious
than that of the latter. Thus, by utilizing
a seriousness index, Gold was able to
report some aspects of concealed juvenile
delinquency which may have otherwise re-
mained hidden,

Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin . (1972) used
the seriousness scoring system in their
studv of 9,945 boys born in 1945 who liv-
ed in Philadelphia from their 10th to 18th
years. The 10,214 offenses charged to
3,415 boys in this cohort were scored by
the use of Sellin-Wolfgang weights and
the delinquency careers of these in-
dividuals were described in terms of the
type of offense, seriousness of offense,
and frequency of offenses. Demographic
and other background characteristics were
related to type of offense and seriousness,

In general, it was found that nonwhite,
low-socioeconomic-status boys were
charged with the most serious offenses
and that offense seriousness declined as
SES increased so that the continuum from
low-SES nonwhite to high-SES white was
related inversely to offense seriousness.
Offense careers did not escalate in severi-
ty per offense except for injury offenses
where repetitions became more serious.

The use of the offense seriousness
measure was crucial for the analytical
tasks of the Philadelphia Birth Cohort
study. A large proportion of the findings
of that study depends on the measure of
offense seriousness. For example, it was
shown that harsher dispositions were
followed by more serious offensive be-
havior and that a small subset of the
cohort population accounted for the bulk
of social harm. It is in this area of
offender-offense-specific analyses that a
severity scale based on the components of
an event yields its greatest contribution.

Another policy-oriented use was made of
the seriousness index by Heller and
McEwen (1975) in St. Louis, Missouri. It
was their purpose to investigate the use of
crine seriousness information as supplied
by the Sellin-Wolfgang index in order to
determine the utility of employing such
information in assigning cases to detec-
tives, in the allocation of patrol person-
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nel, and in the determination of size and
location of police patrol beats.

These investigators chose the Sellin-
Wolfgang index for four reasons: (1) The
set of components of events was complete
enough that separate seriousness estimates
were not required for each possible com-
bination of events. (2) The scale had been
tested and replicated with success in many
countries and therefore its reliability and
validity were substantiated. (3) It allowed
for the computation of seriousness scores
for property loss, injury, and intimidation
in separate totals. (4) The application en-
visioned was relevant for this sort of
scale.

A total of & weeks of crime information
obtained from the St. Louis police
department was coded using the Sellin-
Wolfgang index, providing statistics
which quantified the seriousness of
various categories of offenses. Heller and
McEwen found that the average
seriousness for all crimes committed dur-
ing the period was 3.00, the average pro-
perty loss was $104.72, and the average
seriousness of crimes against the person
which occurred during the 8 weeks was
9.02. It was further discovered that the
UCR’s attributing equal weighting to all
Part 1 offenses might lead one to
misinterpretation or invalid conclusions.
The average seriousness of homicide, for
example, was found to be 33.29, while
the average seriousness of aggravated
assault was 9.74 and the average
seriousness of auto theft 2.29, while the
UCR would give equal weight to each of-
fense.

In distinguishing between suppressible
(those visible to police ¢ * patisl) and
nonsuppressible offenses, Heller and
McEwen noted that the average
seriousness for nonsuppressible offenses
was 3.82 while the average seriousness for
suppressible offenses was 2.82, With
respect to crimes against persons, it was
observed that the average seriousness for
nonsuppressible offenses was 11.16 as
compared with 8.34 for suppressible of-
fenses.

The elements of the index which account
for property loss, injury, and
psychological stress (intimidation) suf-
fered by the victim were thought to
render the scale especially useful for
measuring the seriousness of traffic ac-
cidents. Heller and McEwen, however,

acknowledged that the stress of intimida-
tion experienced by a victim during an of-
fense and the psychological stress suffered
during a traffic accident do not corres-
pond directly, due to the lack of
malicious intent in the latter. Using the
injury and property damage elements of
the Sellin-Wolfgang index, the average
seriousness of three classes of accidents
was estimated. The overall average
seriousness of all accidents was 4.53 as
compared with the average crime
seriousness of 3.00. Fatal and injury ac-
cidents produced an average seriousness
of 7.80 while the average seriousness of
accidents involving only property damage
was 3.00.

The authors studied the distribution of
total seriousness and average seriousness
per incident by day of the week, police
shift (watch), and police district. For
most cases, there was a positive correla-
tion between the distribution of
seriousness scores and the distribution of
the number of incidents. Monday, Fri-
day, and Saturday were found to have
the highest percentage of serious offenses.

From these findings, Heller and McEwen
proposed that, as a basis for work
assignments of detectives, those cases
with high seriousness scores be allocated
first, thus replacing the informal process
of arbitrarily choosing cases for investiga-
tion. Further, it was suggested that the
seriousness information be used as a
measure of effectiveness of detective
operations in the same way as clearance
rates are currently employed. This revi-
sion in recording practice would allow for
the estimation of a seriousness of offense
clearance rate, reflecting more accurately
the effectiveness of the detective unit,
because the most serious crimes tend to
be cleared by arrest.

The allocation of patrol personnel in St.
Louis at the time of this study was based
on a weighted workload formula which
included calls for service, service time,
wrimes against the person, crimes against
property, UCR Part I offenses, arrests,
and traffic accidents. Heller and McEwen
replaced the weights of the formula with
the average seriousness of the crime oc-
currences. They noted, however, that
substitution of their data did not
significantly alter the allocations of police
in St. Louis (the new model required the
reassignment of 2.5 percent of the of-
ficers, or 38 policemen), even though the



extended model more adequately took in-
to account the varying nature of crime
and calls for service.

Regarding the use of seriousness informia-
tion in determining patrol beats, Heller
and McEwen extended their previous
work by attempting to equalize the ex-
pected total of serious crime in each beat
as part of a more complex use of multiple
criteria in beat design.

Another successful direct application of
the scale is the PROMIS (Prosecutor’s
Management Information System) system
used in Washington, D.C., to estimate
the urgency of a case for prosecution
(Jacoby, 1972). In this application it was
shown that an experienced prosecutor’s
evaluation of the urgency of the need to
pursue a court case could be estimated by
the following equation:
U = pw'SW + pw'BE
where U = judged urgency of case for prosecu-
tion,
P = subjective probability of winning
the case,
SW = seriousness of offense with Sellin-
Wolfgang scale, and
BE = base expectancy rate of recidivism.

With w! estimated at .22 and w? at .09,
seriousness is more important than the
likelihood of recidivism for judging the
urgency for prosecution.

The index and its technique of derivation,
although used both for academic and
field-oriented purposes, has not been con-
fined to the United States and Canada.
The studies of Hsu in Taiwan (1973) and
Velez-Diaz and Megargee in Puerto Rico
(1971) at least partially suggest that the
scaling method may have practical use for
cross-cultural studies. The work of Nor-
mandeau (1970), summarized in ‘‘Crime
Indices for Eight Countries,”’ speaks to
this issue. He conducted inquiries among
first-year university students in the United
States, Canada, England, the Congo,
Taiwan, Indonesia, Brazil, and Mexico.
From these inquiries he was able to devise
a simplified index, comparable to that of
Sellin and Wolfgang. The scores obtained
lend themselves to comparison, “‘In view
of the fact that we invited the inhabitants
of these countries to evaluate an identical
situation with reference to a similar scale
of values...” (p. 15).

On observing the differences among
countries with respect to certain elements

of criminal events, Normandeau sug-
gested that they may be used in the same
way that crime rates are currently
calculated: providing a method for the
creation of an extralegal weighted crime
index comparable to that of other coun-
tries. Thus a basis for international com-
parison would be created which could
also be used to assess the effectiveness of
anticrime campaigns; and the quantitative
and qualitative evolution of recidivism.
There are, however, some considerations
which must be attended to if a practical,
cross-cultural use of the index is to be
made,

Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe (1975), in a
response to the work of Normandeau,
identified some of the problems inherent
in the cross-cultural application of the
scale, First, they noted that, because the
rough seriousness scores differed among
countries, one cannot effectively compare
seriousness ratings on a particular crime
across them because the range over which
the seriousness judgments vary is dif-
ferent for each of the eight countries.
They also pointed out that neither Sellin
and Wolfgang nor Stevens made com-
parisons over different cultural groups to
determine if valid cross-cultural com-
parisons are possible when ‘‘noise’’ is
averaged out,

The expression of seriousness scores as
ratios of larceny of $1 assumes agreement
across countries on the seriousness of a
larceny of $1. It was further suggested
that losses should be expressed in relation
to some measure of purchasing power in
the currency of the country in question.
The danger of not adjusting the scale in-
tercept is, according to Pease, Ireson, and
Thorpe, the possibility that the scores of
offenses other than theft will be distorted
because the seripusness of all offenses is
expressed as a ratio of larceny invelving
$1. The likely effect would be to depress
the seriousness of all offenses not involv-
ing theft or damage in countries where a
$1 equivalent has a high purchasing
power.

Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe noted that,
regardless of the assumptions of the study
designers and all their likely precautions,
raters will infer characteristics of people
they feel are likely to commit the describ-
ed crimes and will also make inferences
regarding the circumstances of the of-
fenses. While these inferences may not

prove problematic for intracultural
studies, they may prove problematic for
cross-cultural comparisons.

Christiansen (1970) elaborated on the
cross-cultural use of the Sellin-Wolfgang
index in a report to the Council of
Europe. Based on some pilot tests carried
out in Copenhagen, he identified prob-
lems concerning the implementation of
the index in some European countries.
He noted that the questionnaire items
utilized would, to some extent, depend on
the legal code in the country where they
were applied, but not to the degree that
cross-cultural comparisons would be
rendered impossible. In addition, for
reasons of time and clarity, Christiansen
presented short descriptions of the of-
fenses including some details of the cir-
cumstances, rather than just the name of
the offense.

The criticism of G.N.G. Rose (1966)
regarding .he test procedure used by Sel-
lin and Wolfgang, of not allowing the
subjects to turn back to previous ratings,
was evaluated in the Danish pilot studies.
Christiansen conducted practice tests
allowing the raters to turn back and
review previous answers. During the ac-
tual test the raters were allowed to refer
to the practice tests, although they were
not allowed to review answers given dur-
ing the actual rating task. Some raters
found that this method eased the task for
them, although no definitive confirmation
of the advisability of a review was
developed. The raters for the Danish pilot
studies came from various social classes,
including law students, teacher-training
college students, policemen, factory
employees including apprentices, male
and female laborers, white-collar person-
nel, and young offenders in a prison.
Christiansen noted that, unlike the college
students in Philadelphia, students in Den-
mark did not support the middle-class
value system, He further identified two
possible populations which could be
sampled in order to create rating groups:
(1) a narrow population of experts con-
sisting of the criminal judges of the coun-
try and (2) the widest selection, a random
sample of the entire population. He
argued that either of these respondent
groups would be satisfactory for specific
purposes, although the same procedure
ought to be used in every country.
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Introduction and background

It was assumed that the implicit scale
used to determine offense seriousness was
unidimensional, that each person used the
same implicit scale, and that the scale was
the same for all persons in the same ex-
perimental group, The results of the
prepilot studies confirmed these assumnp-
tions for the most part, except with
regard to nonviolent sex offenders and
crimes of violence. Christiansen conclud-
ed that the results of the pilot studies did
not reveal anything which would not sup-
port a recommendation to carry out fur-
ther studies across Europe. Like Pease,
Ireson, and Thorpe, he also concluded
that offense descriptions should be more
detailed and concrete because much was
left to the imagination of the rater, thus
perhaps increasing the probability of in-
consistencies, Lastly, Christiansen did not
recommend adoption of the category
scale as a method of rating because of
unsolved rroblems found in the
psychophysical scaling literature on the
relative merits of category and magnitude
estimation scales.

Conclusion

From the amount of atterition this topic
has received over the years, it should be
apparent that the need for a measure of
offense severity exists, chat the Sellin-
Wolfgang scale offers a sound basis for
building a national-level scale, and that
certain methodological and theoretical
problems still need to be addressed
despite the numerous successful replica-
tions and applications the technique has
enjoyed.
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Because of widespread interest in the
scale and the time and place limitations
of the Sellin-Wolfgang study, the
predecessor agency of the Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BJS) in 1976 awarded
the Center for Studies in Criminology
and Criminal Law a grant to begin work
on developing a national survey of
perceived severity of criminal offenses.
Specifically, BIS and the Center wished
to take advantage of the National Crime
Survey currently being conducted by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census for BJS by
appending a set of crime severity items to
the victimization survey form. The pur-
pose of the survey was (1) to determine
on the national level public perception
about the relative severities of various
kinds of crimes, (2) to determine the
perceived severities of various crimes ac-
cording to regions, States, size of place,
and other demographic characteristics of
the population, and (3) to determine if
the data generated by the survey would
produce a structure resembling a scale
similar to that previously investigated.

In the next chapters, then, the topics of
scale validity of the items, additivity,
reliability of responses, and study and
sample design are addressed. Chapters 7
and 8 review the general findings of the
National Survey of Crime Severity;
chapter 9 outlines the manner in which
the scale may be applied in research and
Volume II presents reference tables of
item responses.




Cross-modal validation Chapter 2
of the severity scale’

The number of different kinds of non-
physical continua which have been shown
to be scalable through magnitude estima-
tion procedures is quite impressive. Lodge
and Tursky (1979, p. 16) cited more than
20 studies. of different social opinion
scales, in addition to crime seriousness,
which use ratio estimations including the
prestige of occupations, social status,
strength of religious attitudes, severity of
punishments, seriousness of illness, life
stresses, the importance of political of-
fices, political dissatisfaction, liberalism-
conservatism, national power, race-
relatedness of political issues, and so on.
However, most of these scales are based,
as is the Sellin-Wolfgang scale, on only
one magnitude estimation modality. As a
result they are not psychophysically
validated.

The cross-modality matching technique
developed by Stevens, Mack, and Stevens
(1960) and further developed by Cross
(1974, 1976) enables verification of the
power function of responses to physical
and nonphysical stimuli. As Lodge and
Tursky (1979) stated in their guide to
magnitude scaling:

The logic of the cross-modality matching
paradigm is straightforward if the power law
is valid and {f the exponents derived from
magnitude estimation are truly characteristic,
then any two quantitative response measures
with established exponents could be used to
judge a sensory continuum and the validity
of the derived magnitude scale confirmed by
obtaining a close match between the
theoretical and empirically obtained

ratio. . . .

Stated more formally, if the sensation of the
first response modality R, is related to the
stimulus S by a power function with a
characteristic exponent of a

R|=S|ﬂ

and if the sensation of the second modality
used in the cross-matching procedure is
related to the same set of stimuli by its own
characteristic exponent b

Rz =S:b.

When R, and R, are matched to the value
of S we can substitute stimulus values so
that

Sia=8:b.

"The experimental work reported in this chapter
was performed by Milton Lodge, Bernard Tursky,
Mary Ann Foley, and Richard Reeder at the
Laboratory for Behavioral Research at the State
University of New York at Stony Brook under con-
tract from the Center for Studies in Criminology and
Criminal Law, University of Pennsylvania.

Then by taking the logarithm of each side of
the equation we can write
alog S, =blog S;
or log S\ =a/blog S..
When the values are plotted in log-log coor-
dinates, this equation represents a straight
line, a power function, with the slope of the
line equal to the /b ratio of the original ex-
ponents. [p. 12]
The results of cross-modality matching
are valid regardless of the type or kind of
response stimuli.

Because the validity of the power func-
tion developed by Sellin and Wolfgang
has been questioned, as discussed in
chapter 1, and because the techniques for
validating the scale are now available and
readily applied, a study dealing exclusive-
ly with this question was designed and
undertaken with the staff at the
Laboratory for Behavioral Research at
Stony Brook. The work of Lodge and his
associates represents the most advanced
and sophisticated contribution to this par-
ticular area of psychophysical research.
As detailed below, four experiments in-
vestigating the cross-modal validity of
items from the scale developed for the
National Survey of Crime Severity were
performed.?

Experiment 1
Methods

Subjects, Forty undergraduates (20 males
and 20 females) were randomly chosen
from a pool of volunteers. All subjects
participated in an experimental session
lasting approximately one hour.

Stimulus materiails, Each subject was
presented with three different types of
stimulus materials. A series of line lengths
a,2,3,5,7,10, 15, 22, and 30 mm)
were presented on a TV monitor located
approximately 4 feet in front of the sub-
ject, and a series of number stimuli (3, 5,
7, 11, 40, 62, and 95) were presented in
the same manner. Finally, a set of 30
crimes was presented.

Response modes. Line production
responses were made on packets of legal-
size paper (82 "X 14"). The subjects were
asked to draw a line next to an ap-
propriate trial number when they were
cued to make a line response. Magnitude
estimates were made by entering a

*The following material is essentially the report of
the staff at the Laboratory for Behavioral Research.
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Cross-modal validation of the severity scale

number by means of a keyboard. The
keyboard was located on the table in
front of the subject; it was also used by
the subject to advance each trial presenta-
tion for the stimulus sequences.

Procedure. When stimuli were presented
to the subjects on the TV monitor each
stimulus (line or number) was displayed
in the center of the TV screen, and in the
upper left-hand corner of the screen a
response cue was also displayed (for ex-
ample, line response). The crimes were
typed on index cards(3"x5"); as the ex-
perimenter presented the subject with a
particular crime, the subject also saw a
response cue displayed on the TV
monitor.

Each subject was told that there were
three phases to the experiment. A brief
instructional period for practicing the use
of the response continua and the
keyboard preceded these phases. In the
first phase, the subject was shown the
range of lines in the series. The subject
was then instructed to give the first line a
number; then all lines were given a
number in proportion to this first
response. In the second phase, the subject
was first shown the full range of numbers
and was then asked to give a line
response to the first number; all other
responses were given a line in proportion
to this first line response. The stimuli
were presented twice each time in ir-
regular order, and each stimulus was ac-
companied by a response instruction.

During the third phase of the session,
each subject practiced estimating crimes
by using a set not included in the final
validation set. After this practice exercise,
the 30 crimes were presented two times,
each time in irregular order, and each
crime was accompanied by a ‘‘line’’ or
‘“‘number’’ response instruction displayed
on the TV monitor. Before beginning the
estimation exercises, the subject was
shown a list of all of the crimes in the
set. The subject was then shown the
following offense: ‘“The offender disturbs
the neighborhood with loud, noisy
behavior,” The subject was asked to give
any number and line response to this of-
fense and then to make all responses to
the subsequent crimes relative to these
first responses. The more serious offenses
were to be given larger numbers and
longer lines.

16  National Survey of Crime Severity
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Table 3

Cross-modality matching (CMM)

Experiment
Direct CMM | 1} 1] I\
log ME vs. log LL
r .99 .88 99 .99
[ .87 + .38 1.0t = A7 90 = ,12 91 % 13
tog LP vs, log Nu
r 99 .99 .99 99
f .80 % .15 .94 + .09 92 % .14 91 + 13
Indirect CMM —
log ME vs. log LP*
r .98 .98 .98 .08
i} .98 103 1.03 1.18

*The line production responses were corrected for
regression bias using the following formula:

weo= R,’( 1/a)

where R Is the geometric mean of the line production
data matched to a crime, and a = .56, .83, .83, and .71
for Experiments |, II, lll, and 1V, respectively,

Results

Calibration. Geometric means were com-
puted for the responses to each stimulus.
The exponent describing the direct cross-
modal matching relation was .87 for the
nlagnitude estimates matched to line
lengths and .90 for the line production
responses matched to numbers. These
relations were well described by power
functions as indicated by the high linear
correlations summarized in table 3.

Seriousness of crimes. The geometric
means of the magnitude estimation and
the line production responses are indepen-
dent estimates of the relative seriousness
of the crimes. The results of this first ex-
periment demonstrate a remarkable con-
cordance between the perceived intensity
of the seriousness of crimes and the
relative magnitude of response. Figure 1
displays the results of the line production
(x-axis) and the magnitude estimation
(y-axis) responses, each matched to the
crime.

The results of an indirect cross-modality
(ICMM) relation between numbers and
lines, each matched to crimes, is expected
to be summarized by a straight line with
an exponent equal to 1.0.> The empirical
exponent for this ICMM relation is .98,
which is not different from the.theoret-
ically expected value (1.0). Typically, the
exponent for the ICMM relation between
the magnitude estimation and the line
production responses is used as a check
for the cross-modal validation or internal

*See Cross (1974) and Stevens (1975).

Figure 1

Severity of crime scale:
Experiment |

Magnitude estimation responses
1,0001

1004

J
100 1,000

0
l.ine production

The line production responses (x-axis) are plotted
against the magnitude estimation responses (y-axis)
in log-log coordinates. The relative magnitude
scales for these crimes are summarized in table 2,

consistency of a scale.* When tke obtain-
ed exponent (here, .98) is not different
from the expected value (1.0), the scale is
psychophysically valid. Although the
results are expected to be summarized by
a straight line with an exponent equal to
1.0, if the operation of regression bias
contributes unequally to the two response
modalities, then the empirical slope will
depart far from 1.0. In this study, after
the scales were corrected for regression

‘See Cross, Tursky, and Lodge (1975, pp. 9-14)
and Lodge et al. (1975, pp. 611-649).




bias, the exponent (.98) for the ICMM
relation indicates that this scale for the
seriousness of crimes is psychophysically
valid.*

On the basis of this Study, the Crime
Severity Scale is judged to be psycho-
physically valid. At this juncture it was
decided to test further some aspects of
the Crime Severity Scale because it differs
in significant ways from the bulk of
social scales. Most important, the range
of this 30-item scale (approximately
300:1) is much wider than most scales
reported in the social science literature,

1t has been shown by Cross (1974) and
Stevens (1975) that the range of the
stimulus variables affects substantially the
results of psychophysical scaling ex-
periments. For example, Stevens and
Greenbaum (1966) found that a very nar-
row range of stimuli will produce a
steepening of the function relating the
magnitude of a response (for example,
magnitude estimation). with the perceived
magnitude of a stimulus (for example, db
noise). Although the range of target con-
tinuum (for example, crimes) cannot be °
determined a priori when the variables are
social, the range of crimes used in this
first experiment is empirically very large.
This is supported by the relative scale
values summarized in table 4 (for exam-
ple, see items 12 and 28). In addition to
the range of the stimulus variable, the
spacing of stimuli is particularly impor-
tant in that, if there are many stimuli
which overlap, it is very difficult for the
subject to discriminate among them.

A series of subsequent experiments were
conducted, therefore, to obtain some pre-
liminary information about the effects of
range and stimulus spacing on the crime
scale. Using the relative scale values
derived from the results of Experiment I
as a guide, three subsets of stimuli were
selected for these experiments.

*The geometric means of the line production
responses were corrected such that the empirical
regression line was made to conform to the expected
regression line with a slope of 1,0. Before correcting
for regression bias on the line production data, the ex-
ponent for the ICMM relation was 1.6, The formula
used to transform the line production data was:

where R was the geometric mean of the line produc-
tion response to a particular crime and a=.56.

-
Table 4

Experiment |

Magnitude estimations

Line productions

Magnitude estimations

Line productions

l

Offenses L Offenses [}
Breaking and entering 17. An offender with a weapon
— threatens to harm a victim unless
1. An offender breaks Into a the victim gives him money. The
building and with no one else offender takes the victim's money
present, takes property worth $10. 26 19 gw) ,aﬂld leaves without harming
e victim. 67 66
2. Without breaking into or entering
a building and with no one else 18. An offender robs a person of
present, an offender takes property $10 at gunpolint. The victim is
worth $10. 17 21 wounded and requires medical
{reatment but no further treatment
3. Without breaking into or entering is required. 116 103
a building and with no one else
present, an offender takes property 18. ‘An offender robs a victim of $10
worth $50. 35 23 at gunpoint. The victim Is shot and
ires hospi .
4. Without breaking Into or entering requires hospitalization : 157 195
a building and with no one else 20. An offender threatens to harm a
present, an offender takes property victim if he does not give money to
worth $100. 41 38 the offender, The victim hands over
5. Without breaking into or entering $1,000 and Is not harmed. 70 69
a building and with no one else 21. An offender robs a person of
present, an offender takes property $1,000 at gunpoint. No physical
worth $1,000. 57 73 harm occurs. 79 99
6. Without breaking Into or entering 22. An offender robs a person of
a building and with no one else $1,000 at gunpoint, The victim is
present, an offender takes property wounded and requires treatment by
worth $10,000. 76 78 a physician, but no further
‘ treatment is needed, 121 128
Th inflicted
reats or inflicted injury 23, An offender robs a person of
7. An offender shoves {or pushes) a $1,000 at gunpoint. The victim |s
victim. The victim does not require shot and requires hospitalization. 184 233
any medical treatment. 13 16
. Arson
8. An offender threatens to injure
another person seriously. 33 49 24. An offender sets fire to a
g, An offender Inflicts injury on a building, causing $1,000 worth of
victim. The victim is treated by a damage. 54 77
physician but his injuries do not 25, An offender sets fire to a
require him to be hospitalized. 71 78 bullding, causing $10,000 worth of
10. An offender Inflicts injury on a damage. 107 10t
victim. The victim Is treated by a 26. An offender sets fire to a
physician and his injurles require building, causing $100,000 worth of
him to be hospitalized. 152 174 damage. 104 107
11. An offender forcibly rapes a 27. An offender sets fire to a
woman. No physical injury is bultding, causing $500,000 worth of
inflicted. 442 488 damage. 142 138
12. An offender inflicts injury on a
victim, The victim dies from the Additional items
injury, 967 623 ;
28, An offender disturbs the
13. An offender forcibly rapes-a neighborhood with loud, noisy
woman. As a resutt of physical behavior. 5 3
injuries, she dies. 1233 990
29. An offender is intoxicated in
Robbery and injury public. 7 4
14, An offender without a weapon 30. An offender makes an obscene
threatens to harm a victim unless phone call. n 5
the victim gives him money. The
offender takes the victim’s money .
($10) and leaves without harming
the victim. 33 46
15. An offender threatens to harm a
victim if he does not give his money
to the offender. The victim gives him
$10 and is not harmed. 44 44
16. An offender robs a victim of $10
at gunpoint. No physical harm
occurs, 50 50
National Survey of Crime Severity 17



Cross-model validation of the severity scale

Subsequent experiments
Methods

Subjects. Undergraduates were randomly
chosen from a pool of volunteers to par-
ticipate in experimental sessions lasting
approximately 45 minutes. The number
of subjects were 15, 15, and 10, in Ex-
periments II, 111, and 1V, respectively.

Stimuli, A series of line lengths (1, 2, 4,
7, 14, 26, 50, 96, 185, and 355 mm) and
a series of number stimuli (i, 2, 4, 7, 14,
26, 50, 96, 185, and 355) were used for
the standard calibration exercises.

In Experiment II a set of crimes com-
posed of the 12 ‘‘core crimes’” which
formed the primary scale of the National
Survey of Crime Severity (NSCS) and the
three most serious crimes from Experi-
ment [ were estimated. At the beginning
of this session, only the core crimes were
shown to the subjects. The most serious
crimes were included as the last trials of
the session. In Experiment 111, a set of 15
crimes was chosen such that the items
were approximately equally spaced on the
relative scale derived from the results of
Experiment L. Finally, a subset of the
most severe crimes (most of which in-
volved the death of a victim) was chosen
from the remaining offense stimuli from
the NSCS. The response measures used
and the procedures followed are exactly
the same as those described for the first
experiment.

Results

Calibration. Geometric means were com-
puted for the response to each stimulus,
The exponents describing the direct cross-
modality matching (DCMM) relations are
summarized in table 3. For each experi-
ment these relations are well described by
power functions, and the empirical ex-
ponents are not significantly different
from the theoretical exponents (1.0), sug-
gesting that if regression biases are pre-
sent in these judgments they are only
minimally contributing to the distortion
of judgments.

Seriousness of crime. As shown in table
3, when the line production responses are
equated for regression bias, the exponents
describing the ICMM relations between
the magnitudc estimation and the (cor-
rected) line production responses are no
different from the theoretically expected
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value (1.0) for Experiments II and III. (In
Experiment II, the exponent for the
ICMM relation is no different from the
theoretically expected value (1.0) whether
or not the line production data are cor-
rected for regression bias. In both cases
the scale is psychophysically valid). That
is, the exponent describing the ICMM
relation is 1.03 for Experiments II and
I1I. (The correction factors used to adjust
the line production were .83, .83, and
.71, for Experiments II, III, and IV,
respectively. The formula used was the
same as the one specified in footnote §.
If the scale values in Experiment III are
not corrected for regression bias, the scale
is not psychophysically valid because the
exponent is 1.2.) In these instances, the
results of the scaling of the subsets of the
crimes are cross-modally valid. Upon in-
spection of table 3 we also see that the

exponent (1.2) for the ICMM relation

describing the results of Experiment IV is
somewhat larger. Given that the items
used in this experiment were all very
serious crimes and since the inferred
range was particularly narrow, these
results are not surprising.

Figure 2 illustrates the relationship be-
tween the magnitude estimation (y-axis)
and the (corrected) line production
(x-axis) responses for the results of Ex-
periment II1. Here also there is clear
evidence for strong agreement in the
magnitudes of the two response
modalities (r=.98) for the perceived in-
tensities of crimes. The results of all these
experiments demonstrate substantial con-
cordance with much of the scaling work
using magnitude estimation, Tables 5, 6,
and 7 summarize the scaling results of
each experiment. Because there were only
minimal regression biases in the
magnitude estimation data in each experi-
ment, only the line production responses
were equated for regression bias. Essen-
tially, the scales summarized in tables 4,
5, 6, and 7 are shown to be psycho-
physically valid. If one is interested in
testing the effects of stimulus range and
the complexity of stimulus time, an exten-
sive series of experiments would be re-
quired so that the effects of range and
regression bias can be estimated in-
dependently. Such an investigation was
beyond the scope of the present study.

———
Figure 2

Severity of crime scale:
Experiment Il

Magnitude estimation responses
“

A | J
100 1,000

0 10
Line production

The magnitude estimation responses. (y-axis) are
plotted against the line production responses
(x-axis} in log-log coordinates.
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Table 5

Experiment il: Core crimes

-
Table 6

Experiment il

Table 7

Experiment 1V

Magnitude estimations

Offenses

¥

LIne productions

|

1. Without breaking into or entering
a building and with no one else
present, an offender takes property
worth $10.

2. An offender shoves {or pushes) a
victim. The victim does not require
any medical treatment.

3. An offender breaks Into a
building and with no one else
present takes property worth $10.

4. Without breaking into or entering
a building and with no one else
present, an offender takes property
worth $50.

§. An offender without a weapon
threatens to harm a victim unless
the victim gives him money. The
offender takes the victim's money
($10) and leaves without harming
the victim.

6. Without breaking into or entering
a building and with no one else
present, an offender takes property
worth $100.

7. An offender inflicts Injury on a
victim. The victim is treated by a
physician but his injuries do not

require him to be hospitalized.

8. Without breaking into or entering
a building and with no one else
present, an offender takes property
worth $1,000.

8. An offender with a weapon
threatens to harm a victim unless
the victim glves him money. The
offender takes the victim's money
($10) and leaves without harming
the victim,

10. An offender threatens to harm a
victim if he does not give money to

the offender. The victim hands over
$1,000 and Is not harmed.

11. An offender inflicts injury on a
victim. The victim is treated by a
physician, and his injuries require
him to be hospitalized.

12. Without breaking into or
entering a bullding and with no one
else present, an offender takes
property worth $10,000.

13. An offender forcibly rapes a
woman. No physical injury is
inflicted.

14. An offender Inflicts injury on a
victim. The victim dies from the
injury.

15. An otfender forcibly rapes a
woman. As a result of the Injurles,
she dies,

25

30

35

40

40

50

65

60

65

a0

115

450

570

620

24

24

23

35

50

43

50

56

67

65

B7

355

406

637

Line Productions

Magnltude estimations

Offenses

|

1. An offender shoves (or pushes) a
victim, The victim does not require
any medical treatment.

2. An offender without a weapon
threatens to harm a victim unlese
the victim gives him money. The
offender takes the victim's money
($10) a~d leaves without harming
the victim,

3. An offender inflicts Injury on a
victim, The victim Is treated by a
physician but his injuries do not

require him to be hospitalized.

4, An offender threatens to harm a
victim if he does not give his money
to the offender. The victim gives him
$10 and is not harmed.

5. An offender threatens to injure
another person seriously.

6. An offender with a weapon
threatens to harm a victim unless
the victim gives him moriey. The
offender takes the victim's money
($10).and leaves without harming
the victim.

7. An offender robs a person of $10
at gunpoint. The victim Is wounded
and requires medical treatment but
no further treatment is required.

8. An offender threatens to harm a
victim if he does not give money to
the offender. The victim hands over
$1,000 and is not harmed.

8. An offender Inflicts injury on a
victim. The victim is treated by a
physician and his injuries require
him to be hospitalized.

10. An offender robs a person of
$1,000 at gunpoint, The victim Is
wounded and requlres treatment by
a-physician but no further treatment
Is needed. .

11. An offender robs a person of
$1,000 at gunpoint. The victim is
shot and requires hospitalization.

12. An offender robs a victim of $10
at gunpolnt. The victim Is shot and
requires hospitalization.

13, An offender forcibly rapes a
woman. No physical injury is
inflicted.

14, An offender inflicts injury on a
victim..The victim dies from the
injury.

15. An offender forcibly rapes a
woman. As a result of physical
injuries, she dies.

13

17

26

29

38

50

96.

102

173

223

224

15

32

37

50

77

58

108

156

192

Line productions

Magnitude estimations

Offenses

¥

1.. An offender inflicts injury on a
victim. The victim dies from the
injury.

2, An offender forclbly rapes a
woman, No physical injury Is
Infticted.

3. An offender klils a person by the
reckless driving of an automobille,

4. A company disposes of its
factory's Iindustrial waste in a
manner that pollutes the water
supply of a city. As a result, one
person dles,

5, An offender places a bomb in a
public building. The bomb explodes
and one person is killed,

6. Knowing a shipment of cooking
oll is adulterated, an offender, a
retaller, decides to sell it to the
public. Only one bottle is
purchased, and the purchaser dies.

7. An offender stabs a person to
death.

8. An offender places a bomb in a
building. The bomb explodes, and
20 people are killed.

9, A company disposes of Its
factory's industrial waste in a
manner that pollutes the water
supply of a city. As a resuit, 20
‘people die.

10. An offender forcibly rapes a
woman. As a result of the injury,
she dies.

162

165

17

183

195

207

213

225

234

240

144

156

174

174

200

194

225

223

207

203
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Cross-model validation of the severity scale

Discussion

These experiments were designed to con-
struct cross-modally valid scales of
relative magnitude for the seriousness of
a set of crimes. This cross-modal, multi-
ple measurement approach is necessary
for the construction of psychophysically
valid scales, as discussed earlier. Scales
which are cross-modally (or internally)
valid can then be used to test many
hypotheses about the social perceptions
of the seriousness of crimes because the
functional relationship between crime
stimulus and its perceived severity is
known.

Thus, in addition to the standard power
function fits to the perception of dollar
value loss, cross-modal validation adds
increased security to the assertion that the
perceptions of crime severity follow a
power function and that the offense items
most probably lie along the same dimen-
sion.

The closely allied assumption underlying
the use of the scale, that of additivity,
gains some support from this cross-modal
validation; however, a direct test of ad-
ditivity would be necessary to fully
substantiate the position that simple ad-
ditivity does exist in crime severity
perceptions,
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The problem of additivity

Chapter 3

The question of additivity arose early in
the development of the crime seriousness
scale and has persisted to this moment—
as was documented in chapter 1.
However, it should be stated here that
simple additivity, with its intuitive appeal
and direct applied utility, is not a strictly
necessary characteristic for the successful
application and social relevance of the
scale.

Responses to the scale items do represent
the comporents of an attitude survey.
The first and foremost objective of the
National Survey of Crime Severity
(NSCS) is the polling of a national sam-
ple of the U.S. population on its judg-
ment about the relative severities of
various types of crimes, In isolate, this
objective of the survey need not relate to
the existence of underlying structures in
the response set. If the items tap the
desired sentiments with some degree of
validity and reliability, then one may be
satisfied that, at least on that level, the
survey can make a meaningful contribu-
tion to our knowledge of the moral tenor
of our time. Thus, as shall be detailed in
chapter 5, the choice of stimulus itemns
was guided primarily by the need to sup-
ply a broad set of crimes to respondents
so that the range of criminal behavior
available for evaluation would be as close
as possible to that of criminal acts com-
mitted in the population, while asking
each respondent to judge the severity of
only as many items as time, attention
span, and fatigue allow. Early ex-
periments indicated that requiring
responses on 15 to 20 items optimized the
quality of response on these dimensions.'

Because of these constraints, the number
of stimuli available for determining the
scale characteristics of the items was
severely limited. As in past studies of the
Sellin-Wolfgang type, doliar value was
given several levels ranging from $10 to
$10,000 so that the parameters of the
function relating dollar value and its
perception could be determined.
However, a full test of the additivity
assumption or a determination of the
combination rules actually manifested by
responses was beyond the time and fiscal
capabilities of this study.

'Conducted by the authors and by Milton Lodge
and Bernard Tursky and discussed in'personal cor-
respondence,

Nonetheless, the characteristics of the
scale, especially those of combination,
should be investigated not only to satisfy
intellectual curiosity but also to ascertain
if application of the scale to criminal
justice data under the assumption of ad-
ditivity compromises the validity of con-
clusions drawn from such an enterprise.

In the preceding chapter it was reported
that the eéxperiments undertaken on
behalf of this research by Lodge et al.
clearly verified and substantiated previous
work showing the power function rela-
tionship between dollar value and its
perception for other offense stimuli as
well. Thus, as a result of the cross-modal
matching exercises it may be safely con-
cluded that the scale is psychophysically
valid and that a power function relation-
ship does obtain between offense stimuli
on the one hand and the perceptici of
the relative severities of those stimuli on
the other. Thus the question is not
whether additivity exists, but rather what
the nature or form of that additivity is.

To this end, the techniques of additive
conjoint measurement may be employed
effectively.? In the psychophysical
literature, the development work along
these lines concerned the perception of
loudness; specifically, does a binaural
stimulus sound twice as loud as a
monaural stimulus? If the perception of a
monaural loudness change follows the
power function yp=Kmomy/! and a
binaural stimulus is perceived as

¥ =Kpop', then monaural-binaural
matching should produce a straight line
with a slope of 1.0 if the two exponents
are equal. Evidence (see footnote 3 in
chapter 2) indicates that the situation is
more complicated than that explicated
here, but the questions of additivity and
summation ultimately can be addressed
only empirically and these investigators
have pursued the solution to this problem
with data which, unfortunz:ely, are
unavailable to those seeking the summa-
tion rules for the perception of criminal
behavior (because conjoint matrices for
all offense combinations are not yet
available).

For development of this line of thought see

Falmagne (1976), Krantz et al, (1971), Levett,
Riemersma, and Bunt (1972), Luce and Tukey {1964),
and McClelland and Coombs (1975),

Ideally, we would like to fill the matrix of
all possible combinations of offense

stimuli for which the question of additivi-
ty is relevant. Thus, a matrix such as this:

Crime type A
Level of intensity

0 1 2 3 4 )

L]

Crime type B
Leve! of intensity
w

Y

n
would have an item for each element of
that intensity of each stimulus. These
conjoint elements then form the basis for
the test of additivity against the responses
to the single stimulus of 4 and B. Of
course, a large number of items quickly
becomes necessary for an adequate test.
In addition, one would have to assume
that additivity for-a particular com-
parison of crime types could be general-
ized to another comparison with some
other crime types unless we are able to
test all relevant comparisons.

In the context of the NSCS, the most
tractable offense types for comparison are
simple theft in which the dollar value
varies from $10 to $10,000 (one entry of
$100,000) and degrees of injury (in com-
bination with theft, usually called rob-
bery). Unfortunately, the constraints on
time and number of items detailed above
did not permit the production of even a
complete matrix of that useful com-
parison. As a result, any reasonable com-
bination with dollar vailue having two or
more stimuli was enlisted for the task.
Table 8 details the ratio scores available
in the survey for this comparison. The in-
jury types vary by only three dollar
values, threats and kidnapping by two.
Additionally two property crimes which
were varied by dollar loss are also in-
cluded. Because of the vacancy of so
many cells, only a simple analysis will be
presented here (more complete data could
be subjected to extensive examination
such as suggested in footnote 2). It is not
being asserted that an adequate test of
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The problem of additivity

.

the additivity assumption’is possible with
these data; however, some estimate of the
effect that such an assumption may have
on cornictusions is offered with the hope
that illumination may be shed on
previous and future applications of the
scale which have tsften or may take ad-
ditivity as a given.

Thus, in table 8 each entry is the ratio
score® for an offense stimulus containing
both the crime type listed in the column
and the dollar value of loss appropriate
for that cell in the matrix. For example,
the ratio score for an offense containing
minor injury and a theft of $10 is 5,13,
while the ratio score for an offense
resulting in the victim having to be
hospitalized and having $1,000 taken is
16.88 and so on. .

The purpose of this matrix is to deter-
mine the effect of an additional offense
type on the incremental perceptions of
the severity of dollar-value loss. A cur-
sory glance at table 8 shows that the ratio
differences among dollar-value increments
do vary according to the type of
associated offense. The ratio of a simple
theft of $1,000 to $10 is about 4.0; for
threats, 1.6; for minor injury, 1.6; for
treated and discharged, 2.5;* for
hospitalized, 1.2; for breaking and enter-
ing, 3.1; and for trespassing, 5.7.

Table 9, in columns (a) and (b), presents
the slopes of perceived loss, with various
types of additional offenses, generated by
the regressions against dollar-value loss
for the ratio scores of table 8. The incre-
mental effect of dollar loss on the percep-
tions of the severity of complex offenses
is increasingly negated by the overshad-
owing force of increasing injury severity.
Thus, the slopes produced by the com-
bination of dollar-value loss with the ad-
dition of a kidnapping are extremely
small (.019 and .044, respectively),
followed by threats (.095) and treated by
a doctor and discharged (.097). Breaking
and entering, with its implied risk, actual-
ly has a stronger effect on leveling the
impact of dollar loss than does minor in-

*Ratio scores are computed by dividing each
geometric mean by the geometric mean of a theft of
$10.

*The out-of-order sequence of 8,52, 6.71, and 16.63
for treated and discharged is probably due to an
ordering effect in the item stimuli, The regression
estimate for 4 loss of $10 in this crime type is 9.3,
producing a ratio of 1.8, more in line with the re-
maining injury plus dollar-value loss scores,
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Table 8 (Additive maasurement matrix)

Ratio scores for complex events

Doltar value of loss

Crime type $0 $10 $50 $100 $1,000 $10,000 $100,000
Simple theft - 173 2,89 360 6.88 1096 = -
Threats —_ 6,63 —_ -— 10.30 - -
Minor injury 1.47 5.13 — — 8.00 - —
Treated and discharged 8.52 6.71 - - 16.63 — -
Hospitalized 11.98 14.64 — - 16.88 - -
Kidnapping 21,23 —_ — — 24,5

Brauring and entering 1.50 3.14 — - 9,62 — 1556
Trespassing 0.84 1.39 o — 7.95 — -

Table 9 (-S-lopes and Intercepts)

Additive measurement matrix (fog,,)

Grouped means

Individual responses

(a)

{b) () (d)

Crime type Slope Intercept Slope Intercept
Simple theft .268 (] 273 001
Threats .095 726 094 738
Minor fnjury 212 332 232 .285
Treated and discharged 097 872 .078 931
Hospitalized .044 1.01 . 044 1.107
Kidnapping .019 1,332 019 1.341
Breaking and entering 187 296 176 s ¢ 369
Trespassing 303 -.053 304 ~.046

jury (.187 compared to .212) although
their intercepts are similar (.296, .332).
Finally, trespassing as a complex event
has a small, opposite, but insignificant,
bearing on the perception of dollar loss
(slope of .303 compared to .268 for.a
simple theft). Indeed the intercept is
about zero, The more serious the injury
or the implied danger (threats and kid-
napping), the larger the absolute value of
the severity ratio (the greater the in-
tercept) and the less the increment in
dollar-value loss affects the perception of
the severity of the combined criminal
event. To that extent these results con-
firm those reported by Gottfredson
Young, and Laufer (1980, p. 30, 34) as
described in Chapter 1.

As a matter of interest, at this point an
issue introduced by Lesieur and Lehman
(1975, p. 79) regarding the reliability of
slopes based on regressions of geometric
means should be addressed. They argued
that plcts of geometric means on log
paper (or log transformed regressions)
overstate the strength of relationships and
give a false impression of order. Columns
(c) and (d) of table 9 display the slopes
and intercepts for the dollar value-injury

data of table 8 in the same manner as
columns (a) and (b), except that these
statistics were computed from individual
responses rather than from the geometric
means of those responses, For all prac-
tical purposes, the slopes of columns (a)
and (c) are similar enough, as are the in-
tercepts of columns (b) and (d), that it
may be concluded that geometric mean
comparisons do not inflict an interpretive
injustice on the responses of individuals.
Of course, the power function fits are not
as good as those obtained with logged-
score mean data but are nonetheless im-
pressive when one realizgs that individual
response data produced them. Lodge and
Tursky (1979, p. 40) reported a 5-percent
decrease in explained variation with in-
dividual scores when compared to logged-
score means and an additional 10 percent
less explained variation with social
variables as opposed tc those investigated
in sensory psychophysical research. It is
adequate for the purposes at hand to
show that the two sets of estimates really
are quite similar as table 9 indicates.
Therefore, one may conclude that the
estimates of the power function
parameters for logged means and in-
dividual responses are almost identical in



these data, although the fit for the
former is necessarily better than that pro-
duced by the latter.

It is obvious in table 10 that the type and
severity of an associated offense affect
the perception of dollar-loss seriousness.
The direct implication of this interactinn
is that the severity ratios for complex
events, that is, criminal acts having more
than one criminal behavioral component,
developed from the simple additive sum
of the ratio values for each component
will be incorrect. Clearly, if the percep-
tions of the severities of theft depend to
some degree on the existence and severity
of another offense committed at the same
time, then the assumption of simple ad-
ditivity cannot be maintained and com-
slex events whose severity ratios have
been produced through the simple addi-
tion of the ratios of their component
crimes will be misrepresented in terms of
seriousness.

Therefore, the question of the precise
form of the additivity rules operating
when respondents perform severity judg-
ments must remain unanswered until a
complete conjoint analysis is accom-
plished. It has been shown that inter-
action does exist at least for dollar loss
and the several associated crimes
enumerated in the above tables.

However, the important question remains
of the extent to which error results when
the assumption of simple additivity is im-
posed on complex events where, in fact,
interaction among components represents
the true state of the severity perception.
An assessment of the magnitude of the
problem which results from the assump-
tion of simple additivity is possible within
the constraints imposed by the limitations
of table 8 (empty cells, limited number ~f
conjoint measures) by comparing the
severity ratios generated through the sim-
ple addition of the component ratio
scores of complex events to the ratio
scores generated by the regression on the
dollar value of complex events where the
components were jointly evaluated by
respondents in the NSCS. Tables 10
through 16 present such comparisons with
their intercepts, slopes, and correlations
for the offense of threats, minor injury,
injury which caused the victim to be
treated and discharged by a doctor or
hospitalized, kidnapping, breaking and
entering, and trespassing; each criminal

Table 10 (Complex vs. simple additive ratio scores)

- (]
Table 11 . (Complex vs, simple additive ratio scores)

Offense: Threats Offense: Minor Injury
Dollar value Complex Additive Dollar value Complex Additive
$0.5 53 5.7 $0.5 2,2 23
10 6.6 6.8 10 35 2.3
100 8.2 8.3 100 5.7 4.9
1,000 10.3 1.3 1,000 9.3 7.8
10,000 12.8 16.7 10,000 15.1 13.2
a =,143 a =-,032
b =.807 b =1,103
r =.986 r = 998

act varied by the dollar value of an
associated offense committed at the same
time,

If perceptions of the severity of complex
events were similar to the ratio values
determined by the addition of the ratio
values of the respective components, then
the values for complex and additive col-
umns should be roughly the same (allow-
ing for errors introduced by ordering ef-
fects, subsample bias in item selection
and other unexplained biases caused by
item construction, and so on) with an in-
tercept of zero, a slope of one, and a cor-
relation of unity. Of course, table 9 has
already precluded such results; but how
poor is the fit o1’ the two sets of ratios
for each offense type?

First, the correlations between complex
and simple additive ratios are uniformly
high, above .96 for all of the offense
types and essentially unity for trespassing,
breaking and entering, and minor injury.
Despite the interaction between associated
crime type and dollar value of loss the
two estimates, complex and additive,
covary almost perfectly as inspection of
these tables reveals. However, the slopes
for complex offenses having kidnapping,
injury resulting in hospitalization, and, to
a lesser degree, threats and trespassing
depart from one indicating that the ratios
do not progress at the same rate for both
sets of distributions for each of these of-
fense types.

The poorest fit in terms of ratios between
complex and additive estimates with these
data is found in table 14, kidnapping and
theft. Dollar-value increments from $0.50
to $10,000 in addition to kidnapping
result in larger severity ratios in the ad-
ditive model as opposed to the complex
especially for the values of $1,000 (27.6
vs. 24.5) and $10,000 (32.9 vs. 25.6).
Thus, the severity of criminal events in-

volving kidnapping may be overestimated
when large amounts of money are stolen
or other very serious criminal acts are
committed at the same time and the
severity of the event is produced by sim-
ply adding up the ratios of the component
parts of the occurrence.

However, it should be pointed out that in
general the ratio scores are only substan-
tially different for dollar losses in excess
of $10,000, This differential for higher
serious offense types of threats,

$1,000 and $10,000 the ratio values are
hospitalized and, to a lesser extent,
treated and discharged and breaking and
entering. For threats with dollar losses of
$1,000 and $10,000 the ratio values are
10.3 vs. 11.3 and 12.8 vs. 16.7 for com-
plex and additive, respectively; for
hospitalized, 17.1 vs. 18.3 and 19.8 vs.
23.8; for treated and discharged, 14.6 vs.
14.9 and 18.2 vs. 20.3; and for breaking
and entering, 7.2 vs. 7.9 and 11.1 vs,
13.3. Thus, the error produced by the im-
position of the simple additive model
becomes relevant really for $10,000 and
greater losses in complex events. The
severities of complex events containing
minor injury or trespassing actually are
slightly underestimated by simple
additivity.

From tables 10 to 16 it can be concluded
that the simple addition of severity ratios
of the components of complex events
produces severity scores quite similar to
those generated by ratios of geometric
means resulting from judgments of the
complex event as a whole as long as the
associated dollar value of theft or loss is
not extremely large.

Does the leveling effect on the perception
of theft severity produced by a serious
allied criminal act have any bearing on
the application of severity ratios to
criminal oehaviors? One’s immediate
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S
Table 12 (Complex vs. simple additive ratio scores)

—
Table 13 (Complex vs. simple additive ratio scores)

Table 14 (Complex vs, simple additive ratio scores)

Offense: Treated and discharged Offense: Hospitalized Offense: Kidnapping
Dollar value Complex Additive Doliar value Complex Additive Dollar value Complex Additive
$0.5 7.4 9.4 $0,5 126 12.8 $0.5 21,5 22.0
10 9.3 10.4 10 13.9 13.8 10 224 23.0
100 116 1.9 100 15.8 154 100 23,4 24,86
1,000 14.6 14.9 1,000 174 18.3 1,000 245 276
10,000 18.2 20,3 10,000 18.9 23.8 10,000 25,6 329
a =-,184 8 =,424 a =783
b =1.126 b =.629 b =.416
r = 975 r =.969 r=.969

response would be that if simple additivi-
ty errs in producing severity ratios which
are essentially the same as those generated
by conjoint evaluations then the applica-
tion of the resulting scale values should
be limited only to simple events.
However, the dilemma is perhaps not as
difficult to overcome as it might seem.

First the two distributions, complex and
additive, do not deviate very much from
each other until extreme values in dollar
loss are encountered. But, in practice,
large dollar value thefts in combination
with other kinds of offenses are quite
rare, In fact, initial analysis of the
Philadelphia 1958 Birth Cohort Study®
shows that 98 percent of all simple thefts
result in loss of less than $1,000, 80 per-
cent less than $100, and only 0.1 percent
in excess of $10,000 {(mean =$130.30, me-
dian =$24). For offenses involving injury
and theft, 99 percent resulted in a loss of
less than $1,000, 87 percent less than
$100, and no offenses produced $10.000
or greater loss (mean = $97.50,
median = $19). Even in compléx events
where both theft and damag: resulted, 93
percent of the losses were less than
$1,000, 53 percent less than $100, and on-
1y 0.4 percent of the offenses produced
losses of $10,000 or more

(mean = $421.80, median =$100). The
U.iform Crime Reports for the United
States, 1978 (U.S. Department of Justice,
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1979, p.
174) produced means of $219 for larceny-
theft, $434 for robbery, $46 for theft-
murder, and $30 for theft-rape offenses.
These means are probably not represen-
tative of the actual distributions (see
means and medians above) because of the
skewed nature of theft data. Nonetheless,
these values along with those from the

The analysis of these data is now underway at the
Center for Studies in Criminology-and Criminal Law
at the University of Pennsylvania.
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1958 Philadelphia Cohort clearly imply
that the great majority of offenses involv-
ing monetary loss are relatively minor in
terms of the severity of theft—a few hun-
dred dollars or less.

The impact of these dollar-loss distribu-
tions on the utility of simple additivity in
severity scoring is fortunate and strong.
Because complex and additive severity
ratios are almost identical to one another
for dollar values less than $1,000 and
because so few complex events result in
losses in excess of a few hundred dollars,

* the usefulness and, therefore, appeal of

simple additivity are not really challenged,
at least for theft-complex offenses.
INonetheless, it must be remembered that
the matrix of conjoint comparisons is
sparsely populated, that is, (a) for the
most part the regressions detailed above
are based on data with missing values and
(b) many complex events which could be
envisioned or which may actually occur
during criminal activity have not been
assessed in this context.

However, as a final validity check with
these limited data, the intercepts of the
crime types discussed above produced by
severity perceptions of simple events (no
associated thefts) may be compared to-the
intercepts of the regressions against dollar
value when dollar value is set at zero. In
other words, it should be determined if
dollar value regressions of complex of-
fenses produce the same intercepts when
dollar loss is set at zero as do independ-
ent evaluations of those offenses without
dollar loss of associated thefts. Table 17
shows that these two estimates really are
quite similar to one another across crime
types. In fact, the two distributions fit
almost perfectly (X*=.6386, slope
b=.97). These two independent estimates
produce essentially identical intercepts
even with the various data problems ap-
parent above.

Tabie 15 {Complex vs. simple additive ratio scores)

Offense: Breaking and entering
Dollar value Complex Additive
$0.5 2,0 23
10 3.0 3.3
100 4.7 4.9
1,000 7.2 7.9
10,000 1 13.3
a =.031
b =976
r =.997

L 0y
Table 16 (Complex vs, simple additive ratio scores)

Offense: Trespassing
Dollar value Complex Additive
$0.5 0.9 1.6
10 1.8 28
100 3.6 4,2
1,000 7.2 7.2
10,000 14.4 12,6
a =-.305
b = 1.345
r = .999
Table 17 {Intercepts)
Complex vs. simple estimates
Crime type Complex Simple
Threats 532 525
Minor Injury 2,14 1.47
Treated and discharged 7.45 8,52
Hospitalized 12,64 11.98
Breaking and entering 1.98 1.50
Trespassing .88 .80

Concerning the assumption of simple ad-
ditivity, certain conclusions may be drawn
albeit cautiously at this point: (1) as the
perceived severity of an offense type in-
creases, increments in the dollar value of
thefts are perceived by respondents with
decreasing seriousness ratios; (2) the in-



teraction between the perception of dollar
loss and the severity of an associated
offense committed during a complex
criminal event becomes important only
for large dollar losses ($10,000 or greater)
and both complex and simple offense
stimuli produce similar intercepts for zero
dollar loss; ((3) only a fraction of a per-
cent of offenses typically encountered in
criminal justice data results in thefts in
excess of $10,000, thereby reducing the
applied significance of (1) and (2) above
for the use of simple additivity in severity
sum~ations of complex criminal events;
anc +4) regression effects discussed below
and in chapter 2 may, in fact, be some-
what compensated for by the use of sim-
ple additivity (although this hypothesis
should be tested with appropriate data).

Cross (1974) discussed theoretically and
Cross, Tursky, and Lodge (1975) exam-
ined empirically the effects of regression
bias on the slopes of magnitude esti-
mates. Regression biases result from
respondents’ tendencies to underestimate
large magnitudes and overestimate small
ones, thus, regressing perceptions toward
a mean level. Unfortunately, the deter-
mination of regression bias requires that
the ‘““true”’ exponents of the psycho-
physical relationships under study be
known and that the regression parameters
be determined so that the extent of
response compression can be ascertained.
That is, the crime severity scale would
have to be calibrated against other
psychophysical modalities, the parameters
of which have been determined. Such an
exercise was described in chapter 2.
However this cross-modality matching
procedure was not practicable in the
home interview environment of a national
survey. Therefore, the National Survey of
Crime Severity could not be *‘calibrated”’
in a manner that would allow for a deter-
mination of regression bias.

However, if regression bias were occur-
ring in the magnitude estimates of com-
plex events and not in the components of
those events, an assumption that would
have to be tested, for it has not been
determined that regression bias does not
exist even in the single offense stimuli (in
fact, it probably does given the wide ratio
range of this study), then the correction
to be used in the equation y; = R/
would be quite small.® In these data, the

¢See chapter 2, p. 18 and table 3.

discrepancy between complex and addi-
tive scores for kidnapping yields the value
of a=.93 producing an exponential cor-
rection: for complex events of only 1.07,
really not large enough to be trouble-
some. Indeed, this value olL:ains for the
offenses of hospitalized and breaking and
entering as well. The correction exponents
of 1.1, a=.90 for threats and 1.04,
a=.96 for treated and discharged are all
within the same range of rather small
factors. .

This demonstration does not prove that
regression bias is small or nonexistent;
rather, it suggests that the differences be-
tween simple additive and conjoint meas-
ures of complex events are not large
within the range constraints of the avail-
able responses and, if considered in terms
of regression bias, are almost insignifi-
cant. Regression bias may be affecting
both sets of measurements to a greater or
lesser extent as yet undetermined;
however, it could. be assumed that the
complex multioffense stimulus would suf-
fer more from the effects of this bias
than would a simple unit offense item.
Indeed, the data do lie in the appropriate
direction for this conclusion so that sim-
ple additivity does expand the upper
limits of perceived severity at least to a
small extent, thus probably correcting for
some amount of regression in complex
events.

Poulton (1968) has discussed at length
hypotheses relating to how slopes of
magnitude estimation regression may b
diverted from the correct or true path of
experimental design factors. Most rele-
vant for the subject of this chapter are
biases resulting from range effects,
threshold effects, and position of the
standard in the item range. Unfortunate-
ly, without an independent metric for
crime severity, except for dollar value,
tests of many of the biases enumerated by
Poulton are not possible with these data;
but it is plausible to assume that these ef-
fects act on the data at hand in a manner
similar to that of physical continua.

Experimental evidence has shown that a
limited range on a given physical con-
tinuum produces a steeper slope than
does a larger range of stimulus intensities,
In fact, respondents have produced func-
tions up to about 1.6 times greater for
small ranges than for large ones; thus,
small ranges produce inflated exponents
on power functions and too large a range
produces overly small slopes.

The range of stimuli in the NSCS is quite
large by conventional psychophysiological
standards; however, it is not the overall
range of stimuli that is relevant here,
rather it is the relative range across of-
fense type as dollar value of loss is
varied, which has an impact on the con-
clusions here, It is conceivable that for
offenses of limited severity, associated
dollar losses will produce larger slopes
than those same dollar-value stimuli
would when the complex events include
more or very serious associated criminal
acts. The responses to the NSCS do
verify this interrelationship (table 9);
however, it cannot be determined frorm,
these data whether the declination of
slope with greater severity levels in
associated offenses is due to the expan-
sion of stimulus range or to some other
factors.

Certainly bias due to threshold effects is
possible in these data and could also be
responsible for slope variability across
offense types in complex events.
Threshold effects produce steeper slopes
near the low end of perceptual capability.
Therefore, the perception of stimulus in-
tensity rises more quickly just above the
perceptual threshold than it does as |
stimuli advance further up the range of
item strength, A very minor offense such
as trespassing, which lies at the very
threshold of offense severity, should
generate a steeper function against dollar
value of loss in a complex event than
would more serious offenses such as
these resulting in grave bodily injury or
largie amounts of property damage. The
data of this chapter support this hypo-
thesis of threshold as well as range ef-
fects, although it is impossible to dis-
entangle the two here.

Similar to the threshold effect is the rela-
tionship acting between the size of the
standard or modulus and the position of
a stimulus item on the intensity scale. If
the stimulus magnitude of the standard is
near the lower range of item intensities,
then smaller stimuli will produce stéeper
slopes than will those items which are
larger than the standard. The reverse is
true for a modulus placed near the upper
end of the stimulus magnitude. As a
result, minor offenses which lie below the
standard should generate steeper slopes
with dollar loss than would the more
serious components of events.
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Summary and conciusions

Each of these hypothetical situations is
supported by the limited data presented
in this chapter. In effect, each hypothesis
argues that minor offenses will produce
steeper slopes with associated thefts in
dollar terms than will serious personal in-
juries or extensive property damage. Of
course, these explanations are based on
experience with physical continua and not
with non- or minimally metrified atti-
tudinal items. The lack of independent
measures of offense stimuli strengths
similar to those of physical continua
limits the power of explanation available
to these data. It is true that dollar-value
increments are not perceived uniformly
across the range of severity of .offenses
committed at the same time as theft.
With an attitudinal variable such as of-
fense severity, this reduction in the im-
portance of dollar-value increments n.ay
result from the shadowing effect of a
very serious associated criminal violation.
The recognition that the dollar loss
becomes less important as physical injury
or other potentially or real grievous con-
sequences increase should not be startling
or even damaging to the development and
use of a scale for crime severity. This
relationship among the components of
criminal behavior, that is, the reduction
in slopes detailed above, can be explained
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simply as the reduction of the importance
of money loss when serious crime is com-
mitted conjointly and also in terms of
range, threshold, modulus position, and
regression effects, The reduction in slope
as the intensity of an attitudinal variable
such as crime increases appears to be
operating not unlike that function pro-
duced by physical continua observed
under similar conditions of stimulus
intensity,

Additional conjoint data should be
developed both to fill in the data gaps on
dollar value expeiienced here and to ex-
tend the range of offense types so that
other additive combinations may be in-
vestigated. These stimuli should be
measured cross-modally to produce addi-
tional metric information.

These data do suggest that the interaction
between serious offense perceptions and
the perception of additional increments of
severity exists and this relationship is
prabably similar to that observed with
physical continua, This interaction does
compromise the assumption of simple
additivity, but the effects on severity
values in practical application are prob-
ably minimal. Additional experiments us-
ing cross-modal techniques with expanded
offense stimuli conjointly presented
should supply the necessary data for a
full asssessment of this problem.



Offender-victim-weapon types

Chapter 4

and perceived severity

Allied to the problem of additivity is the
relationship between the perceived sever-
ity of an offense and factors which, al-
though they are not to be considered
directly as severity determinants, have an
associated or conditional effect on the
perceived severity of the criterion item.
Most commonly, these characteristics in-
volve aspects of the victim-offender rela-
tionship with its set of affective modifiers
and the use or type of weapon employed
in carrying out the offense. Ideally, the
dimensionality of the offense stimuli
items should be controlled so that con-
cerns about the guilt, blameworthiness, or
culpability of the offender do not intrude
on the judgment of the basic or *‘pure’”
offense, if such is conceivable. Nonethe-
less, it is always possible for offenses hav-
ing unspecified allied circumstances—
which, had they been detailed, would
have caused the respondent to produce
markedly different severity ratios—that
the effect of assumptions about these un-
controlled variables could be compromis-
ing the validity of the derived assess-
ments. Stimuli can be designed in ways
which dramatically shift the culpability of
the offender without materially changing
the basic seriousness of the act itself. The
degree to which this kind of confounding
intrudes on the production of severity
scores shall be dealt with here in the data
of tables 18, 19, 20, and 21.

Because the distributions of circum-
stances, attribution of guilt, personal
experience, and the mixes of these
variables which are attendant to the

perception of the basic severity of an act
itself are unknown in the population, it
would be desirable, and eventually
testable, to determine if the perceptions
of crime severities developed from stimuli
having no other ascriptive characteristics
than the raw or basic offense alone would
be more or less reproduced in some kind
of rough generalization from a set of
stimuli having some of these culpability
and dangerousness modifiers attached.
Only the most tentative and, perhaps,
gross generalization could be drawn from
such an awkward and untidy design,
because no estimates of the basic para-
meters are available and therefore no
really justifiable inferences based on
mean values can be produced. Neverthe-
less, it is interesting at least to examine
some of the data collected in the NSCS
from this viewpoint. To be more specific,
the determination of the effect of weapon
type on severity perception holding crime.
type constant would require that the pro-
portion of the respondents envisioning a
weapon, by type, would be determinable
for offense stimuli where no weapon type
was specified. Similar knowledge would
be necessary for all weapon-offense, vic-
timization interactions, and any other
variables which might conceivably bear
on the severity of a criminal event in ex-
cess of its ‘‘basic’’ seriousness. Obviously,
such ceterminations are beyond this study
and discussion. Only limited data are
available here for a simple analysis; there-
fore, no sturdy conclusions can be drawn
safely from these data.

»
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[ B
Table 18 (Ratio scores)

Robbery, by type of weapbn, injury
and loss in dollars

Inlury and loss

Miricr harm

Treated and

discharged Hospitalized
Weapon $10 $1,000 $10 $1,000 $10 $1,000
a Gun 9.4 9.7 15.8 16.6 18,0 211
b Lead pipe 75 9.0 7.1 13.8 133 15.7
¢ Force, no weapon stated 5.1 8.9 6.7 16.6 14,6 16.9
5, b, d ratlo mean 6.2 8.8 10.5 15.1 14.9 182
d No force stated a3 7.8 10.4 14,9 13.8 18.3
Table 18 shows that, regardless of the Table 19 (Rallo scores)
physical injury or dollar loss of & rob-
bery, gun usage tends to increase the Injury, by type of weapon
severity ratios more than a lead pipe,
nonspecified force, or no mention of Injury
force in the offense stimulus item. Even Troated
so, the spreads of ratios among the Weanon ';:"nof a;d d'-‘g :H?ISDE Death
. . e al char Ze
various injury, dollar, and weapon com- P m ged, ta o8
parisons are not too large, except for lead . . o
. 1
pipe and force, $10, and treated and weapon
discharged. type stated 1.5 85 - 118 357
. . Fists 73 6.2 7.0 -

These ratios were produced from various Lead pipe 7.9 9.0 10.4 -
randomized locations across a large Knife 19 172 181 358

. . ¢ Gun 17.8 19.0 24.9 434
scheduie having compléx sampling and Bomb
response rates; therefore, item effects, (terrorist) 33.1 - - 44.1
sample biases, and so on all enter into lPJoIIuﬂon 6.9 - - 20.0
these diverse comparisons. It is nehclesome 82— 178

remarkable that such uniformity was pro-
duced with items such as these. In fact,
the ratio means of gun, lead pipe, and no
force stated as estimates of the force, no
weapon stated category are rather close to
the observed values of that category (c):
6.2 vs. 5.1 for theft of $10, no harm; 8.8
vs. 8.9 for theft of $1,000, no harm; and
10.5 vs. 6.7, 15.1 vs. 16.6, 14.9 vs. 14.6,
and 18.2 vs. 16.9 for the remaining
categories of force, no weapon stated. As
discussed above, these mean values are
highly speculative and offered here only
as a summative guide to permit some
rough generalizations. It does appear,
though, that weapon type has some effect
on the severity ratios in table 18; but the
net effect on the most commonly imag-
ined circumstances of a robbery—

that of a dollar loss resulting from some
kind of force—is more or less reproduced
by the average response across other
weapon or nonweapon types.

Table 19 presents ratio scores for a wider
range of weapon types, weapon being de-
fined here loosely as the contents of the
weapon type column of table 19, for sev-
eral injury outcomes of an offense.
Because of missing values, data for ter-
rorist bombing, pollution, and the sale of
unwholesome food are included for com-
pleteness rather than interpretive sig-
nificance. It seems quite obvious that the
gravity of the perceived injury seriousness
varies strongly and directly as weapon
type progresses from fists to lead pipe,
knife, gun, and terrorist bomb, even
though the extent of the actual injury in-
curred by the victim is held constant by
explicit definition in the item stimulus,
Injuries and death caused by pollution
and purveying unwholesome food are
judged less serious than the same victim
consequences resulting from the use of
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Table 20 (Ratio scores)

Dollar value of loss, by type of victim

fable 21 (Ratio scores)

Beating and stabbing offenses:

injury, by tvpe of offender and victim

Dollar value of loss

Vietim $10 100 1,000 10,000
None stated 1.7 3.6 9.6 1.0
House —_— 3.2 9.6 -
Department

store 238 —_ 7.3 -
Public recre-

ation center 4.3 _ 7.0 -
School 3.1 —_ 9.8 —_
Museum —_ — 97 —
City storage

lof 2.2 - - -
Parking

meter 1.6 - — -
Rallroad yard 1.4 — 8.0 ~—
income tax

evasion — - — 6.1
Official takes

public

money —_ — 9.5 —_
Doctor

defrauds

medical

insurance — — — 135
Employer (em-

bezziement) 1.9 - 6.2 —_
Unlocked car — — 6.8 —
Pocket

(pickpocket) 3.3 44 — ~
Bribe (offer) —_ — - 145
Bribe {receive) _ —_ — 16.9
Ratio means 24 3.7 8.1 11.9

more generally recognized ‘‘weapons.’’
Most probably, supposed intent of the
offender enters into the perception of of-
fense severity in these instances. In addi-
tion, it might be concluded that the iden-
tical injury outcomes produce differential-
ly perceived severities because the intent
and potential dangerousness of the
weapon as perceived by the respondent
have a bearing on the severity of the
event when such aspects are part of the
offense stimulus description.

The response to an injury stimulus from
the general perspective of force with no
weapon type stated elicits a kind of
average ratio score for the injury types
other than minor, where lack of weapon
type stated produces a very low severity
ratio. It is possible that the wording of
the simple minor injury stimulus tends to
produce an underestimate of that offense
type, at least in comparison with the
remaining injury-weapon severity
perceptions.

Injury

Offender, offense, victim Hospitalization Death
Stabbing, no relationshlp stated 18.0 35.0
Husband stabs wife - 39.3
Wife stabs husband — 28.0
Beating, no relationshlp stated 7.0 —
Husband beats wife 18.4 —
Parent beats child 23.0 48.0
Teenage boy beats father 8.0 —
Teenage boy beats mother 15.9 —_
High school boy beats middie-aged woman 19.5 —
High school boy beats elderly woman 17.6 -
Three high school boys beat male classmate 114 —
Ten high school boys beat male classmate 11.8 —
Man beats stranger 11.8 —_
No relationship or type of violence stated 11.8 35.7

In table 20 the perceived severity of
dollar-value loss is presented as a variable
on type of victim, Data are unavailable
for many of the cells in the table but,
with. the exception of « $10,000 loss to
the government through income tax eva-
sion, the spreads of severity ratios as vic-
tim type varies are not too large. The
largest difference on a logs of $10 exists
between that of theft from a railroad
yard or parking meter (1.4 and 1.6) and a
public recreation center (4.3), while the
largest difference of any consequence for
other dollar-value losses is that obtaining
between income tax evasion of $10,000
(6:1) and the acceptance of a $10,000
bribe by a public official (16.9).

Generally, the effect of victim types, at
least those types included on the variable
of dollar loss in the NSCS, is minimal on
the perception of the severity of loss. The
ratio means for table 20 for all victim
types are not very different from those
produced by stimuli where the victim type
was not stated: 2.4 vs. 1.7 for a $10 loss,
3.7 vs. 3.6 for a $100 loss, 8.1 vs. 9.6 for
a $1,000 loss, and 11.9 vs. 11.0 for a
$10,000 ioss, indicating that dollar loss is
primary to victim type for these offenses.

Table 21 produces severity ratios of 18.0
for stabbing resulting in hospitalization
and 7.0 for a beating having the same
physical consequence. A husband beating
a wife, a parent beating a child, and a
teenage or high school boy beating a
woman all produce somewhat elevated
ratio scores compared to those relation-
ships seen perhaps as more ‘‘equal’’ be-
tween victim and offender. However,
even with these differences, the ratio
average of a hospitalization resulting
from a stabbing and a hospitalization
from a beating is 11.9—similar to the
overall ratio average of 13.9 for all
victim-offender relationships and offense
types resulting in hospitalization.

Death of a child resulting from a parental
beating is perceived as especially serious
(48.0), while a wife stabbing her husband
to death is less serious than a husband
stabbing his wife to death (28.0 vs. 39.3).
Overall, the ratio average is almost the
same for the general case of death
without additional modifiers, 37.1 ratic
mean compared to 35.7 for the latter.

The victim-offender relationship does
have some effect on the perceived severity
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of otherwise identical offense outcomes.
The more vulnerable or weaker the victim
is viewed as compared to the offender,
the greater the severity of the act even
though the physical injury is stated in the
stimulus as invariant.

Circumstances of the offense, such as
weapon type or absence of weapon, rela-
tionship of the victim to the offender and
potential dangerousness or intent of the
offender, and probably many other
variables not addressed in this survey all
bear on some aspects of the perceived
severity of a ““basic’’ or nonmadified of-
fense stimulus. This study was not de-
signed to test this interaction effect nor to
investigate the culpability or blame-
worthiness of the offender as these
dimensions bear on offense severity. But
the data in this chapter have shown that a
sensitivity to these issues should be incor-
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porated into a treatment of the dimen-
sions of offense severity in future work.
More important for the effort at hand,
however, is the generalization that, for
the variables presented in the offense
stimuli in the NSCS, general nonspecific
offense descriptions do appear to tap a
general response set which can be used to
develop an overall view of perceived
offense severity.

Certain factors bear on the perception of
offense severity, but ratio values devel-
oped from generalized stimuli which
allow respondents to supply their own im-
ages and rationales for judging offense
severity produce ratio estimates for those
items which do not do an injustice to the
dimensionality of the problem or even to
ratio mean estimates based on elaborated
scale items.
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Severity pretesting

Chapter 5§

Because the national victimization survey,
known as the National Crime Survey
(NCS), was under way by LEAA (later
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics) and
the Bureau of the Census at the time of
the design of this project, it appeared
quite appropriate to attach this attitude
schedule to that effort, for the sample
had already been defined, the interview-
ing staff was readily available and highly
skilled, and the general mechanism for
administering the survey were well
worked out and operating.

At the outset, however, several
methodological and procedural variables
had to be investigated to ensure that a
reliable and valid survey of this type
could be administered in a home environ-
ment by census interviewers within rea-
sonable cost and time parameters. To this
end, several pretest exercises were under-
taken at the University of Pennsylvania,
in the Washington, D.C., area and, final-
ly, on a national level before full-scale in-
terviewing began. The results of these
pretest efforts form the substance of this
chapter.

Wiritten vs. oral survey formats

The original work and the numerous
repacations in this area all employed a
written format in which a respondent is

t

presented a test booklet with each page
containing an offense-severity stimulus.
The practical advantages of this technique
are that the respondent can answer at his
or her own pace, tight control is main-
tained over the test situation, and a large
number of people can be surveyed simul-
taneously with a resulting cost savings
over personal interviews.

However, in the literature on survey
methodology it is generally agreed that
the personal interview is a more reliable
and valid method than questionnaires for
obtaining responses. For this reason, the
National Crime Panel surveys of victimi-
zation have been conducted through per-
sonal interviews, For the purpose of in-
tegrating the crime severity survey with
the National Crime Panel, it is important
to determine the reliability of an oral
method for measuring the seriousness of
crime. Census-type interviews would not
be possible if results obtained from an
oral format differ substantially from the
numerous replications of the traditional
written method. Therefore, the intent of
the first pretest study was to discover if
any significant differences exist in the
geometric means produced by the two
methods of administering the crime
severity items.
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-
Figure 3

Interviewer instruction

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION

Interview all household members I8 years and over (proxy interview not acceptcble)

is injured but not hospitalized."’

the bicycle theft; is that correct? (PAUSE)

scores as needed,

Consider the following situation: ‘'A person robs a victim. The victim
What number would you give to this

situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle
theft with a score of 10? (Obtain answer) . .

......................

‘A person under 16 years old plays hooky from school.”
Compared to the bicycle theft with a scoré of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer)

‘A person stabs o victim to death.”’ Compared to the bicycle theft with
a score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer). .. ... ... 4. A person stabs a victim to death

INTRODUCTION — | would like 1o ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situation is, ‘'A person steals a bicycle parked on the street.”” This has been given a score of 10 to show its seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first sitvation to judge all the others. For example, if you think a situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be around 5 and so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long as it shows how serious YOU think the °
situation is. (PAUSE) If YOU think something should not be a crime, give it a zero. (PAUSE)

..................... 3. A person under |6 years old plays
hooky from school

1. A person steals a bicycle parked
onthe Sreel . . . .« . . oo v v iy 10

2. A person robs a victim. The victim is
injured but not hospitalized

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel that a robbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/as) serious (than/us) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) ond that playing hooky is (mere/less/as) serious (than/as)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resolve any misunderstandings about the instructions. Make ony changes to the practice

Score the remaining situations in the same way by comparing each one to the bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
Remember, you may use any numbers, as high or low as you wish. (PAUSE)

Procedure

The sample of respondents taking part in
the test of the written and oral surveys
consisted of undergraduates in two
criminology classes at the University of
Pennsylvania. One class was asked to res-
pond to the oral method, the other to the
written. In the oral presentation, instruc-
tions were read to the respondents with
the request that they respond on a set of
20 index cards, one card for each event
described. The written survey instructions
were self-explanatory, and no questions
were answered by the research staff con-
cerning the task until all survey schedules
were returned. The written questionnaire
consisted of two pages with a set of in-
structions, an illustrated example, and 20
events with a space next to each event for
a seriousness score,

This procedure is similar to the one used
originally in The Measurement of Delin-
quency (Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964). The
exception in the written format presented
is that the events were listed on a single
page instead of in a test booklet. The 20
events used were randomized once for
both written and oral surveys, while in
the original survey each booklet contain-
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ed a different randomized set of the same
events. Instructions were the same as for
the original booklet. The instruction sheet
is presented in figure 3, and table 22
displays the offense-stimuli items and the
corresponding written and oral geometric
mean responses.

The following describes a series of violations
of the law; each violation is different. Your
task is to show how serious you think each
violation is, nor what the law says or how
the courts might act.

You do this by printing to the right of the
box a number which shows how serious each
violation seems to you. The first violation
has been done as an example. It shows a
violation which is given a seriousness score
of 10. Use this violation as a standard.
Every other violation should be scored in
relation to this standard violation. For ex-
ample, if any violation seems twice as
serious as the standard violation, print a
score of 20. If any violation seems ten times
as serious as the standard violation, print a
score of 100. If a violation seems only a
twentieth as serious as the standard, print a-
score of ¥2 or .50, You may use any whole
or fractional numbers that are greater than
zero, no matter how small or large they are
just so long as they represent how serious
the violation is compared to the standard
yiolation,

Take your time. Remember, this is not a
test. The important thing is how you feel
about each violation. Do not write your
name; you will not be identified.

This is the standard violation which is given
a seriousness score of 10:

An offender steals an unlocked car and
abandons but does not damage it

As inspection of table 22 reveals, the two
sets of responses are similar to one
another. Simple means tests produced no
significant differences between the written
and oral techniques on any items. Figure
4 displays the bivariate plot of the two
methods as essentially a straight line with
a slope of .96, an origin of .35, and a
correlation of ,99—almost a perfect fit
for the two distributions.

Conclusion

Based on the results obtained in this
study, it can be concluded that there are
no significant differences between an oral
and a written method of surveying crime
severity.

A further conclusion can be derived from
a procedural difference in the two
methods. In the written method, all the



Table 22 (Items and geometric means)

Written vs. oral test

Geometric means

Geometric means

ltem Written Oral ltern Written Oral
1. An offender prowls in the 12. An offender forces a female to
backyard of a private residence. 4.3 3.8 submit to sexual intercourse. No

other physical injury is Inflicted. 686 914

2. An offender is found firing a rifle
for which he has no permit, 9.8 6.8

3. An offender inflicts Injury on a
victim. The victim Is treated by a
physician and his injuries require

him to be hospitalized. 683 433
4. An oftender takes an automobile
which is recovered undamaged. 99 1A

5. An offender inflicts injury on a

victim, The victim Is treated by a

physician but his injuries do not

require him to be hospitalized. 44.5 30.8

6. An oftender with a weapon

threatens to harm a victim unless

the victim gives him money. The

offender takes the victim's money

($5) and leaves without harming the

victim. 35.8 33.2

7. An offender breaks into a
building and with no one else
prisent takes property worth $5. 16.3 1.3

8. An offender disturbs the
neighborhood with foud nolsy
behavior. 23 1.5

9. Without breaking into or entering
a building and with no one else
present, an offender takes property

worth 85, 7.5 4.5
10. An offender is a customer in-a
house where liquor is sold iliegally. 14 1.3

11, A juvenile runs away from home
and thereby becomes an offender. 1.5 1.1

13, Without breaking into or

entering a building and with no.one

else present, an offender takes

property worth $50. 15.5 1.6

14. An offender without a weapon

threatens to harm a victim unless

the victim gives him money. The

oftender takes the victim's money

($5) and leaves without harming the

vietim, 29.9 18.9

15. ‘An offender infiicts injury on a
victim. The victim dies from the
injury.

16." Without breaking into or

entering a bullding and with no one

else present, an offender takes

property worth $5,000, 28.4 29.1

17. Without breaking into or

entering a building and with no one

else present, an offender takes

property 'worth $1,000. 22.9 20.2

18. A juvenlie plays hooky from
school and thereby becomes an
offender. 13 0.9

19. Without breaking into or

entering a building and with no one

else present, an offender takes

property worth $20. 8.5 79

20. An offender shoves (or pushes)
a victim, The victim does not require
any medical treatment. 7.5 3.4

3958 2795

events were listed on a single page, allow-
ing the respondent to look at his or her
previous answers. In the oral method
respondents were asked not to look back
at other index cards that contained their
previous responses. The contribution of
this factor was not controlled and thus
remains unknown, But it is possible that
the differences in the procedures could
have caused a disparity between the two
methods in the computed results. This
was not the case. Therefore, it may be
further assumed that looking back at
previous answers does not cause signifi-
cant differences in reported measures of
seriousness.

Additional pretest studies were under-
taken during 1976-77 to determine the
field acceptability of the crime severity
study in the household setting of a stand-
ard National Crime Panel interview,
These pretests dealt with the preparation
of concise, easily understood instructions

for the respondent and the determination
of (a) the need for a standard or modu-
lus, (b) the degree to which the inclusion
of certain item stimuli might be embar-
rassing or offensive to some respondents
(items dealing with sex or particularly
heinous crimes), (c) the optimum number
of items to be administered, and (d) the
appropriate scale type—magnitude
estimation or categorical choice.

The resolution of these various problems
involved numerous pretests in the
Washington, D.C., area, followed by
testing in nine different areas of the
United States and a final Jarge-scale
national pretest'in February 1977.

The instructions for the respondents
evolved through several editions as a
result of feedback from the field tests, As
figure 3 indicates, the final version of the
interview schedule is concise and clear
about the problem and the task to be per-
formed by the respondent. Experience

L
Figure 4

Written vs. oral test:
Experiment |

Group 1: Written
1,000

500

100

50

10 -

P
p
1 5 10
Group 2: Oral
a=.3518

b=.9565
=,9871

50 100 500 1,000

revealed that lengthy explanations tended
to confuse and cloud the task. Respon-
dents performed more consistently with
less assistance when the instructions were
short and direct, as figure 3 illustrates.
Practice items permitted recognition of
response problems before the actual
magnitude estimation tasks began and the
use of a modulus eased the burden of
responding, compared to employment of
a free choice or unanchored estimation
procedure. The laboratory work of Lodge
and Tursky and their associates, referred
to in the earlier chapters, has shown that
a pretest standard, or modulus, is unnec-
essary for the production of valid magni-
tude estimates; in fact, regression bias
may even be aggravated by the modulus.
Nevertheless, field experience with the
crime severity scale proved that most
respondents felt more comfortable with a
modulus to which their comparison of
other criminal acts could be made.

Early forms of the offense-stimuli list in-
cluded some 260 items covering a broad
range of illegal behavior. About 5 percent
of the respondents in the various pretests
reported that they found some items per-
sonally offensive or disturbing. Due to
the household character of the interview,
the Bureau of the Census staff eliminated
items relating to adultery to ensure that
the integrity of the responses would not
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be compromised by the introduction of a
potentially sensitive subject in the family
setting of the typical interview. The re-
maining items which were reported to
have an offensive character ‘were not
eliminated because of the low incidence
of this kind of difficulty and because of
the lack of concensus among respondents
about the offensive nature of the items.
The broad range of offenses (minor to
severe injury, drugs, sex, etc.) contained
in the stimulus items required that the
lower age limit for participation be set at
18 by the Bureau of the Census to
eliminate any possible problems which
might result from having underage
children take part in the survey.

Various numbers of items per respondent
were tested for subject attention span,
response consistency, and interview length
with the result of the choice of 20-25
items as optimum. However, the major
research issue for the pretest phase of the
project revolved around the issue of scale
type—magnitude estimation vs.
categorical choice.

Previous work described in chapter 1
proved that magnitude estimates could be
performed by certain select populations,
but it still remained to be shown that
such responses could be reliably and
validly produced by the U.S. population
in a typical census interview. Early field
work seemed to indicate that category
responses were easier to elicit from
respondents than were magnitude
judgments, but the literature in
psychophysical scaling is explicit in its
condemnation of category as compared to
magnitude methods.

When magnitude rates are compared to
category scales in direct matches against a
known metric, the relationship between scale
types is characteristically curvilinear, typical-
ly concave downward; magnitude scales
almost invariably are found to be superior in
providing quantitative information about the
intensity of peoples’ judgments. . . . [See
Eisler (1962), Marks (1968, 1974), Shinn
(1974), and Stevens and Galanter (1957).]
Numerous such scale confrontation studies
demonstrate that category scaling results in
(1) the loss of significant portions of infor-
mation, (2) ordinal level response data, (3)
the misclassification of stimuli and
respondents, and (4) because the number of
categories and the assignment of numbers to
categories are arbitrary, indeterminate
regression coefficients. The long and short
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of it, weak measurement and consequently
weak theory.

Magnitude scaling, on the other hand, offers
distinct advantages: (1) Given the simple in-
struction to match numbers (or any of 30
quantitative response measures) to impres-
sions, the average person can make propor-
tional judgments about the intensity of most
sensory continua, (2) Because magnitude
scaling places no investigation-imposed
restraints upon the response measures,
respondents are able to express and in-
vestigators record judgments as precise as
possible: if an individual is capable of judg-
ing a stimulus as two, three, four or more
times stronger than another, that ratio infor-
mation can be conveyed through magnitude
scaling. And (3), these magnitude scaling
procedures produce log-interval (ratio-
preserving) measures of impressions, thereby
providing researchers with legitimate access
to the powerful statistical tools required for
testing quantitative hypotheses. [Lodge and
Tursky, 1979, pp. 6-7]

Later in their exposition, Lodge and Tur-
sky dealt with aspects of category scaling
which bear directly on the question of
scale type as applied to the NSCS.

The reliance on category scaling com-
promises the full range of social science
research activity from simple description of
opinion distribution to the formal modeling
of preferences and behavior.

The description of opinion distributions is
distorted because category scales are insen-
sitive measures of opinion strength and all
but oblivious to change in the range of stim-
ulation. When the range of social opinion is
greater than the category scale can measure
as is typically the case, or when the range of
opinion is less, there is a distortion of
response: the greater the discrepancy be-
tween true and artificially imposed range,
the greater the distortion. When a small
number of categories is provided for
evaluating a broad range of stimuli or for
expressing strong opinions, most of the
distortion appeare in the end categories—the
overall effect being to vitiate the expression
of strong opinions. Because the variance
found in the endmost categories is typically
large, a researcher cannot be confident that
a respondent choosing a polar category is
expressing a moderate or intense opinion.
(The answer does not lie in the arbitrary in-
crease in the number of categories because
the true range of social stimuli is not known
beforehand, varies from question to ques-
tion and from individual to individual over
time.) This is particularly serious because
most theories of behavior posit a relation-
ship between strength of opinion and the
likelihood of a congruent behavior. . . . As

a result, attempts to predict behavior as a
function of categorical expressions of opin-
ion are jeopardized.

Another serious consequence of weak
measurement is weak theory. Given ordinal
level measurement one is unable to test
quarntitative hypotheses: one can state only
that Y “‘depends on’’ X to some extent. The
magnitude of change of either variable or in
the relationship between variables cannot be

“specified. As a consequence, a researcher is
unable to measure precisely the impact of
some intervening variable on a relationship
between variables. What is lost is a sensitive,
quantitatively meaningful measure of con-
text effects-——the extent to which some ex-
perimental measure of context effects—the
extent to which some experimental
manipulation or environmental change alters
a relationship.

Not to be denied access to the substantively
important questions of the discipline, many
researchers proceed to assign numbers to
categories on the assumption of equal inter-
vals between categories and go on to employ
linear correlation and regression analyses in
the testing of hypotheses. Empirical results
such as ours, or, more impressively, the re-
sults of scale-confrontation studies in sen-
sory psychophysical experiments, demon-
strate that conventional category scales do
not produce regression coefficients which
can be meaningfully interpreted as quan-
titative measures of the relationship between
variables.

Regression coefficients are arbitrary when
produced by variables measured categorical-
ly because of the arbitrariness of the cate-
gorical measure—first, in the number of
categories imposed by the format of the
scale, and secondly, in the numbers which
are assigned to the categories. Essentially,
different sets of arbitrarily assigned, inter-
vally spaced values produce different regres-
sion coefficients.

More specifically, where the stimulus range
is greater than the response range, the slope
will be lower than it should be, and where
the stimulus range is less than the response
range, the slope will be steeper than it
should be-—solely as a result of the arbitrary
restraints imposed by the format of scale.
[pp. 44-45]

Early studies with 1- to 11-category scales
demonstrated that intense item stimuli (at
both ends of the scale) produced trunca-
tion effects—a ‘‘bunching’’ of responses
at the ends of the scale. In fact, similar
findings have been reported by Shelly and
Sparks in their study of prison inmates’
responses to a 15-point crime seriousness
category scale. ‘“The medians in [table 1,



Shelly and Sparks] also suggest a trunca-
tion effect at the high end of the scale;
incest, rape, homicide and arson all
received median scores around 14"’ (1980,
p. 18). Gottfredson, Young, and Laufer
(1980, p. 35) also reported similar end-
point effects with serious crimes on an
11-point category scale in their discussion
of additivity and interaction of offense-
seriousness items.

With these concerns in mind, we at the
University of Pennsylvania and the
Bureau of the Census staff decided to
undertake a full-scale evaluation of
category and magnitude response in the
final national pretest of the crime severity
items in February 1977. However, to
minimize the potential for truncation ef-
fects while still providing a numerical
frame of reference both for the inter-
viewers’ ease in describing the task and
for the respondents’ comfort in perform-
ing the required evaluations, the category
scale was expanded to 1,000 points. It
was expected that such an enlarged
category scale would produce judgments
quite similar to those generated by an
open-ended magnitude estimation scale.

Method

The Bureau of the Census interviewers
went into the field with two versions of
the crime severity scale: Version 1, the
straight magnitude estimation scale, asked
the respondents to judge how many times
more or less serious than a theft of a
bicycle, which is given a score of 10, is
each of a set of descriptions of criminal
behaviors. That is, if a particular offense
stimulus is thought to be four times more
serious than the theft of a bicycle, then
the respondent should give a number
around 40, and so on. Version 2 re-
quested that participants perform the
same task on a 1,000-point category scale.

Because it was not yet determined
whether the magnitude estimation scale
would work in the field, the crucial task
for this pretest was the comparison of the
two scale types. Therefore, even though
the limited category scale suffered from
severe endpoint effects and limited varia-
tions, it was derided, in what was called
version 2, to expend considerable effort to
ask respondents to perform essentially the
same task as in version 1, but within a
1-t0-1,000 range, as discussed above,

Some 225 scale items were randomly
ordered across 12 stimulus sets for ver-
sions 1 and 2. Twelve core items were
repeated in three sets within each of the
12 sets. These core items constituted the
response points for the scale and also
allowed the various item sets to be linked
together. Thus there were two scale types,
magnitude estimation and a 1,000-point
category, each with 12 offense stimulus
versions administered randomly to some
2,450 respondents in a panel of the Na-
tional Crime Survey.

Findings

It will be recalled from the work cited
above that the appropriate measure of
central tendency for ratio judgments is
the geometric mean defined as

which, in practice, is calculated simply by
taking the antilog of the arithmetic means
of the logarithms of the responses or the
antilog of

N

Z log X;

—
N

Table 23 displays the geometric means of
the magnitude and 1,000-point category
scales for the 12 core items called the
“Primary Index Scale’’ by Sellin and
Wolfgang. These items generate the seri-
ousness scores for the components of any
criminal event which has elements of in-
jury, theft, or damage. The remaining of-
fense descriptions which form the ‘‘sur-
vey”’ part of this study will not be dis-
cussed here because they do not attend to
the questions of the scalability of the
items (the validity of the findings is pri-
marily a function of the scale which is
generated by the data). In other words,
one may have confidence in the findings
if, out of the some 200 items, an internal-
ly coherent and recognizable scale func-
tion for the 12 items that have been ran-
domly distributed throughout the stimuli
may be produced.

Because this is a pretest for a study which
eventually involved 30,000 households

Table 23 (Geometric means and ratios)

Core offenses, by magnitude
and 1,000-point category scales

Geometilc
mean Ratio
Magni- 1,000- Magni- 1,000
Offense fude point tude point
Thelt: §1° 235 382 1.0 1.0
$10 414 688 1.8 1.8
$50 619 101.2 2.6 2.6
$100 69.8 1224 3.0 37
$1,000 1308 2424 5.6 6.3
$10,000 2208 3844 9.4 101
Injury:
Death 731,8 8232 314 22,5
Hospitalization 229.7 379.0 9.8 9.9
Treated and
discharged 1625 265.4 6.9 6.9
Minor 42,6 724 1.8 1.9
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 128.3 2090 5.4 55
Weapon 1569 28B.1 6.7 75

Burglary and theft
of $10 542 1024 23 27

*Theft of $1 derived from the power
function of money.

and some 50,000 respondents, the most
crucial findings are those relating to the
form of the scale generated and the rela-
tive field success of the two versions, the
magnitude and the 1,000-point category
scales.

In the more traditional psychophysical ex-
periment, the shape of the function be-
tween the stimulus intensity and the per-
ceived increments is relatively simple to
determine because the strength of the
stimulus (sound level, light intensity, elec-
tric shock strength, etc.) is readily meas-
urable. In this study and in other investi-
gations involving social continua, the
strength of the stimulus is an unknown
quantity; therefore, the shape of the rela-
tionships between these social continua
and their perceived intensities are diffi-
cult and often impossible to ascertain,

In the NSCS, the only metrically defined
offense variable is that of the dollar value
of theft. Therefore, many different
dollar-value thefts and dollar-value thefts
combined with various injuries were of-
fered to respondents so that a satisfactory
determination of the shape of the func-
tion between dollar value and perceived
severity might be accomplished.

Two sets of numbers which plot as a
straight line on log-log paper may be said
to be related to one another as a power
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—
Figure 5

Power function of money:
Magnitude scale

—
Figure 6

Power function of money:
Category scale

Perceived severity

Perceived severity

Table 24

Power function of money

Scale #1 (magnitude)
log Y = 1.3707 + .244 log X

1,000 1,000
500 500 exp. obs.
$10= 412 41.4
50= 610 61.9
200 200 100 = 722 69.8 r = 9593
L / 1000 = 1267 . 1309
100 100 10,000 = 2222 2208
50 P/ 50 Scale #2 (category)
log ¥ = 1,5819 + 2656 log X
20 20 oxp. obs.
$10= ~ 688 68.8
10 10 50 = 1038  101.2
100 = 1239 1224 F = 9975
1,000 = = 2232 2424
10,000 = 4021  384.4
0 50700 7000 X 0 56 100 1000 o000  for the 1,000-point scale is a characteristic
Dollar value of theft Dollar value of a category as compared to an infinite

Line Is plot of expected values
e =observed values

Line is plot of expected values
e =observed values

Figure 7

Magnitude of offense stimulus number

Severity atio
B

—— inlroduction 1
=== Inlroduction 2

T

25
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Offense stimulus number

function. (A power function in log
transform is a simple linear relationship.)

Figures 5 and 6 indicate that for both the
magnitude estimation and the 1,000-point
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category scales the perceived severity is a
power function of the dollar amount of
theft. The intercept point is about 40 for
the magnitude vs. about 70 for the
1,000-point. The elevated intercept value

magnitude estimation scale.

Table 24 shows that the log transform
correlation between the dollar value of
theft and the perceived severity is .9993
for the magnitude estimation and .9975
for the 1,000-point scale, and the ex-
pected values from the regression equa-
tion are almost identical to the observed
perceived values for magnitude estima-
tion; while the stimulus intensity covers a
range of 1 to 1,000, the perceived intensi-
ty range is I to 5. The fit for the
1,000-point scale, while extremely good,
is not quite as tight as in version 1.

It seems safe to assert here that the
respondents understood the task and were
able to make magnitude judgments about
the severity of crime. Although this find-
ing represents the primary concern of the
pretest, it still must be determined which
version produces the more valid and
reliable results.

Looking again at table 23, the ratios
among offenses, computed by dividing
the perceived severity of the theft of $1
into each of the geometric means, are
identical for the thefts of $10 (1.8), $50
(2.6); and the injury of *‘treated and
discharged” (6.9). However, with the ex-
ception of death, the ratios for the re-
maining offense types are all larger in the
100-point category scale.

Figure 7 shows how the upper-end trun-
cation causes a ‘‘crunching’’ of the
severity ratios, especially for murder as
compared to the magnitude estimation



scale. Thus, injury resulting in death is
considered 31.1 times more serious than
the theft of $1 in the magnitude scheme,
but only 22.5 times more serious in the
category scale. Typically, previous
research has shown the relationship be-
tween a category and a magnitude scale
to be strongly concave downward when
plotted. This shape is quite apparent with
limited category scales, such as the
11-point scale used by Sellin and
Wolfgang (1964), Normandeau (1970),
and Figlio (1975).

Figure 8 exhibits the same concave effect,
but it is muted considerably by the
response set size of the 1,00C-point scale,
In fact, the two scales are highly related
within the linear portion of the curve
(r=.98, b=1.09). As indicated earlier,
the slopes for the power functions of
money are .244 and .256 for ' -nitude
and category, respectively.

The major fault of the category scale is
that it constrains the upper-end

responses, thus artificially compressing
the ratios of extremely serious offense
stimuli. Because of this constraining ef-
fect and because the respondents were
able to make magnitude judgments suc-
cessfully, it was decided to utilize the
magnitude estimation scale in the national
survey.

The 12 core items which constitute the
scales discussed above were repeated three
times across the 12 versions of each scale
type, yielding three independent sub-
samples of these items within both the
magnitude and the 1,000-point category
scales, Because these three subscales were
randomly distributed throughout the scale
versions and across raters, one may look
at the scale intercorrelations as a kind of
veliability check.

The intercorrelations of r;;=.96, r; =.94,
and ry;=.96 for the magnitude scale in-
dicate a high degree of agreement among
the subsets of raters on these scale items.
The 1,000-point category scale subsample
responses, while somewhat less highly
correlated (r,=.88, r;;=.94, r; =.91),
are still quite respectable. Thas it may be
concluded that the scales are being
responded to in similar ways among sub-
samples of the pretest group.

L

Figure 8

Geometric means: All stimuli
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Summary and conclusions
of scale type pretest

The main purpose of the national pretest
of the crime severity scale was to deter-
mine if> census interviewers operating in
the average household milieu could elicit
magnitude estimations of the relative
severities of offense stimuli. It was found
that the scale generated by this study
could be fit by a power function and that
the fit was marginally better for
magnitude estimation as compared to a
1,000-point category scale. Thus it was
corncluded that the scale is workable in
this setting and that reasonable results are
being generated.

In addition, it was shown that even the
1,000-point category scale exhibited the
truncation effects noted elsewhere in the
literature when compared to the open-
ended magnitude estimation scale.
Therefore, it is suggested that un-
constrained response schema such as
magnitude estimation produce scales of
higher validity than do the relatively
limited category schema, eventhe
1,000-point scale.

Finally, it was shown that subsets of
respondents produced highly intercor-
related responses to similar scale items,
suggesting that the crime severity scale ex-
hibits substantial reliability.
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Overall pretest conclusions

Late in 1976 the Bureau of the Census,
by agreement with the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) (now
BIS), began working with the Center for
Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law
at the University of Pennsylvania to
develop a survey design and methodology
for assessing the relative perceived
seriousness of various kinds of criminal
acts as judged by a sample of the U.S.
population. The primary objective of the
project was to use data collected in a na-
tional sample survey to create a national
crime seriousness weighting system to be
‘used by criminal justice policymakers and
researchers.

The Center had spent the previous year,
working under an LEAA grant, doing
basic substantive work that had to be
completed before specific planning could
even begin. This work included determin-
ing the best scaling technique to be used,
developing the range of scale items de-
seribing the criminal acts to be included,
and investigating certain methodological
alternatives such as oral vs, written ad-
ministration; the use of modulus, or
standard reference point item, for in-
dicating relative seriousness; the effect of
perceived circumstances; and offender in-
tent on scoring events, Very briefly
stated, the conclusions from that work
were (1) that the best technique to use to
obtain responses on a continuum of per-
ceived crime severity is the unlimited
magnitude or ratio estimation scale, as
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opposed to a category scale with set range
limits; (2) that it does not matter much
whether the administration is oral or writ-
ten, with or without a modulus; (3) that
the offense stimuli (the crime event de-
scriptions) should be as brief and simple
as possible to avoid the effects of circum-
stantial elements. In addition, more than
250 scale items were compiled, including
such diverse offense categories as murder,
larceny, trespassing, gambling, arson,
pollution, bribery, and drug offenses.

A summary of the major findings shows
that (1) important aspects of the instruc-
tions were overlooked by respondents if
they were too long; (2) a practice exercise
aided the respondents in comprehending
the task, but not with unrelated subjects
such as different line lengths or other
seemingly unrelated response modalities;
(3) using & prescored modulus helped
respondents ‘‘get into”’ the task, and the
modulus choice (a bicycle theft scored at
10) appeared to be satisfactory and easy
enough to work with; (4) the magnitude
estimation approach tested seemed to be
slightly more difficult to administer than
the scale of 0-1000 approach, but did not
suffer from the tendency to cluster scores
at the upper range limit used in the scale
estimation approach; (5) a maximum of
20 to 25 items per respondent appeared
optimum; and (6) of items tested, only
one (adultery) was eliminated because of
sensitivity on the part of the respondents,
but enough concern about potential sen-
sitivity overall remained to restrict inter-
viewing to adults age 18 or older.



NSCS study design

and administration’

Chapter 6

Survey design
Supplement 1o the Nuiional Crime Survey

The National Survey of Crime Severity
(NSCS) was administered as a supplement
to the National Crime Survey (NCS)
which is an ongoing, national sample
survey of household and individual vic-
timization by the major crimes of assault,
burglary, larceny, robbery, and auto
theft. The NCS utilizes a rotating sample
design, with about 60,000 housing units
interviewed over a 6-month period, or
10,000 units per month.

Sample design’
Source of data

The NSCS estimates are based on data
collected in July through December 1977
as a supplement to the National Crime
Survey (NCS). Questionnaires regarding
the perceived seriousness of various kinds
of criminal acts were administered to each
member age 18 and older in half the
NCS-interviewed households. The NSCS
sample was spread over 376 sample areas
with coverage in each of the 50 states and
the District of Columbia.

Selection of sample

The NSCS sample was a 50 percent sub-
sample of the NCS full sample, reflecting
all aspects of the NCS sample design. The
present NCS sample, initially selected
from the 1970 census files, has béen
updated continuously to reflect new con-
struction where possible. In selecting the
NCS sample, first-stage or primary
sampling. units (PSUs) consisting of coun-
ties or groups of counties were formed.
These PSUs accounted for every county
in the United States. Approximately 1,930
of these units were formed and grouped
into 376 strata. Among these strata, 156
consisted of only one PSU, which was
chosen with certainty. These strata
generally contained the larger metro-
politan areas and were called self-
representing {SR) since the sample hous-
ing units from the sample area
represented just that PSU. The remaining

'Substantial portions of this chapter were prepared
by Linda Murphy of the U.S. Bureau of the Census
and presented by her at the 1978 meetings of the
American Society of Criminology.

*Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, *‘Sampling
Statement (NSCS)”* (Washington: U.S, Government
Printing Office, 1978).

220 strata were formed by aggregating
PSUs that shared certain characteristics in
common, such as geographic region,
population density, population growth
rate, proportion of persons other than
whites, etc. From each of these strata,
one PSU was selected for the sample,
with probability proportional to the 1970
PSU population; PSUs so chosen are
referred to as being non-self-representing
(NSR) since the sample housing units
from the sample PSU in the stratum
represented the other PSUs in the stratum
as well.

The second stage of sampling was design-
ed to ensure a self-weighting probability
sample of dwelling units and group
quarters within each of the selected
PSUs. This involved a systematic selec-
tion of enumeration districts (geographic
areas used for the 1970 Census), with a
probability of selection proportional to
their 1970 population size, followed by
the selection of clusters of approximately
four housing units within each enumera-
tion district, the households within a
cluster having the same probability of
selection. To account for units built
within each of the sample PSUs after the
1970 Census, a sample was drawn, by an
independent clerical operation, of permits
issued for the construction of residential
housing units. Jurisdictions that do not
issue building permits were sampled by
area sampling methods. These supplemen-
tary procedures enabled persons occupy-
ing housing built after 1970 to be proper-
ly represented in the survey.

A rotation scheme was also used in the
implementation of the NCS. The sample
households were divided into six groups
or rotations. At the beginning of
specified 6-month intervals, a new rota-
tion (incoming), was introduced to the
sample, while a rotation which had been
in the sample for seven 6-month intervals
was discontinued. Data from the incom-
ing rotation were not used for regular
estimation purposes. The complete sam-
ple for the NSCS was spread out over
one of the 6-momuth intervals
(July-December 1977), with one-sixth of
the sample (one-sixth of each rotation) in-
terviewed each month.

There were 32,034 housing units and
other living quarters designated for the
sample. For households where no inter-
view could be obtained for NCS, no

effort was made to obtain any NSCS in-
terviews. Therefore, of the 32,034 units
eligible for interviewing, NSCS interviews
were attempted in 30,589 (about 95. per-
cent of all eligible housing units) and
were not attempted in 1,445. Of the
59,431 people designated. for the survey,
interviews were obtained from 51,623,
Responses were not obtained from 7,808
people because of individual noninter-
views on NCS, refusals, language difficul-
ty, misunderstanding of instructions, or
other reasons. Thus, the noninterview
rate for individual persons was about 13.1
percent of the total number designated
for the survey.

Interview procedures

The NSCS supplement was administered
to respondents immediately after comple-
tion of the NCS victimization interview,
so as to minimize the possibility of the
supplement interview biasing the vic-
timization data in some way. Interviews
were conducted by self-response only—no
proxy interviews were allowed. However,
Spanish versions of the questionnaires
were available to use in order to reduce
nonresponse because of language
difficulties. Following the basic NCS in-
terviewing procedures, most severity sup-
plement interviews (about 80 percent)
were conducted in person, though
telephone interviews were permitted for
callbacks to interview persons not at
home at the time of the personal inter-
view in a unit. While it was not possible
to insist on private interviews with
respondents, interviewers were encourag-
ed to try to obain interviews without
others being present in an effort to try to
minimize within-household bias. In 53
percent of the interviews, no other per-
sons besides the respondent and inter-
viewer were present during the interview.

In a further effort to reduce biasing in-
fluences within a household, different
questionnaires were assigned to each
household member. This was done by
having interviewers assign questionnaire
versions (from a set of 12) in order to
eligible household members immediately
after updating the household roster. To
ensure the assignment of versions in
order, they were bound in tablet form
from version number 1 in order to
number 12. This procedure resulted in
nearly equal numbers of interviews for
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each questionnaire version. The disper-
sion over the entire survey period ranged
from 9.06 percent for version 1 to 7.56
for version 12.

For edach respondent, the interviewer first
read the verbatim instructions for scoring
seriousness printed on the questionnaire,
obtained scores for the practice items,
made sure the respondent understood
how to perform the task, and then read
each offense description and asked the
respondent to score its relative seriousness
in comparison to the prescored modulus
offense. Respondents were instructed to
assign a score of zero to something they
did not consider a crime.

Questionnaire design

As mentioned earlier, originally there
were over 250 offense items to be includ-
ed in the study. This number was far too
large to ask e:zch respondent to score; so
to keep respondent burden at a reason-
able level, most of the items were ran-
domly distributed among 12 different ver-
sions of the questionnaire. A subset of 12
core items, however, essential to later
severity scale construction, was included
more frequently than the rest in order to
obtain larger numbers of cases. These 12
ccre items were divided into four sets of
three iterns each, and each set of three
was included on a quarter (3) of the ques-
tionnaire versions. Most of the other
items on each version were different.

To keep the total number of offense
items to be scored on each questionnaire
version close to the maximum of 20-25
items indicated in the pretests, it was
necessary to pare the list from about 250
to 204 items. In addition to the final 21
items, each version also contained a
prescored modulus item and three prac-
tice items, as well as instructions for
respondents, The order of all items on
each form including the core items
generally was randormized (except
modulus and practice items). In a few
cases, the random order had to be ad-
justed to eliminate chance clusterings of
certain types of offenses. (Copies of the
questionnaire versions appear in Appen-
dix A.)

The variables covered by the offense
descriptions included type of crime,
amount of loss or damage, extent of in-
jury, presence and type of weapon, type
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of victim (private/commercial/public),
use of force or intimidation, and type of
offender (private/juvenile or adult and
commercial/public). Because the NSCS
was conducted in conjunction with NCS,
variables collected in the victimization ex-
perience also could be related to the
severity assessments of respondents.

Field operations
NCS operation

The data collection operation was manag-
ed through the Bureau’s 12 permanent
regional offices and utilized the regular
NCS interviewing staff of about 500, as
well as the office clerical and supervisory
staff. Interviews were conducted mostly
during the regular NCS interviewing
period during the first 2 weeks of each
month, beginning in July and continuing
for 6 months through December 1977,

NSCS training

Special training for the NSCS supplement
was given to interviewers in June by
means of a 3-hour self-study, completed
at home, and a half-hour group training
session in a classroom setting. In subse-
quent months during the survey, special
features of the study or problems en-
countered were addressed in special
memoranda to interviewers and office
staff.

Quality control procedures

Quality control procedures applied to the
field operation included observation,
editing, and reinterview of the inter-
viewers’ work. !

1. Observation. During the 6 months the
survey was conducted, special emphasis
was given to the NSCS supplement dur-
ing the observation, with feedback to the
interviewers. About half the interviewers
were observed on the job by supervisory
or senior interviewing staff,

2. Office edit, All NSCS supplement
questionnaires were edited in the office
during the entire survey period to ensure
that the supplement was asked of all eligi-
ble respondents and that all required in-
formation was entered on the form cor-
rectly.

— Any interviewers the edit identified as
making habitual errors were notified of
the correct procedures.

— If a supplement questionnaire was
missing for an eligible person, the inter-

viewer. or office was required to attempt
to obtain the interview,

3. Reinterview. Throughout the survey
period, a small percentage (2 percent) of
interviewed persons were contacted again
by supervisory staff shortly after the
original interview and a reinterview was
conducted. Though the primary purpose
of the NSCS reinterview program was to
prove a measure of reliability of overall
results, any interviewer problems detected
during reinterview were brought to their
attention,

Field problems

In general, the field operation proceeded
with little difficulty. Both interviewers
and respondents seemed to understand
and perform their jobs satisfactorily.
There was one problem, however, worthy
of mention—the nonresponse rate was
higher than anticipated.

Over the entire 6-month survey period,
the total noninterview rate was 13 percent
of all eligible persons (those 18+ in inter-
viewed NCS households). However, in
the first 2 months (July and August), the
nonresponse rate was so high (17.1% and
15.8%, respectively) that noninterview
cases had to be sent back out to the field
for additional followup work to bring the
nonresponse rate down to 2 more accep-
table level (13.1% and 12.9%, respective-
ly). After that, noninterviews were
monitored more closely than usual during
the field operation, -and offices were not
permitted to close out the monthly case
load until their nonresponse level was
determined to be acceptable.

The final NSCS noninterviews were
distributed by reason as follows:

Reason Ninber  Percent
Individual noninterview

on NCS 1,730 2.9
Proxy interview 1,298 2.2
Refused 1,913 3.2
Language difficulty 568 1.0
Could not understand 1,384 2.3
Other 915 1.5
Total 7,808 13.1

(Total cases 59,431)



Data processing
Clerical Processing

Upon completion of data collection and
the regional office review each month,
the NCS and supplement questionnaires
were transmitted to the Bureau’s central
processing center in Indiana for various
clerical checks and data keying.

1. Preliminary processing. First, the
forms were reviewed for supplement
eligibility. NSCS questionnaires com-
pleted by mistake were deleted; if any
were missing for persons eligible for the
supplement, noninterview records were
filed. During this stage of processing, all
identification items on the NSCS forms
were verified to ensure that they matched
those on the NCS forms. At this point,
NSCS forms were separated from NCS
forms; the remaining data processing was
done separately from the NCS.

2. Clerical editing and coding. Next the
questionnaires were clerically edited for
completeness, and certain entries—such
as ‘‘Don’t know’’ or ‘“Not ascer-
tained’’—or numbers larger than 6

digits were assigned specific numeric
codes for ease of processing. The editing
and coding were verified 100 percent, and
any errors or omissions were corrected.

3. Data keying. The NSCS data were
then keyed onto magnetic tape from the
documents in preparation for computer
processing. The keying machines were
programmed to reject certain errors, such
as identification number problems, for
clerical correction. All data keying was
verified 100 percent. Errors and omissions
were corrected.

Computer processing

1. Computer edit, Compared to most
surveys, relatively little computer editing
was done to the NSCS supplement data.
Identification items were edited for
blanks, duplicates, nonnumerics, and in-
valid codes. But only three noteworthy
edits were performed on the offense items
scored by respondents: (a) any blanks
were assigned a special numeric code
id-inifying them as blanks; (b) if the
scores for all offense items were identical,
t'ie case was made a noninterview (occur-
red 49 times total); and (c) zero scores
were changed to “‘1’’ for mathematical
calculation purposes.

2. Match to the NCS and weighting.
Following the computer edit, the NSCS
supplement records were matched to the
NCS victimization records for identical
persons, and one merged file containing
all household and individual data, vic-
timization data, and crime severity data
was created for each quarter of the
survey. All mismatches were clerically
resolved and noninterviews created for
missing cases. Weights were then assigned
to the NSCS data to permit estimates to
be made for the total population age 18
and older based on the sample cases as
follows:

——Weighting procedure for national
level estimates. The national level
estimates produced from the sample data
were obtained by assigning weights to all
of the sample persons. The person
weights were then multiplied by an items
adjustment factor as described below.

A person weight consisted of the product
of the following factors:

(a) The reciprocal of the initial pro-
bability of selection (this factor was the
one used for NCS, 1104.267, applied to
all sample units.

(b) A special weight of 2 to inflate the
estimate to the national level because the
supplement was assigned to one-half the
sample households used for the regular
NCS interviews.

(c) A duplication control factor to
reflect any subsampling done after the in-
itial selection.

(d) An adjustment to reduce the bias
resulting from noninterviewed households
for the NSCS that were eligible to be in-
terviewed. This adjustment was computed
separately within cells that were defined
for groups of PSUs having similar
demographic characteristics. Cells were
defined separately for six groups—com-
binations of two race categories and three
residence categories. Separate adjustment
factors were calculated for these noninter-
view cells by the housing unit population
in SMSAs, non-SMSAs, and the popula-
tion not in housing units.

(e) An adjustment to reflect the
noninterviewed persons within household
on the NSCS where at least one person
was interviewed on the NCS (called type-
Z noninterviews). This adjustment was
computed separately within cells defined
within each region. Cells for this adjust-
ment were defined separately for 24
groups—combinations of two race, four

age, and three household position
categories. A person who was classified as
a type-Z noninterview for the NCS was
classified as a type-Z noninterview for the
severity supplement. Those people
represented by proxy responses in the
NCS interview were classifed as type-Z
noninterviews for the severity supplement,
unless they completed an NSCS question-
naire in followup interviews, in which
case their responses were kept. In addi-
tion, if the person was an interview for
the NCS but a noninterview for the
NSCS, then this person was also con-
sidered a type-Z noninterview for the
NSCS.

(f) A first-stage ratio estimate factor to
be applied to data from the NSR PSUs
only. Its purpose was to reduce the
variance arising from the sampling of
PSUs in noncertainty strata. The
numerator of this factor was the 1970
Census population count, in collapsed
race-residence cells in SMSA and non-
SMSA groups for four geographical
regions. This census count was divided by
an estimate of this population, based on
the 1970 census population for sample
PSUs in the same group.

(g) A second-stage ratio estimate fac-
tor. Its purpose was to reduce variance
and bias arising from undercoverage oc-
curring within a number of age-sex-race
groups. This factor adjusted sample
estimates of total persons age 18 and
older to independently derived census
figures reflecting population changes since
1970 for each age-sex-race category.

The above weight was multiplied by an
adjustment factor, applied to adjust for
differences in item and various frequency
distributions due to the following two
sources: (1) some items appeared more
frequently than others, and (2} all 12 ver-
sions were not administered an equal
number of times. The item adjustment
factor consisted of the product of an item
frequency factor and a version adjust-
ment factor to reflect these two sources,
respectively. The differences in the
distributions described above resulted in
varied numbers of people answering the
individual items. The use of the item ad-
justment factor allowed for the analysis
of questionnaire item scores by adjusting
the person weight to reflect the number
of respondents for a given question.
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——Weighting procedure for subnational
level estimates. The weighting procedure
used for the national estimates was also
employed to produce the estimates for the
census regions, subdivisions, and Federal
(OMB) regions. A modified weighting
procedure, as described below, was used
for obtaining the State, SMSA, and city
level estimates.

A person weight consisted of the product
of the components described below:

(a) An NSCS modified adjusted person
weight defined as the product of the fac-
tors described in (a)-(g) above, except
that the national first-stage ratio estimate
factor (f) was replaced by a single State
first-stage ratio estimate factor. This fac-
tor was used to adjust for the more
restricted sample size in the State or
group of States. This factor was applied
only to data coming from NSR PSUs. No
adjustment was made to SMSA or city
data since they are SR PSUs. It should
also be noted that biases resulted when
using the regional household noninterview
factor (d) to produce subregional
estimates; it was believed that this bias
was small.

(b) After the application of the na-
tional second-stage factor (described in
{(g) above), a State second-stage ratio
estimate factor, computed separately for
each city, SMSA, and the balanr *>cated
in a given State. It was applied * th.:
civilian noninstitutional sample 1 th
given area of the appropriate Sti2 [his
factor adjusted weighted sample estimates
of the civilian noninstitutional population
age 18 and older to independently derived
census figures for the same population as
of October 1, 1977, for the SMSAs,
cities, and balance of the given State.

Tabulations. The main set of tabulations
was produced for the Center for Studies
in Criminology and Criminal Law at the
University of Pennsylvania. These tables
gave both weighted and unweighted mean
scores and antilogs for each offense item
included in the survey by geographic
region. For offense items appearing on
multiple questionnaires, tables were pro-
duced by race, age, sex, occupation,
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education, family income, and victimiza-
tion experience variables, as well as for 45
States or State grou=s, 41 SMSAs, and
six cities. These statistics were produced
according to the following estimation
procedures.

Estimation procedure. The estimation
procedure was performed on a quarterly
basis, July-September and October-
December 1977. Sample data from

these two quarters were cumulated to
produce representative seriousness

scores and the base 10 logarithms or logs
of these scores. A weighted mean or
average of the logs of scores (Y) was the
estimate used for a populition mean log
score. This measurement corresponded to
a geometric mean (G) for a set of original
scores. The relationship between these
two quantities is described below.

The geometric mean for a set of /V scores
is ordinarily defined as the nth root of the
product of these scores. The individual
scores were given different weights during
the estimation procedure. The weights re-
flected the number of persons represented
by a given score at the national and sub-
national levels. To take into account the
different weights that were used, the or-
dinary definition for G was modified.
Letting W, denote the weight that was ap-
plied to a given X; for an item, the
estimate based on log scores was

N

2

_ =1 W;logy, X;
N

>

=1 Wi

Y

and the corresponding geometric mean
estimate was G =10Y. The weights applied
to the sample data inflate it to the level
of the whole U.S. population, age 18 and
older. As in the case of the regular NCS
tabulations, the final weights described
above were based on 6-months’ cumula-
tive data and were calculated on a
monthly basis.
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Chapter 7

Introduction

From previous chapters, it will be recalled
that this research has two purposes: (a) to
survey the sericusness of a wide range of
criminal behaviors as perceived by a na-
tional sample of the U.S. population, and
(b) to determine the form of the relation-
ship between offense types and their per-
ceived severities, This study builds on the
work of S.S. Stevens (1966a) and his
students in the field of psychophysical
scaling and on the basic work of Sellin
and Wolfgaiig (1964) in scaling the
seriousness of crimes in The Measurement
of Delinquency.

Stevens and his successors have shown
that, for a variety of physical stimuli such
as sound level, time duration, pleasant-
ness- of odors, occupational preferences,
attitudes toward political candidates, and
others, equal stimulus ratios generate
equal perceptual ratios; that is, the
perceived stimulus is a power function
(Y=aX?) of the physical stimulus. Sellin
and Wolfgang suggested that the per-
ceived severities of various crimes could
also be fitted with a power function, at
least when the crimes are defined in terms
of dollars stolen. Numerous replications
of the Sellin-Wolfgang crime seriousness
scale have been undertaken in the United
States, Canada, England, and other
countries and with other selected special
interest samples of the U.S. population.'
Almost without exception, power func-
tions similar to that discovered by Sellin
and Wolfgang have been produced by
these studies.

However, the replications undertaken in
the United States have always used uni-
que nongeneralizable samples such as col-
lege students, municipal judges, police of-
ficers, prison inmates, prosecuting at-
torneys, and so on. In addition, the scale
items have always been administered in a
highly controlled procedure by the project
investigators in classrooms or halls
designated for this purpose, with highly
motivated respondents as subjects.

Widespread interest in attaching
seriousness scores to crimes has been ex-
pressed in the United States by academic
researchers and practitioners in govern-
ment agencies. As. a result, the Center for
Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law
at the University of Pennsylvania decided

'See chapter 1 for a review of this literature,

in 1975 to broaden the applicability of
the scale by attempting to develop a scale
of crime severity based on a represen-
tative national sample which would in-
clude a wide range of socially harmful
behaviors—from very insignificant crimes,
such as creating a disturbance on a street,
to property, political, and corporate
violations and serious crimes against the
person. After pretesting numerous ver-
sions of stimuli, the Center developed,
with the Bureau of the Census, 204 of-
fense descriptions to cover adequately this
range of criminal behavior; in July 1977 a
6-month survey was begun which
ultimately had more than 50,000
respondents rate the relative severities of
the 204 descriptions. These items were
randomly ordered across 12 interview
schedules. Twelve “‘core items’’ con-
stituting the *‘primary index scale’’ of in-
dex offenses were repeated in three sets
within each of the 12 versions to generate
the response points for the scaling pro-
cedure and also to allow the versions to
be linked together (see appendix A for
items and schedules).

Findings

The survey was administered on a month-
by-month basis from July through
December 1977, Because each monthly
sample was independent, there are six in-
dependent sample estimates of the
geometric mean responses, the weighted
sums of which. constitute the final
national-level values. If the items and the
interviewing were to exhibit reliability,
one would expect that the monthly
estimates would not differ very much
among themselves. Tnerefore, it is possi-
ble to assess the quality of the data as the
survey progressed in the field. In the
following tables, the monthly pretest and
final national-level data are presented for
comparative purposes.

As detailed earlier and in previous work
cited, the appropriate measure of central
tendency for ratio judgments is the
geometric mean defined as

which, in practice, is calculated simply by

" taking the antilog of the arithmetic mean
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of the logarithms of the responses or the
antilog of

N

E log X;

i=1
N

Table 25 displays the geometric means of
the magnitude estimation responses of the
core items of the primary index scale for
the final national-level data, the monthly
estimates, and the national pretest (the
results of the pretest are discussed in
chapter 5). These Ns of 8 to 10 thousand
per month exhibit substantial uniformity
across offense types. In fact, the intercor-
relation matrix entries of months typically
center about 1.00. Thus, it may be
assumed that the reliabilities of the items
and administrative procedures are high.
For the most part, the pretest values are
somewhat lower than those obtained
from the final survey. These lower values
are to be expected because the final
stimuli wordings, interviewer instructions,
and general procedures had not yet been
refined when the national pretest was
undertaken early in 1977. Additionally, as
shown in table 27, the data seem to in-
dicate that interviewers are better able to
elicit responses as they become more ex-
perienced in administering the magnitude
estimation items. The net effect of im-
proved interviewer techniques generally is
expanded perceptions of severity as the
item intensities are increased.

Note that the core items listed in the
tables generate the seriousness scores for
the components of any criminal event
which has elements of injury, theft, or
damage to property. Because of their im-
portance in scaling the index crimes and
their additional utility in determining the
forms of the function between stimulus
intensity changes and perceptions of those
changes, these core items appeared more
numerously in the 12 schedules than did
the remainder of the offense types.
Therefore, the comparisons among
demographic variables in chapter 8 are
based on these core items because of the
stability which results in the estimates due
to the comparatively large sample sizes.

Of course the primary interest here is in
the ratios among the offenses. Table 26
displays the perceived ratios of the
various offense stimuli compared to a
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Table 25 zaeometric means, by core-item-oifense stimuil)

Final national level, monthly estimates, and pretest

Final
national
Offense level July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Pretest
Theit: $1* 218 23 23 22 21 20 21 24
$10 37.8 38 41 38 38 35 a7 41
$50 63.0 65 66 63 65 61 59 62
$100 78.5 79 81 80 80 76 78 70
$1,000 150.2 152 161 149 155 147 146 131
$10,000 239.3 230 247 240 258 240 233 221
Injury: Death 7784 758 868 752 77 793 841 732
Hospitalization  261.4 269 276 255 275 282 246 230
Treatment,
no hospitalization  186.0 179 178 194 212 193 182 162
Minor 322 34 34 31 34 29 33 43
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat  144.8 138 144 133 143 143 141 128
Weapon  160.0 159 171 152 172 160 165 157
Burglary
and theft of $10 706 67 69 69 70 69 63 54
Rape 565.6 528 609 564 581 647 555 -—
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 15775 1378 1657 1559 16A9 1717 1629 —_
*Value for theft of 31 is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of doliar-value thefts.
L -
Table 26 (Severity ratios, by core-item-offense stimuli)
Final national level, monthly estimates, and pretest
Final
national
Offense leval July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Pretest
Thelt: $1* 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
$10 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8
$50 29 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.1 3.0 2.8 26
$100 3.6 34 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.0
$1,000 6.9 6.6 6.9 6.8 7.1 74 7.0 5.6
$10000 109 10.0 106 108 123 120 11.1 9.4
injury: Death  35.6 33.0 37.2 34.2 37.0 39.6 40.0 3.1
Hospitalization . 12.0 1.7 11.8 116 13.1 141 1.7 9.8
Treatment,
no hospitaliza'nn 8.5 7.8 7.6 8.8 101 9.6 8.7 6.9
Minor 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.8
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 6.6 6.0 6.2 6.0 6.8 7.2 6.7 5.4
Weapon 7.3 6.9 73 6.9 8.2 8.0 7.9 6.7
Burglary
and theft of $10 3.2 29 3.0 3.1 3.3 34 3.0 23
Rape 25.8 23.0 26.1 256 27.7 324 26.4 —
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  72.1 59.9 714 70.9 80.4 85.8 77.65 —_

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

theft of $1. As with table 25, the ratios
generated by the monthly estimates are
almost identical (they must be because
they are based on the geometric means).
The bombing of a building resuiting in 20
deaths is the most serious crime (72 times
more serious than a theft of $1), followed
by one death (35.6:1), rape (25.8:1), in-

jury resulting in hospitalization (12:1),
theft of $10,000 (10.9:1), injury resulting
in medical treatment and discharge
(8.5:1), robbery of $10 with a weapon
(7.3:1), theft of $1,000 (6.9:1), robbery of
$10 with physical or verbal threat (6.6:1),
theft of $100 (3.6:1), burglary of $10
(3.2:1), theft of $50 (2.9:1), theft of $10



Elgure 9

(Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severlty)
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(1.7:1), minor injury (1.5:1), and theft of
$1 (1:1).

In practice it will be proposed that an of-
fense resulting in one death with no other
components of criminally offensive
behavior involved would receive a value
of 35.6. In like manner, a simple theft of
$100 would receive a value of 3.6, and so
on for the remaining offenses. One would
then construct a composite score for
criminal acts committed by individuals,
groups, or specially defined demographic
clusters. The comparisons of perceived
severities across demographic, geographic,
and victimization-specific groups in the
United States is the objective of chapter8.

However, the validity of such com-
parisons and. of the scale itself depends
on the determination of the scalability of
the items. In other words, it must be
determined whether perceived magnitudes
of change in offense-stimulus intensity
follow a power function. One may have
confidence in the findings if, out of some
204 items, an internally coherent and
recognizable scale function for the core
items that have been randomly distributed
throughout the stimuli is produced.

In the more traditional psychophysical ex-
periment the shape of the function bet-

ween the stimulus intensity and the
perceived increments is relatively simple
to determine because the strength of the
stimulus (sound level, light intensity, elec-
tric shock strength, etc.) is readily
measurable, In this study and other in-
vestigations involving social continua, the
strength of the stimulus is an unknown
quantity; therefore the shape of the rela-
tionship between these social continua
and their perceived intensities is difficult
and often impossible to ascertain.

In the NSCS, the only metrically defined
offense variable is that of the dollar value
of theft. Therefore many different dollar-
value thefts and dollar-value thefts com-
bined with various injuries have been of-
fered to respondents so that a satisfactory
determination of the shape of the func-
tion between dollar value and perceived
severity may be accomplished.

Two sets of numbers which plot a
straight line on log-log paper may be said
to be related to one another as a power
function. (A power function in log
transform is a simple linear relationship.)

Figure 9 indicates that the perceived
severity of increments in the dollar value
of thefts is a power function. The ex-
pected values based on the function
Y=21.88X0.27 lie almost perfectly on the
observed values and both trace a straight
line on log-log paper.

Table 27 presents the regression constants
and slopes of the power functions for the
final national level, monthly level, and
pretest. The baseline or Y-intercept value
is almost identical month by month, with
a weighted average of 21.88 for the total
national-level data base. The slopes, while
extremely close in value (0.26 to 0.28 for
the national survey, 0.24 for the pretest),
hint at the possible time trend in the data
related to possible improvement in inter-
view technique alluded to earlier,

Field experience with this scale has in-
dicated that a lack of understanding of
the task on the part of the respondent or
a poor interviewer instructional techni-
que or both usually result in reduced
diversity in the responses, with the net
effect of diminished ratio differences.
Smaller regression line slopes follow
from these phenomena. Thus the
smallest slope (0.24) appears in the
pretest data, followed by a jump to 0.26
in July when the survey went into the
field with refined instructional materials

- —
Table 27 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
seoverity; final national level,
monthly estimates, and pretest

(Y=aXb)

Constant Slope

Sample (a) 102 (b)
Final national

level 1.34 21,88 0.27
July 1.35 22,39 0.26
August 1.37 23.44 0.26
September 1.34 21,88 0.27
October 1.33 21,38 0.28
November 1.30 18,95 0.28
December 1.32 20.89 0.27
Pretest 1.37 23.44 0.24

L
Table 28

Predicted geometric means of thefts
based on power functions for samples

Dollar value
Samples $10 50 100 1,000 10,000
Final
national

level (Obs.) 38 63 78 150 239
(Pred.) 41 63 76 141 263

July (Obs.) 38 65 79 152 230
(Pred.) 41 63 75 137 251

Aug. (Obs.) 41 66 81 161 247
(Pred.) 43 66 79 145 266

Sept, {Obs.) 38 63 80 149 240
(Pred.) 41 63 75 139 257

Oct. (Obs.) 38 65 80 155 258
(Pred.) 41 63 77 145 275

Nov. {Obs,) 35 61 76 147 240
(Pred.) 38 59 72 136 259

Dec. (Obs.) 37 59 78 146 233
(Pred.) 39 60 72 134 250

Pre-
test (Obs.) 41 61 72 127 222
(Pred.) 41 62 70 131 221

and better trained interviewers than in
the pretest, followed by small increments
in the slopes during the remainder of the
survey period. It is hypothesized that
this trend, if real, results from improv-
ing interviewer technique and, through
attrition (those interviewers who were
less involved and motivated dropped
out), the development of a better and
more highly committed interviewing
team. Nonetheless, whatever the mean-
ing of this small slope trend, the effect
on observed data is insignificant within
the 6-month period of the survey.

In table 28 the predicted values of the
perceived magnitude of $10 to $10,000
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value stimuli based on the power func-
tion estimates for each month, final, and
pretest data are very close to the ob-
served. In fact, the goodness-of-fit tests
show no significant differences at the 0.4
to 0.5 level.

At this stage in the discussion of the
findings of the National Survey of Crime
Severity it has been shown that, with
thorough and proper training of inter-
viewers, the careful choice of stimulus
wording, and explicit instructions,
magnitude estimations can be performed
by the general U.S. population. Repeat-
able results are obtained and a power
function is generated. Intensity orderings
of the stimuli are maintained over time,
as are the relative distances among those
orderings.

The killing of 20 people by bombing a
building is judged to be 72 times more
serious than the theft of $1, while the
killing of one person is about 36 times
more serious than the theft of $1. Most
of the remaining. criminally offensive
behaviors lie within the bounds of one
homicide and the theft of $1.

It is appropriate here to discuss the com-
plete item set of responses. Table 29
displays all of the 204 offense-stimulus
items in ascending severity order. The
interested reader is encouraged to peruse
these data with care for this array con-
stitutes the overall product of the
national-level survey of the perceptions
of the population regarding the relative
gravities of a wide range of criminal
behaviors. This data set was produced
through the aggregation of the 12 ver-
sions of the stimulus items under the
assumption of little or no ordering ef-
fects of the items or versions. No such
problems developed in the national pre-
test; therefore, the appropriateness of
version aggregation appears to be sup-
ported by the total survey.? Thus the
geometric means and ratios are fully
comparable across items even though
item sample size, respondent, and item
repetition rates vary.

The least serious offense is the juvenile
status violation of playing hooky from
school, with a ratio score of one-fourth

*See Appendix B for a discussion by Charles D.
Cowan of the Survey Analysis and Evaluation
Branch of the Bureau of the Census concerning the
lack of item, version, and aggregation effects in the
national pretest,
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that of a theft of $1, while the most
serious offense is that of a bombing of a
building in which 20 people are killed,
with a score of 72.1. Offenses such as
playing dice in an alley, trespassing,
juvenile incorrigibility, vagrancy, and be-
ing a runaway are all considered to be
less serious than the theft of $1.

Offenses lying in the range of one to
two times the theft of $1 include such
acts as taking bets on the numbers, be-
ing disorderly, willingly engaging in a
homosexual act, possessing or smoking
marijuana, pushing or shoving someone
without injuring him/her, being a custo-
mer in a house of prostitution, stealing
$10 worth of property from outside a
building, and making an obscene hone
call.

Between 2 and 3’ on the ratio scale fall
such offenses as prostitution, trespassing
and stealing $10 worth of materials,
carrying an illegal knife, stealing proper-
ty worth $50 from outside a building,
and breaking into a department store
and stealing $10 worth of merchandise.

Breaking into a home and stealing $100,
threatening to fire employees if they join
a labor union, picking a person’s pocket
of $10, stealing property worth $100
from outside a building, passing a bad
check, labor law violations, and turning
in a false fire glarm are some of the of-
fenses falling between 3 and 4 in per-
ceived ratio seriousness.

Between 4 and 5 in the ratio severity are
such offenses as picking a person’s
pocket of $100, cheating on one’s
Federal income tax return, carrying a
gun illegally, and male exhibitionism.

Using force to rob a victim of $10, but
without injuring him/her, received a
ratio score of 5 from the national sam-
ple, while offenses such as indecent
assault, loan sharking, threatening a vic-
tim to rob him/her of $10, refusing to
sell a house to someone because of race,
possessing heroin for personal use, and
showing pornographic movies to a minor
fell between 5 and 6.

Cheating on Federal income taxes to
avoid paying $10,000 received a ratio
score of 6.1 in the national survey, while
stealing $10,000 from outside a building
warranted an 11.8, indicating that the
dollar value of theft diminishes dramat-
ically when the government is the victim.

Running a prostitution ring, embezzling
$1,000, jumping bail, pimping, refusing
to hire someone because of his/her race,
stealing $1,000 from outside a building,
and the pollution by a factory of a city’s
water supply causing one person to
become ill all received scores between 6
and 7 on the ratio scale.

Between 7 and 8 the dollar value of
various kinds of thefts increased to the
$1,000 range, personal encounters in-
crease in severity; illegally receiving
monthly welfare checks, conspiracy, and
selling contaminated food also fell into this
category.

All of these offenses and those whose
ratio scores lie below 8.5 are judged to
be less serious than interitionally injuring
someone to the extent that he/she needs
to be treated by a doctor but not
hospitalized.

Selling contaminated food causing one
person to be treated by a doctor, dealing
in marijuana for resale, performing an
illegal abortion, hitting a person with a
lead pipe causing him/her to be treated
by a doctor, and illegally receiving
welfare checks of $200 a month occupy
the 8 to 9 category.

When a city official takes a bribe, large
companies fix prices, a witness falsifies
documents for a trial, a public official
steals $1,000 of public money, a police
officer knowingly makes a false arrest; a
government official intentionally hinders
the investigation of a criminal offense,
and a person breaks into a home and
steals $1,000, respondents placed these
offenses between 9 and 10 on the ratio
scale. It is in this category that the of-
fenses commonly known as “white-
collar’’ began to appear in the severity
ratio scale. Corruption of public of-
ficials, pollution, and corporate law
violations ranged from 8 almost all the
way to the end of the scale (39.1) at
which point a factory pollutes the water
supply of a city causing 20 people to
lose their lives.

Between 10 and: 12 lay the offenses of
selling barbituates, injuring a person so
that he/she requires hospitalization,
smuggling marijuana, stealing $10,000
from outside a building, paying a bribe
to a legislator, lying under oath during a
trial, paying a witness to give false
testimony, and the taking of a bribe by



a police officer so that he will not inter-
fere with an illegal gambling operation.

In the range of perceived severities up to
20, the value of thefts increased to
$100,000, robberies increased in injury
and dollar loss, personal injuries result-
ing from assault and battery required
hospitalization, and heroin smuggling
appeared. Several corruption, pollution,
and fraud crimes came to the fore: a
doctor cheats on claims to a Federal
health insurance plan to gain $10,000, a
factory knowingly pollutes the water
supply of a city so that people are in-
jured and killed, a legislator takes a
bribe from a company to vote for a law
favoring that company, a company pays
a bribe of $10,000 to a legislator, and a
store owner sells contaminated food with
the result that one person dies.

Above the ratio score of 20, offense types
become even more serious: selling heroin
to others for resale (20.6); kidnapping
(21.2); forcible rape (25.2); armed sky-
jacking (26.3); various injuries resulting
from the terrorist bombing of a building
(20 people injured, no medical treatment,
30.5, one person killed, 44.0, 20 people
killed 72.1); running a narcotics ring
(33.8); homicide (35.6); pollution by a
factory resulting in 20 deaths (39.2);
robbery-homicide (43.2); child beating
resulting in death to the child (47.8); and
rape-homicide (52.8).

The uniformities in these data, especially
with regard to dollar-value increments
and the grievousness of the injury, are
remarkable when put into the context of
the study design. As the standard errors
for the survey items detailed in appendix
C demonstrate, the variation around the
mean log estimates is small, thus support-
ing the high reliability of the item re-
sponse. These items are randomly distri-
buted across 12 versions with most stimuli
appearing only once. The fact that a
power function scale was generated and
other uniformities, as described above,
were produced in the responses by the na-
tional sample suggests that the survey
produced a valid and reliable set of
perceived severities.

Various offenses committed by consent-
ing adults in the sexual and self-
victimization (drug usage, gambling)
realms were not thought to be very
serious by the national sample. As the
vulnerability of the victim increased

because of age or the sex of the victim or
as a result of the dangerousness of the
weapon or situation, so did the perceived
severity of the event. Public corruption;
fraud perpetrated by companies, public
servants, and medical doctors; and pollu-
tion by factories—all of these ‘‘white-
collar’’ crimes are thought to be relatively
serious as are, of course, serious property
crimes involving large amounts of dollar
loss and crimes against the person result-
ing in injury, personal violation, or
death.

Various aspects of victim-offender rela-
tionships and weapon usage have been
treated in chapter 4 and were not dealt
with here. The study was not designed to
delve into these topics or that of the
culpability or blameworthiness of the of-
fender; however, these topics were
discussed within the data constraints in
that chapter.

In the next chapter the scale parameters
produced by various regional, demo-
graphic, and victimization experience
variables are discussed.

Table 29 (NSCS final National level)

Ofiense stimuli items: Gcometric means
and ratio scores in ascending order of
perceived severity

. Ratio score

Geometric mean
ltem J
A person under 16 years old plays '
hooky from school. 5392 025
A person is a vagrant, That is, he
has no home and no visible means
of support. 6.684 0,31
A person takes part in a dice game
In an alley. 10.837 0.50
A person trespasses In the backyard
of a private home, 14.104 0.64
A person under 16 years old breaks
a curfew law by being out on the
street after the hour permitted by .
the law. 16.059 073
A person is drunk in public. 16.779 077
A person knowingly trespasses in a
rallroad yard. 18377 .0.84
A person under 16 years old runs
away from home, 18683 0.85
A person under 16 years old is
reported to police by his parents as
an offender because they are unable
to control him, 20.689 - 0.95
A person under 16 years old illegally
has a bottle of wine. 23.152 1.06
A group continues to hang around a
corner after being told to break up
by a police officer. 23.091 106

Table 29—continued

Ratio score
Geometric mean

Iltem 1

A person takes bets on the

numbers. 23.681 1.08
A person disturbs the neighborhood

with Joud noisy behavior, 24,868 1.14
Two persons willingly engage in a

homosexual act. 28,756 1.31
A person has some marijuana for

his owri use. 29.335 1.34
A person trespasses in a rallroad

yard and steals a lantern worth $10.° 30,345 1.37
A person smokes marijuana. 31.063 1,42
A person has some barbiturates,

such as sleeping pills, for his own

use without a legal prescription. 31.208 1.43
A person intentionally shoves or

pushes a victim. No medical

treatment is required, 32,167 1.47
A person takes barbiturates, such

as sleeping pills, without a legal

prescription, 32,392 148
A person breaks into a parking

meter and steals $10 worth of

nickels. 34.365 . 1.57
A person is a customer in a place

where he knows liquor is soid

without a license. 34370 157
A male, over 16 years of age, has

sexual relations with a willing

female under. 16. 34,927 1.60
A person s a customer in a house

of prostitution. 35374 1.62
A person steals property worth $10

from outside a bujiding. 37.777 173
A person is a customer in a place '

where he knows gambling occurs

Itlegally. 38274 175
A person under 16 yearsold is

drunk in public. 38.314 175
A store owner knowingly puts

“large" eggs Into containers marked

“extra-large." 40,729 1,87
An employee embezzles $10 from

his employer. 41,018 1.87
A person makes an obscene phone

call. 40,916  1.87
A woman engages in prostitution. 45355 207
A person is found firing a rifle for

which he knows he has no permit. 45893  2.10
A person steals $10 worth of

merchandise from the counter of a

department store, 47.565 217
A person trespasses In a city-owned

storage lot and steals equipment

worth $10, 48,539 (.22
A person knowingly catries an

illegat knife. 53.398 244

A person breaks into a department
store and steals merchandise worth
$10. 60.518 277

A person steals property worth $50
from outside a building.

63,049 288
continued
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Table 29—continued

Ratlo score

Geomelric mean

Item

!

A person breaks into a school and
steals $10 worth of supplies.

A person forces open a cash
register In a department store and
steals $10.

A person breaks into a home and
steals $100,

An employer lllegally threatens to
fire employess if they foin a labor
union.

A person breaks into a building and
steals property worth $10.

A person attempts to rob a victim
but runs away when a police car
approaches.

A person picks a victim's pocket of
$10.

A person breaks Into a department
store, forces open a cash register,
and steals $10.

A person runs a place where he
permits gambling to occur illegally,

A person steals property worth $100
from outside a building,

A person knowingly passes a bad
check.

A person attempts to break into a
parked car, but runs away when a
police car approaches.

A labor union offictal illegally
threatens to organize a strike if an
employer hires nonunion workers.

A person turns in a false fire alarm,

A person attempts to break into a
home but runs away when a police
car approaches,

A person breaks into a public
recreation center, forces open a
cash box and steais $10.

A person robs a victim. The victim is
Injured but not hospitalized.

A person picks a victim's pocket of
$

A person steals an unlocked car and
later abandons it undamaged.

A person cheats on his Federal
income tax return,

A person carrles a gun, illegally,
A man exposes himself in public.

A person snatches a handbag
‘containing $10 from a victim on the
street.

A person knowingly buys stolen
property from the person who stole
it.

A person, using force, robs a victim
of $10. No physical harm occurs.

A man runs his hands,. over the body
of a female victim, then runs away,

A person loans money at an lllegally
high interest rate.

67,413

68.471

68.743

69.657

70.559

71.232

71.926

72.488

76,175

78.473

78.755

79.310

81.222
82.807

92,343

94,412

95.588

95.767

97.277

98.155
101.629
103.890

107.971

109.378

112.031

112,263

116.432

3.08

3.18

3.22

3.26

3.48

3.59

3.60

3.62

an
3.78

4.22

4,31

4,37

4,38

4.45

449
464

475

5,00

512

5.13

532
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A person threatens to harm a victim
unless the victim gives him money.

The victim gives him $10 and is not

harmed.

A real estate agent refuses to sell a
house to a person because of that
person's race.

A person has some heroin for his
own use.

A person runs-a place where liquor
is sold without a license.

A theatre owner knowingly shows
pornographic movies to a minor.

A person cheats on his Federal
income tax return and avolds paying
$10,000 in taxes.

A person runs a prostitution racket,

A person beats a victim with his
fists. The victim requires treatment
by a doctor but not hospltalization,

An employes smbezzles $1,000 from
his emgployer.

A person, free on ball for
committing a serious crime,
purposefully fails to appear in court
on the day of his trial.

A person gets customers for a
prostitute.

An employer refuses to hire a
quatified person because of that
person's race.

A person uses heroin,

A person steals $1,000 worth of
merchandise from an unlocked car,

A person does not have a weapon,
He threatens to harm a victim
unless the victim gives him money.
The victim gives him $10 and is not
harmed.

A person, using force, robs a victim
of $10. The victim is hurt and
requires treatment by a doctor but
not hospitalization.

Because of a victim's race, a person
injures a victim to prevent him from
enrolling In a public school. No
medical treatment is required.

A person steals property worth
$1,000 from outside a building.

A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste [n a way that pollutes the
water supply of a city, As a result,
one person becomes ill but does not
require medical treatment,

A person breaks into a pubtic
recreation center, forces open a
cash box, and steals $1,000.

A person beats a viclim with his
fists. The victim requires
hospitalization.

A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $10. The victim is
injured and requires treatment by a
doctor but not hospitatization.

A person signs someone else’'s
name to a check and cashes it.

A person. willingly hides out a bank
robber.

A person breaks into a department
store and steals merchandise worth
$1,000.

117.790

17731

118.507

120.240

123.975

133.742
133.865

134,996

136.015

137.735

139.542

139.792
143.023

143.780

144,762

146.526

148.833

150.203

150.922

151.624

151,900

156.799

157.845

158,080

159,255

5,38

5.38

5.42

5.50

5.67

6.1
6.12

6.17

6.22

6,30

6.38

6.39
6.54

6.57

6.62

6,79

6.86

6.90

6.93

6.94

7.12

7.21

A person beats a victim with his
fists, The victim is hurt but does not
require medical treatment,

A person threatens a victim *xith a
weapon unless the victim gives him
money. The victim gives him $10
and Is not harmed.

A person itlegally gets monthly
welfare checks,

A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $10. No physical
harm occurs.

A person steals $1,000 worth of
merchandise from the counter of a
department store,

A person conceals the identity of
others that he knows have
commitied a serious crime.

Knowing that a shipment of cooking
oll s bad, a store owner decides to
sell it anyway.

A person intentionally hits a victim
with'a lead pipe. No medica!
treatment is required.

A teenage boy beats his father with
his fists. The father requires '
hospitalization,

A person trespasses In a railroad
yard and steals tools worth $1,000.

A person, using force, robs a victim
of $1,000, No physical karm occurs.

A person steals an unlocked car and
sells It.

Knowing that a shipment of cooking
oll is bad, a store owner decides to
sell it anyway. Only cne bottle is
sold and the purchaser s treated by
a doctor but not hospltalized.

A person illegally gets monthly
welfare checks of $200.

A person intentionally injures a
victim. The victim is treated by a
doctor but is not hospltalized.

A person sells marfjuana to others
for resale.

A person performs an [llegal
abartion.

A person intentionally hits a victim
with a lead pipe. The victim requires
treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization.

A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $1,000. No physical
harm occurs.

* A city official takes a bribe from a

company for his help in getting a
city building contract for the
company.

A person knowingly makes talse
entries on a document that the
court has requested for a criminal
trial.

Several large companies illegally fix
the retal| prices of their products.

A person threatens !9 seriously
fnjure a victim.

A person robs a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. No physical harm occurs,

A public officlal takes $1,000 of
pubtic money for his own use.

159.600

160.007

161.431

163.152

166.928

167.673

169.209

172,345

173,424

173.571

174.595

176.066

178.505

180.877

186,039

186.650

187.589

195,339

197.042

197.850

200.680

201.037

203.307

206.033

206.812

7.29

7.31

7.38

7.46

7.83

8.16

8.27

8.53

8.57

8.93

9.01

9.04

9.19

9.29

9.42



A police officer knowingly makes a
false arrest,

A person breaks into a home and
steals $1,000.

A person breaks into a display case
In a store and steals $1,000 worth of
merchandise.

A person walks into a public
museum and steals a painting worth
$1,000.

A person robs a victim of 51,000 at
gunpeint. No physical harm occurs,

A person breaks into a school and
steals equipment worth $1,000.

A person breaks into a department
store, forces open a safe, and steals
$1,000.

A government official intentionally
hinders the investigation of a
criminal offense,

A person threatens to harm a victim
unless the victim gives him money.
The victim gives him $1,000 and is
not harmed.

A person operates a store where he
knowingly sells stolen property.

A person illegally sells barbiturates,
such as prescription sleeping plils,
to others for resale,

A person intentionally hits a victim
with a |ead pipe. The victim requires
hospitalization.

A person smuggles marijuana into
the country for resale,

A person steals a locked car and
sells it

A person steals property worth
$10,000 from outside a building.

A company pays a bribe to a
legislator to vote for a law favoring
the company.

Three high school boys beat a male
classmate with their fists. He
requires hosplialization.

A person knowingly lies under oath
during a trial.

Ten high school boys beat a male
classmate with their fists, He
requires hospitalization.

A man beats a stranger with his
fists. He requires hospitalization,

A person stabs a victim with a knife.
No medical treatment is required.

A person intentionally injures a
victim. The victim Is treated by a
doctor and hospitalized.

A police officer takes a bribe not to
interfere with an illegal gambling
operation.

A person gives the floor plans of a
bank to a bank robber.

A person pays a witness to give
talse testimony in a criminal frial.

A person intentionally sets fire o a
building causing $10,000 worth of
damage.

A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the
water supply ot a city.

209.230

210.012

211,372

212,386

212,646

212,732

213.118

218.099

224,742

225,155

225.573

227.334

229,551

236.771

239.281

244.413

247,938

248.866

256.853

257.800

259,195

261.435

261.637

262.428

266.678

278.864

285,147

9.56

9.60

9.66

9N

9.72

9.74

9.97

10.27

10.29

10.31

10.39

10.49

10.82

10.94

117

11.33

137

11.74

11.78

11.85

11.95

11.96

11.99

12.19

12.75

13.03

A person, armed with .a lead plpe,
robs a victim of $10. The victim is
inlured and requires hospitalization.

An employer orders his employees
to make false entries on documents
that the court has requested for a
criminal trial,

A doctor cheats on claims he makes
to a Federal health insurance plan
for patient services. He gains
$10,000.

A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $1,000, The victim Is
injured and requires treatment by a
doctor but not hospitallzation.

A legislator takes a bribe from a
company to vote for a law favoring
the company.

A doctor cheats on claims he makes
‘¢ a Federal health insurance plan
for patient services.

A company pays a bribe of $10,000
to a legislator to vole for a law
favoring the compary,

A person, using force, robs a victim
of $10. The victim is hurt and
requires hosptialization.

A person breaks into a bank at night
and steals $100,000,

A person, armed with a lead pipe,
robs a victim of $1,000, The victim is
injured and requires hosplialization.

A person robs a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded
and requires treatment by a doctor
but not nospitalization.

A county court judge takes a bribe
to glve a light sentence in a criminal
case. :

A teenage boy beats his mother
with his fists. The mnther requires
hospitalization.

A person attempts to kil a victim
with a gun. The gun misfires and
the victim escapes unnarmed.

A person robs a victim of $1,000 at
gunpoint. The victim t5s wounded
and requires treatment by a doctor
but not hospitalization.

A person, using force, robs a viclim
of $1,000. The victim is hurt and
requires treatment by a doctor but
not hospitalization.

A person, using force, robs a victim
of $1,000. The victim is hurt and
requires hospitalization.

A man drags a woman into an alley,
tears her clothes, but flees before
she is physically harmed or sexually
attacked.

A legislator takes a bribe of $10,000
from a company to vote for a law
favoring the company.

A person stabs a victim with.a knlife,
The victim requires treatment by a
doctor but not hospitalization.

A high school boy beats an elderly
woman with his fists. She requires
hospitalization.

An employer orders one of his
employees to commit a serlous
crime.

201,726

293.631

295,105

300.295

303.417

308.581

316.311

319.418

339.466

342,330

344,161

344,547

347,784

358.678

361.133

362,848

368.327

368.834

369.539

374.916

383.302

386,533

13,33

13.42

13.49

13.72

13,87

14.10

14.46

14.60

15.61

15,65

16.73

15.75

15.20

16,39

16.51

16.58

16.83

16.86

16.89

17.14

17.52

17.67

A person, armed with a gun, robs a
bank of $100,000 during business
hours, No one is physically hurt,

A person Intentionally shoots a
victim with a gun. The vietim is
wounded slightly and does not
require medicai treatment.

Knowing that a shipment of cooking
oll is bad, a store owner decides to
sell it anyway. Only one bottle is
sold and the purchaser dias.

A person robs a victim of $10 at
gunpoint. The victim Is wounded
and requires hospitaiization.

A person stabs a victim with a knife,
The victim requires hospitalization.

A man beats his wife with his fists.
She requlres hospitalization.

A person intentlonally shoots a
victim with a gun. The victim
requires treatment by a doctor but
not hospitalization.

A high school boy beats a middle-
aged woman with his fists. She
requires hospitalization.

A person kills a victim by recklessly
driving an automobile,

A person smuggles heroin into the
country.

A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the
water supply of a city, As a result 20
people become iil bul none require
medical treatment.

A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the
water supply of a city, As a result
one person dies.

A man forclbly rapes a woman. Her
physical injuries require treatment
by a doctor but not hospitalization.

A person sells heroin to others for
resale.

A person robs a victim of $1,000 at
gunpoint. The victim is wounded
and requires-hospltalization,

A person kidnaps a victim.

A person pays another person to
commit a serious crime.

A person intentionally sets fire to a
building causing $500,000 worth of
damage.

A parent beats his young child with
his tists. The child requires
hospitalization.

A person kidnaps a vietim. A
ransom of $1,000 is paid and the
victim is returned unharmed.

A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes but no
one is injured,

A person intentionally shoots a
victim with a gun. The victim
requires hospitalization,

A person intentionally sets fire to a
building causing $100,000 worth of
damage.

A man tries to entice-a minor into
his car for immoral purposes.
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387.052

388.558

388.936

392.227

394,325

400.754

415.075

426.114

426.145

426.487

431.299

436.075

439,088

451.736

460.007
463,386

474.245

4B7.6852

500.831

§35.498

536.254

543.592

544.043

551.831

continued

17.69

17.76

17.78

17.93

18.02

18.32

18.97

19.48

19.48

19.49

19.71

19.93

20.07

20.65

21.02
21,18

21.67

22,29

22.89

24.47

24.51

24,84

24.86

25.22
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Table 29—continued

Ratio score
Geometric: mean
ltem l

A man forcibly rapes a woman, No
other physical injury occurs, 565.658 25.85

An armed person skyjacks an
airplane and demands to be tiown

to another country. 575.696 26.31
A woman stabs her husband. As &
result, he dies. 611,132 27,93

A man forclbly rapes a woman. Her
physical injurles require
hospitalization. 657.340 30.04

A person plants a bomb In a public

building. The bomb explodes and 20

people are injured but no medical

treatrent is required. 666.553 30.46

An armed person skyjacks an

alrplane and Holds the crew and

passengers hostage until a ransom

is paid. 715,992 32,72

A person plants a bomb in a public

building, The bomb explodes and

ane persan is injured but no

medical treatment is required. 721.892 32.98

A person runs a narcotics ring. 738810 33.77

A person intentionally injures a
victim. As a result, the victim dles. 778.374 35.57

A person stabs a victim to death. 781.369 35.71

A factory knowingly gets rid of its
waste in a way that pollutes the
water supply of a city. As a result 20

people dle. 8568.710 39.15
A man stabs his wife. As a result,
she dies. ' 857.988 39.21

A person robs a victim at gunpoint.
The victim struggles and is shot to
death. 946,181 43,24

A person plants a bomb In a public
building. The bomb-explodes and
one person Is killed. 961.672 43.95

A parent beats his young child with
his fists. As a result, the child dies,  1046.428 47.83

A man forcibly rapes a woman, As a
result of physical injurles, she dles.  1165.335 52.80

A person plants a bomb in a public
building. The bomb explodes and 20
people are killed. 1577.526 72.10
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Chapter 8

Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

Earlier in this report it was indicated that
one of the objectives of the crime severity
study was to collect national-level data
concerning public perceptions about the
relative severities of various kinds of
crime in order to construct a scale of
criminally offensive behavior. This em-
phasis necessarily limits the focus to the
consensual aspects of the data’ (that is,
central tendency) rather than variation in
responses. Thus it is assumed for now
that in-the-aggregate variation in
seriousness perception surrounding a par-
ticular criminal event constitutes error or
noise and that calculating geometric
means provides valid point estimates of
perceived severity.

The preceding chapter discussed the
general findings of the study and
presented data concerning the entire set
of 204 offense stimuli that were surveyed.
In this chapter we investigate whether at-
titudes toward the relative severity of
various crimes differ across regions of the
country or for different segments of the
population,

It should be noted at the outset that,
although we shall discuss the magnitude

judgments of respondents reflected in the .

geometric means, we are not particularly
interested in the absolute values given to
the offense stimuli. In effect, we are not

comparing different groups in terms of
the judged absolute gravity but rather in
terms of the relative degree of judged
harm. Thus we are concerned primdrily
with whether magnitude judgments con-
form to the power function relationship
discussed in chapter 7, In this context,
the only number needed to characterize
the data completely (on the assumption
that all the data are approximated by
straight lines in a logarithmic plot) is the
slope of the relation between dollar and
perceived seriousness. The slopes provide
a measure by which differences across
groups may be observed,

The findings reported below are divided
into three groupings. First, univariate
demographic and victimization
characteristics for the total United States
and the four census regions are presented.
The core item offenses are tabulated by
region, race, sex, income, occupation,
education, and victimization. Second, the
multivariate distribution of select factors
is examined. For the Nation and the four
census regions the analysis consists of

" race by age by sex, occupation by in-

come, race by income, and victimization
by race. Last, we report the findings of
multiple regression analysis using disag-
gregated data.
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

\.

Univariate data
Census regions

The geometric means data for the total
United States and the four census regions
are displayed in table 30. The magnitude
judgments for the various dollar values of
theft indicate that the absolute values of
perceived severity are lowest in the North-
east and highest in the North Central
regions (with the scores for the South and
West generally falling between but closest
to those obtained in the North Central
region). The gap between the Northeast
and the North Central magnitude values
becomes increasingly pronounced as the
dollar value of theft increases. From a
difference of about 3 points for the
perceived seriousness of $1 of theft
(19.907 vs. 23.014), the difference in
geometric means increases to almost 55
points at the highest value of theft
(206.972 vs. 261.961). Comparisons of the
magnitude judgments for the dollar-value
items for various pairs of the regions
reveal similar differences in the absolute
values.

However, as noted previously, differences
in the absolute values of perceived
seriousness are of little interest compared
to the question of whether the data con-
form to the power function assumption.
Figures 10 to 13 contain the log of dollar
value plotted against the log of perceived
severity for the four regions and indicate
that the relationship is.a power function
{a power function in log transform is a
simple linear relationship). Clearly, the
four regions have generated fairly similar
power functions. Table 31 confirms that
the relationship between dollar value of
theft and perceived gravity is linear, as all
correlations are very near unity.

It is important to note that, despite the
similarities among the functions across
regions, the slopes indicate differences in
the sensitivity to change in dollar-value
stolen. Although the slopes repurted in
table 31 are very similar, ranging from
.260 to .284, it is apparent that the West
exhibits the greatest sensitivity, followed
by the North Central and the Northeast,
with the South showing the least sensitivi-
ty to changes in the dollar value of theft.

In general, for injury-related offenses, the
West exhibits the highest geometric
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Table 30 (Geometric means, by cure-item-offense stimuly)

Census regions

Offense Total U.S. Northeast North Central South West
Theft: $1° 21.827 19.907 23.014 23.068 20.606
$10 37.777 34.378 40.823 38.735 36.354
$50 63.049 55.285 66.061 65,305 65.519
$100 78.473 70.055 83.623 80.827 78.327
$1,000 150.203 134,117 161.496 148,156 159.601
$10,000 239.281 206,972 261,961 235.069 259,859
Injury: Death 778.374 722.753 799.055 669.847 1064.920
Hospitalization 261.435 252,870 271.818 228,222 325.908
Treatment,
no hospitalization 186.039 181.601 190,644 165.893 226.275
Minor 32.167 33.848 34.071 29.050 32.912
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 144,752 139.492 182,146 126,428 177.714
Weapon 160.007 146,432 175.880 143.514 186,906
Burglary
and theft of $10 70.558 62,101 74.094 71.560 75.446
Rape 565.658 548,080 577.351 516.175 669,434
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1577.526 1441.606 1627.180 1398.81 2079.084
*Vaiue for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
means, while the South has the lowest. Table 31 (Regression constants and slopes)

For example, a bombing of a building in
which 20 persons are killed has geometric
means of 1442 in the Northeast, 1627 in
the North Central, 1399 in the South,
and 2079 in the West. The regional dif-
ferences, however, do not affect the
uniformity in the rank ordering of score
values reflecting the extent of injury
inflicted.

Although no metric is available, such as
with theft, with which to plot and com-
pute a power function, the ratios of
perceived severity within regions can be
compared. These data will indicate
whether, despite differences in the
magnitude values, the same relative
perceptions of offense gravity exist. Thus,
table 32 reports the ratio scores compar-
ing the relative seriousness for 20 deaths
from a bombing compared to the killing
of a single person. In all census regions,
the ratio of the magnitude values for
these two offense stimuli is very nearly
the same, Respondents in the Northeast,
North Central, South, and West uniform-
ly perceive the most serious offense as be-
ing twice as serious as the killing of a
single person. Naturally, one could com-
pute ratio scores for other injury-offense
comparisons (o test the scalability

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by Census region

(v = axb)

Corre- Constant Slope
Sample |ation {a) 102 (b)
Total U.S. 996 1.339 21,827 .268
Northeast 995 1.299 19.907 262
North Central 997 1.362 23,014 27
South 995 1,363 23.068 .260
West 995 1.314 20.606 .284

"F;ble 32 (Geometric mean ratlos)

Twenty deaths by bombing
to a single killing

(Total United States, by Census region)

Census region Ratios
Tota! United States 2,03
Northeast 1.99
North Centrat 2,04
South 2,09
West 1.95

assumption further, We have used this
particular pair of offenses in order to ex-
amine the ratio characteristic at the ex-
treme end of the perceived severity
continuum.



'F-IEure 10
(Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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Figure 11
{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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{Dollar value of theft vs, perceived severity)

Census region: South

%Tgure 13
{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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Race

The geometric means by race for the core
items for the total United States are given
in table 33. These data indicate that
perceived gravity is generally lower for
blacks and ‘‘other’’ respondents than for
whites. The differences, however, appear
to be substantially greater for the highest
levels of dollar loss. That is, for dollar
values of $100 and lower the geometric
means are similar across race categories,
while the magnitude values for thefts in-
volving $1,000 and $10,000 show much
lower perceptions of seriousness for
blacks and ‘“‘other’’ respondents.

The variation in magnitude values can be
further observed in the slopes obtained
from regressing perceived severity and
dollar value of theft. Table 34 shows that
the slopes for blacks (.196) and “‘other’’
respondents (.245) are lower than that for
whites (.277) at the total United States
level. Yet, despite these differences in the
range of magnitude estimation judgments
evideiiced by the slopes, the correlations
between perceived severity and dollar
value are uniformly high for the race
categories (that is, r=at least .97). Fur-
ther, figures 14 to 16 support the
hypothesized power function of money
for all three racial groups.

For serious assaultive injuries, the dif-
ference between geometric means by race
becomes even greater. For a single killing,
rape, or bombing, the geometric mean
for whites is about twice that computed
for blacks.

Although the difference i absclute
values may seem appreciable, there still
remains relative proportionality between
serious injury offenses within racial
categories. To illustrate, table 35 contains
the ratios for a single death due to injury
and 20 deaths resulting from a bomb.
The single death is due to a stabbing,
while the 20 deaths are reported to result
from a bombing of a building. The ratios
for white and black respondents are
about the same, 2.03 and 2.04, indicating
that the relative distance between offenses
is equal.

For ‘‘other’’ respondents the score values
are generally less consistent and indicate
substantial variation in responses—this
can be due, in part, to the lower sample
size for ““other’’ respondents (about 10
percent of the number of blacks and 1
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Regional and demographic diﬂerences
in the perceived saverity of crime

Tabie 33
(Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
National: Race
Offense White Black Other
Theit: $1°  21.28% 27.542 16,520
$10  37.693 40,176 23.542
$50 . 63.840 58.183 51.810
$100  79.413 74140 54.583
$1,000 155.431 118,598 97.222
$10,000 254.094 1563.213 140.719
tnjury:
Death 845,688 413.433 436.865
Hospitalization 278.841 158.334 223.284
Treatment, no
hospitalization 196.363 124.684 117.378
Minor 32,324 30.747 33.721
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat 153.190 93.763 99,524
Weapon 169.993 105.555 74,099
Burglary and theft
of $10 68.096 59,691 61.431
Rape 614,096 307,854 275.430
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths 172017 843,62 687.76

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression
of percelved severity magnitude estimates of
dollar-value thefts.

percent of the number of whites in the
sample). The computed stope for “‘other”’
respondents is .245, compared to .196 for
blacks and .277 for whites. The ratio,
1.57, of a single death from an injury to
20 deaths from a bombing, however, is
substantially lower than for white and
black respondents. It is unclear,
therefore, whether subsequent com-
parisons using the ‘““other’’ category will
be similarly affected by the small sample
size which will be even a greater problem
in the multivariate results. Thus, although
we shall report all of the data, our discus-
sion on race will be largely devoted to
black vs. white comparisons.

Within the four census regions, the
observed differences in the national
magnitude estimates remain about the
same. Black respondents, whether they
live in the Northeast, North Central,
South, or West regions, generally exhibit
lower scores than do whites for both
serious personal and property offenses.
However, a regional effect within race is
observed, in that both whites and blacks
in the Northeast produce lower
magnitude values than their counterparts
in the West (tables 36 to 39). These data
indicate that the effect of race and region
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+ Table 34 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by Census region and race

(¥ = axb

Table 35 (Geometric mean ratios)

Twenty deaths by bombing
to a single killing

(Total United States, by Census reglon

- and race)
Corre- Constant a Slope

Sample lation (a) 10 (b) Census reglon Ratios
Total U.S. Total United States

White 996 1928 21281  .277 White 2,03

Black 986 1.440°  27.542 196 Black 2.04

Other 972 1218 16520 245 Other 1.57
Northeast Northeast

White 996 1309 20370 = 266 White 1.97

Black a77 1223 16712 226 Black 2.20

Other 979 938 8670  .358 Other 2.54
North Central North Centra!

White 997 1341 21928 279 White 2,04

Blact. 981 1594  39.264  .182 Black 2,00

Other .780 1273 18750  .188 Other 1.67
South South

White 996 1348 22284 273 White 2,09

Black 987 1.445  27.861  .192 Black 2.06

Other 968 1283 17100  .305 Other 2,11
West West

White 996 1303 20091  .292 White 2,01

Black 962 1,545 35075 .19 Black 1.74

Other 953 1250 17.783 226 Other 1.30
on perceived seriousness is additive rather  Tapie 36
than interactive. (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
As before, these magnitude differences do  Northeast region: Race
not influence the power function relation-
ships. Table 34 clearly indicates a strong Olfense White Black Other
association between perceived seriousness . §1°. 20870 16711 8.670
and increases in the dollar value of theft $10 35563 25,207 21,779
for all regions by race except for the sfgg ;;’gfs g§~g§§ ggggj
‘“‘other’’ category in the North Central $1,000 140.681 85.783 86.673
region where the correlation (.78) shows $10,000 218.766  121.046  267.645
only a moderately strong relationship. Injury:
Further, the slope values confirm the Death 781,322  352.964 269.346
lower sensitivity of blacks to changes in Hospitalization 269278 141463 - 163.420
the seriousness of the theft value com- hospitalization 185643  147.758  151.176
pared to whites for all of the regions. The Minor 34558 27.230 53453
values for the “‘other’’ category continue Robbery $10 with:
to be inconsistent compared to the other Physical or

‘S‘ i) D verbal threat 149,219 76.011 49.416
groups, as ‘“‘other’” respondents have the  \eapan 154982 B7.452 90580
highest slopes in the Northeast {.358) and Burcl 4§ theit
s H urgiary and thel
the South (.305) and intermediate siopes of $1 65578 38569 22810
in the North Central (.188) and the West
(.226) compared to whites and blacks: Rape 561953 322083  158.286
: £, C Bombing of building,

The ratio scores for the selected injury- 20 deathe \542.417 775984  684.637

offense comparison reported in table 35
add some confidence to the national-level
finding that whites and blacks perceive a
similar ratio in the seriousness of a bomb-
ing with 20 deaths to a single death from
an injury regardless of region, as opposed
to-the.“‘other’’ category which departs

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of perceived severity magnitude estimates of
dollar-value thefts.

appreciably in the relative seriousness of
the two offenses.



Egure 14
{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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Figure 15
(Dollar value of theft vs, perceived severity)

Race: Black

ngre 16
{Dollar value of theft vs, perceived severity)
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Table 38

Table 37 Table 39
(Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli) {Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli) {Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)
North Central region: Race South Central region: Race Waest region: Race
Offense White Black Other Oftense VWhite Black Other Offense White Black Other
Theft: $1¢  21.928 39.264 18.750 Thelt: $1* . 22.284 27.861 17.100 Theit: $1* 20,091 35.075 17.783
$10 39.617 58.850 24.560 $10 38.497 40.156 26.884 310 36.449 46.159 23.293
$50  65.591 71.209 73.739 $50  66.633 59.818 58.647 $50 65238 85.035 63.843
$100 82.708 101.814 27.412 $100  83.128 70.328 92.008 $100 79.374 86.138 53.091
$1,000 163.202 149.578 68.969 $1,000  155.542 117.642 155,152 $1,000 163.776 152.002 94.739
$10,000 269.975 196.089 107.404 $10,000 257.828 148,883 239.015 $10,000 274.202 178.508 122.497
Injury: Injury: i Injury:
Death 832.064 512,533 511.135 Death 772,440 346.868 386.938 Death 1100.394 979.565 492,744
Hospitalization 278.908 206.563 197.756 Hospitalization 253.362 139.248 600.745 Hospitalization 337.873 252,758 198.869
Treatment, no Treatment, no Treatment, no
hospitalization 193.256 166.870 123.475 hospitalization 184.731 100.543 115.980 hospitalization 237.705 161.526 112.851
Minor 33.208 44.383 51.084 Minor 29.472 26.687 41.992 Minor 32,925 36.059 28.963
Robbery $10 with: Robbery $10 with: Robbery $10 with:
Physical or Physical or Physical or
verbal threat 154.332 131.543 106.971 verbal threat 139,250 80.980 88.215 verbal threat 181.327 158.799 120912
Weapon 178.475 163.683 99.581 Weapon 157.836 89.644 106.187 Weapon 199.277 154.950 64,684
Burglary and theft Burglary and theit Burglary and theft
of $10 73:559 81.345 51.759 of $10 73.890 61,812 76.815 of $10 75.530 92.037 59.344
Rape 606,626 347.921 180.503 Rape 601.303 254.532 170.217 Rape 691.758 641.010 341.949
Bombing of building, Bomblnd of building, Bombing of buliding,
20 deaths 1699.528  1025.511 868.867 20 deaths 1615.537 715.380 816,289 20 deaths 2214203 1705.511 641.614

“Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of perceived severity magnitude estimates of
dollar-value thefts,

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of percelved severity magnitude estimates of
dollar-value thefts.

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression
of perceived severity magnitude estimates of
dollar-value thefts,
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

Age

The magnitude judgments of the core-
item-offense stimuli show no consistent
pattern across the various age levels.

Table 40 (Geometric means, by core-ltem-offense stimuli)

National: Age

! Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Older respondents (that is, ages 50 to. 64
; Theft: $1° 21429 22,594 22284 23,442 21.979 18.281
and 65 and over) appear to judge the $10 35789 36.341 37.374 39,128 40,942 34165
seriousness of extreme values of theft as $50  62.215 65.823 51.925 84.519 64.330 58.571
more grave than the other age groups, $100  79.380 80,599 78.195 75.635 81.461 76.902
. . ) . $1,000  147.611 145,889 141.247 144.467 162.264 161,948
but the difference in geometric means is $10,000  227.811 224.776 224131 220,082 275,678 265.153
not very large (tables 40 to 44).
Injury: Death  605.782 796,820 880,331 807,290 805.377 630,668
It is not surprising, therefore, that the Hospitalization:  195.723 252,370 295.077 282.044 263.447 216.529
. . . Treatment,
regression data given in table 45 show no hospitalization  135.512 165.357 210822 204.672 193.654 158.416
that, for the total United States, Minor 25033 26.572 31.368 33.335 35.389 36.419
! .
respondents. percept.xons of offeqse ) Robbery $10 with:
seriousness increase in concern with in- Physical or verbal
i threat 110,653 133.155 162.020 163.094 154,323 110.466
creases in the dollar value of theft (the Weapon  116.830 138,916 171,254 180.440 171.418 137.313
correlations are all about .99) regardless
of age. The slopes of the various regres- Burg;rg theft of $10 43,054 54,559 67.357 75.408 74.654 69.403
sion lines are very similar, ranging from © ) ’ ’ ) ’ ’
.25 to .30, with the highest slopes observ- Rape 498.783 616,571 655.859 558.461 570.802 445,498
ed fo_r the two older age groups, thus Bombing of building,
showing the greater range of magnitude 20 deaths  1143.74 1472.91 1615.98 1592.33 1706.08 1605.15
values for these respondents. AlSO, as ex- *Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
pected, figures 17 to 22 show the presence  severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
of a power function for all six age
groups.
[ e — -
For the injury-related offenses, a slight Table 41 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
k]
curvilinear relationship exists— N
" ortheast region: Age
respondents in the 25-34 and 35-49 age 9 9
ranges generally produce higher geometric  gfgense 18-18 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
means than those both younger and
Theft: $1*  18.030 17.047 20.606 21.330 20,606 17.989
older. Yet, table 46 shows that the $10  32.991 30.386 35.325 34.980 38.358 30,462
geometric mean ratios for a bombing $50  48.810 46.670 52.239 61.077 57.720 56.764
with 20 casualties to a single death from $100  68.273 75189 69.251 66.071 73.514 68.824
- similar for the fi $1,000 126,735 122.000 125.167 128.196 153,972 141,120
an Injury are very simifar for the first $10,000  208.840 191.886 191,706 197,148 240.719 211.438
four age groups and discrepant only for Inj Death . 583.78 631.364 968.048 746.210 750.568 522,990
.. njury: eat 3.781 31.36 X 46.; . A
the two oldest age groups. Hospitatization ~ 176.213 194,321 300.351 290.566 255.005 216,866
. R Treatment,
By census region, differences across age no hospitalization  151.423 167.731 197.942 204.838 182.955 152.665
categories follow the national-level pat- Minor  18.657 26.218 32.454 37,355 38.862 38.795
terns. Magnitude estimates are highest in  gobbery 510 with:
the middle age groups for the injury of- Prgyslcal or 6 0.235 170,000 100520
s s verbal threal  111.286 101.844 166.642 150. X X
fense stimuli, but the majority of the Weapon 105,172 127.550 145610 175.009 161,735 118,720
theft-related offenses exhibit no observ-
Burglary
able trend. However, for the theft of and theft of $10 41713 39.854 64517 70846 71.521 51.831
$10,000, older respondents generally have
higher magnitude va]ues_ For example’ in Rape 508.319 511.579 680.602 537.133 568.883 430,154
the West, the mean for respondents age Bombing of building,
65 or older is 340 compared to 221 for in- 20 deaths  1026.499 1290.919 1529.578 1536.052 1556.166 1325.992

dividuals between ages 18 and 19, In the
Northeast and North Central regions, the
difference is less substantial: In the |

South, the major difference occurs in the

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

50-64 and 20-24 age groups, where the
former mean is 261 compared to 208 for
the latter.

fenses is paralleled in the power function
slopes reported in table 45. Although the
oldest age group (65+) consistently pro-
duces the steepest slope across regions,
the slopes are reasonably close, indicating
that all age groups have similar ranges in

the magnitude values of perceived
seriousness. This observation is strongly
supported by the correlation coefficients
which generally reach .99, thus indicating

The absence of appreciable magnitude a near perfect relationship.

differences by age for the set of theft of-

>
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Table 42 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense slimuﬁ

North Central region: Age

Otfense 18-19 20- 24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 +
Theft: $1* 22,751 23.988 25,235 25,119 22.803 17.022
$10 35.728 38,142 42,210 43,094 44,533 35.613
$50 68.155 72.877 68.129 66.755 69.454 51.726
$100 87.903 84.378 83.939 81.605 87.928 78.329
$1,000 157.325 158.594 154,406 156.422 172.471 169.674
$10,000 236.693 240,361 238.620 238,549 325.334 291,079
Injury: Death  570.544 843.690 877.665 820.586 834.009 693.849
Hospitalization 204,505 280.991 315.061 310.042 266.219 194.828
Treatment,
no hospitalization  128.909 171.161 222.466 224.116 192.712 151.605
Minor 26.103 31,604 32.713 33.157 40.078 36.177
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 105.410 149,953 181.202 171.627 154,759 114.260
Weapon 140.413 164.487 183.781 188.170 202.014 139.835
Burglary
and theft of $10 55,958 62.136 74.730 84,494 84.801 63.237
Rape 500.385 649.811 623.924 635.367 579.075 425144
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths  1340.656 1599.162 1597.200 1604.815 1733.638 1708,799
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived trom regression of perceived
severity magnituce estimates of dollar-value theits.
!rrable 43 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
South region: Age
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 +
Theft: $1* 21,777 25.527 22.336 25.410 21,528 19.634
510 35.049 41,063 36.952 42,068 39.453 35.003
850 69.237 65.734 63.174 66.575 €8.301 60,495
$100 81.785 78.215 79.500 81.901 83.825 78.817
$1,000 158.234 140.852 137.628 146.110 156.914 158.976
$10,000 238.446 208.411 226.797 226.425 261.293 251.310
fnjury: Death 529.144 749.295 692.792 733.719 666.721 551.682
Hospitalization ~ 210.998 218.272 251.573 234,162 240,598 186.793
Treatment,
no hospitalization  126.659 148.592 185.280 178.865 180.116 134.553
Minor 27.612 25.575 28.191 30.424 30.692 30,027
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 104.405 124.634 136.006 141.048 125.857 104,035
Weapon 106.029 112,547 161,750 172,572 146.191 121.826
Burglary
and theft of $10 51.711 61.724 67.756 B0.815 78.571 69.952
Rape 510.773 566.348 595.492 498.804 518.773 409.688
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1062.214 1212,287 1406.964 1475.679 1590.704 1325.913

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression.of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

The geometric mean ratios displayed in
table 46 suggest, however, that there are
differences in the relative seriousness of
injury offenses by age. Here, the oldest
age group exhibits the highest ratio score

while the middle age group generally

reports the lowest.

»
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Figure 17 B

{Dollar value of thelt vs, perceived severity)

Age: 18-19 years

ﬁgure 18
(Dollar value. of theft vs. perceived severity)

Age: 20-24 years

?Igure 19
(Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)

Age: 25-34 years

Perceived severity

Perceived severity

Perceived severity
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Table 44 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
West region: Age
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1* 24717 21,528 20.512 20.559 21,086 18.450
$10 42.885 33.882 34.501 34.542 42.179 35.914
$50 61.196 82.026 63.771 62.405 59.977 69.832
$100 77.909 85.839 78.711 70.068 79.883 82.607
$1,000 143.905 167.451 148.639 147.279 169.514 186.920
$10,000 220,596 278.868 239.578 215.743 287,588 339,682
Injury: Death  976.793 1046.347 1150.217 1035.587 1170.838 896.325
Hospitalization 184,992 358918 339,046 333.854 320.376 334.508
Treatment,
no hospitalization 141.148 183.558 263.578 227,122 241.385 234.737
Minor 2B.458 22,805 33.291 34.124 33.132 46.742
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat 137.433 166.951 177.349 217.818 181.433 132.668
Weapon  119.658 171.375 200.810 189.162 195.341 194.689
Burglary
and theft of $10 50,281 65.095 71.568 81.759 79.635 88.777
Rape 457.102 836.442 788.843 600.418 666.130 579.015
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1178.602 2076.894 2168.661 1887.486 2162.346 2625.728

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity: magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Figure 20 Figure 21 Flgure 22

{Doltar value of theft vs. perceived severity) (Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity) (Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
Age: 35-49 years Age: 50-64 years Age: 65 years and over
Perceived severity Perceived severity . Percelved saverity .
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Table 45 (Regression coniitants and slopes) Table 46 (Geometric mean ratlos)
Dollar value of theft vs. perceived Twenty deaths by bombing
severity, by Census region and age to a single killing
(Y= axb) (Total United States, by Census region
and age)
Corre- Constant Stope
Sampte lation (a) 108 (b) Census region Ratios
Total U.S. Total U,S.
18-19 .992 1.331 21,429 .266 18-19 1.89
20-24 991 1.354 22,594 .259 20-24 1.85
25-34 .995 1.348 22,284 .258 25-34 1.84
35-49 .995 1.370 23.442 251 35-49 1.97
50-64 .998 1.342 21.979 ,280 50-64 2,12
65+ .995 1.262 18.281 .300 65+ 2.54
Northeast Northeast .
18-19 .996 1.256 18.030 272 © - 18-19 1.76
20-24 .984 1.254 17.947 267 20-24 2.04
25-34 .995 1.314 20.606 .249 25~34 1.58
35-49 .994 1329 21,330 .248 35-49 2.06
50-64 995 1.314 20.606 274 50-64 2.05
65 + 830 1,255 17.983 280 65 + 2.54
North Central North Central
18-19 984 1.357 22,751 267 18-19 2,35
20-24 988 1.380 23.988 .261 20-24 1.90 .
25-34 .936 1.402 25.235 .251 25-34 1.82
35-49 996 1.400 25.119 252 35-49 1.96
50-64 1.000 1.358 22.803 .290 50-64 2.08
65+ .993 1.231 17.022 316 65+ 2.46
South South
18-19 .987 1.338 21777 272 *18-19 2.01
20-24 994 1.407 25.527 .236 20-24 1.62
25-34 995 1.349 22.336 .258 25-34 2,03
35-49 .996 1.405 25,410 244 35-49 201 ¢
50-64 986 1,333 21.528 .274 50-64 2.39
65 + 893 1.293 19.634 .287 65 + 2.40
West West
18-19 996 1.393 24,7117 243 18-19 1.21
20-24 979 1.333 21.528 .289 20-24 1.98
25-34 992 1.312 20.512 276 25-34 1.88
35-49 .990 1.313 20.559 .266 35-49 1.82
50-64 986 1.324 21,086 288 50~64 1.85 .

65 + .996 1.266 18.450 324 65+ 2,93
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

Sex

Although the geometric means indicate
differences by sex, the differences are
minimal. Females produce slightly higher
magnitude values for theft offenses and
for injury events that do not result in
death. For a single death from an injury
and 20 deaths from a bombing, males
report higher perceived seriousness while
females consider rape as somewhat more
serious than do males (582 vs. 549),

These relatively minor differences are far
outweighed by the power function data
given in figures 23 and 24 and table 52.
Figures 23 and 24 clearly indicate that the
dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity
conforms to the hypothesized power
function. More important, the slopes
found in table 52 are very nearly identical
(.266 for males and .269 for females),
which indicates that, although the two
sexes begin and end at different points in
their magnitude judgments, the range in-
volved is almost exactly the same. The
correlations near unity would also be ex-
pected with these data.

Examination of sex differences across the
four census regions fails to alter the find-
ings observed for the national data. Thus,
females display generally higher
magnitude values for theft offenses and
nondeath injury offenses. The geometric
mean ratios reported in tables 47 to 51
and 53 indicate only small differences in
the relative seriousness of the two extreme
injury cases.

The hypothesized power function is again
supported for all of the regions. The
association between dollar value and per-
ceived seriousness is near unity in each in-
stance, and the slopes were again found
to be very nearly the same.

60  National Survey of Crime Severity

Table 47 Table 48
(Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli) (Geometric means, by core-item-olfense stimuli}
National: Sex Northeast region: Sex
Offense Male Female Offense Male Female
Theft: $1° 20.277 23.388 Theft: $t1° 17.782 22.130
$10 34,613 41.215 $10 31.097 37.976
$50 58,060 67.649 $50 46.786 63.812
$100 73.178 83.502 $100 63.926 75.823
$1,000 139,897 160,193 $1,000 121,268 146.701
$10,000 216.394 262.495 $10,000 181.425 232.636
Injury: Injury:
Death 783.892 772,943 Death 761,784 686.131
Hospitalization 234.741 286.561 Hospltalization 215.795 289.745
Treatment, no Treatment, no
hospitatization 163.109 210.116 hospitalization 159,269 204,472
Minor 25,683 38,924 Minor 27.017 40.627
Robbery $10 with: Robbery $10 with:
Physical or Physical or
verbal threat 144,057 145,448 verbal threat 140,313 136.680
Weapon 172,006 150.478 Weapon 153,644 140.847
Burglary and theft Burglary and theft
of §10 70.459 65.376 of $10 61.808 62.353
Rape 549.221 582,199 Rape 512,953 584.673
Bombing of building, Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1665.29 1502.19 20 deaths 1476.762 1411.151

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of perceived severity magnitude estimates of
dollar-value thefts.

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of percelved severity magnitude estimates of
doliar-value thefts.

Lt
Figure 23
{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)

Sex: Male

———
Figure 24
{Doltar value of thelt vs, perceived severity)

Sex: Female
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Table 49
(Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli

North Central region: Sex

Table 50
(Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

South region: Sex

Table 51
(Geometrlc means, by core-item-olfense stimuli)

West region: Sex

Offense Male Female Offense Male Female Offense Male Female
Theft: $1* 21.677 24.322 Thett: $1° 21,979 24.266 Theft: $1° 18.923 22.284
516 37.558 44,313 $10 35,424 42.410 $10 33,756 39.108
$50 60.792 71.115 $50 63.764 66.573 $50 60.998 69.813
$100 79.203 87.856 $100 77,363 84.024 $100 69.908 86.744
$1,000 152.031 170.787 $1,000 140.885 154.973 $1,000 146,139 173.032
$10,000 233.463 291,617 $10,000 216,782 253.932 $10,000 240.641 276,356
Injury: Injury: Injury:
Death 817.636 781.323 Death 669,482 670.215 Death 1005.275 1127.200
Hospitalization 244,489 298.676 Hospitalization 213,363 240,861 Hospitalization 287.556 363.969
Treatment, no Treatment, no Treatment, no
hospitalization 170.935 210,628 hospitalization 144,774 189.411 hospitalization 195,279 257.892
Minor 28,103 40.000 Minor 22,136 36.037 Minor 26.737 39.673
Robbery $10 with: Robbery $10 with; Robbery $10 with;
Physical or Physical or Physical or
verbal threat 152.836 151.467 verbal threat 121.541 131.580 verbal threat 183.309 172.355
Weapon 187.284 166.041 Weapon 157.567 133.239 Weapon 198.999 176.647
Burglary and theft Burglary and theft Burglary and theft
of $10 72.840 75.232 of $10 77.117 67.391 of $10 77.663 73.531
Rape 581.536 573.347 Rape 497.365 535,453 Rape 655.739 682.676
Bomblng of building, Bombing of building, Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1783.237 1494.929 20 deaths 1471.786 1335.435 20 deaths 2155,756 2011.412

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of perceived severity magnitude estimates of

dollar-value thefts.

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression
of percelved severity magnitude estimates of

dollar-value thefts,

*Value for theft of $1 is derlved from regression
of perceived severity magnitude estimates of

dollar-value thelts,

Table 52 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by Census region and sex

(Y = axb)

Table 53 (Geometric mean ratlos)

Twenty deaths by bombing
to a single killing
({Total United States, by Census region

and sex)

Corre- Copstant Slope

Sample lation (a) 108 (b} Census region Ratlos
Total U.S. Total United States

Male .994 1.307 20.277 .266 Male 212

Female 997 1.369 23.388 .269 Female 1.94
Northeast Northeast

Male 892 1.350 17.782 262 Mate 1.94

Female 996 1.345 22.130 .263 Female 2,06
North Central North Centrat

Male .994 1.336 21.677 267 Maie 218

Female .998 1.386 24,322 274 Female 1.91
South South

Male 991 1.342 21,979 .258 Male 2.20

Female .898 1.385 24,266 .260 Female 1.99
West West

Male 996 1.277 18.923 284 Male 2.14

Female .994 1.348 22.284 .283 Female 1.78
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

OCcupat fon Table 54 (Geomelric means, by care-llem-otfense stimull)
The geometric mean magnitude values for  national: Occupation
the total United States and the four cen-
sus n?gions (tables 54 to 55?) reveal no ma- White Blue Armed Not
jor differences by occupation for the Offense collar coltar Farm Service forces available
theft-offense stimuli. The perceptions of o\, $1* 20550 23.442 18,793 21,827 21,827 20,845
the seriousness of a $1 theft are very $10  36.054 37,861 32,601 42,733 34,632 37.906
sy and increse il sose o g omm o B owm ome um o oo
cupational categories as the value of theft $1,000 153121 146.011 142,851 146,429 151.235 152,663
increases. The only exception occurs for $10,000 - 254.421 221.675 220,946 221.087 238.637 245,610
the respondents in the armed forces from Injury: Death  1024.70 656.47 552.74 615.05 956.27 672,38
the Northeast and North Central regions Hospitalization = 338.640 219.579 161.594 217.968 414,615 227.822
H H i H Treatment,
who did differ frgm their cout}terparts n no hospitalization ~ 237.674 147.321 125.239 162.953 215,818 172,560
the other occupational categories, These Minor 32,340 28.006 23.166 33.777 19.876 38.475
differences are not disturbing, however, Robbery $10"with:
because the sample size for armed forces ™ hysicai or
respondents appears to be insufficient for verbal threat = 179.611 127.659 105.731 134.380 202.462 119.803
the geometric means to serve as a reliable Weapon  185.219 167.215 138.311 136,509 210,357 134,206
measure with which to typify the Burglary
and theft of $10 72,082 70.267 47.282 59,774 90.131 63,388
category.
As expected, therefore, figures 25 to 30 Rape 722,232 491,275 458,017 471,203 812,636 469,152
illustrate the power function of money Bombing of building,
obtained for the six occupational groups 20 deaths  1954.90 1418.37 1151.88 121051 2031.82 1413.68
at the national level. Table 59 displays the  value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
very high correlations between dollar severity magnitude estimates of doliar-value thetls.
value and perceived seriousness for these
occupational categories. The slope values —_—
indicate that, at the national level and for Table 55 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
the census regions, the various occupa- y
. d A fee N ion; O 1
tional categories have similar sensitivity to ortheast region ccupation
the. ch‘ang‘es in the dol!ar value of theftx White Blue Armed Not
This finding characterizes all groups with Offense collar coltar Farm Service forces available
the exception of the armed forces Thett $1° 19.861 19.999 22,962 21,528 38.548 19.055
A . . eft: ¢ X R 8 E 8 3
category, which differs the most in the $10 34853 34.739 36.819 37.113 70.972 31.798
Northeast and North Ceritral regions and 350  59.060 52,979 47.843 49,890 68.085 54.497
: $100 . 71.369 69.232 60.169 71.736 39,124 68.543
somewhat less in the South and West. $1,000 142,146 127.707 129.941 124.446 112,069 132.919
Again, we suggest that these departures $10,000 227.193 200.122 137.189 186.623 142,005 195.721
e nction of the sample size, whi .
are a function of the sample size, ch Injury: Death '1000.556 627.181 708.746 586.108 1321.914 528670
should be considered toc small for Hospitalization  308.728 216.781 161.408 198.079 204.696 241.846
statistically reliable results. Treatment,
no hospitalization . 224.790 160.504 142,077 148.895 154.326 159.686
The injury-offense stimuli, however, did Minor  33.238 29.421 43,930 34.136 13,494 40.382
elicit substan‘tial differences‘in the percep-  Robbery $10 with:
tion of severity between white-collar ng?l&al 0: 179.100 127.982 128.752 126.781 185.247 102.868
- . verbal threa X g . . . .
rezoondents and the other occupational \Weapan 171491 143568 188522 130183 108124 120708
zi;gories at the national and census Burat
.y . urglary .
rev'on levels. For example, the geometric and theft of $10  64.424 £1.360 £0.963 58145 70.182 £1.009
mean for a single death by injury is 1025
for white-collar subjects compared to 655 Rape 670.937 477.982 411.243 521.539 2314.189 453.863
for blue-collar subjects. For a bombing Bombing of building, .
which causes 20 deaths, the difference 20 deaths - 1796.113 1346.307 1053.182 1127.702 1920.230 1210422

between these two categories is even more
appreciable: 1955 vs. 1418. Similar com-
parisons can be made for the regions as
well.

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of doilar-vaiue thefts.

to serious injury offenses, the propor-
iionality between one and 20 deaths is
maintained, as we noted with other
demographic characteristics. That is, the
relative distances between offenses tend to

approximate one another closely. Table
60 presents these ratios for the occupa-
tion categories for the Nation and the
four census regions. The ratio is again
comparable to that observed for all sub-

Although there are differences in the ab-
solute magnitudes the respondents assign
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Table 56 (Geometric means, by core-item:otfense sllmuﬂ)b

North Central reglon: Occupation

White Blue Armed Not
Offense collar collar Farm Service forces avallable
Theft: $1* 20,654 27.102 20.464 26.853 3.483 21,380
$10 37.818 43,011 38,172 44.887 7.833 42.450
$50 62,492 75.759 §8.232 72,395 19.374 60.481
$100 81.956 83,121 88,733 88,792 74,353 84,014
$1,000 159,305 160.510 172.097 160,749 120.226 166.188
$10,000 270,666 231.763 272313 252,405 273,638 295.727
Injury: Death 930.180 725.832 747.124 854,591 605,237 772,323
Hospitalization 340.189 244,426 208.312 232,124 384914,580 224,412
Treatment,
no hospitalization 238973 147.824 182,750 176.969 247.429 184.898
Minor 33.540 32.056 24,018 39.059 13,065 37.864
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 176.227 147.191 116,572 148.895 52.970 127.269
Weapon 191.885 186,445 163.957 154,588 136,034 147.975
Burglary
and theft of $10 75,343 83,797 49,190 69,371 70.596 68.212
Rape 692.936 536.645 644,398 463,482 17190.211 478,035
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1868.807 1535.268 1468.074 1321.702 7104,752 1523.433

“Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

fable 57 (aeometrlc means, by core-item-oftense stlmuﬁ

South region: Occupation

White Blue Armed Not
Offense collar collar Farm Service forces avallable
Theft: $1°  22.284 23.442 15,704 28,576 19.543 22,699
310 37.949 37.443 28.148 46.511 34,727 39.815
$50 68,955 60.263 52,292 73.397 65.566 62.685
$100 84,107 81,925 59.507 80.440 88.608 76.467
$1,000 154,082 139.676 119.923 146.760 165.414 152.234
$10,000  262.133 204.111 211,493 226.996 290.411 233,676
Injury: Death  989.018 534.713 368.799 470.069 1024.607 570.814
Hospitalization 323,194 176.840 98.844 222.651 228.204 188.502
Treatment,
no hospitalization  230.016 123.315 90.107 149.424 283.338 146.678
Minor 29.811 23.568 22.674 29.846 23.214 36.551
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  166.985 97.459 84,571 114,319 225,443 114.828
Weapon  175.367 136.956 113.445 108.323 218.565 120.950
Burglary
and theft of $10 82,453 66.747 52.011 72,610 93.248 62.897
Rape 744.430 401.295 315.049 439.000 814.330 411,205
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1831.537 1218.697 828.219 1061.204 1836.862 1243.293

“Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thelts.

jects: white-collar respondents as well as
non-white-collar subjects generally
perceive a bombing to be twice as serious
as a single death by injury,
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o
Figure 25
(Dollar value of theft vs, percelved severity)

——
Figure 26

{Dollar value of theft vs. perc...ved severity)

L
Figure 27

(Dollar value of thefl vs, perceived severity)

Occupation: White cofllar Occupation: Blue collar Occupation: Farm
Perceived severity Perceived severity Percelved severity
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tlﬂféi;’;?‘:e%’:;z::wd values s =observed values * =observed values
Table 58 (Geometric means, by core-ltem-offense stimuil)
West region: Occupation
White Blue Armed Not
Offense collar collar Farm Service forces available
Theft: $1° 18.923 22,131 21,878 24,044 27.227 19.814
$10 32.598 40,581 30,063 40,544 35.316 38.254
§$50 65.823 67.692 72.074 63.114 81.029 62,026
$100 75.728 83.461 66.425 78.761 93.976 78.281
$1,000 157.071 162,116 138,877 157.369 146.871 166.524
$10,000 255.446 285.199 170.402 218.869 198.898 285.246
Injury: Death  1266.880 854.888 781.243 972.305 831.880 1051.505
Hospltalization 401.924 283.111 219,181 216.935 422,721 305.331
Treatment, .
no hospitalization 264.437 190.109 98.407 186,961 153.360 233.840
Minor 33,780 28.637 16.265 33.634 19.604 40.164
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 206.521 165.971 150.041 160.952 198,765 149,080
Weapon 209112 171.830 117.523 182,984 238.267 163.717
Burglary
and theft of $10 85.085 75.909 68,560 54,563 91.322 67.563
Rape 795.891 660.204 496,348 479,289 384.671 603.360
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  2519,003 1786.548 1444,341 1483.927 1951.132 2016.491

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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Flgure 28

{Dollar value of thelt vs. percelved severity)

Occupation: Service

Figure 29

{Doilar value of theft vs, percelved severlty)

dccupatlon: Armed forces

LT
Figure 30

{Dollar value of thelt vs, perceived severity)

Occupation: Not available
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T’able 59 (Regresslon constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
seuerity, by Census region and

occupation
(Y = axty
Con-
Corre-  stant Slope
Sample lation (&) 109 (b}
Total U.S,
White coiiar 895 1,313 20559 231
Blue collar 994 1,370 23,442 252
Farm 993 1,274 18,793 . 278
Service 996  1.408 25585 241
Armed forces 986 1,339 21.827 .271
Not avaliable 897 1.319 20,845 .275
Northeast
White collar 0996 1,298 19.861 .272
Blue collar 9896  1.301 19.909 257
Farm 961 1281 22962 211
Service 991 1.433 21,528 242
Armed forces 718 1586 38.548 .132
Not available 991 1.280 19,055 .264
North Central
White collar 897 1315 20654 .286
Blue collar 990 1,433 27.102 242
Farm 990 1,311 20464 .29
Service 498 1,429 26.853 .250
Armed forces 949 542 3.483 .51
Not available 897 1,330 21.380 .289
South ,
White collar 895  1.348 22,284 274
Blue collar 988 ' 1,370 23,442 245
Farm 996 1,196 15704 .288
Service 897 1,456 28573 229
Armed forces L9930 1.281 19,543 302
Not avallable 996 1,356 22699 .261
Waest
White collar 991 1.277 18,923 293
Blue collar 999 1.345 22,931 .282
Farm 951 1,340 21,878 . .242
Service 990 1.381 24.044 251
Armed forces 852  1.435 27.227 - .233
*ot available 998 1297 19,815 .206

-
Table 60 (Geometric mean ratios)

Twenty deaths by bombing

to a single killing

(Total United States, by Census region

and occupation)

Census region Ratlos
Total United States
White collar 1,91
Blue collar 2,16
Farm 2,08
Service 1.97
Armed furces 2.12
Not available 2.10
Northeast
White collar 1.80
Blue collar 2.15
Farm 1.49
Service 1.92
Armed forces 1.45
Not avallable 2,29
North Central
White collar 2.01
Blue collar 2.12
Farm 1.96
Service 2,02
Armed forces 11.74
Not available 1.97
South
White collar 1.85
Blue collar 228
Farm 2,24
Service 2,26
Armed forces 1.79
Not available 2.18
West
White collar 1.99
Blue collar 2.09
Farm 1.85
Service 1.53
Armed forces 234
Not avallable 1.92
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Reglional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

Income

The perception of the seriousness of
various dollar values of theft does not
differ markedly for the total United
States or the census regions by the family
income of the respondent (takles 61 to
65). Differences in the geometric means
for the theft-offense stimuli are minimal
and do not follow a consistent pattern.
The refationship between the logged
values of theft and perceived severity is
observed to be linear as required by the
power function assumption (see figures 31
to 37). Additionally, the observed correla-
tions, which generally fall in the .99 area,
attest to the strong linear fit. The slope
values are found to be within a narrow
range of one another for the income
groups, thus signifying similar ranges of
magnitude values.

For serious injury offenses, variation does
exist by income category at the national
level in the direction of low-income
groups producing lower mean scores. For
a single death by injury, those earning
over $25,000 generate a mean 2.5 times
that of the under-$3,000 income group.
The difference in absolute numerical
values is approximately the same for
other injury-related offenses. The com-
puted ratios (table 67) for a single to 20
deaths again illustrate the proportionality
between serious injury offenses. The
relative spread between geometric mean
values is greatest among those in the
under-$3,000 income group and lowest in
the over-$25,000 income group. Thus,
while there are differences.in the
magnitudes respondents assign, again they
appear proportional across different core-
item offenses.

The relationship reported above for in-
jury offenses in the national estimates ap-
pears to hold for each of the census
regions. For example, the over-$25,000
income group produces a geometric mean
for a single death by injury in the North-
east, North Central, and South two to
three times higher than that for the
lowest income category. Only in the West
does the geometric mean depart from the
observed relationship between income and
the absolute values respondents assign to
serious injury offenses.

These divergent absolute values for the
regions do not greatly affect the repeated

66  National Survey of Crime Severity

L+ —— o
Table 61 (Geometric means, by core-item-olfense stimuti)

National: Income
Under $3,000-~ $7,50C-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+  avallable
Thelt: $1*  18.281 22.439 23.823 23,550 21.627 18.923 22.387
$10 31402 38.788 42,815 40.576 36.871 32,891 38.280
$50. 49.270 62,744 63.539 67,982 66.304 58.863 61.179
$100  65.634 73.549 82.410 84.636 80,426 74,582 79.584
$1,000 128.770 144,110 155.006 159.323 155.347 141,624 149.426
$10,000 185.084 225.840 252,443 257.308 250.500 235,009 228.615
Injury: Death 478,70 601.68 214,00 743.42 910.20 1176.45 771.24
Hospitalization  161.327 213.044 230,593 273.936 314.024 335.487 249.767
Treatment,
no hospltatizailon  115.466 143.969 79,380 201.0%1 214,398 244.941 180.730
Minor  25.899 31.783 33,747 33.866 33.784 28.629 32,129
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 84,982 114.723 140.525 152.068 167.714 192.231 147.818
Weapon  101.151 122,822 151,289 174.161 182.999 203.288 167.132
Burglary
and theft of $10  46.216 63,770 59.586 71.545 73.808 73.612 68,403
Rape 350.609 436,936 521,945 610,000 644,956 81r.52 554.100
Bombing of buliding,
20 deaths  1013.52 1271.64 1454.62 1640.81 1745.70 2167.29 1687.92
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vaiue thefts,
- —
Table 62 (Geometric means, by core-item-otfense stimull)
Northeast region: Income
Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ available
Theft: $1°  16.520 19.364 19,231 22.182 20,606 17.418 19.815
$10  30.194 33.672 34.659 37.567 35.709 30.443 32.661
$50 48767 50.871 49.121 61.649 58.698 52,974 53,393
$100  60.209 60.2681 70.511 81.930 72,330 64.232 69.396
$1,000 120.377 124.871 133.542 145,040 141.311 129.531 124,499
$10,000 201,093 179.311 202,659 232,595 219.383 204.014 187.967
Injury: Death 347,535 570.548 625.560 751,755 960.921  1002,765 581.171
Hospitalization 172,592 230.322 200.357 266.697 290.297 304.876 226,179
Treatment,
 no hospitalization  150.282 132.385 167.916 204.690 199.979 239.018 161.062
Minor  23.211 33.890 33.768 38.633 35.212 30.106 31.370
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  66.164 110.921 129.164 149.441 169.776 169.013 133.292
Weapon 110,890 113.574 126.014 164.940 158.462 200.504 132.257
Burglary
and theft of $10 42,924 58.568 48,433 66.775 66.294 71.851 62.035
Rape 338.909 427.075 429,764 654.865 635.987 735.307 451,749
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 915.653  1221.370  1264.886 1502,550 - 1593.694  2030.747  1307.292

*Valua for theit of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates ot dollar-value thefts,

finding that relative judgm.cits of offense
severity are similar, The ratios reported in
table 67 are shown to be close to the
finding observed for other demographic

factors that the bombing event is per-
ceived to be twice as serious as a single

death by injury.
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Table 63 (Geomatric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

North Central region: Income

Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000- . $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 $,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+  avallable
Theft: $1°  18.967 26.303 23.496 23,714 22,692 18,793 24.210

$10 - 33.865 46.247 . 44,735 42.004 39,629 34,058 42,863
$50  50.173 70.071 62.368 $9.990 66.513 61,242 67.185
$100  70.219 82,219 84,603 88,394 83.867 83.168 82.847
$1,000 147.143 163.952 158,444 164.746 161.344 157.931 165,141
$10,000 201.282 252,359 275.622 280.742 258.258 276,219 256.120

injury: Death  587.078 710.967 680.706 746.993 827.384 - 1283.937 796.709
Hospitalization  208.888 220,320 254,340 289.566 310.850 325.638 227.971
Treatment,

no hospitalization = 122.971 151.577 172.658 213.540 206.560 238.798 192,155
Minor  28.019 37.392 32394 32.381 35,522 31.510 37.562

Robbery $10 with:
Physical or N
verbal threat  102.933 133.145 143.295 150.887 169.327 194.480 141,688
Weapon 126,424 143.510 153.403 186.776 196.591 204.703 183.31

Burglary
and theft of $10  58.986 69.725 65.474 80,639 74.505 78.008 78.76

Rape 391.053 484.672 567.546 553.705 648.792 828,173 525.14

Bombing ot building,
20 deaths 1341.048 1470.344 1357.454 1644.024 1685.059 2113.837 1659.22

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

P
Table 64 (Geomelric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

South region: Income

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000- = $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,489 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ - avalilable
Thett: $1* 18,143 22.594 26,182 24,660 22.856 20.893 25,004

$10 - 31.309 36.936 44,975 41.574 39,541 34,885 41,051
$50°  46.832 64.965 72.425 69.881 66.272 64.325 66.759
$100  66.920 75.648 87.222 82.399 87.586 71457 91.948
$1,000 122,844 138.117 158.080 160.702 154,043 136.219 158.361
£10,000 163.614 219.530 263,327 245.029 262.860 224.136 240.907

Injury: Death  406.527 482.366 610.764 690.723 842.884  1321.438 719.780
Hospitalization - 126.080 186,986 200,753 252,493 270.625 326.272 272.346
Treatment,

no hospitalization ~ 92.650 125.163 165.867 167.384 218.742 232.877 193.343
Minor.  27.048 26.479 35.452 31.017 30.204 23.909 20,836

Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 84.090 97.114 118.243 133.583 147.899 200.879 143,280
Weapon 86.759 104.786 157.892 155.978 166.959 201,198 174,190

Burglary
and theft of $10  46.869 67.460 75.813 70.890 76.984 90.481 76.90

Rape 300.187 375,807 486,839 546.539 613.154 943.558 62479

Bombing of building.
20 deaths 766.600  1027.055 - 1351.422 1536952 1663.757 2087.694  1859.69

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vatue thefts,
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» ﬁgure 31
{Dollar vatue of theft vs. perceived severity)

—
Figure 32
{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)

Figure 33
{Dollar vaiue of thelt vs. perceived severity)

Income level:  Under $3,000 Income level: $3,000-$7,499 Income level: $7,500-$9,999
Percelved severity Percelved severity Percelved severity
1,000 1,000 1,000
500 500 500
b
200 200}~ ——— 200 e
100 — 100 ] 100 ;
e
0 50 50
5 —
20 20 20
10 10 10

10 50 100 1,000 10,000 10 50 100 1,000 10,000 10 50 100 1,000 10,000
Dotlar value of theft Dollar value of theft Dollar value of theft
Line is plot of expected values Line is plot of expected values Line is plot of expected values
s =observed values » =observed values s =observed valyes
R [ —
Table 66 (Regression constants and slopes)
Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by Census region and income
(Y = axb)
Cons-
Corre-  tant Slope
Sample latlon”  (a) 108 (b)
Total US.
Under $3,000 990 1,262 18.281 263
$3,000-7,499 897 1351 22438 257
$7,500-9,999 998 1377 23.823 261
$10,000-14,999 896 1.372 23550 267
$15,000-24,999 994 1,335 21627 .276
$25,000 + 994  1.277 18923 282
————— i Not available 994 1.350 22,387 261
Table 65 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimul Northeast
iane Under $3,000 998 1,218 16.520 .277
West region:  Income $3,000-7,499 993 1.287 19.364 .250
$7,500-9,999 991 1.284 19.231 ,264
Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not $10,000-14,999 994 1,346 22,182 .263
Otfense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ available $15,000-24,999 995 1314 20606 .265
$25,000 + 894 1247 17.418 278
Theft: $1+  17.298 20.989 26.424 23,227 18.880 18.408 19.543 Not avaifable 992 1.287 19.815 253
$10 29.561 39.716 47.524 40,781 31,798 31.445 37.240 North Central
$50 57.558 62.988 70.159 70.734 70.675 56,746 §7.097 ——
$100 61.142 74.662 85.887 86,480 76.566 81,005 72.275 Under $3,000 986 1278 1B.967 .270
$1,000 130.278 154.925 172993 168,552 166.379 141,727 157.746 $3,000-7,499 997  1.420 26303 .251
$10,000 206.818 267.793 266.517 277.261 263.470 237.199 249,083 $7,500-9,998 997 1371 23496 270
$10,000-14,999 897  1.275 23714 274
Injury: Death 840,939 805.173 1245226 1185274 1076.200 1056.569  1455.122 $15,000-24,999 995 1,356 22,699 272
Hospitalization  213.177 243593 317,594 299,050 426,521 403,437 293.304 $25,000 + 994 1,274 18793 300
Treatment, Not avallable 996 1,384 24,210 .264
no hospitalization 140,749 198,378 242,407 247.164 239.207 276.173 178.282 South
Minor 22511 33.681 32,577 35,152 34.581 30.328 30.539 South
Under $3,000 982 1.282 19,143 247
Robbery $10 with; $3,000-7,499 994 1,354 22594 254
Physical or $7,500-9,999 998 - 1.418 26.182 .254
verbal threat  83.459 137.152 210.158 196.200 191.095 206.297 206.973 $70,000-14,999 994 1392 24.660 .258
Weapon 100,303 147.178 171.702 199,107 220.353 207.811 205.218 $15,000-24,999 996 1359 22856 .27
$25,000 + 894  1.320 20,893 264
Burglary Not avallable 990 - 1.398 25004 .256
and theft of $10 52.130 63.641 n.777 75.800 93,176 76.582 68.17 West
Rape §05.275 525481 690007 = 790.525 695921 732985 68212 Under $3,000 991 1238 17.208 278
- $3,000-7,499 999  1.322 20,989 ,280
Bombing of building, $7,500-9,999 996 1,422 26424 257
20 deaths 1728216  1677.839  2218,070 2051060 - 2175.892 2542281  2304.94 $10,000-14,999 996 - 1.366 23.227 .276
) $15,000-24,999 986 - 1.276 18.880 .299
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived $25,000+ 089  1.265 18.408 .287
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thelts, Not available £95°  1.291 19.543 .284

Je 68

National Survey of Crime Severity




:‘.igure 34
(Dollar value of theft vs. percelved severity)

Income level: $10,000-$14,999

[
Figure 35

(Dollar value of thell vs, percelved severity)

Income level: $15,000-$24,999

Figure 36
(Doliar value of thelt vs. perceived saverity)

Income level: $25,000 and over
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Table 67 (Geometric mean ratios)

Twenty deaths by bombing
to a single killing

(Total United States, by Census region
and income)

Census region and income Ratio

Total U.S,
Under $3,000 212
3,000-7,499 211
7,500-9,999 2.03
10,000-14,999 2.07
15,000-24,999 1.92
25,000 + 1.84
Not avallable

Northeast
Under $3,000 2,63
3,000-7,499 2,14
7,500-9,999 2.02
10,000-14,999 2,00
15,000-24,999 1.66
25,000 + 202
Not available 225

North Central
Under $3,000 2.28
3,000-7,499 2.07
7,500-9,939 1.99
10,000-14,999 2.20
15,000-24,999 2.04
25,000 + 1.65
Not avallable 2.08

South
Under $3,000 1.88
3,000-4,999 213
7,500-9,999 2.21
10,000-14,999 2,22
15,000-24,999 1.97
25,000 + 1.58
Not avalilable 2,58

West
Under $3,000 2.06
3,000-7,499 2.08
7,500-9,999 1.78
10,000-14,999 1.73
15,000-24,933 2.02
25,000+ 2.4
Not avalilable 1.58

Perceived severity

1,000
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200 /

100 -

50/

20

10

10 50 100 1,000 10,000
Dotlar value ol theft
Line is plot ol expected values
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Figure 37
{Dollar value of theft vs, percelved severity)
income levei: Not available
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Regional and demographic differences
in the pgrcelved severity of crime

Education

Differences in the perceived severity of
theft-related offenses are found for the
national-level data by respondents’ educa-
tion. Respondents who never attended
school consistently report geometric
means that are Jower than those for the
other categories of education. The size of
the differences increases as the theft of-
fense becomes more serious. Although
not alike, the magnitude scores across the
other educational levels are less dissimilar,
The exception to be noted pertains to the
‘‘not available’’ category which has so
few cases that we will ignore this group
for comparative purposes.

The national-level magnitude score dif-
ferences do not affect the power function
of money. The fact that all education
levels perceive seriousness as a power
function of dollar value is shown by the
straight lines displayed in figures 38 to 42.
With the exception of the ‘‘not available’’
category, the correlations are all about
99, thus suggesting the linear relationship
(table 73). However, the regression slopes
indicate that as education increases there
is an increase in the sensitivity to changes
in the dollar value of theft as it relates to
perceived seriousness. The beta for
respondents with no formal education is
.216, compared to .293 for those with
more than a high school education, The
differences in these slopes and those for
some school and high school levels ap-
pear to be functions of the magnitude
estimates for theft of $10,000 which ex-
hibits a range of almost 80 points from
the lowest to highest education levels.

At the national level, differences in the
injury-offense geometric mean values by
education exist particularly for more
serious offenses. For example, a single
death by injury produces geometric mean
values of 370 for respondents without any
formal education, 513 for those with first
through 11th grade completed, 758 for
subjects with only high school completed,
and 1127 for those with more than a high
school education. Similar differences in
geometric means can be observed for
other injury offenses: the bombing of a
building, rape, and injury resulting in the
victim’s hospitalization.

Differences in the range of numbers for
injury-related offenses can again be illus-
trated with the geometric ratios for 20
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Table 68 (Eeomelrlc means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

National: Educational level
Never attended Not
Oftense kindergarten  Grades 1-11 Grade: 12 Grades >12 available
Theft: 1 23.605 23.659 24.119 17.620 10.000
s 38.633 40.006 43.904 30.846 32,512
$50 51,014 61.798 69.117 58,075 20.277
$100 65,707 73.482 87.400 73.701 43.232
$1,000 114.034 141.930 162.502 144,703 106.384
$10,000 159.593 210.517 263.181 239.341 217.324
tnjury: Death 370.38 513.13 757,55 1124.60 238.59
Hospitatization 159,863 184.920 270.344 337.498 549.014
Treatmient, .
no hospitalization 142,741 129.354 196,445 232,888 204.803
Minor 31.299 32.441 34.243 29.852 20.706
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 118.158 101.174 156.283 176.915 78.469
Weapon 154,499 118.898 101.459 196.648 356.327
Burglary
and theft of $10 58,467 45.416 68.136 69.203 —
Rape 247.370 362.189 615,041 741.057 349.318
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 966.49 1097.35 1539.53 2170.45 1272.64
*Value for thef! of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
- N
Table 69 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
Northeast region: Educational level
Never attended Not
Offense kindergarten  Grades 1-11 Grade 12 Grades >12 available
Theft: $1* 33.266 22,387 22,080 15,959 6.637
310 38.697 36.906 38.157 28.833 10.000
$50 65.296 54,731 60.114 50.011 58.760
$100 61.577 68.734 76.119 64.748 58.389
$1,000 93.795 127.425 143.033 130.536 149.889
$10,000 101.804 180.358 224.443 212,534 255.561
injury: Death 272.808 447.932 713.356 1092.690 850.000
Hospitalization 163.320 183.814 264.683 316.219 331.291
Treatment,
no hospitalization 133.202 132.370 192.353 217.560 107.935
Minor 32.647 37.049 34.099 31.094 123.091
Robbery $10 with:
Phveicai or verbal threat 127.161 100.556 149.795 166.629 400.000
Weapon 123.084 117.050 138.318 188.544 153.374
Burglary i
and theft of $10 47.563 59.015 65.192 61.609, 21.645
Rape 202.598 357.928 593.850 710.819 935.753
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 839.197 976.892 1435.228 2002.666 1094.163 )

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression ol perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

deaths to a single death. For respondents

who have a high school or better educa-
tion, the ratio values are 2.03 and 1.93,
respectively (table 74). But for subjects
who never attended kindergarten, the
ratio is much greater, 2.58. The “not

available’’ ratio is 5.13, further indicating

the disproportionate range of values for
this category.

The only anomalies that occur in thg

national-level distribution are for the
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Table 70° (Geometric means, by core-item-otfense stimuli)

North Central region: Educational level

Never attended Not
Offense kindergarten  Grades 1-11 Grade 12 Grades >12 available
Theft: 31 20,184 25.645 27.102 17.378 6.012
$10 42,485 45,435 48,551 30.408 18.263
$50 75.234 67.197 72,776 57.800 35.331
$100 78.238 76.850 90.785 80.560 103.660
$1,000 «.2.978 155.825 172.921 151.615 418.579
$10,000 374,725 239.373 281.962 253.636 609.464
Injury: Death 468.381 597.644 770.290 1054.339 3124.898
Hospitalization 330.426 205,432 275.967 328,733 129.809
Treatment,
no hospltalization 352.342 136.293 194,111 236.897 1184.737
Minor 68.541 36 488 35.658 30.151 87.302
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 118.316 112.830 162.219 178.225 151.009
Weapon 204.860 134,729 183.075 201.935 238.784
Burglary
and theft of $10 79.933 73.249 77.051 71126 85.538
Rape 345,099 401.286 592.785 739.189 923.971
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1750912 1257.802 1554.398 2088.935 2096.496
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
-
Table 71 (Geometric. means, by core-item-offense stimuti)
South region: Educational level
Never attended Not
Offense kindergarten - Grades 1-11 Grade 12 Grades >12 available
Theft: $1° 24.378 22,909 26.424 20.137 47.206
$10 46.228 36.870 45.543 34,064 96.683
$50 39.390 61.247 70.203 65.311 55.594
$100 65.594 74,604 90.876 77.946 51.249
$1,000 109.825 138,195 160.218 147,087 151.755
$10,000 139.691 199.272 263,325 247.876 143.867
Injury: Death 228.450 442.356 679.849 1040.467 279,480
Hospitalization 112.476 159.797 231.916 337.686 586.252
Treatment,
no hospitalization 91,048 112,648 177.307 233.973 100.000
Minor 15,603 27.118 32,905 27.306 26.161
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbai threat 92,863 86,532 137.891 171.442 133.787
Weapon 130.753 106.790 149.589 182.948 121.105
Burglary
and theft of $10 54.374 63.119 74.950 78,618 17.959
Rape 160.042 313.242 602.829 749.746 621.440
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 619.032 989,591 1399.046 2047.915 1093.087

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

‘‘not available’’ category. For subjects
who did not report any educational level,
the theft of $10 results in a higher score
than the theft of $50. Similarly, a single
killing results in a lower score than injury
resulting from hospitalization, 240 com-

pared to 549. The difference does not
follow the expected linear trend in injury-
and theft-related offenses and strongly
suggests the inappropriateness of a seri-
ousness scale for the ‘“not available’
category. However, it should be stressed

that these anomalies appear to be mainly
a function of small sample size. The
number of subjects responding to some
of the offenses is less than 10.

By census region, the observed distribu-
tion of scores is less consistent particular-
ly for theft-related offenses. The problem
noted with small sizes for the “‘not avail-
able” category is further exacerbated
when census region is considered. For ex-
ample, in the South the correlation co-
efficient drops to .63 for the “‘not avail-
able” category. There are a number of
departures from the expected distribution:
the thefts of $50 and $100 are scored low-
er than the theft of $10. Similarly, some
anomalies appear in the South in the
“‘never attended kindergarten’’ category:
the theft of $50 is scored lower than the
theft of $10. However, it should be noted
that for categories the scaled values con-
form to the hypothesized power function
in that coefficients are in the .99 range.

For injury-related offenses, the observed
relationship between magnitude values
and education, noted in the national
trends, remains constant. The West,
which we noted as having generally high-
er geometric mean values, has a geomet-
ric mean of 2628 for those with more
than a high school education compared
to 1390 for those with less than a high
school degree.

Finally, the geometric mean ratios for
serious injury (table 74) confirm the
reported relationship with educational
level for the Nation by census region. In
each census region, except the West, the
ratios are over the 2-to-1 difference for
those without any formal education and
close to 2,0 for other educational levels.
The ratios for the *“not available’’ cate-
gory further indicate the instability of its
surveyed scores. For instance, in the
North Central region, the computed geo-
metric mean for a bombing causing 20
deaths is lower than injury resulting in a
single death.

«
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Figure 38
(Dollar vaiue of theft vs. perceived severity)

l‘-lgure 55

(Dolar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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Table 73- (Regression constants and slopes)
Doliar value of theft vs. perceived
severity by Census region and
education
(v = axb)
Con-
Corre- stant Slope
Sample lation  {(a) 108 (b)
Total U.S.
Never attended
P kindergarten 990 1373 23.606 .216
Grades 1-11 8995 1374 23659 .245
s T " . — Grade 12 997 1400 25119 261
Table.72 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuti) Grades > 12 ‘993 1.246 17620 293
Not avzilable 925 1000 10,000 327
West region: Educational level ,
Northeast
Never attended
Never attended Not
- kindergarten 837 © 1.522 33.266 .134
Offense kindergarten  Grades 1-11 Grade 12 Grades >12 available Grades 1-11 093 1350 22387 035
Thett: s+ 14962 24.547 24.547 16.780 4375 Grade 12 996 1344 22080 259
Grades > 12 995 1,203 15959 290
$10 25.844 45.580 42.399 29,610 10.000 Not avallable 937 822 6637 .428
$50 39.098 66.953 75,744 58.419 34.830 . : : *
$100 66.123 72.254 93.387 70.524 35978 North Central
$1,000 105.436 154,549 178,985 148.985 165.065 - "
$10,000 170622 250.757 293.203 240.915 253.868 Never attended
kindergarten 995 1305 20.184 321
Injury: Death 720271 735.407 966.255 1359.782 1000.000 Grades 1-11 996 1.409 - 25645 248
Hospitalization 152769 232.202 357.021 370.746 418.843 Grade 12 998 1433 27702 259
Treatment, Gra_des > 12 890 1.240 17.378 © .302
no hospitalization ~ 199.828 168.893 244,144 243,240 220,396 Noi available 964 779 8012 542
Minor 28.766 33.940 34.347 31.597 17.004 South
Robbery $10 with; Never attended
Physical or verbal threat 137.008 129.339 192.893 192.930 700.000 kindergarten 938 1.387 24.378 193
Weapon 256.381 130.015 186.881 216,041 88.946 Grades 1-11 991 1,360 22.809 .245
Grade 12 997 1.422 26.424 254
Burglary Grades > 12 993  1.304 20137 .281
and theft of $10 48.184 73.635 79.668 74.067 51.109 Not available 636 1674 47,206 .120
Rape 443.807 460.085 713.923 762.030 £55.069 West
Never attended
Bombing of building, kindergarten 982 1,175 14,962 274
’ 20 deaths 1358.555 1390.567 1870.476 2628,543 1357.600 Grades 1-11 996 1380 24,547 255
Grade 12 995 1.3%0 24547 277
*Value for theft of $1 is derlved. from regression of perceived Grades > 12 991 1.225 16.788 .301
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts, Not avallable 975 841 . 4375 472
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ngre 41
(Dollar value of theft vs. parceived severlty)

Education level: Grade 12 and over

Figure 42

{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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Table 74 - (Geometric mean ratios)
Twenty deaths by bombing
to a single killing
(Total United States, by Census region
and education)
Census region and education Ratio
Total U.S.
Never attended kindergarten 261
Grades 1-11 2.14
Grade 12 2.03
Grades > 12 1.93
Not avallable 531
Northeast
Never attended kindergarten 3.08
Grades 1-11 2.18
Grade 12 2.01
Grades > 12 1.83
. Not availabie 1.29
North Centrai
Never attended kindergarten 3.74
Grades 1-11 2,10
Grade 12 2,02
Grades > 12 1.98
Not available .67
South
Never attended kindergarten 2n
Grades 1-11 224
Grade 12 2,08
Grades > 12 1.97
Not available 391
West
Never attended kindergarten 1.89
Grades 1-11 1.89
Grade 12 2.04
Grades > 12 1.93
Not avallable 1.36
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Regional and demographic differences
In the percelved severity of crime

Victimization

In contrast to the previous socio-
demographic factors we have examined
for which a hypothesized relationship to
perceived seriousness could not necessari-
ly be advanced, the opposite is true for
the case of victimization experience. It
may be suggested that persons who suffer
from the occurrence of crime are likely to
offer higher magnitude judgments of its
seriousness, However, it is important to
stress that the measure of victimization
we have available refers not only to the
subjects’ own experiences but includes the
experiences of other household members
as well. Further, we cannot classify the
victimization experience in terms of
specific offenses, but we can employ a
scheme that accounts for personal, pro-
perty, and combined offenses which the
subject or household member experienced
during the 6-month survey reference
period.

The national level geometric means (table
75) exhibit the expected difference be-
tween nonvictims and victims. Victims
produce higher geometric mean values
than do nonvictims. The geometric mean
for a single killing, for example, is 1024
for victims and 723 for nonvictims (1.4
times greater). However, despite the dif-
ference in absolute geometric mean values
and the computed ratios, the scores ap-
pear proportional across the different
core-item offenses. Looking at the most
serious core offense, a bombing that
results in 20 killings, the proportional dif-
ference is-again 1.4 between victims and
nonvictims.

Within subcategories of victim
status—personal crime only, property
crime only, and property and personal
crime—we see substantially higher values
(for the serious injury offenses) for those
who suffered from both a personal and
property offense. Although a 1.4 ratio
was noted for all victimizations combin-
ed, this proportion rises to 1.9 for victims
of both offenses compared to nonvictims
for the single-killing offense, Thus, we
may conclude that those who suffer per-
sonally or through the experience of a
family member from repeated forms of
criminal victimization assign the highest
severity score values.

Although the observed differences appear
substantial for the injury offenses, the ex-
pected relationship is not found for the
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Table 75 (&eomenm means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

National: Victimization experience
Not Proparty Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1°* 21,777 22.080 22,542 22,131 18.030
$10 37.442 39,053 39.524 38.989 34.852
350 62,155 66.402 67.173 67.222 58.512
$100 77.079 83.842 83,085 79.744 97.531
$1,000 146.468 164,841 164,483 160.360 173.884
$10,000 232,393 266.387 261.681 258,956 327.069
Injury: Death 722.961 1024.297 1007,169 922,693 1361.488
Hospitalization 246,127 325,428 333.728 291.055 290.830
Treatment,
no hospitalization 178,974 214,262 215,683 204.971 211,357
Minor 31,603 34.394 33.212 41,801 38.364
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 136.771 178.794 180.949 157.399 184.255
Weapon 152.849 180.251 186.543 219.797 194.781
Burglary
and theht of $10 66,143 77.056 72.716 63.794 92,504
Rape 523.349 750.626 758.086 659,807 800.982
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1468.447 2056.561 2040.762 1889.072 2447579
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
?able 76 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuti)
Northeast region: Victimization experience
Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1* 19.815 20,512 20.701 17,100 26.002
310 33.469 38.936 37.963 37.697 59.167
350 55.870 52.856 54,747 37.136 56.702
$100 69.668 71.835 72,360 51.317 128.484
$1,000 132.247 142.872 143,509 123.413 173,405
$10,000 202.691 227,617 223,460 182.118 416.252
Injury: Death 679.059 964.706 951,581 844.271 1509,076
Hospitallzation 244,116 293,752 302.308 216,346 321.481
Treatment,
no hospitalization 179.684 190.143 183.214 189.247 353.931
Minor 33,531 35.436 34,363 40.533 41,751
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 133,956 168.200 166.980 161.059 202.477
Weapon 141.288 174.141 181.528 135,447 158.355
Burglary
and theft of $10 61.249 65.866 68.852 40.161 78.464
Rape §11.232 734.464 745.090 654.058 726,778
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1360.319 1873.570 1921.406 1238.516 2688.990

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

theft offenses. The geometric means
reveal no consistent differences between
nonvictims and victims on the one hand
or between the types of victimization and
nonvictims on the other. The power func-
tions are illustrated in figures 43 to 46

and, together with the slopes reported in
table 80, we can see that the perceptions
of seriousness all increase at about the
same rate with only the combined vic-
timization group exhibiting an ap-
preciably higher slope.
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Table 77 - (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

North Central region: Victimization experience

Not Property Personal Property and
Otfense victimized Victimized crime only \vrime only personal
Theft: $1° 22,699 24,155 24,774 23.714 19.409
$10 40.654 41,471 43.465 38.145. 30,001
$50 63.502 76.330 73.987 85.989 88.661
$100 83.524 B83.994 82,603 95.856 83.862
$1,000 158,795 171,958 170.119 174.412 185.403
$10,000 258.125 276,492 270.753 308.697 295.774
Injury: Oeath 725.600 1149.909 1108.682 993.990 1849.219
Hospitalization 253.906 348.550 353.340 281.347 371.308
Treatment,
no hospitalization 186.298 207.345 207.459 221.941 194.527
Minor 33.468 36.449 35.823 39.071 39.085
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 142,126 197.212 193.751 176.765 258,564
Weapon 170.634 197.273 202.696 173.880 179.981
Burglary
and theft of $10 72,145 81,681 77.161 76.962 133.732
Rape 530,330 799.623 786.564 749.117 1000.693
Bomblng of building,
20 deaths 1516.605 2113.979 2090.246 1948.964 2511.692

“Value for theft of $1.is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

L T
Table 78 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli}

South region: Victimization experience

Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 22.962 23.496 24.378 22,182 15,311
$10 38.109 41,246 42,712 38,361 26.923
$50 64.758 67.559 70.542 58.887 47.049
$100 77.374 96.277 96.639 97.843 90,095
$1,000 142,475 172,903 173.811 174.057 159.974
$10,000 224245 283,098 . 289.864 263.077 238.047
Injury: Death £36.132 816.715 801.829 908.544 902.444
Hospitalization 216.037 284.846 295.880 269.397 186.979
Treatment,
no hospitalizat::d 157,702 203.495 219.053 147.415 138.121
panor 27.829 34.366 32.845 51,707 34,283
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or verbel threat - 121.000 149.650 152.180 143.333 125.481
Weapon 133.871 188.383 173.641 426.393 169.447
Burglary
and theft of $10 70.281 76.952 78.976 70,945 61,774
Rape 479,888 681.184 593.894 664.419 556.247
Bombing of buitding, .
20 deaths  1305.471 1833.828 1839.718 1847.143 1740.287

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

These findings are maintained for the timization is contrasted with nonvic-
four census regions. For serious injury of-  timization, although, for the most part,
fenses (bombing, death, rape, hospital- ‘the ratios of 20 deaths to a single death
ized), victims generate higher magnitude average around 2.0 (table 81). For the
scores than do nonvictims, and the theft offenses, the power functions are
disparity widens when combined vic- similar across victimization categories,

although the combined offense-victim
type shows by far the steepest slope, thus
indicating a wider range of values and
more sensitivity to changes in the severity
of increasing the dollar value of theft.
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Figure 45
{Dollar value of theft vs, perceived severity)

Victimization experience: Victimized
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Table 80 (Regresslon constants and slopes)
Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by Census region and
victimization
(v = axb
Con-
Corre- tant Slope
Sample lation ~ (a) 108 (b)
Total US.
Not victimized 996 1338 21,777 265
Victimized 9895 © 1.344 22080 .279
- Property crime only .995 1,353 22,542 .275
Ta0Ie 78 (GQOOMELIC Means, by Core.1om-of(ense stimuli) Personal crime only 995  1.345 22,131 .275
Property and
ersonal 890 1.256 18,030 .323
West region: Victimization experience P
Northeast
Not Praperty Personal Property and Not victimized 994 1297 19815 262
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal Victimized 994 1312 20512 267
- Property crime only  .995 1,316 20,701 .265
Thelt: 31* 20,941 19.588 19.454 26.242 15.417 Personal crime only .967. 1,233 17.100 .260
$10  37.261 33.994 32699 40.965 a7.642 Property and
$50 64,678 67.710 68.044 98.045 44,264 personal 985 1415 26002 202
$100 71.642 80,180 7767 74,952 110,024 North Central
$1,000 156.976 166,785 165,883 166.210 173,721 —
510,000  256.356 266.266 253,113 270.366 419.731 Not victimized 986 1.356 22699 271
Victimized 834  1.383 -24,156 272
Injury: Death . 997.622 1272.327 1312,594 941.600 1301.990 Property crime only .995  1.394 24774 267
Hospitalization - 304.620 387.537 401,179 405.202 289,033 Personal crime only 985  1.375 23.714  .287
Trealment, Property and
no hospitajization 213,593 262.716 256.600 309.667 269.547 personal 866  1.288 19.409 .312
Minor 33.453 31.470 30.073 35.184 39,733
South
Robbery $10 with: Not victimized 995 1,381 22962 255
Physical or verbal threat 166.381 212,585 229,901 150.577 169.541 Victimized 992 1.371 23.496 279
Weapon 182,850 198.543 190.972 208.251 253.428 Property crime only .934  1.387 -24.378 .276
Personal crime only .982 1,346 22,182 .281
Burglary Property and
and theft of $10 72,746 82.777 81.669 103.128 71.105 personal 968 1185 15311 317
Rape 623312 811263 834,488 574.198 891,910 West,
Not victimized 996 1.321 20.941 ,280
Bombing of building, Victimized 991 1,292 19.588 296
. 20 deaths 1942,092 2493618 2408008 2744,138 2934.188 Property crime only 986 1,289 19454 292
Personal crime only 966 1,419 26,242 .259
*Vaiue for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived Property and
severity magnitude estimates of dolarvalue thefts. personal 871 1.188 15417 358
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Table 81 (Geornelric mean ratios)

Twenty deaths by bombing
to a single killing

(Total United States, by Census region
and victimization}

Census reglon and victimization Ratios
Total U.S.
Not victimized 2.03
Victimized 2.01
Property crime only 2.03
Personal crime only 2.05
Property and personal 1.80
Northeast
Not victimized 2.00
Victimized 1.94
Property crime only 2.02
Personal crime anly 1.47
Property and personal 1.78
North Central
Not victimized 2,09
Victimized 1.84
Property crime only 1.88
Personal crime only 1,96
Property and personal . 1.36
South
Not victimized 2.05
Victimized 224
Property crime only 2.29
Personal crime only 2.03
Property and personal 1.93
West
Not victimized 1.95
Victimized 1.96
Property crime only 1,83
Personal crime only 291
Property and personal 2,25

Summary of univariate data

Before proceeding with a discussion of
the multivariate distributions of severity
judgments, it is important to review some
of the univariate findings. It was found
that differences in the absolute values of
perceived severity are mainly confined to
serious injury offenses. A regional effect
was observed in that respondents in the
West tended to judge the injury-offense
stimuli as higher in severity than did
those in the other regions. (especially in
the South). When each of the sociodemo-
graphic characteristics was introduced,
the observed regional effect appeared
constant, as would be expected if these
attributes were being sampled equally
within the survey population.

However, the greatest difference in the
observed magnitude of responses was
reported with race specific to serious in-
jury offenses. Nonwhites generally ex-
hibited lower scores than whites, Other
significant differences existed by educa-
tion, occupation, and victimization. The
difference was in the expected direction in
that lower income, occupation, and
education groups produced lower scores,
again mainly for serious injury offenses.
Yet, differences by sex and age categories
in'the tabulated geometric means were
generally insignificant, although there was
a slight curvilinear relationship with age
by serious injury offenses.

Despite differences in absolute numerical
values, regressed dollar values of theft
generally indicated that respondents who
may differ by race, occupation, income,
and education perceived the severity
ratios of core-item offenses in-about the
same fashion. The fact that the power
function was not supported in all cases
with the observed data has been at-
tributed in part to the unweighted sample
size falling below the required number of
cases for obtaining statistically reliable
results. We also attributed anomalies in
the expected distribution to the fact that
where there are about 50 respondents
there may be heterogeneity in various
subgroups of the sample population, for
example, teessage norwhites in the
Northeast.

Because nonwhites are more represen-
tative of low-income occupational and
education groups as well as more often
the victims of personal crime, it is ex-
pected that differences in the multivariate
distribution of offense seriousness may be
due to an interaction effect between these
variables and their severity scores.
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Reglonal and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

Multivariate data
Race, age, and sex

In tables 82 to 87, the multivariate
distribution of national geometric means
is presented by race, age, and sex.
Although sex and age categories are
uniformly distributed in the sample
population, this is not the case for race.
Black respondents make up about 10 per-
cent of the surveyed population, and
‘‘other” respondents comprise about 1
percent of the sample. Consequently, the
scores for white respondents should be
more consistent by age and sex than the
values computed for blacks and
“others.”’

The most striking deviation in geometric
mean scores is in the ‘“‘other’’ category
for males between ages 18 and 19. Only
two respondents answered the survey
stimuli concerning death resulting from
injury, Their geometric mean score
(28,769) is disproportionate to other
values computed for black and white
respondents. It is important to note that
the lower score given for a bombing com-
pared to a single death can be attributed
to different random subsets of ti:e
population being surveyed.

Other deviations in the expected distribu-
tion of scores exist for black respondents
by age and sex. Black teenage males pro-
duce a geometric mean for a bombing
which is not substantially greater than
that for a single killing, 668 compared to
628. This is in sharp contrast to the ap-
proximate 2-to-1 ratio consistently observ-
ed in their univariate distributions.

Although the geometric means for blacks
and “‘other’’ subjects appear inconsistent
for numerous age categories, the data for
whites are proportional across sex and
age categories as illustrated most clearly
with the computed regressions (table 88)
based on dollar values of theft and
perceived severity values, For all age
groups, white males and females both
have coefficients of correlation in the .99
range. Furthermore, the slopes of the
~omputed regressions are about equal.
The largest deviation in slope values is for
the elderly respondents as noted in their
univariate distribution; elderly
respondents tend to work with a slightly
broader range of numbers than their
younger counterparts.
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Table 82 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimult)

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of doliar-value thefts,

National: Age—White males
Oftense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65 +
Theft: $1* 18,880 19.454 19,770 21,577 20,137 16,672
$10 32,0434 32.6297 33.4540 35.5626 37.5487 31.7755
$50 53,215 58,611 57.596 61,872 60.781 66,185
$100 71,658 72.218 72633 72,921 75.212 72,949
$1,000 140.717 137,135 135,653 142,247 152,776 158,300
$10,000 . 201.537 218,058 214,713 208.244 260.426 265,855
tnjury: Death  548.9 876.1 1063.8 842.1 735.0 673.5
Hospitalization 174,269 233,006 274,104 275,485 262,333 206.457
Treatment,
no hospitalization  113.271 148,613 187.314 189.247 174,958 153.853
Minor 17.8322 20,4193 26,5247 28,8239 26.6508 28,6266
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 109,534 126.823 177,486 172,828 167.170 117.966
Weapon 125,617 142.071 201,977 225,097 206,225 138,845
Burglary
and theft of $10 40.42 51,74 70.99 84,53 81,44 75.79
Rape 462,65 621,66 734.43 587.46 587.01 450,68
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths 1293.82 1709.68 1841,39 1856.56 1894,63 1781.70
“Value for thelt of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
saverity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
R .
Table 83 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
National: Age--White females
Offense 18-18 20-24 25-34 35-48 £0-64 65+
Theft: $1* 25,293 24,099 23.605 23,988 23.227 19,011
$i0 41,5524 38,1037 41.4733 43,8248 44,2913 37.0838
$50 77.591 80,243 67.726 67.480 70.762 59.421
$100 94,474 89.311 84,181 80,154 88,588 83.047
$1,000 172,729 164.141 155,530 157.691 184,278 171.309
$10,000 278.259 269,065 263.224 266.470 316.094 294,434
Injury: Death  653.8 857.6 872.0 923.7 957.5 675.3
Hospitalization = 254.739 323,080 396,335 325.424 302,191 246.348
Treatment,
no hospitalization  181.229 202,286 254.564 252,123 232.243 186,382
Minor 33.0027 33.8375 36.2315 37.7553 46.2068 44,4622
Robbary $10 with:
Physlical or
verbal threat  132.540 149.404 167,336 173.080 169.955 115.699
Weapon  120.893 154,176 169,665 168,755 166,938 138.266
Burglary
and theft of $10 48,29 61.45 66.17 69.74 73.27 64.62
Rape 660.10 711,51 684,78 668,71 £42.01 49556
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1218.23 1477.57 1607.66 1699.19 1847.92 1673.53

But for blacks, the computed regression
produces correlation coefficients that
range as low as .93. This lower correla-
tion is produced by elderly black males
and follows from the effect of the low
value of 125 for theft of $10,000 given by

these respondents. There are further in-
consistencies in how black respondents
score dollar values of theft as reflected in
their computed regression slopes. Teenage
black males have the highest slope, .32,
reflecting the greatest rise in numerical



Table 84 (Geometric means, by core-ltem-offense stlmul'i)L

National: Age—Black males

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1°° 12218 30.339 31.989 26.792 28.119 25,295
$10 25,6815 48,2364 41,1352 32.4326 45,1047 31.4278
$50 38.177 49,942 56.526 66.347 48.385 §9.971
$100 64.570 65,979 88.500 76.861 76,434 71.639
$1,000 104.928 108.371 116.840 113.307 109.560 123.335
$10,000 243.359 136.684 130.487 134.960 152,622 124.857
Injury: Death” 627.6 601.8 491.2 355.5 3175 3314
Hospitalization 82.323 135.531 166.510 165.016 122,576 137.419
Treatment,
no hospitalization 92.762 90.370 159.029 134.863 121.463 64.964
Minor 23.5702 18.4980 241571 32,6347 27.7009 24.2412
Robbery $10 with:
Phystical or .
verbal threat 74.149 108.857 105.640 92.854 89.349 59.349
Weapon 71.334 82.975 89.887 123.774 106.147 127.429
Burglary
and theft of $10 33.24 46.00 56.55 81.40 81.46 87.49
Rape 249.91 362.72 436.16 261.66 251.28 24439
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  668.28 969.46 897.75 913.53 687.91 895.69

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

S ————— Y 1T
Table 55 (Geometric means, by core-ltem-offanse stimuli)

National: Age—Black females

Offense 18-19 . 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 28.444 34.514 29.512 31.261 23.659 21.928
$10 38.8767 46.1860 45.6099 43.2615 44.0488 30,9785
$50 66.478 68.443 59,848 62.610 53.161 65.237
$100 54.863 79.510 75.546 74.510 82.444 58.149
$1,000° 106.508 141,195 121.875 113.206 124,704 136.542
$10,000 128.617 144,158 168.082 144.920 233.701 142.775
Injury: Death  320.4 . §13.1 2911 483.1 356.4
Hospitalization  183.338 177.327 204.085 180.574 154.494 136.091
Treatment,
no hospitaiization 94,755 131.763 168.960 142.580 146.126 73.695
Minor 26.8553 36.8831 42.1280 36.0261 34,7126 31.2344
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 68.400 112.871 112.049 98,084 95.503 93.020
Weapon 90.377 163.976 140.113 105.969 89,798 105.138
Burglary
and theft of $10 31.30 5297 62.30 63.86 47.58 59.50
Rape 288.55 416.81 370.55 245.84 322.18 223.43
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  620.16 951.74 907.16 803.17 841.59 801,78

*Vaiue for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

values assigned to theft, compared to .17 in the national-level results appear in the
for the next oldest age group. In contrast, geometric means for robbery offenses.
for whites there are generally higher

slopes in older age categories for both

sexes.

The only anomalies for black respondents

Robbery resulting in physical or verbal
threats is scored higher than robbery with
a weapon by black males under age 35
and black females ages 20~24 and 35-49.
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Reglonal and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

Table % (aeomemc means, by core-item-offense stimutl)

National: Age—Other maies

- —
Tabit 88 - (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived

severity, by race, age, and sex:

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Total United States
= axb
Theft: $1° 420776 12.4040 10.3578 22,6549 17.5872 17.5417 (¥ = eX7)
$10 70.8607 16,7816 28.2207 29,7478 36.9190 15.4970
$50 40.363 64,890 44,450 42912 24.447 263.918 Corre- Constant Slope
$100 - 111,786 48.292 39,276 35.700 54,055 27,337 Total U.S, tailon (a) 108 (1]
$1,000 111324 95.432 104,219 79.521 76.859 107.431
$10,000 149,372 168.794 320.327 69.649 126.015 186,137 White males
Injury: Death 28769.4 210.1 §504.2 485.0 13551 128.7 18-19 988 1.276 18.880 270
Hospitalization 325,336 150.871 505.546 153.259 100.736 397,778 20-24 991 1.289 19.454 270
Treatment, 25-34 .994 1.296 19,770 .268
no hospitalization 78.535 174.106 190.708 76.248 198.147 43,104 35-49 992 1.334 21,577 257
Minor 36.7352 24,8201 37.9292 32.3013 15.2112 30.0000 50-64 998 1.304 20,137 .283
Flobbary $10 with 65+ .995 1,222 16.672 310
obbe with:
i Physical or White females
verbal threat 58.634 78.484 208,135 201.481 131.586 41,931 18-19 892 1.403 25,993 269
Weapon  101.302 176.486 53.383 118.694 33.871 455,073 20-24 986 - 1.982 24089 .27
25-34 .998 1.373 23.606 .267
Burglary 35-49 999 1380 23988  .265
and theft of $10 28.46 24,32 51.27 85.67 36.20 1735.04 50-64 088 1.366 23.227 289
65 + 996 1.279 19.011 .305
Rape 1125,06 201.62 351.31 145.61 2287.63 107.16
Black males
Bombing of buiiding, 18-19 991 1.087 12.218 323
20 deaths 1722,16 592.69 1122.76 551.02 420.34 665,79 20-24 975 1.482 20.229 167
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived gg:% ggg }igg %ggg :gg
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts, 50-64 :971 1:449 28.119 :188
65+ 929 1.403 25,293 197
Black females
L R
Table 87 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense. stimuli) 18-19 057 1.454 28.444 A73
20-24 955 1.538 34.514 73
National: Age— 25-34 894 1470 29512 .194
9 Other females 35-49 988 1.495 31.261 75
50-64 088 1.374 23.658 .246
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 65+ .948 1.341 21.928 229
Theft: $1*  43.7814 10.7856 14,6362 27.3846 22.4735 13.1092
$10 37.5775 41.8020 13.0653 37.0220 20.5857 12,1977
$50 145572 20,722 56,352 71.489 113.685 42,543
$100 90.944 62.741 82,238 59.410 44,118 88.181
$1,000 - 142,574 102.833 95.496 102,933 117,647 82,617
$10,000 145.666 363.361 106.119 14€.166 109.079 96,774
Injury: Death 11214 2421.4 2123 377.6 1412.2 2244
Hospitalization 228,799 87,224 255,589 626.950 287,945 60.552
Treatment,
no hospitalization 59,892 225,245 137.062 158.563 50,569 87.678
Minor 70,1252 75.3843 33.6153 38.0714 345110 13.0132
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  127.038 93.460 42.775 214.240 §7.518 54,922
Weapon  207.766 86.809 68.221 47.710 108.040 99.188
Burglary
and theft of $10  273.98 22.34 7111 45.83 96.67 50.00
Rape 725,95 359,42 267.52 294.35 105,77 88.30
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  950.11 626.71 601.96 654.22 953.09 449,43

“Value for theft of $1 |s derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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By census region, the geometric mean
breakdown by race, age, and sex leads to
some further inconsistencies, for blacks
and ‘“‘other’”’ respondents. For white
respondents, the differences follow the
expected distribution and are consistent
with national- and regional-level scores
(tables 89-104). The discussion based on
census region will be confined to white
and black sex and age categories because
the low sample size for ‘‘other”
respondents generally produces unreliable
results.

Regardless of census region, the data
reported for the white age-sex categories
follow the expected power function with
slope differences that reflect the national-
level scores. Thus, the regression slopes
generally increase for both sexes as age
increases. The dollar value-perceived
severity correlations are mostly in the .98
and .99 range indicating a good fit for
white respondents across sex and age
categories. There are, however, depar-
tures from this expected fit for black
respondents (tables 105 to 108).

For example, the power function relation-
ships are weak for black males ages 20-24
(r=.823) and 65+ (r=.358) and biack
females ages 20-24 (r=.811) in the
Northeast. Figure 47 shows that the black
males age 65+ have scores that depart
from the regression line appreciably.
Similar disparities are found for black
respondents in. the other three census
regions as well where the slopes indicate a
fluctuating pattern of magnitude scores
for the sex-age categories.

It should be stressed here perhaps that
the available cases become quite limited
at the regional level for the race-age-sex
breakdown, particularly for blacks. Fur-
ther, because no respondent judged all of
the core-item stimuli, a large variance in
means may reflect different sample
groups. That is, the nine black teenage
males surveyed in the Northeast on a
single death by injury may be different
from the respondents who reported on
the bombing offense stimuli. Thus, the
differences reported above should be
viewed cautiously.
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Tabio 80 (Eeometrlc means, by core-item-offense stlmul-l)r

Northeast region: Age--White males

Oftfense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 17.539 16.406 17.338 19.454 19.231 15.740
$10 30.642 20.288 30.424 32.379 37.065 26.245
$50 44,224 35.963 43.851 56.008 49,384 52,456
$100 57.028 71.208 61.743 63.176 69.247 65.106
$1,000 120.320 117.205 114.186 128.014 140.584 132.705
$10,000  160.693 173.522 171.581 187.801 220.026 198.736
Injury: Death  634.369 634.550 1270.662 897.891 762.673 628.914
Hospitalization 177,519 165.391 270.737 278.978 218.288 190.578
Treatment,
no hospitalization 115,171 131.941 171.651 195.816 169.287 137.650
Minor 13.623 206.844 26.218 36.995 28.813 29.433
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 102.224 103.228 172,810 175.886 186.239 105.771
Weapon  111.065 136.556 165.693 230.072 179.288 106.478
Burglary .
and theft of $10 41.344 35.716 68.598 81.396 67.754 67.602
Rape 567.344 513.240 695.868 546.842 543.419 386.838
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1154.904 1334.523 1676.763 1831.479 1737.602 1313.649
*Vaiue for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
L — ——Tre
Table 90 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
Northeast region: Age—White females
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1* 23.442 20.941 24.322 24,898 23.486 19.634
$10 41.077 32.633 42.268 42,343 42,234 35.917
$50 67.224 75.067 66.422 71.840 70.344 58.077
$100 86.570 78.329 81.968 73.120 80.130 72,516
$1,000° 149.559 139.809 150.239 146.417 178.868 152,722
$10,000 267.529 247,103 247.295 237.783 267.420 238,728
Injury: Death 461,132 771.103 933.163 757.649 846.086 513.837
Hospitalization ~ 235.273 289.168 358.154 357.900 310.565 247.353
Treatment,
no hospitalization ~ 198.235 204.775 237.319 235.313 203.508 171.468
Minor 27.517 34.600 38.062 39.496 51.106 50.258
Robbery $10 with:
Physlcal or
verbal threat  135.603 114,148 187.072 149.092 176.677 105.719
Weapon  111.319 139.063 146.844 166.989 158.278 128.933
Burplary
and theft of $10 63.050 57.480 66.842 71,936 79.018 56.533
Rape 628.991 591.729 768.467 637.506 634.721 468.254
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths  1000.190 1374.905 1663.256 1566.154 1583.480 1417.706

*Value for theft of $1 is. derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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!\!able 91 {Geometric means, by core-item-otfense stimuli) Figure 47
{Doltar value of theft vs. perceived severity)

Northeasi region: Age—Black males
‘e 9 Northeast region: Black males,

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ age 65 and over
Theft: $1° 5.047 13.709 17.947 8.030 20.277 28,717 Perceived severity
$10 14.325 26,243 27.115 24,080 39.421 18.183 1,000
350 9.885 17.993 30.348 51,787 + 43,039 147,921 500
$100 38.812 72,878 54,437 65,911 49,542 33,262
$1,000 63,802 84,916 73.531 77,711 90.045 76.847
$10,000 124,759 111381 93.682 144,608 164,060 58.659 200
Injury: Death 766.817 270,352 222,249 382,116 400.856 656.942 100 -
Hospitalization 34.864 67.688 107.453 134.291 179.036 208,418 S ey
Treatment, 50 s
no hospltalization 129.976 137.654 164.708 200,510 123.555 56,131 3 \
Minor 3.678 21,645 35.625 33.935 15.837 6.489 20 !
3
Robbery $10 with: 10
Physical or
verbal threat 75.394 65.454 74,512 78.806 77,543 91.410
Weapon 31.590 83.427 61,415 111,634 69.493 46.904
Burglary
and theft of $10 12.158 25.419 34,065 51,393 62.431 119.083
Rape 169.520 262850  325.101 270000 301,449 819.251 10 ar vabe of it 1000 10,000
Bombing of building, Line is plot of expected values
20 deaths 534.218 658.823 641.182 873.605 621.280 701.665 ® =observed values

. - —— — e

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

L R —
Table 92 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)

Northeast reglon: Age~—Black females

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Thoft: $1° 18,365 18.620 24,210 15,346 9.016 15.524
$10 40.726 20.804 41.193 19.521 19,325 25,147
$50 35.522 34.492 36.251 38.346 37.078 51,321
$100 54,257 80.450 54.606 43,367 69.950 100.908
$1,000 87.014 83.815 89.721 70.568 112,732 145.266
$10,000  187.062 83.713 112,266 82,976 292,499 248.783
Injury: Death  235.420 324.286 738.162 261.078 426.730 118,195
Hospitaiization 77.932 113.372 253.871 143.735 170.243 144,799
Treatment,
no hospitalization 117.716 183.443 176.660 94,046 209.905 272.081
Minor 23.932 18.582 35,112 29.749+ 43.706 40,352
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 101,518 60.602 127.990 70.099 80.245 34.615
Weapon 94.876 58.615 111.351 78,485 117.013 183.157
Burglary
and theft of $10 17.979 18.185 44,880 32.543 43.604 §0.102
Rape 253.972 380.729 588.636 200.634 352.212 329.261

Bombing of building,
20 deaths  658.111 1145.652 839.481 649.058 913.554 1054.178

*Value for theft of $1 is.derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimatss of dollar-value thefts.
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labie 53 (aeome(rlc means, by core-hem-o"ense stzmulf
North Central region: Age—White males

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 20.417 18.923 21,827 23.823 21.627 15,922
$10 31,684 30,763 37.200 40.970 40.243 32.442
$50 64.540 61391 63.847 60.586 63.213 49.777
$100 69.477 80.689 74.440 76.176 84.053 77.528
$1,000 138,257 149,355 147.807 151.513 162.075 165.915
$10,000 199,052 230.990 228,841 214.273 277.424 277.547
injury: Death 527.258 1006.728 920.827 841.321 873.884 791.508
Hospitalization 192.538 235.482 306.886 307.635 244.644 159.302
Treatment,
no hospitalization 105.039 155,346 186.866 210.589 166.591 149,198
Minor 15.755 25.892 29.607 24.636 33.324 29.202
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 93.331 139.756 192,739 176,231 161.751 120,181
Weapon 116.211 169.777 211.277 201.058 256.145 141,047
Burglary )
and theft of $10 68,452 52.050 71.809 88.331 86.339 65,068
Rape 420,054 632,586 663.379 666.379 628,900 477.690
Bombing of buliding, .
20 deaths  1599.989 1838.775 1851.970 1893.946 1852,232 1960.780
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vaiue thefts.
L -
Table 94 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
North Central region: - Age—White females
Offense © o 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 28.314 27.797 25,763 23.442 22.131 17.061
$10 42,091 42.853 44,434 42,792 46.757 37.243
$50 91.214 85,752 73.196 68.383 75.128 51.835
$100 116.442 87.767 87,736 85,628 90.205 79.209
$1,000 196.925 170.787 162,511 162,935 188.945 174.868
$10,000 297.962 253,227 270.040 284,338 401.618 312.073
Injury: Death 713.028 784,924 867.477 885.857 851.742 681.113
Hospitalization 260.985 336,619 376.859 297.795 317,169 222.883
Treatment,
no hospitalization 175,278 187.764 251.558 262,113 228,355 160.106
Minor 39.310 36.973 33.076 40.219 46.208 41,074
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 131.431 157.939 176.166 171.252 149.557 116.332
Weapon 178.274 161.929 164,620 180.558 182.619 132.655
Burglary
and theft of $10 61.330 72.689 75.806 74.056 88.440 60.612
Rape 708.704 752,684 621,654 693,187 597.974 419.149
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths  1325.715 1445.662 1488.083 1475.549 1843.954 1627.915

*Value for theft of $1 Is darived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vailue thefts.




Table 95 (({eometﬁc means, by core-item-otfense sllmm

North Central region: Age-Black males

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 7.998 35.156 62.374 26.546 41.591 23,768
$10 18.612 82.470 60.885 33.159 69.370 44,299
$50 32,581 53.261 64,226 73.431 60.415 58,180
$100 85,265 109.086 169.095 103.196 89.392 108.503
$1,000  126.251 129.726 155,749 151,549 135.474 120.578
$10,000  349.721 333.617 105.538 184,376 179.687 308.294
Injury: Death  185.061 738.118 1053.719 410,702 263.233 284.243
Hospitalization 65.312 141.225 180.250 369.367 103.467 169.158
Treatment,
no hospitalization 151.083 240,305 256.169 128.969 139.762 107.937
Minor 23.394 20,508 30.359 85.235 37.863 50.354
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 45,728 202.167 160.859 90.293 138.016 50.087
Weapon 86.829 154.137 121.100 163.211 133.579 279.936
Burglary
and theft of $10 20.693 47.777 83.961 126.411 52,900 74.054
Rape 310.043 407.791 775.883 297.383 180.692 204.115

Bombing of building,
20 deaths 822.460 19866.573 1221,103 1167.095 693,463 1099,134

*Value for theft of $1 Is deyived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

L N
Table 96 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

North Central region: Age—Black females

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Thelt: $1°* 22,182 47,315 43,652 59.156 44.157 34.834
$10 38.077 €0.836 79.024 78.275 71.707 43,200
$50 36.927 109,872 62.736 111.249 78.730 90.169
$100 63.746 80.119 139.294 89.861 109.732 74.891
$1,000 114,231 177,390 162.705 164,634 147.861 192,234
$10,000  128.989 177.507 270.456 186.787 243,480 151.178
injury: Death.  430.521 451,163 630.760 515.966 791.716 567.634
Hospitalization ~ 178.995 527.217 128.401 432.834 190.121 216,900
Treatment,
no hospitalization 81,397 140.985 375.397 162,794 168.226 96.926
Minor 41.727 65,771 80.679 53.671 43.488 43.109
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 92.728 170.365 155.737 185.388 141,146 113.093
Weapon 148.608 161.194 256.285 183.316 89.596 180.601
Burglary
and theft of $10 46.930 101.513 78.066 143.837 75,691 109.782
Rape 325,942 354.016 325.796 372.425 481.837 216.318

Bombing of building,
20 deaths - 639.435 1163.239 875.926 1030.692 832.655 1309,131

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 97 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)

South region: Age—White males

Offense 18-18 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $t° 16.982 23.442 21.528 24.604 18,275 18,197
$10 29,582 37.308 35.041 36.378 34,547 34.228
350 49,160 64.748 64,002 73,108 70,290 58,448
$100 95,230 75,185 77.405 83.685 73.316 78.778
$1,000 160.597 135.206 136.376 145.675 155,211 163,584
$10,000 243,405 206,103 223,673 214,741 281.245 271,647
Injury: Death 525,021 770,160 858,699 931.726 634.766 605.182
Hospitalization 143,639 258,554 251.388 238,558 278.124 196,877
Treatment,
no hospitalization 120.507 149.786 175.229 151,129 176.358 143,480
Minor 18.562 20,586 22,344 26.678 20,908 20,264
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 113.451 111.576 181.047 142,626 121114 115.287
Weapon 219,264 119.157 190,664 238.436 173.509 141.625
Burglary
and theft of $10 38,469 63.587 77.780 94.588 95.507 79,152
Rape 435,589 551.888 734.451 580.378 581.080 436.605
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1107.698 1501.294 1822,392 1770.409 1814.262 1674.922
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
- .
Table 68 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli}
South region: Age—White females
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 §5-48 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 25,351 22,387 21.827 24,889 25645 20,893
$10 43,790 39.128 39.156 49.619 42.373 38.636
$50 84.962 68,085 61.546 65.000 76.427 62.957
$100 91.310 90.059 83.921 81.743 95.226 88.144
$1,000 194,010 158.280 149,899 160.142 176.125 167.435
$10,000 312.802 280.505 259,016 292.034 276.216 287.402
tnjury: Death 697,421 788,797 761.812 866.240 934,350 608.403
Hospitalization 336,918 245.233 285.743 283.351 269,177 213.228
Treatment,
no hospitalization 174.265 204.005 230.711 255,522 215.969 175,501
Minor 40.652 31,443 34.661 35.364 44.129 38,436
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 143.431 153.402 144,337 167.582 154.635 114.258
Weapon 107.549 132.558 170.511 165.639 144,682 115.141
Burglary
and thett of $10 71.618 62.421 62,755 76.661 76.458 64.213
Rape 877.563 724,455 648.117 627.178 616,934 518.899
Bombing of building,
20 deaths - 1504.851 1274.478 1416.622 1664.845 1863.901 1396.850

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of oerceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value theits.




7able 99 (Geometric means, by core-item-offensi stimuli) N

South region: Age—Black males

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 24,774 40.458 26,123 30.334 26.546 19,364
$10 32,721 55,316 36.071 33.881 39.808 27.270
$50 82,968 58.261 62,617 64.428 39.282 50.673
$100 57.894 47.451 76.372 73.686 85,890 78.897
$1,000  105.362 103.883 110.189 114.145 109.595 141.689
$10,000 - 165.946 88,037 160.067 107.571 126.424 152.234
injury: Death 525,210 829.714 33r.777 290.819 260.363 256,820
Hospitalization ~ 128.581 137.939 171.145 119,584 105.498 119.821
Treatment,
no hospitatization 71.732 51.211 120.878 90.900 91.301 64.722
Minor 30.669 15,048 16.864 23,186 27,511 31.259
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or '
verbal threat 75.461 118.118 73,619 83,136 77.824 51.332
Weapon 55.299 57.383 74.064 97,470 122.657 230.871
Burglary
and theft of $10 50.543 66,766 61,737 79.124 65.479 76.574
Rape 292,918 306.018 315.178 195,492 233.018 166.895

Bombing of building,
20 deaths 546.963 783.667 826.702 705.944 633.332 833,405

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

B
Table 100. (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

South region: Age—Black females

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1° 33729 35.318 27.227 31.046 26.303 22,699
$10 33.325 50,551 38.456 48,758 52.943 29,746
$50 112,992 67.505 73.423 56.155 49,167 66.147
$100 47,932 81.598 69.081 82.320 84,207 47.990
$1,000 109,176 142,536 113.583 119,220 123.306 117.836
$10,000 108.036 158,163 174.954 168.687 237.104 119.697
Injury: Death  251.474 502.017 326.174 212,162 416.368 429,131
Hospitalization ~ 326.868 131.487 193.947 132.420 132.778 117.239
Treatment,
no fjospitalization 85.002 108.385 135.302 155,267 136.499 50,547
Minor 27,292 37.443 31,508 29.162 31.538 25.897
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 45,409 97.777 82.007 90.923 91,893 73.218
Weapan 79.197 97.295 109.388 77.370 86.917 72.140
Burglary
and theft of $10 51,628 51.334 65,188 61,796 46.400 66.095
Rape 246.128 423.537 300.362 187.999 297.634 176.201

Bombing of building,
20 deaths 548.142 735.603 748,755 643.334 847,476 595.546

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

National Survey of Crime Severity 87



Regional and demogranni= differences
in the perceived sevarity of crime

88

National Survey of Crime Severity

Yabe 101 (aeometrlc means, by core-item-offense stimull)

West region: Age—White males

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1 23.014 19.011 17.498 17.539 20,464 17.100
$10 42.044 31.888 29.577 31,836 38.682 36.199
$50 55,645 71.092 58,820 56.174 60.835 69,337
$100 66.200 72.252 76.113 62,564 75.121 68.216
$1,000 145.106 147.429 143.385 142,156 153.119 178,440
$10,000  202.148 257.608 235,899 220,728 263,614 351,939
Injury: Death 964.150 1022.243 1516.670 880.734 913,716 697,861
Hospitalizatlon 203,322 298,459 288.771 288,628 345,788 310,757
Treatment,
no hospltalization 114,728 157,053 233.488 226.156 196.197 210,789
Minor 31.438 15.386 28,390 29.858 26.087 42,619
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verba! threat 172,540 165.265 189,089 225.632 172,989 139,984
Weapon 165.915 149.608 249,755 242,113 251,275 184.814
Burglary
and theft of $10 63.251 60.015 67,290 81.911 89.899 98.625
Rape 463,095 957.358 916.212 555,300 596,400 531.471
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  1251.585 2439.354 2665,206 1977.770 2390.721 2566,395
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
—
Table 102 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
West region: Age-—-White females
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theit: $1° 23.988 24831 22.803 22,233 21,028 18,836
$10 37.866 36.659 40,000 38.460 47.166 35.865
$50 68.294 96.446 72.299 65.396 57.246 69,340
$100 81.680 105,816 82,281 79.536 88.668 97,611
$1,000 143.899 194,852 160.676 161,411 199.241 198.414
$10,000 217,940 310,206 278.523 244,606 342.979 258.598
Injury: Death 843,108 1224.131 966.591 1397.261 1442.257 1122,426
Hospitalization 182.986 484.323 401,310 418,109 327.968 361.331
Treatment,
no hospitalization 178.147 218.585 322.482 256.820 315,116 283.318
Minor 22,380 32,176 41,323 36,416 42.501 53.661
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or .
verbal threat 113,933 178.173 167.164 223.781 227,328 130.947
Weapon 39.407 207,641 204.991 159.529 197.088 211,293
Burglary
and theft of $10 39.874 75.934 80.798 76.092 70.963 78,910
Rape 369,296 793,083 748.283 752,747 766,442 639,125
Bombing of buiiding,
20 deaths  1007.954 2019,793 2073.611 2009.259 2284.815 2336.603

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regresslon of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 103 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

West region: Age—Black males

Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: 31 12.794 25.293 43.162 40.644 40.832 —_—
$10 35,303 33,584 64,951 58.216 49,634 69.964
$50 30.287 72,689 59,328 91.711 149.056 —
$100  196.097 102,887 107.365 71.629 78.991 138,034
$1,000 221941 115,791 168,244 145,721 102,869 120.111
$10,000  549.471 213,518 162.384 180,878 249.831 58.083
Injury: Death  5572.008 355,409 1608.213 753,981 842.727 966.730
Hospitalization 125,555 202,611 247.520 224.493 168.406 —_
Treatment,
no hospitalization 20.000 102,702 185.487 256.297 362,910 40.918
Minor 84.170 35,533 21.714 27.925 33,989 14,009
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat  108.981 64.486 340,488 309.416 113.3914 132.519
Weapon  352.407 121,327 115.560 254,186 57.684 157.015
Burglary
and thefi of $10 44,254 87.362 57.699 307.060 141.249 —_—
Rape 263.158 1613.298 980,442 731.740 1226.040 1628.510
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  2797.367 1292.477 1145,308 2025.104 1735.570 2461.237
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
v
Table 104 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
West region: Age—Black females
Offense 18-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Theft: $1¢ 58614 36,475 37,154 34,754 25,351 10.233
$10 127.8M 53,906 45,769 27.269 30,147 36.880
$50 52.455 123.719 78.341 120.234 68.579 70,516
$100 87.565 65.444 81,922 130.727 45,220 24.0M
$1,000  104.593 260.013 183.929 136.154 109.019 210.727
$10,000  207.309 225.808 136,246 152,182 98.669 486.501
Injury: Death  602.760 799.481 1141.338 404.052 548.636 1553.279
Hospitalization 46.198 307.248 533.905 315,218 192.510 315.075
Treatment,
no hospltalization ~ 210.477 138.038 140.841 179.714 65,544 250.000
Minor 8.228 53.904 70.580 65.825 25,656 26.733
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  133.476 159.601 226,183 118.912 76.920 170.966
Weapon 39.296 257,606 244172 293,139 57,867 88,203
Burglary
and theft of $10 33.475 82.864 61.667 163,088 100.541 100.000
Rape 678,111 842.416 489,920 447,525 232,107 780.527
Bombing of building, '
2354.800 643.704 1758.689

20 deaths  1101.998 1809.900 2662.529

“Value for thelt of $1 is derlved from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates.of dollar-value thefts
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Table 105 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. percelved

severity, by race, age, and sex:
Northeast Census region

- . —
Table 106 (Regression constants and slopes)

Doliar value of theft vs, perceived

severity, by race, age, and sex:
North Central Census region

(v = axt (¥ = axb
Corre- . Constant Slope Corra- Constant Slope
Northeast lation (a) 104 (b} North Central lation (a) 108 (b)
White males White males
18-19 987 1,244 17.539 253 18-19 982 1,310 20.417 260
20-24 .966 1.215 16.408 267 20-24 884 1.277 18,923 ,285
25-34 992 1,239 17,338 258 25-34 995 1.339 21.827 264
35-49 992 1.289 19,454 256 35-49 992 1.377 23.823 .248
50-64 992 1.284 19.231 2N 50-64 998 1.335 21,627 .283
65+ 886 1997 15740 290 65+ 992 1202 15922 .32
White females White females
18-19 098 1,370 23.442 267 18-19 974 1.452 28,314 270
20-24 .982 1.321 20.941 275 20-24 .084 1.444 27.797 250
25-34 .998 1.386 24,322 256 25-34 988 1.411 25.763 .260
35-49 995 1.396 24,889 2438 35-49 999 1.370 23.442 275
50-64 993 1.371 23,496 274 50-64 1.000 1.345 22,131 2
65+ .996 1.293 19,634 .280 65+ 993 1.232 17.061 ,322
Black males Black males
18-19 912 703 5.047 353 18-19 973 .903 7.998 415
20-24 823 1187 13.709 242 20-24 877 1,546 35.156 221
25-34 946 1.254 17.947 .190 25-34 513 1,795 62.374 .091
35-49 953 1.25¢ 18.030 219 35-49 928 1.424 26.546 233
50-64 981 1.307 20,277 218 50-64 944 1.619 41,591 160
65+ 358 1.473 28,717 106 65+ 863 1.376 23.768 .268
Black females Black females
18-19 955 1,264 18.355 238 18-19 938 1,346 22.182 204
20-24 Bi1 1.270 18.620 183 20-24 899 1.675 47.315 .158
25-34 942 1.384 24.210 A70 25-34 903 1.640 43,652 195
35-49 951 1.186 15,346 201 35-49 .948 1.772 59.156 .128
50-64 .986 ,955 9,016 380 50-64 948 1.645 44.157 181
65+ .959 1191 15,524 318 65+ 869 1,542 34,834 .190




Dy
Table 107 (Regression constants and siopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived

severity, by race, age, and sex:
South Census region

?able 108 (Tﬁegresslon constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived

severity, by race, age, and sex:
West Census region

(Y = axb) (Y = axb)
Corre- Constant Slope Corre- Constant Slope
South lation (a) 109 (b} West lation (a) 108 (b)
White males White males
18-19 968 1.230 16,982 .307 18-19 .988 1.362 23,014 .243
20-24 993 1.370 23,442 244 20-24 987 1.279 19.011 291
25-34 .993 1.333 21.528 .262 25-34 .989 1.243 17.498 294
35-49 .981 1.391 24,604 247 35-49 .993 1.244 17.539 .284
50-64 .994 1.285 © . 19.275 296 50-64 .939 1.311 20.464 282
65 + .995 1.260 18.197 303 65+ ,995 1.233 17.100 331
White females White females
18-19 992 1,404 25,351 .281 18-19 .998 1.380 23,988 .248
20-24 .995 1.350 22,387 .2680 20-24 .982 1.385 24,831 .289
25-34 .997 1338 21.827 274 25-34 .998 1.358 22,803 277
35-49 .996 1.396 24,889 .266 35-49 995 1.347 22,233 .270
50-64 992 1,409 25,645 .268 50-64 .993 1.323 21.038 .308
65+ 896 1.320 20.893 292 65+ .995 1.275 18.836 .330
Black males Black males
18-19 929 1.394 24.774 211 18-19 .B95 1.107 12.794 416
20-24 773 1.607 40.458 .095 20-24 945 1.403 25,293 237
25-34 .980 1.417 26.123 205 25-34 .882 1.635 43.152 160
35-49 .891 1.482 30.334 161 35-49 952 1.609 40.644 .168
50-64 .892 1.424 26.546 184 50-64 797 1.611 40,832 181
65 + 939 1.287. 19.364 251 85 + -.217 —.030 932 2,033
Black females Black females
18-19 684 1.528 33.729 144 18-19 578 1.768 58.614 .108
20-24 973 1.548 35.318 76 20-24 .848 1.562 36.475 222
25-34 979 1.435 27.227 .206 25-34 .865 1.570 37.154 A72
35-49 883 1.492 31.046 .188 35-48 721 1.541 34.764 192
50-64 963 1.420 26.303 231 50-64 .850 1.404 25.351 170
65+ .508 1.356 22.699 .200 65 + .886 1.010 10.233 407
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Occupation by income

The national-level scores by occupation

e . N
?Eﬁle 108 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

. Al National: Income-—~White collar
and income (tables 109 to 114) indicate
that the observed effects of both variables Under  $3000-  $7,500-  $10,000- - $15,000- Not
are additive. For each category of oc- Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,939  $25000+ avallable
c i . . .
upation the reported dxrecl:jrelatlovnsl}xp Theft: $1* 18535 21.184 22.182 21,928 19.999 17.989 23,550
with income appears to hold. For white- $10 325167  38.3949 410735  39.7915 34,0557  31.0915  39.8501
colr respondents n he highest inome gR M ey m mm omel mm e
group, the geometric mean for a single $1000 140605 158373 163440  162.058 152620  137.255 156,511
death by injury is greater than that com- $10,000 245920  261.868  277.723 278,110 250573 - 233.009 235995
puted for & service worker carning less ry: Death 809.42 96383 817,08 93834 106351 131503 94591
than $3,000 (1316 compared to 554, Hospitalization 248.54 204,27 286,52 328.36 371.25 369.46 329.43
t 2). Similarl '8} - Treatment,
ables 109 and 112). S . ilarly, for blue no hospitalization ‘184,766  191.502 231502  247.525  244.298 . 200.517 226344
collar respondents earning more than Minor 301766 333508  4022. 332805 337071 262343 301125
$25,000 tixe geometric mean, 931 (table Robbary $10 wi
110), is larger than the computed oy S veloa or
geometric mean for a service worker in verbal threat 133443  150.388 156319 172,346  189.956 205918  186.079
the lowest income category Weapon 138,118  150.500 177383  191.015 185892  212.263  186.868
. Burglary
For c!ollar \:alues of theft, perceptions of and theft of $10  45.499 69.204 72,500 76.313 76.375 87.204 80.435
severity again appear to conform to the
hypothesized power function (table 115) Rape 434,52 607.57 58238 712.30 751.46 882,11 753,24
All correlation coefficients are in the .99 Bombing of bullding,
range with little difference in their slopes 20 deaths 1458.07  1709.22 165544 194050  1981.94  2368.10  1904.97
for income categories of white-collar sub- *Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
jects, For other occupational categorigs severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
the correlation coefficients are lower, par-
ticularly for subjects in farm and armed —
forces occupations, but the differences Table 110 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
are not great.
National: Income—Blue collar
However, the .76 correlation coefficient
for sub'gcts in the armed forces earnin Under $3,000- $7,500~ $10,000- $15,000- Not
betwee rjn $7.500 and $9.999 can be at g Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,998 24999  $25,000+ available
y ] -
tributed in part to the small sample size Theft: $1* 18.4842 225372 252348 23,9332 246547 254214 20573
: ; - $10 325167  37.5023 46,2982  49.1316 393312 44,8388  34.365
which, as r.xoted earlier, canhl-a.d ‘9 $50  55.606 60.220 59.678 69.192 70.324 54,418 54.249
anomalies in the expected distribution. $100  63.937 74,925 81.028 83.368 80,505 91.174 73.946
L. $1,000 122,426 135083  148.256 152659 155773 148678  132.07
In tables 116 to 135, the multivariate $10,000 173717 210351 238,028  238.398 223849  221.902  198.256
dlsmbuuo_ns of geomelric mean scores by Injury: Death 481.63 602.28 583.30 614,73 750.54 930.85 660.51
census region, occupation, and income Hospitalization 177.55 185.61 186.61 242,45 269.35 198,12 189.53
are presented. In general, the geometric Treatment,

) 1 'stent than th no hospltalization ~ 96.876 124953  160.786  150.965  163.632 - 170.156  138.150
mean scores are less consistent than the Minor . 189871 247480  27.1255 304015  30.7836  24.8147 = 28.637
national-level results. The reported rela- X
tionship between income, occupation, and ~ "ePPeY $0wint
severity scores does not appear to hold verbal threat  66.272 . 107.420 125146 133946 - 142339  173.553  131.194
when tabulated by census region. For in- Weapon = 97.531  121.593 148745 156510  197.413 197177 = 150.587
stance, subjects in the West in the white- Burglary
Co“ar and Service categories who earn ICSS and theft of $10 55.308 69.713 62.763 73.613 83.919 59.843 64.964
than $3,000 generate higher geometric Rape 41020 45297 42168  491.48 . 54392 65113 46054
means for serious injury than correspond- Bombina of build]

. . cer s ombing of building,
ing occupations with incomes greater than 20 deaths 103540 122393 139206  1471.21  1528.23 100270  1523.46

$25,000. The differences can be attributed
in part, as noted earlier, to the small
sample size. Particularly in the farm
category where there are numerous depar-
tures from the expected distribution, the

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

duce a correlation coefficient of .76 for
subjects in the armed forces earning be-
tween $7,500 and $9,999. The plotted
geometric mean distribution shows the
apparent anomalies or ordering effects;

To illustrate, figures 48 and 49 present
the plotted relationship of scores for two
examples from the national and census
region results by occupation and income.
In figure 48 the national-level results pro-

number of cases in most sample cells falls
below 25.

92 . National Survey of Crime Severity



_
Table 111 {Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

National: Income—Farm
Under $3,000~ $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000~- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24999  $25,000+ avaliable
Theft: $1* 155346 19.1867 29.3859 17,9432 15,1880 18,9977 22,7196
$10  32.3455 31,6706 41,8945 26.5897 26.7910 39.0679 50,9182
$50  32.320 50.650 62.069 65.028 80.362 47.060 89.334
$100 76.722 67.587 75.658 68.264 84,819 62,820 71.309
$1,000 - 125.958 122.137 150.703 131.597 169.757 150.217 190.092
$10,000 195.340 179.576 149,720 197.498 376.823 200.573 435.26
Injury: Death 381.77 369.61 443.73 456,95 654,10 1510.30 1974.86
Hospitalization 107,45 132.73 355,95 120.49 198.46 293.27 248.66
Treatment,
no hospitalization 127.460 102.150 60,384 128.439 219.468 100.199 257.65
Minor  29.2493 16,7412 18.0080 1.7886 21.8236 32,2378 31.148
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  89.242 94,627 87.172 116.338 88.370 220.006 135.685
Weapon 106.358 112.005 187.042 132.326 195.394 153,058 149.641
Burglary
and theft of $10  32.047 48.262 55,202 56.612 68.420 39.457 116.016
Rape 271.99 316.85 912.57 569.30 390.22 599.28 1109.82
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 732.73 876.10 1255.82 1044.91 1893.92 1812.34 1718.95
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of doilar-value thefts,
T’Lable 112 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
National: Income—Service
Under $3,000~ $7,500-  $10,000- $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,899  $25000+ available
Theft: $1° 26,2482 24.9115 27.5740 27.0583 27.4410 20.7157 26.2482
$10  38.8382 42,2843 43,1477 45.7084 45,8636 31.4699 44,2204
$50  53.636 69.567 69.738 64.744 66.504 62.501 60.157
$100 70.452 67.826 69.830 93.398 97.283 76.520 81.048
$1,000 133.445 145,211 138.150 157.408 155.106 138.082 139.439
$10,000 208.547 218.133 189.510 239.324 248.453 198.493 208.867
Injury: Death 554,07 417.85 726.87 826.18 662.31 1026.94 £68.69
Hospitalization 151.55 231,70 200.45 234.15 250,90 252.81 173.21
Treatment,
no hospitalization 141.727 133.077 144.284 201.087 196.241 197.241 143.120
Minor  23.5751 34,5257 30,3912 35.0194 39.3326 40.3741 33.9795
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 92,322 126.502 136,399 140.547 165.782 176.544 128.249
Weapon 106.358 113.252 118.906 170.005 159.215 160.826 134.664
Burglary
and theft of $10  52.428 64,883 62,782 66.487 68.742 64.734 73.190
Rape 480.89 404.23 564.07 580.72 472,05 461,76 336.45
Bombing of building, :
20 deaths 1051.36 1063.66 1179.69 1374.93 1245.15 1618,61 1245,98

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

for the theft of $50 the geometric mean,
173, is substantially higher than the
geometric mean for the theft of $100, 69.

Similarly, by census region, the plotted
relationship indicates substantial variation
from the expected least square line. in
figure 49, for instance, the geometric
means for subjects reporting their

primary occupation as farming and their
income as greater than $25,000, the cor-
relation is .62 and the slope .21. But
departures in the ordering of the
geometric means are substantial; theft of
$50 receives a higher score (60) than the
theft of $100 (32) and almost the same
score as that of $10,000 (63). Thus the
plotted relationship of these variables as
illustrated in their graphs would produce
inconclusive results.

With these exceptions noted, it may be
suggested that the data for occupation-
income generally conform to the expected
result. Tables 136 to 139 show that the
correlations are very high nationally and
within census regions. The regression
slopes, although not indicating a clear
pattern by income for the various occupa-
tional categories, are not very dissimilar
and exhibit ranges observed for the other
demographic factors.
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

I -
Table 113 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli}

National: - Income—Armed Forces
, Under $3,000~ $7,500- +$10,000-  $15,000- ) Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,959 24,999 $25,000+  available
Theft: $1° 128174 14,0961 37.2306 60.6317 17.6644 6.002 14,1580
$10  20.000 26.8180 39.5703 80.7850 28,9392 7.7169 204111
$50 - 26,822 50,919 73.450 110.581 40.462 120.085 —_——
$100 71.006 81.562 68.654 112,124 78,633 76.520 89,355
$1,000 113.389 149.237 164.651 163.974 121.105 189.956 208.956
$10,000 114.530 284137 206.544 213.855 165,934 560.203 185.692
Injury: Death 1000.00 902.00 954,59 980,42 884.37 2036.37 343.22
Hospitalization 209.58 156.46 319,53 1532.09 326.58 1002.69 —_—
Treatment,
no hospitalization 134.808 161.359 177.625 240.034 191.070 415,701 378.877
Minor  20.000 28,3522 20.2057 11,7269 25.5801 14,3712 25.1743
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or .
verbal threat  25.000 74.413 263.476 428.051 271,183 225.627 121.965
Weapon 35,000 180.686 361.418 192.552 214,318 202.394 872.011
Burglary
and theft of $10  30.892 29.908 127.765 109.385 93,792 446.258 _
Rape 1000.00 789.73 800,53 2157.90 376.63 1631.11 47047
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1683.45 1367,25 2545,29 2766,48 1746.85 3045,81 1545.88
*Vatue for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
——— A
Table 114 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
National: Income—Occupation not available
Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+  avallable
Thelfi: $1* 14,159 22,702 21.1141 24,2454 18,7712 17.744 20,937
$10 28.6684 39.5321 41.2777 42,5840 39.8116 32.2151 37.3039
. $50  42.502 62,919 61.208 71.002 57.051 57.599 58.350
$100  59.041 71.929 90.607 83.644 78.806 81.336 84,923
$1,000 124.530 144.455 163.925 170.935 166.735 150,219 157.141
$10,000 154,376 224,408 309,389 266.565 313.852 266,407 248,35
Injury: Death 348.87 559.44 783,57 806.67 927.84 ' 919.92 688.77
Hospitatization 132.74 198.46 229.32 250.43 277.16 250,90 238.51
Treatment,
. no hospitalization  88.456 144,218 187.058 217.472 232.690 310.635 174.140
Minor  29.0366 36.4476 39.5327 47,0405 40.1195 43.0979 39.3957
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  73.288 101.849 140.688 149,406 154.029 159,394 121,968
Weapon  85.745 111,803 136.337 173.212 157.304 193.071 159.428
Burglary
and theft of $10  49.495 64.929 60.052 71.226 68,833 72.308 61.30
Rape 248.46 371.31 512.26 635.32 651.92 B62.27 438.43
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 851,69 1226.91 1419.76 154349 - 171894 2188.92 1734.01

“Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Figure 48

(Doltar value of theft vs. perceived severity)
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Table 115 (l-Regresslon constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. percelved
severity, by occupation and family

income: Total United States

(¥ = axb)
Con-
Corre-  stant Slope
Total U.S. lation  (a) 108 (b)
White collar
Under $3,000 995 1.268 18.535 .288
3,000-7,499 897 1326 21.184  .280
7,500-9,999 997 1346 22,182 280
10,000-14,989 998  1.341 21,928 .282
15,000-24,999 892 1301 19.999 .284
25,000 + 994 1.255 17989 .286
Not avaiiable 994 1,372 23.550 .259
Blue collar
Under $3,000 983  1.267 18.493 .256
3,000-7,499 998 1.353 22542 250
7,500~9,999 895 1402 25235 .247
10,000-14,999 993 1379 23.933 258
15,000-24,999 8989 1392 24,660 .250
25,000 + 979 1405 25410 .243
Not available 891 1.313 20559 256
Farm
Under $3,000 954  1.191 15524 .284
3,000-7,499 891 1283 19,187 253
7,500-9,999 951  1.487 29309 .198
10,000-14,999 971 1.254 17,947 ~.275
15,000-24,999 980 1,182 15.206 .356
25,000 + 979 1.356 22699 .277
Not available 979 1356 22699 312
Service
Under $3,000 894 1419 26.242 231
3,000-7,499 891 1,396 24.889 241
7,500-9,999 989 . 1.440 27542 217
10,000-14,939 891 1432 27.040 .244
15,000-24,999 991 1438 27.416 .245
25,000 + 980 1.316 20.701 .259
Not available 894" 1419 26.242 231
Armed lorces
Under $3,000 893 1,108 12.823 .270
3,000-7,499 889 1149 14.093 .336
7,500-~9,999 762 1571 37.239 201
10,000-14,999 994 1.783 60.674 .140
15,000-24,999 958 1247 17.660 259
25,000 + 89 .778 5998 521
Not available 902 1.151 14,158 .325
Not available
Under $3,000 978 1.226 16,827 .257
3,000-7,499 897 - 1.356 22.699 .255
7,500-9,999 896 13256 21135 .294
10,000-14,999 996 1.385 24.266 .268
15,000-24,999 897  1.274 18,793 .308
25,000 + 984  1.249 17.742 302
Not avallable 892 1.321 20,941 .278
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Table 116 (Geomeiric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

Northeast region: Income~—White collar

Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ avaliable
Theft: $1* 15959 20.091 16.032 22,182 20.184 17.458 23121
$10  33.362 36.322 32.724 36.738 35.056 30,108 40.010
$50 58.064 52,052 45,614 67.956 63.812 54,280 56,308
$100  66.639 71.250 68.997 88.589 70.146 62.882 64,964
$1,000 133.990 138.026 144,654 154.075 145.052 127.512 140.580
$10,000 310.322 210.230 240.813 256.262 234.363 202,053 185.993
injury: Death 463.298  1381.341 885.703 830.249  1169.836  1007.410 895.752
Hospitalization 200.084 244,905 213.321 336.595 346.560 341.115 280.812
Treatment,
no hospitalizafion 335,365 167.488 198.024 266.787 213.988 246.533 193.723
Minor 23,089 39.244 40.090 36.296 33.055 30.338 27.829
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat 117,237 234,579 150.310 161.766 189.658 174.336 195.745
Weapon 166.234 148.345 156.172 201.334 166.211 205.630 121.211
Burglary '
and theft of $10 25775 54,049 50.668 75.447 65.917 77.626 50.263
Rape 412,693 641.948 451.492 750.797 707.809 792.470 566.060
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1499.668 1473.861 1537.437 1830.595 1887.123° 2154.485 1488.373
“Value for theft ot $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
CEE—
Table 117 (Geometric means, by core-item-oifense stimuti)
Northeast region: Income-Blue collar
) Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1° 17.161 16.145 24,099 20.512 22,439 20.845 15,740
$10 31,206 29,458 41.286 36,695 36.767 37.921 26.811
$5C  37.9213 43.935 538.920 54,986 59.438 42.804 53,125
$100 59,239 61.912 64.924 79.218 68.012 68.579 67.347
$1,000 136.542 115.561 125,223 132.069 133.765 131.102 117.216
$10,000 151.558 188.644 194,110 234.484 189.868 171.143 216.150
Injury: Death 412.358 369.931 658.290 643.015 759.685  1395.093 493.428
Hospitalization 195.127 188.993 178.678 232,436 249.716 156.368 232,131
Treatment,
no hospitalization  87.393 135.049 162.388 171.076 169,247 165.731 172.008
Minor  17.779 35.994 25,375 35.714 29,202 19.927 24,412
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 62,613 79.262 140.233 139.539 142.171 180,021 137,372
Waapon . 68.853 165.967 114,754 139,074 153.819 167.672 158.619
Burglary
and theft of $10  48.126 53.994 48,420 64.650 68.347 46,613 75.710
Rape 535,026 352,121 391.534 472.159 545.095 553.317 569.965
Bombing of building, R
20 deaths 854.689 1418541 1286986 1327.013 1316.669° 1758.952 1419,148

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of doliar-value thefts,
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Table 118 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli}

Northeast region: Income—Farm

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,959 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ available
Theft: $1° 664,273 9,247 25,293 24,889 12,331 50.816 76.208
$10 1000.00 24,496 —_— 25,334 19.455 61.815 42,803
$50 30.033 21,806 150.000 58.623 51,402 — 139,342
$100 —— 128.415 14,549 85,320 64,288 33.692 24.914
$1,000 126.382 182,697 152,941 100.093 145,990 109.528 97,210
$10,000 —— 340.922 134,516 105.957 195.553 49.869 24,914
Injury: Death100000.000  579.993 —_— 1023,136 486,036 558,950 127.128
Hospitalization 122,608  364.125 200,000 70.705 69.854 — 461.437
Treatment,
no hospitalization =~ —— 290.360 93,239 50,000 78.152 45,327 208.718
Minor —— 41.697 36.346 51.000 91.641 20.204 _

Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  2000,000 69.076 —_—— 158.979 86.276 142.392 110.962
Weapon  —— 436.615 33.424 197,163 340.416 96.222 ———

Burglary
and theft of $10 22,254 46,779 100.000 68,399 56.084 —— 267.008
Rape 616.725 332.918 505.204 621.736 166,280 595,123 672,066

Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths  919.137 1217.336 1159.985 778.777 «  723.372 1806.431 1183.414

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

- -
Table 119 ~ (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

Northeast region: Income—Service

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,498 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1° 16,596 21.979 19.999 27.990 22,387 16.982 18.275

$10  26.415 37.056 32.883 48,715 46,158 20.484 33,158
$50 - 57,147 63.305 49.664 54.273 45.653 85.924 34,113
$100  65.452 47.940 82,718 75.863 91.155 63.381 82,756
$1,000 113.296 121.887 128.545 146.520 127.116 133.684 94.595
$10,000 201.526 144.713 195.902 183.834 258.696 181.811 157.845

Injury: Death  356.848 488,633 579.486 948.917 760.817 663.627 367.868
Hospitalization  157.173 317.738 153.441 202.937 196.633 265.675 118.775
Treatment,

no hospitalization 114,649 116.1585 146,611 164.622 213.801 238,343 107.489
Minor 20,399 27,245 25.243 47.436 48,325 35.886 23.307

Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 60.540 119.441 112.858 190.782 174.159 123.432 117,756
Weapon  162.308 82.746 117.600 160.919 144.796 194.956 100.823

Burglary
and theft of $10 52,438 69.987 52.504 69.416 48,284 85.679 47.772

Rape 358.847 537.449 605.116 830.659 553.202 441.691 212.061

Bombling of building,
20 deaths 772,081  1123.120  1369.313  1383.515 1149.509  1339.531 816.284

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 120 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)
Northeast region: Income—Occupation not available

Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24998  $25,000+ available
Thett: $1* 17,022 20.230 18.579 21,577 18,707 13.082 18.579
$10  29.071 33.568 31.614 35.299 31.041 28.148 28.482
$50  47.884 54,900 42,614 64,578 54.100 47.218 57.424
$100 65133 58.415 79.755 78.042 79.869 71.249 72,741
$1,000 110.215 124.410 131.000 149.637 155,234 139.310 124.360
$10,000 167,803 171,595 180.100 226,323 209.551 305.136 191.833
Injury: Death  244.185 516.627 326.376 699.180 834.639 852.691 437.445
Hospitalization  153.313 223.656 245,665 249.273 315.345 350.234 208.840
Treatment,
no hospitalization. 121,347 120.010 154.559 188,360 211,168 387.010 143.230
Mlnor | 29.524 32.819 43.734 45,987 48,659 42.708 50.687
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat = 57.866 95.737 94.654 121.986 157.311 149.068 82.565
Weapon  92.085 91,212 117.907 139.190 147.522 237.273 141.438
Burglary .
and theft of $10 56,187 60.538 41,394 53.855 82,585 69.521 63.766
Rape 199.949 359.188 378.003 741.527 690.268 862.077 346.303
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 781,978  1075.587 900.534 1295431 1604,625 2198.660 1257.839

“Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 121 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull}

North Central region: Income—White collar

Under $3,000- $7,500~  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ available
Thett: $1*  20.464 22.803 18.750 20.845 20.748 16.444 30.061
$10  35.160 42.142 38.479 39.825 36.785 31411 47.495
$50  53.654 66.990 53.416 66.764 61.926 57.636 69,433
$100  70.461 87.595 81.177 85.351 78.263 77.504 98.230
$1,000 141527 175.905 162.185 168.079 153.790 152.164 159.010
$10,000 196.143 287.710 281.698 311.358 248.283 287.394 227,212
Injury: Death 1240.930 998.362 556.308 769.033 901.909  1643.435 675.693
Hospitalization  301.202 272,328 287.273 352.564 378.797 332.609 323.144
Treatment,
no hospitalization 161,080 194,379 180.378 269,442 237.455 287.786 218.425
Minor  28.387 49,684 32,034 32,263 34,020 27.481 36,029
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  148.761 176.007 130.305 159.589 188.777 217.059 154.346
Weapon 117.706 180.786 201.862 193.622 186.315 226.830 179.760
Burglary
and theft of $10 . 46.335 63.039 62.479 84,616 69,053 81,959 99.940
Rape 524.473 664.004 459,356 643.589 737.653 873.637 648.666
Bombing of building, .
20 deaths 1723.051 1817.673 1292.274 1960.016 1811.666 . 2389.533 1570.737
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
_— —
Table 122 (Geomelric means, by core-item-offense stimuli}
North Central region: Income—Blue collar
Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1* 12,882 35,563 29,376 28.054 24,831 32.137 23.496
$10  26.830 58.177 51.254 42,357 39.781 41.382 38.098
$50  47.308 78.976 70.784 79.287 72,417 96.908 78.644
$100  80.867 81,293 86.941 B1.352 89.759 . 91,592 60.163
$1,000 141352 158.896 153.721 159.306 168.091 160.174 154.067
$10,000 317.452 220.138 252,179 217,667 245,319 209.772 212,781
Injury: Death 504,368 937.936 588.248 618.295 737.087 662,416 1105.40
Hospitalization  186.984 224,09 244,209 266.050 271,308 304,258 145,626
Treatment,
no hospitalization  135.155 123.916 170.147 141.262 161.771 140.025 149.310
Minor  28.818 24.061 28.959 30.972 36.280 38.407 39.182
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat . 76.997 141.197 146.009 149.475 157.051 145.734 161.112
Weapon  163.262 156.627 129.590 181.360 251.070 168.824 177.365
Burglary
and theft of $10 ~ 52.606 89.941 75.059 87.954 90.043 78.479 72.162
Rape 419.377 589.634 534.241 456.693 593,299 748.590 471.909
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1675.480 1449260 1269.272 1421.569 1719.318  1625.591  1678.097

*Vaiue for theft of $1 is derlved from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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,able 123 (Geometric means, by core-ltem‘o"ense stlmull)

North Central region:

Income—~Farm

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ dvailable
Theft: $1* 27,733 22,594 28.973 16.444 18,197 15.922 23.335
$10 56.499 54,780 26,358 28.809 30.643 36.437 48,199
$50 52.244 49.412 84,242 54,150 70.089 38,673 67.814
$100 71.968 70,032 182.395 66,579 94,824 119.804 44,865
$1,000 172.7119 179.420 149.660 133.699 177.898 214,756  215.805
$10,000 212.724 281.600 183.590 218.813 305912 336.938 397.445
Injury: Death 572,491 825,191 454,688 437.127 604.520  1707.891 1679.32
Hospitalization 167,193 110,785 534,171 164.810 253.330 440.441 218,863
Treatment,
no hospitalization 168,188 160.173 89,185 168.096 250,100 129.870 302,482
Minor 18.969 16.503 8.260 23.437 26.996 106.766 45356
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 98,740 172.600 66,250 89.839 91.212 161.910 171.943
Weapon 125.015 166.008 146.991 115,543 128,509 448,949 320,920
Burglary
and theft of $10 50.659 27.999 94,546 45,781 49,608 28,878 82,340
Rape 486.739 418,698  1721.038 699.800 384,000 656.192 1079957
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1269.204 1643.988  1571.,740  1286,107 1375523  1965.282  1351.533
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
- U —
Table 124 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
North Central region: Income-—Service
Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+  available
Theft: $1°  29.309 27.040 27.040 23.388 28,907 22,131 32,285
$10 51.432 44,772 49.725 43.425 33.201 42.117 56.427
$50 65.207 83.333 69,783 57.604 81.414 57,037 81.885
$100 62.649 87,678 59,099 110.958 87.429 40,567 119.506
$1,000 151,597 170,178 136.923 157.411 153.748 151.986 223,283
$10,000 188.839 277,547 219,143 297.856 189.608 275,109 324,064
Injury: Death 420,197 536.477 813,459 796.363 541,875 1217.514 599,689
Hospitalization 195.380 288.519 163.058 195,975 264,760 220,710 242,567
Treatment,
no hospitalization 128,777 163.696. 143.076 220.163 161,365 170.786 276,204
Minor 30.557 42,799 47.934 35.051 44,859 17.613 53.431
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat = 121.047 164.962 182.321 136.763 140.300 192.838 132.024
Weapon 185.221 131,989 122,865 178,799 145,234 113.761 235,346
Burglary
and theft of $10 75.709 69,230 63.943 73.842 74.442 66.913 87.954
Rape 375.425 523.155 513.690 456,723 409.097 543,703 456,658
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1333.455 1279.827 1211.296  1252.021 1126.751 1595.572  2455.034

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefls
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Table 125 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuti)

North Central region:

Income—OQccupation not available

Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ available
Theft: $1* 16.520 23.878 21,478 24,604 22.699 17.783 16,482
$10  27.880 42.457 48,293 49.568 53.719 34.496 36.200
$50 © 42,749 64.294 56.160 73.713 60,858 56.650 52,171
$100  69.004 78.896 95.498 103.685 87.305 87.714 72,663
$1,000 147.670 156.385 180.004 184.560 177.048 171.083 153,555
$10,000. 167.005 242,756 357.176 383.987 382.692 249.192 399.540
Injury: Death 515.486 526.044 1018232  1104.319  1039.419  1077.019 730.581
Hospitalization 198,070 188.098 249,310 243.103 245.228 332.620 204,202
Treatment,
no hospitatization 92,725 143.132 197.653 297.315 244,315 277.639 156.923
Minor  2B.035 42,283 39,031 36.428 38.212 43,586 32978
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat  90.262 96.653 158.347 167.845 170,068 188.316 105.300
Weapon  96.077 118.291 153.720 207.460 171.932 178.514 166.346
Burglary
and theft of $10  67.410 63.777 67.532 72,298 68.091 71.365 57.028
Rape 306.670 352.067 607.417 582.933 704,763 866,314 373.495
Bombing of buliding,
20 deaths 1027.203  1366.027  1637.806 1738.801  1648.211 1925734  1573.845

‘Value for thelt of $1 is derived tiom regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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rable 126 (Geomelric means, by core-item-offense stlmul'i')

South region: Income-—White collar

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,498 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1*  23.227 21.330 27.418 22,646 20.989 21,928 23.014
$10 36.913 35,087 48.301 40,047 36,111 36.327 37.490
$50 62,269 72.903 78,320 67,429 65,447 67.871 75.665
$100 91.805 79.197 98,385 78.468 90.921 70,397 94,714
$1,000 147.714 153.632 171.819 157,174 152,199 136.881 171,795
$10,000 225,180 256,374 309,798 256,582 274.988 225,305 281,288
Injury: Death 666,242 783.006 643,714 888,092 941,899  1577.265  1204.430
Hospitalization  282.190 333,522 256,330 315470 310.422 367.351 383.219
Treatment,
no hospitalization 120,753 178,288 260,495 197.543 259,656 253.174 271,120
Minor 32.905 25,604 47.420 29,828 32,963 22,122 29.486
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  144.701 104,732 143,128 163.460 171,562 225,442 193.073
Weapon  126.827 109.846 176.866 166.426 183,703 209.745 237.391
Burglary
and theft of $10 72.364 81,318 85,312 73.368 77,670 103.672 92,800
Rape 378.848 568,420 650.651 633.621 728.290  1148.600  1083.619
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1165.098 1450527 1623.735 1695367 1874,468 2335.708  2258.244
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
SR
Table 127 " (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
South region: Income—Blue collar
Under $3,000- $7,500~ $10,000-  $15,000~ Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ avallable
Theit: $1* 19,861 21,184 24,660 24.831 26,303 22.809 20,893
$10 26.376 32,339 44,674 39.018 41,438 52.965 33,606
$50 56.960 62,052 56.995 70,480 65,165 33.199 42,773
$100 55,268 79,945 86,227 87.842 80.200 79.294 90.142
$1,000 104,140 130.906 149,167 153,645 150,809 140.104 118.203
$10,000 126,494 263,806 235.825 232,882 199,095 203.076 168.413
Injury: Death 443414 494,207 488,505 498,852 761.464  1050,305 350,737
Hospltalization  125.842 158,175 159,228 202,574 222.080 126,105 165.508
Treatment,
no hospitalization 77.053 112,426 133,772 127.359 148,660 144,294 106.522
Minor 16.555 21,854 28,254 26,022 23,113 16.421 26,839
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 64.507 94,358 94,906 96.863 114,416 172.159 78,920
Weapon ' 104.924 99,635 176.215 137.307 159,333 220.602 149,189
Burglary
and theft of $10 56,214 64,330 69,542 65.978 73,332 5§0.722 61.785
Rape 294,076 384,794 320.027 427.521 516.482 645.820 283,506
Bombing of building,
20 deaths. 704,363 988,222 1289.806 1442757 1378495 1077.619  1366.779

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived {rom regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of doilar-vaiue thefts.




Table 128 (Geomeatric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

South region: Income—Farm

Under $3,000~ $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Qftense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+  available
Theft: $1° 9.977 18.535 27.416 17.458 8.610 16.672 14,257
$10  26.151 26.067 52,682 25610 20.034 35,833 48.943
$50  18.076 53,103 49,139 81,922 81.143 65,546 163.361
$100.  65.407 63.188 45,335 75.925 62.205 37.144 41,234
$1,000 99.449 98.081 140,004 150.911 154,033 191.705 201,235
$10,000 189.239 148,076 139.065 257.318 619.715 225.791  1158.158
Injury: Death  255.925 206,074 325.126 422,760 780913 1808300  2479.252
Hospitalization ~ 56.380 122.412 97.462 92,640 73.976 101.957 176.566
Treatment,
no hospltalization  85.852 83.319 39.410 191.909 127.750 83.930 232,989
Minor  36.292 13.247 96.263 77,084 13,017 25,231 35.461
Robbery $10 with:
Physlcal or
verbal threat  84.991 63.458 115.566 145.226 64,612 404,650 62.697
Weapon  107.179 81.604 500.000 134.754 432,470 117.290 113.613
Burglary
and theft of $100 22,252 52.262 36.029 59,287 73.454 37.353 146.408
Rape 207.490 248.393 171.325 529.523 469105 303,234  1666.905
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 415,608 551,198 585.519 - 1336.009 420928  1066.657 2922.523
*Value fortheft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
—
Table 129 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuti)
South region: Income—Service
Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25000+ available
Theft: $1°  19.861 26.669 33.113 27.861 38.548 17.865 41,783
$10  38.921 45.008 44,328 45.805 66.690 28,002 58.103
$50  48.570 64.260 85.853 75.256 103,724 58,072 1156.273
$100  82.991 65.735 75.795 86.421 123.140 43127 79.745
$1,000 130.407 134.941 137.825 165.019 179.177 111.692 166.294
$10,000 250.944 192,381 176.145 245.323 387,928 145.501 222,654
Injury: Death 474,479 291,566 682.255 687.756 526.304 958.575 494,457
Hospitalization 124,242 178.043 284.597 304.021 294,947 300.£60 239.457
Treatment,
no hospitalization  160.355 103.204 122,395 184.383 266.991 111,194 159.150
Minor  22.022 32,148 26,801 31.259 30.514 26.105 44,100
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat  40.470 102.372 102.108 108.238 176.357 205.183 137.426
Weapon  64.666 99.205 103.329 134.693 150.657 118.5u4 134.215
Burglary
and theft of $10  45.471 62,578 92,182 72.8C5 109.867 58,977 110.354
Rape 476.342 300.241 71147 523.781 436.919 486.348 497.820

#Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

Mational Survey of Crime Severity 103;




Reglonal'and demographic differences
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Table 130 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)

South region: Income-~Occupation not available

Under $3,000~ $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 §25,000+  avallable
Theft: $1° 18,197 23,768 21,878 26,977 20,845 17.906 29,785
$10 29,392 40.893 41,238 49.151 44,658 25,561 52,756
$50 41.829 67.053 80.772 68,394 58,563 73.458 64.946
$100 58.946 76.134 93,517 78,203 70,735 81.801 102.853
$1,000 122,781 143.361 172,399 185,269 155.587 133.084 189.589
$10,000 135,185 238,242 378.695 244,047 291.842 236.762 266,430
Injury: Death  223.235 502,174 809,554 865.691 680.844 723.831 674.610
Hospltalization 100,346 168,920 168.195 225,047 220,151 393.655 262,595
Treatment,
no hospitalization 73.091 128.438 177.541 191,522 173.868 273,876 228.124
Minor 32,976 33,191 39.967 48.084 38,181 45,719 29,581
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 72,946 97.055 125.340 181,910 121,885 125,711 181.350
Weapon 76.114 108.990 146.484 171,583 125.825 179,293 139.680
Burglary
and theft of $10 40.018 66.841 62.516 74,607 62,775 88,095 59,185
Rape 236,977 320,119 451,270 652.883 571.437 705,975 553,729
Bombing of buliding,
20 deaths 725,384 1005310  1376.252  1424,406  1590.540  2299.139  2116.219

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vaiue thefts.
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Table 131 (Eeomelrlc means, by core-item-offense stlmuﬂ)

West region: Income—White collar

Under $3,000~ $7,500-  §10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,489 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,0004+  available
Theft: $1*  12.303 20.370 28.708 22,080 17.701 15.849 18.493
$10 22010 41.376 44.963 43.081 27.765 25.203 34.660
$50 61213 57.167 83.192 62.584 71.890 60.447 65.174
$100 69,663 79.940 89.981 86.284 72131 70.065 65.581
$1,000 132714 164.306 175.168 171.052 160.695 131.541 154.272
$10,000 299.065 286.925 251.730 296,069 238.993 221.700 265.196
Injury: Death 1167.064 959.864 1836.443 1549175 1308.167 1024.284  1056.739
Hospitalization 184,192 309.569 §13.038 304.836 601,732 460.980 331.303
Treatment,
no hospitalization  208.389 237.762 300.397 289.671 270.707 255.618 227.811
Minor . 38.264 35.156 41,764 37.241 34.965 26.910 28.154
Robbery $10 with:
Physlcal or
verbal threat '111.310 149.985 241,822 223.364 218481 205.620 208.34%
Weapon  187.843 147.347 170.252 215.267 212.421 205.108 242,350
Burglary
and theft of $10 34,694 74,047 105.128 70.530 99.553 88.548 81.308
Rape 495,540 577.623 911.646 919,694 §59.063 719.402 770.327
Bambing of building, ’
20 deaths 1827.888 = 2307.574  2560.407 2507.937 2528.372  2655.104 ° 2670.938
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression nf perceived
severity magnitude estimales of dollar-value theits.
" .
Table 132 (Geometric mears, by core-item-offense stimuli}
West region: Income—Blue collar
Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ . available
Theft: %1+ 27.040 19,143 21.777 20,701 24,378 23.281 23.988
$10 35.047 37.665 50.787 37.423 38.978 51.859 46.988
$50  97.287 52.870 49,551 72.236 91.216 46.904 51.486
$100 65.853 70,949 87.034 84,764 81.789 174.486 77.675
$1,000 133.005 138,402 178,614 172,775 172.758 162.825 152,245
$10,000 189.603 247.805 313.664 307.189 286.694 439.862 227,117
{njury: Death  680.650 798.477 777121 401.183 748.821 960.574  1626.631
Hospitalization  339.975 204.464 205,548 310.815 373.146 206.623 276.142
Treatment, ’
no hospitalization  105.858 156.991 240.806 206.837 183.472 317.716 163.848
Minor  15.253 23,158 25,586 30.078 36.371 23.780 26.966
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat ~ 60.470 129.561 172.135 204.741 160.826 214,799 257,653
Weapon 46,308 101.984 188.973 176.154 237.193 335.346 158.012
Burglary
and theft of $10  64.521 64.945 46.129 79.847 114510 60.862 46.776
Rape 614.488 595.771 676.932 843.759 531.291 615.880 995.366
Bombing of building,
20 deaths ' 1690.613  1418.273  2372.642 1913,024 1728662 2090.156  1869.880

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estima’ss of dollar-value theits,
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L e —r
Table 133 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stlmui'l)L

Waest region:

income-—Farm

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vaiue thefts,

Under $3,0300- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25000+ -avallable
Theft: $1*  13.283 12.794 58.210 26.669 21.086 17.906 75.162
$10 12,048 15.681 149.391 24.173 40.112 19.462 83.281
$50  67.408 65.427 63.490 78.541 118,158 59.679 100.000
$100 142.183 52,933 140.445 54.538 96.620 32,341 44,284
$1,000 154,613 100.806 196.508 114.361 179.587 213.665 153.718
$10,000 174.603 152.067 93.852 81.646 §05.240 63.212 71.569
injury: Death  469.510 514.518 862.295 330.656 684.702 = 4567.700  10659.116
Hospitailzation 245.803 155.077 728.101 111.801 378.661 356.144 500.000
Treatment,
no hospitalization - 302.814 62.258 93.265 39,080 333.755 — 70.000
Minor 35573 19.918 69.449 18.775 10.386 11.987 7.226
. Robbery $10 with:
Physlical or
verbal threat  36.739 125.044 116.935 107.514 158.507 981.199 700.318
Weapon 136.815 B4.414 964.739 139,062 216.532 59,146 34.559
Burglary
and theft of $10  45.085 67.775 4.708 83.655 119.454 46.574 300.000
Rape 161.858 417.156  6781.860 279.498 438.165  3211.164 682.419
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths 2171.277 155.185 2554,096 418.294 2685,711 2754876 2946,090
“Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
L T~ o A — i e T 7 s T
Table 134 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
West region: Income—Service
Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ . available
Theft: $1°  24.089 21.777 26.546 30.690 23.068 24,660 11.143
$10  43.866 39.266 43.873 46.147 39.432 36.002 23.022
$50 50814 84,794 69.489 73.927 48.080 48.178 37.168
$100  60.938 71.039 59.889 104.974 92,737 106.524 43.592
$1,000 143.052 166.432 150.766 160.487 173.536 153.998 112.946
$10,000  170.793 308.415 185.630 231.575 194.676 166.751 182.476
Injury: Death 2427523 614.189 848.321 998,793 818.967  1435.427 - 2173.379
Hospitalization - 180.776 243.725 180.535 230.260 286.122 214,704 113.940
Treatment,
no hospitalization . 162.999 188.299 192.529 251711 149.997 310.866 81.445
Minor 24576 37.619 30.445 26.871 31.471 134.909 25.221
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat  116.770 163.144 174.611 156.482 180.340 187.850 122,358
Weapon 101.666 169.692 170.275 238.890 220.473 229.116 111,132
Burglary
and theft of $10  48.778 60,396 56.686 45.028 58.559 43.734 . 65.262
Rape 914.483 380.877 423.213 654.882 500.970 331.249 220.030
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths 2367270  1236.840  1390.467 . 1404865 1575.449 2216.709  1119.575
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Figure 49
({Dollar value of theft vs, perceived severity)
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Table 135 (Geometric means, by coredtem-offense stimuli)

West region: Income—Occupation not available

Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ available
Theft: $1* 12445 22,909 22,962 24,547 13.304 24,260 19.999
$10  27.002 43.506 66.325 37.361 31.585 45,660 37.303
$50  36.368 65.558 71.081 85.271 53,768 52,944 57.563
$100  50.490 76.148 94,006 78.076 77.419 84.340 98.337
$1,000 117.243 163.256 177.340 166.430 182.200 161.009 189.688
$10,000 200.540 270.733 363.206 242.288 402,223 228,547 287.853
Injury: Death 375.816 859.701  1623.338 1082912 1254714 1114202 1832.374
Hospitalization  169.595 248.407 292.641 323.172 357.963 508.053 376.543
Treatment,
no hospitalization  105.598 237.748 229.851 225.868 330.440 349,638 171,956
Minor  18.851 40.309 33.676 66.776 36.080 38,318 51.870
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 71.387 133.445 241.953 142,602 167.783 188.499 174.992
Weapon 99.109 143.451 123.634 186.244 213.197 195.190 265.540
Burglary
and theft of $10 . 59.559 57.518 75.664 110.475 62.550 58,004 69,384
Rape 278.747 565,485 5§92.325 580.632 641.335 1119.929 587.391
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1321.498 1832311 2175667 1885.875 2180417 2428.489  2892.643

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

!able 136 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dcilar value of theft vs. perceived
severity by occupation and income:
Northeast Census region

AR
Table 137 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity by occupation and income:
North Central Census region

(¥ = axb) (Y = axty
Corre- Constant Slope Corre- Constant Slope
Northeast lation (&) 108 (b) North Central latlon (a) 108 {b)
White collar White collar
Under $3,000 990 1.203 15959  .318 Under $3,000  .989 1311 21.464 257
3,000-7,499 980 1.303 20091 .263 3,000-7,499 890 1.358  22.803 .282
7,500-9,999 ,990 1.205 16.032 302 7,500-9,999 .890 1.273  18.750 .301
10,000-14,999 990 1346 221982 274 10,000-14,999 890 1319 20845 297
15,000-24,999 990 1305  20.184 274 15,000-24,999 990 1317 20.749 .278
25,000 + 980 1,242 17.458 275 25,000 + .980 1.216  16.444 317
Not available  .987 1.384 23121 236 Not available  .987 1478  30.081 .229
Blue collar Blue collar
Under $3,000  .858 1.232 17.161 256 Under $3,000  .990 1110 12,882 .351
3,000-7,499 890 1208 16145 274 3,000-7,499 .990 1551 35563  .202
7,500-9,999 .990 1.382 24099 220 7,500-9,999 .990 1.468  29.376 .235
10,000-14,989 990 1.312 20512 268 10,000-14,999 982 1.448 . 28.054 .234
15,000-24,999 990 1.351 22439 241 15,000-24,999 - .987 1395  24.831 .261
25,000 + an 1.319 20,845  .240 25,000 + 949 1.507 32,137 213
Not available  .880 1.197 15.740  .290 Not available = .961 1371 23.49 ,250
Farm Farm
Under $3,000 990 2.823 . 665.273 - Under $3,000.  .946 1,443 27.733 229
3,000-7,499 900 .966 9.247 410 3,000-7,499 .958 1.354 22594 274

7,500-9,999 398 1.403 25.293 191
10,000-14,989 - 842 1.306 24.889 .184
15,000-24,999 964 1.091 12,331 326
25,000 + 140 1.706 50,816 023
Not avallable. ,990 1.882 76.208 —

Service

Under $3,000 890 1.220 16.596 .278
3,000 7,422 ea2 1.342 21,070 218
7,500-9,999 978 1.301 18.999 .259
10,000-14,999 974 1.447 27.990 214
15,000-24,999 962 1.350 22,387 260
25,000 + 500 1.230 16.982 .280
Not available  .925 1.285 19.275 233
Not available
Under $3,000 .995 1.231 17.022 .256
3,000-7,409 589 1.306 20,230 242
7,500-9,998 965 1.269 18.579 262
10,000-14,899 990 1.334 21.577 .266
15,000-24,998 978 1.272 18.707 .280.
25,000 + 998 1.116 13,062 344
Not avallable  .981 1.269 18,578 266
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7,500-8,899 .769 1.462 28,973 234
10,000-14,999  .980 1.216 16.444 .291
15,000-24,999 983 1.260 18.197 320
25,000 + 941 1.202 16.922 .348
Not available  .990 1.368 23.335 313

Service

Under $3,000 866 1.467 29,309 .209
3,000-7,458 880 1.432 27.040 259
7,500-9,999 973 1.432 27.040 225
10,000-14,999 976 1.369 23.388 279
15,000-24,999 956 1.461 28.907 222
25,000 + .990 1.345 22.131 .276
Not avaliable  .988 1.509 32.285 261

Not avallable

Under $3,000 860 1.218 16.520 275
3,000-7,499 990 1.378 23.878 258
7,500-9,999 987 1.332 21,478 .304
10,000-14,899 990 1.391 24,604 297
15,000-24,999 987 1.356 22,699 ,300
25,000 + .990 1.250 17.783 316
Not available = .990 1.217 18.482 319

- ——
Table 138 (Regression constants.and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived

severity, by occupation and income:

South Census region

(Y = axb)
Corre:  Constant Slope
South lation (a) 108 (b
White collar
Under $3,000 .983 1.366 23,227 .258
3,000-7,499 989 1.329 21.330 278
7,500-9,999 .880 1.438 27.416 .266
10,000-14,999 - .890 1.355 22.646 270
15,000-24,999  .990 1.322 20.989 .286
25,000 + .990 1.341 21.928 258
Not avallable  .987 1.362 23.014 .282
Blue collar
Under $3,000 954 1.298 19.861 218
3,000-7,499 .983 1.326 21.184 .256
7,500-9,999 990 1.392 24,660 .250
10,000-14,999  .989 1.395 24.831 .253
15,000-24,999  .987 1.420 26.303 232
25,000+ .888 1.360 22,909 239
Not avaliable 844 1.320 20.893 240
Farm
Under $3,000 .807 .999 9.977 322
3,000-7,499 974 1.268 18.535 238
7,500-9,999 870 1.438 27.416 185
10,000-14,993 958 1.242 17.458 306
15,000-24,999  .973 935 8.610 454
25,000 + 909 1.222 16.672 286
Not avallable  .869 1.169 14,757 431
Service
Undar 3,000 888 1.208 19.881 278
3,000-7,499 .990 1.426 26.669 219
7,500-9,999 862 1.520 33.113 192
10,000-14,999  .980 1.445 27.861 244
15,000-24,899  .990 1.586 38.548 243
25,000+ 955 1.252 17.865 .239
Not available  .935 1.621 41,783 187
Not available
Under $3,000 964 1.260 18.197 .237
3,000-7,499 890 1.376 23,768 254
7,500-9,999 990 1.340 21.878 .308
10,000-14,999  .984 1.431 286,977 250
15,000-24,999 = .990 1.319 20.845 .284
25,000 + 960 1,253 17.906 .292
Not available  .978 1.474 29.785 244




Table 139 (ﬁegresslon constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived

severity by occupation and :acome:
West Census region

(v*axb
Corre- Constant Slope
Waest lation (a) 108 (b)
White collar
Under $3,000 .984 1.090 12,303 352
3,000-7,499 980 1.309 20.370 201
7,500-9,399 .988 1.458 28,708 246
10,000-14,889  .990 1.344 22,080 .286
15,000-24,889 972 1.248 17.701 299
25,000+ 080 1.200 15.849 .299
Not available  .930 1.267 18.493 ,295
Blue collar
Under $3,000 919 1.432 27.040 222
3,000-7,499 .890 1.282 19.143 .280
7,500-9,999 972 1.338 21.777 .280
10,000-14,999 990 1.316 20,701 .300
15,000-24,999 979 1.387 24,378 .276
25,000+ 801 1.367 23.281 312
Not available  .880 1.380 23.988 .249
Farm
Under $3,000 .803 1122 13.243 333
3,000-7,499 .909 1.107 12.794 .289
7,500-9,999 192 1.765 58,210 .076
10,000-14,8989 723 1.426 26.669 .159
15,000-24,999 968 1.324 21,086 346
3 627 1.2583 17.908 .208
Not available  .117 1.876 75.162 020
Service
Under $3,000 967 1.382 24,099 223
3,000-7,499 084 1.338 21.777 .290
7,500-9,999 966 1.424 26.546 221
10,000-14,999 982 1.487 30.690 230
15,000-24,999 944 1,363 23.068 253
25,000+ 807 1.392 24,660 .232
Not available  .990 1.047 11,143 312
Not Avatiable
Under $3,000 .890 1.095 12.445 .307
3,000-7,499 .890 1.360 22,809 272
7,500-9,9899 .990 1.361 22.962 209
10,000-14,999 973 1.380 24,547 261
15,000-24,999  .990 1.124 13.304 373
25,000+ 979 1.385 24,266 252
Not available  .982 1.301 19.999 204
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

- Race and family income

When geometric means are examined
across income categories for the race
groups (tables 140 to 142) the judgment
of injury-offense seriousness is linear for
whites but not for nonwhites. Among
whites, as income increases there is a con-
sequent increase in the perceived severity
of injury offenses. For examiple, the mean
for a single death by injury for whites with
incomes over $25,000 is 2.4 times higher
than the score for those with incomes less
than $3,000 (1214 vs. 498). Similar ratios
are obtained for other serious injury of-
fenses. Among nonwhites, the pattern is
less consistent and depends on particular
offenses. For instance, in the example
used above, the nonwhite ratio between
highest to lowest income category is only
1.4, but for rape the ratio is 3.1 com-
pared to 2.1 among whites.

The race-income data also indicate that
the race effect observed with the
univariate data—nonwhites exhibit lower
magnitude values—holds regardless of in-
come group. Thus, whites display higher
geometric means than nonwhites for all
serious injury offenses (hospitalization,
rape, single killing, and bombing) at
every level of income except at the
highest for the rape offense where blacks
have a higher value (877 vs. 805).

Despite these differences in the absolute
magnitudes assigned for injury offenses,
the computed regression coefficients for
theft offenses support the hypothesized
power function for whites and blacks
(table 143). The betas (slopes) for white
income groups approximate one another
(all in the .27 and .28 range). In contrast,
more variation can be observed between
black income groups with their slopes
averaging about .19. The white correla-
tion coefficients indicate a near-perfect
relationship across income categories; all
values are near unity. Yet, for blacks the
correlation coefficient drops to .97 in five
of the seven income groups, indicating a
slightly weaker fit.

Although there is support on the national
level for the perceived severity of crime
conforming to the hypothesized power
function for whites and blacks, it does
not appear to hold for ““other”
respondents (table 143). First, there is a
significant ‘degree of variation in the com-
puted slopes by income categories (the
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Table 140 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimu

Ii)

National: Income—White
Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ available
Thett; $1*  16.444 22,209 23.014 22.962 21.184 18.323 22.029
$10  29.482 39.343 43,198 40,034 37.187 32.241 38.694
$50  49.012 64.436 64.365 69.060 65.123 58.138 62.897
$100 66.984 75.497 84,387 85,136 80.484 74.282 79.857
$1,000 133.428 154.935 163.080 161.845 157.726 142,952 156.809
$10,000 208.172 247.382 279,514 268.905 257.699 239.045 244,656
Injury: Death  498.183 686,297 768.906 826,336 958,474 1214.485 872.934
Hospitalization  185.620 235,492 248.901 282,219 321.439 334.872 273.466
Treatment,
no hospitalization  133.770 156.055 190,382 208.634 216.064 247586  ,188.215
Minor 26.239 32.200 34.082 33,661 33.905 27.485 33.451
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 85.600 124.933 152,677 155.611 172.419 194,939 159,537
Weapon  106.893 131.084 155,418 182.368 190.696 209.694 181,763
Burglary
and theft of $10 4.919 65.052 61.856 72,950 73.535 73.687 69.015
Rape 379,575 509.069 550,623 642.476 677.487 804.951 618.992
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1200.774  1466.434  1577.974 1715450 1817.378 2256595  1B99.881

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved

severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

values range from .7 to .35). Second, a
few income categories depart from the ex-
pected distribution of scores based on
their metric order. This is reflected in the
correlation coefficient of .81 and the
geometric mean ratios of less than 1 for
20 deaths by bombing to a single death
by injury.

In each of the four census regions, the
observed differences between white and
black subjects remain constant (tables 144
to 151). Again, the difference is most
pronounced for offenses at the upper end
of the injury scale. In the Northeast, for
instance, the mean value listed for 20
deaths resulting from a bombing is two
times greater for whites earning less than
$3,000 than for blacks in the same in-
come group. The computed severity ratios
further reflect this difference by race in
the perceived severity of a bombing; the
ratio is 64 for whites compared to 23 for
blacks.

The other three census regions provide
similar results in that racial differences in
the perception of an injury offénse re-
main constant across income categories.
But, due to small sample size, some
anomalies do appear in the computed
ratios for blacks in the following income
groups and regions: under $3,000,

$7,500-$9,999, and $15,000-$24,999 in
the West and $7,500-$9,999 in the North
Central region.

For dollar values of theft, differences in
perceived severity are indicated by their
corresponding regression and correlation
coefficients (table 152). The coefficients
across income categories for whites show
a near-perfect relationship in that all
values are in the .99 range. But this is not
the case for blacks, with their coefficients
dropping in some regions to the point of
providing an unacceptable fit. The lack
of agreement may be attributed to some
of the anomalies that we discussed earlier.
The greatest variability appears for blacks
in the West whose computed slopes range
from a low of .02 to a high of .27.
Similarly, the corresponding correlation
coefficients, .68 and .12, lead us to reject
the hypothesized power function for
blacks within certain income categories
and census regions.

The breakdown in the scale for blacks by
income within census region is further il-
lustrated with the geometric mean ratios
for a single to 20 deaths. Blacks in the
West earning less than $3,000 and be-
tween $7,500 and $9,999 assign higher
numbers to a single death by injury than



%ble 141 (Geometric means, by coreftem-o"ensa sllmull)

National: Income—Black

Under $3,000- $7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+  available
Theft: $1° 26303 24,660 31.550 31117 26.915 39.084 26.303
$10  40.521 37.283 42.546 47.364 36.698 56.634 36,783
$50 49.764 54.741 §9.333 60.157 68.499 79.833 56,305
$100 61.561 67.579 70.588 84.713 84.714 97.874 80.028
$1,000 118.479 106,934 110,595 142.300 130.916 131.984 111,336
$10,000 129.875 153,862 127.178 169.995 175.680 206.569 145,492
injury: Death 422,728 356.820 489,043 543.826 381,265 584,724 333.834
Hosplitalization 108,809 137.401 128.601 208,447 211,383 336.244 156,333
Treatment,
no hospitalization 73.741 104.560 124.123 144.406 201.721 259,305 135.627
Minor 25,494 30.112 31,581 35.216 30.432 54,408 27,085
Robbaery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat 87.408 80.696 88,351 125,140 104.007 138.411 89.736
Weapon 86.249 93.094 128.692 113.480 122,358 171,531 97.669
Burglary
and theft of $10  49.498 57.188 44,387 64.607 79.265 74.651 62.902
Rape 281,802 237.904 406.645 369.937 311.482 877.084 297.373
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 622,380 710.386 872,706 1163.417  1003.074 1164.869 859,797
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
T —r S ——tTe
Table 142 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuil)
National: Income—Other
Under $3,000~ $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,989 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ available
Theaft: $1*  13.900 20.512 10.092 23.335 12,823 17.378 15.524
$10 12,829 26.856 14.333 39.501 15,044 24,558 32,098
$50 55,527 90,515 48.329 39.851 15,047 24.558 32.098
$100 71916 35.952 71.848 47.440 62491 53.868 56,799
$1,000 68.794 89.502 137.283 90,049 108.886 100.315 83.523
$10,000 106.755 143.816 187.968 112173 153.675 130.401 160.463
Injury: .Death  401.501 264,128 230972 388.091 1018454  1016.880 125978
Hospitalization 93.897 204,496 10,482 154,248 370.025 368.450 108.459
Treatment,
no hospitalization 85.436 64.298 75.607 93.824 167.537 130.027 164.998
Minor 15.712 28,456 32.841 42.889 42410 58,653 5777
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 28,907 82.469 46.096 86.382 193.135 203.327 66.890
Weapon 82.880 75.271 117.774 81,635 73.421 59,749 40,278
Burglary
and theft of $10 51.629 88.855 83.697 24.923 67.623 67.814 79.496
Rape 89.801 180.361 33.090 239.667 555.680  1176.869 125,761
Bomblng of bullding,
20 deaths  399.424 465,106 809.143 390.804  1130.286 . 1077.880 542.641

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates. of dollar-value thefts,

L
Table 143 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived

severity, by race and family income:

Total United States

(Y = axb
Con-
Corre- stant Slope
Total U.S. latlon (a) 10a (b)
White
Under $3,000 892 1216 16.444 .288
3,000-7,499 0897  1.343 22,029 .269
7,500-9,989 998 1.362 23,014 275
10,000-14,999 896 1,361 22962 .274
15,000-24,999 995 1.328 21,184 .279
25,000 + 894 1263 18.323 .287
Not available 895 1,343 22,029 270
Black
Under $3,000 967 1420 26.303  .186
3,000-7,499 995 1392 24660 .205
7,500-9,999 977  1.489 31,550 .162
10,000-14,999 874 1493 31117 97
15,000-24,999 970 1430 26815 217
25,000 + 895 1,592 39.084 .181
Not avallable 867  1.420 26,303 ,198
Other
Under $3,000 809 1,143 13.900 .244
3,000-7,489 819 1312 20512 .213
7,500-9,999 937  1.004 -10.092 .350
10,000-14,999 963 1368 23335 .174
15,000-24,999 802 1.108 12.823 296
25,000 + 970 1,240 17,378 .234
Not available 964 1191 15524 .248

to an incident resulting in 20 deaths from

a bombing.

We conclude with the following summary

statements:

(1) White and high-income subjects
assign larger numerical values to serious

injury offenses.

(2) For the total national sample, there
is proportionality across income
categories for both white and black sub-

jects. Only for “‘other”’ subjects is there a
lack of stability in perceived severity

SCOres.

(3) For black respondents by income
category, the data do not support the

hypothesized power function for some of

the census regicns. For whites, however,

the data support the use of severity ratios

by race and income within each census

region.
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|a5‘e 144 (Eeometrlc means, by core-ltem~oﬁense sllmul-l)

Northeast region: Income--White

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25000+ avallable ¢
Theft: $1* 16,144 20.559 19.815 22,490 20.941 17,100 20.606
$10 29.436 37.018 36.413 38,082 36,455 30.019 35.009
$50 54,178 §3.757 52.911 64.169 69,994 51.581 57.629
$100 61.672 64.380 75.535 B2.324 73.087 63.697 668.297
$1,000 127.486 138.800 146.569 146.934 144,820 128.962 135,634
$10,000 224,889 198,953 227.296 241.046 224.489 201.696 202.560
Injury: Death 334,362 670.431 672.183 758.281 994,357  1013.471 704.522
Hospitalization  192.547 255,649 234.444 273,729 295,918 301.051 252,698
Treatment,
no hospitalization  156.057 136.388 183.041 202.672 189,729 234.987 168.456
Minor 24.317 36.656 34,988 38.982 35.667 28.818 31.972
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 70.291 122175 143.975 151,516 17541 171915 155.521
Weapon = 129.980 122.031 128.693 173.852 162,516 201,316 143.828
Burglary
and theft of $10 51,998 63.627 53.068 67,612 67.643 72.267 68,790
Rape 388,339 479.672 452,982 646.965 672.012 701.999 509,108
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1025.625 1372.286  1374.138  1527.098 1631.500 2069.776 1521.268
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
- N R . —
Table 145 (Geometric means, by core-Iitem-offense stimuli}
Northeast region: Income—Black
Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1* 20,045 14,158 15,240 19.634 18.072 28,445 14,723
$10 38.120 20.606 23,862 30,402 20.974 48.663 18.425
$50 28,170 37,933 30.416 39.433 42.035 86.532 34.556
$100 53.813 42.875 45.422 76.512 58.888 74.208 77.695
$1,000 92.137 72,716 71611 124.121 93,432 142.859 67.240
$10,000 112.880 103.584 94,889 138.G54 148.506 271,838 112,623
Injury: Death 269,123 264,822 399,464 742,508 558.800 850,467 135.238
Hospiltalization 98.672 136.063 72132 207.370 201.031 338.236 108.291
Treatment,
no hospitalization 127.749 4116.636 99,581 225.431 202,167 349.402 116.897
Minor 17.020 24,500 26,382 29.260 27.785 77.911 27,470
Rohbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 75.311 69,242 63,511 127.710 104,172 105.401 37,633
Weapon 37.611 85.858 107.585 79,498 114,149 197.367 73.157
Burglary '
and theft of $10 15.437 38.169 26.806 60,025 50,083 52,547 37.292
Rape 186.625 242,718 298.900 823.578 296.110 2300324 234,986
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 466,635 689,414 739.608 1302538 1078,884  1288.461 461,547

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severily magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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Table 146 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

North Central region: Income—White

Under $3,000- $7,500~ $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,99 14,999 24,999 $25,0004+  avallable
Theft: $1* 17.100 23.227 22,642 23,014 22.646 18.030 23121

$10  32.210 42,892 42.880 40.448 39.621 33.522 42,547

$50  46.296 67.910 63,345 71.497 66.542 59.847 65.691
$100  68.939 77.811 84,428 68.075 83.394 83.081 83.060
$1,000 145.693 167.856 160.837 165.907 162,621 160.190 166.588
$10,000 210.081 268.995 284.008 286,372 258,712 285,244 271.235

Injury: Death 627.887 740124 685.549 758.147 870406 1345532 827.575
Hospitalization 212,274 219,289 267.772 298,520 319,151 321.095 235,436
Treatment,

no hospitalization  133.077 153.873 172.023 217.550 203.414 238.371 195.328
Minor  23.727 36,129 32.024 31.593 35,008 30.394 38.879

Robbery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat  106.221 133,474 139.991 151.855 171.805 202,191 140,074
Weapon 113.082 140.489 153.810 191.991 198,407 210.637 191.970

Burglary
and theft of $10 - 54.155 67.071 67.549 81.285 75.129 77.225 94,899

Rape 417.259 520.205 562.588 573.809 682.595 831,315 557,716

Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1436.721 1584,005  1402.946 1706.826  1728.244  2200.812  1702.114

“Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

- — A ——
Table 147 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

North Central region: Income—Black

Under $3,000- $7,500- - $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ available
Theft: $1°  33.113 52.723 38.371 38.282 24.948 43.853 36,392

$10 45,281 69.127 74818 73.810 41.901 52.477 45,670
$50 - 73.857 84.448 51.881 53.661 62.529 106.567 82,791
$100  81.382 121.054 80.558 97.010 106,579 111.403 80.207
$1,000 157.827 145,021 149.508 154.384 146.226 146.513 154.682
$10,000 162,997 185.206 203.738 215771 264.016 205.733 150.841

Injury: Death 396.773 564.490 686.528 622914 299.958 520.847 564,208
Hospitalization 190,213 226.574 137.631 199.056 181.134 535,097 184,204
Treatment,

no hospitalization 82.476 145.853 195.903 159.172 265.896 304.666 166.129
Minor  63.050 45671 37.336 45,048 42,699 56,190 25.334

Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 86.269 129.993 191.924 38,650 127.678 12777 156,288
Weapon 220,111 161,343 148,409 129.634 165.032 156.883 110.552

Burglary
and theft of $10 . 92.525 87.727 45.184 75.077 67.238 105,926 111,714

Rape 288,120 337.448 545,730 » 335.657 242,922 860.423 323.507

Bombing of bullding, :
20 deaths 942,530 984,993 983.525  1008.080 775.582 1214748  1263,983

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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Table 148 (Geamatric r

South region: Income--White

e ——
, by core-item-offense stimuli)

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offerise $3,000 7499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ . available
Thett: $1° 16,482 22,284 25.351 23.714 22.182 18.770 24,378
$10 27.583 36.680 48,763 41,192 39.588 33.242 40.524
$50 47.268 70,980 69.259 70.298 65.027 63.570 69,243
$100 72,223 80.987 89.453 83,156 87,627 69.857 94,131
$1,000 129,956 151,959 171.964 164.270 156.708 135.208 167.179
$10,000 . 191.201 249.484 306.067 262,964 274,360 227.064 259,382
ry: Death 420,279 571.682 734,735 726.396 047277  1345.984 853,487
Hospitalization 149,213 227.738 208,034 261.010 280.161 323.381 306.349
Treatment,
no hospitalization 119.806 147.172 181,952 176.973 222,775 233,550 206.335
Minor 30.268 25,929 36.822 31.803 30,503 23.461 30.218
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat 82,995 109,819 149,084 136.893 157.379 197.767 155,286
Waeapon 93.832 115,763 169.609 166.779 178.926 202.219 189,824
Burglary
and thelt of $10 46.405 75.184 74179 72,719 74714 90.665 77.982
Rape 309.218 504.246 540,878 §93.792 668.063 946.337 746,639
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 934.262  1255.442 1572.138  1627.143  1813.476 2123.390  2163.466
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
. I
Table 149 (aeometrlc means, by core-item-offense stimuli}
South region: Income—Black
Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Offense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1°  24.831 23.014 32.734 33.651 32.810 76,121 28.576
$10 39,248 36.646 36.123 44.333 41,462 102.281 44,103
$50 46.107 52.016 82474 69.071 81,941 87.177 56,694
$100 57.653 63.274 78,567 78.079 85.035 110.091 82,125
$1,000 111721 107.332 107.963 136.958 131,639 166.115 127,461
$10,000 124.340 156.687 135.8M1 142.302 169.465 176.561 169.760
injury: Death 383,522 304.402 334.158 443,472 301,542 878.395 300.640
Hospitalization 94,892 113.262 163.081 202.418 180,192 206.011 167,245
Treatment,
no hospitalization 57,491 85.621 114,835 110.828 185.028 244,795 144,715
Minor 23377 27.995 29611 25.465 26.715 36.229 27.237
Robbaery $10 with;
Physical or
verbal threat 86,026 €8.535 52,931 116.291 83.415 284.089 90,898
Weapon 76.075 75.266 119.623 98.535 94,300 181.951 110.387
Burgiary
and theft of $10 47,665 52.443 77.198 60.529 101,957 95,549 69.931
Rape 280.488 178.404 344.135 301.953 278,608 884.529 283.580
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 548,216 603,862 737471 1038i172 765,969  1437.024 927,603

*Value for theft of $1 is derived fror= 7egression of percelved -
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,

N
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Table 150 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)

West region: Income—White

Under $3,000- $7,500- $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftense $3,000 7,499 9,989 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ avallable
Theft: $1* 15776 21.677 24,044 22,387 18,408 18,365 18.836
$10 29,764 42,354 43.571 40.194 32,233 31.702 36.479
$50  51.551 61.897 73.165 70.121 69.640 57.681 57.743
$100 59,711 76.780 86.810 £7.657 76.751 82,965 73.610
$1,000 129.745 161,713 172,486 172.648 168.523 148.190 165.294
$10,000 222529 275.742 295.226 290.528 279,638 247,061 263.443
Injury; Death 808.210 872,429 1134.081 1304322 1068.443 - 1117.028  1491.980
Hospitalization 242.588 250.830 330.251 305.160 426.912 422,415 327.644
Treatment,
no hospitalization 142,030 202,089 250.488 268,642 250,297 297.576 183.114
Minor 24.083 34,683 31.637 33.448 34,715 28.339 34.409
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat ~ 82.630 146.113 191,569 205.584 189.578 210.211 218,775
Weapon 100,645 157.808 173.195 204.675 235.028 232,547 234,797
Burglary
and theft of $10° 45753 62.073 76.246 77.317 92.975 74.267 69.448
Rape 528,038 535.874 689.323 879,070 689,379 735811 730.246
Bombing of building,
20 deaths' 1938.003  1830.493  2233.550 - 2196.312  2231.419 2824200  2507.385
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
.'Fable 151 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuti)
West region: Income—Black
Under $3,000~ §7,500-  $10,000-  $15,000- Not
Oftfense $3,000 7,499 9,999 14,999 24,999  $25,000+ available
Theft: $1° 55590 19.409 90,157 42,954 30.974 19.953 40.272
$10 54.678 33.440 135,131 66.274 26.990 27.494 51,504
$50 160.280 62.860 64,122 103.147 109.073 48,009 91,125
$100 79.340 69.918 69.256 109.327 100.413 88.415 76.450
$1,000 202.342 120.870 205422 182.428 187.393 60.886 128.976
$10,000 151.298 238.654 88.895 283,593 136.636 170.513 161.428
Injury: Death 9241.813 679,955 2925,198 588.383 681,200 256,915 1738.034
Hospitalization 175,699 187.313 132.961 273.283 633.983 229,558 200.088
Treatment,
no hospitalization 170.046 245.096 166.490 143.049 170.823 108.011 107.762
Minor 12,371 26.226 40.149 86.136 31.763 47,073 28.345
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or
verbal threat . 182,137 110.487 675.378 140,042 154,245 76.923 10B.144
Weapon 139.377 90.334 174.237 255.484 204.492 153.406 116.875
Burglary
and theft of $10  145.134 58,067 53.417 84,862 152.029 111175 76.028
Rape 745.080 816.852  1334.625 268.706 728.075 388.485 534.941
Bombing of building, -
20 deaths 1749.404 111618 2551438 2103213  2557.769 620.514.  1794,796

"Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefls.
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Table 152 (Regresslon constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity, by race and family income:
United States, by Census regions

(v =axby
Con- Con-
Corre- stant Slope Corre- stant Slope

Region lation *  (a) 108 (b} Reglon lation  (a) 102 (B)
[

Noitheast South

White White
Under $3,000 999 1,208 16,144 202 Under $3,000 982 1,217 16.482 281
3,000-7,499 992 1313 20559 255 3,000-7,499 892 1,348 22,284 270
7,500-9,999 992 1,297 19815 .274 7,500-9,999 998 1.404 25351 272
10,000-14,999 995 1.352 22490 265 10,000-14,999 998 1375 23.714  .269
15,000-24,999 995 1,321 20,941 .266 15,000-24,999 986 1,346 22,182 .278
25,000 + 994 1,233 17,100 278 25,000+ 894 1,296 19,770 272
Not availabie 894 1,314 20606 .257 Not available 8980 1,387 24,378 .267

Black Black
Under $3,000 899 1302 20,045 194 Under $3,000 967 1,395 24,831 187
3,000-7,499 984 1,151 14,158 .226 3,000-7,499 997 1,362 23.014 214
7,500-8,999 879 1,183 15240 .208 7,200-9,999 805 1,515 32734 .168
10,000-14.999 935 1,293 19.634 .234 10,000-14,999 955 1,527 33651 174
15,000-24,999 894 1257 18072 233 15,000-24,999 958 1,516 32810 .191
25,000 + 984 1454 28445 241 25,000 + 894 1852 71,121 .103
Not available 879 1,168 14,723 .234 Not available 982  1.456 - 28576 202

North Central Wast

White White
Under $3,000 987 1.233 17.100 .285 Under $3,000 897 1,198 15776 .293
3,000-7,4989 996 1366 23227 272 3,000-7,499 898 1336 21,677 .280
7,500-9,999 998 1353 22,542 .278 7,500-9,999 898 1,381 24,044 277
10,000-14,999 897 1,362 23.014 .280 10,000-14,999 996 1,350 22,387 .286
15,000-24,999 995 1355 22646 .273 15,000-24,999 990 © 1,265 18.408 306
25,000 + 995 1,256 18,030 .308 25,000 + 889 1,264 18.365 .293
Not available 997  1.364 23,121 .273 Not avallable 895 1,275 18,836 .295

Black Black *
Under $3,000 954 1520 33113 .182 Under $3,000 877 1745 55590 137
3,000-7,499 864 1722 52,723 142 3,000-7,499 995 1,288 19.409 272
7,500-9,999 .893 1584 38371 .180 7,500-9,999 125 1955 80457 .022
10,000-14,998 907 1583 38282 ,187 10,000-14,999 997  1.633 42954 .207
15,000-24,999 980 . 1.397 24946 .260 15,000-24,939 755 1,491 30974 207
25,000 + 944 1642 43853 .176 25,000 + 874 1,300 19,953 .22t
Not available 928 1561 36.392 175 Not avallable 855 1605 40.272 .158
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Victimization and race

In the univariate analysis, we noted that
whites produced higher perceived severity
scores than nonwhites and that victims
had higher scores than nonvictims for
serious offenses against the person. In the
discussion that follows, we report the
multivariate analysis of race and vic-
timization to learn if the main effects are
additive or interactive.

The geometric means for the core-item-
offense stimuli are in tables 153 to 163
for the Nation and the four census
regions. At the national level, the data
for the serious injury offenses reveal
substantial differences in geometric
means. For death from a stabbing, tie
geometric mean for white victims is about
twice (2.2) as large as for black nonvic-
tims. Similarly, the difference in
geometric means is 2.2 for a bombing
resuiting in 20 deaths and 2.1 times for a
rape in the direction just noted.

Differences in geometric mean scores ap-
pear greatest between white subjects who
were victims of both personal and proper-
ty offenses and biack subjects who were
not victims of either offense. The scores
of victims of property offenses more
closely correspond to the nonvictim
category. Thus, it is not the victimization
experience in its aggregate form that may
lead to the observed differences in scores,
but the seriousness of the victimization
experienced.

The observed variation by victimization
and race is what would be expected from
an additive model of these variables. The
difference in geometric means between
personal and property victimized whites
and nonvictimized blacks is 2.3 for theft
of $10,000, 4.0 for a single killing, 2.3 for
hospitalization, 1,9 for treatment, 1.3 for
minor injury, 2.1 for robbery with a
weapon, 1.4 for burglary and theft, 3.3
for rape, and 3.5 for a bombing.

According to the computed regressions
based on dollar values of theft, table 164
proportionality between core-item offenses
appears specific to white respondents by
victimization characteristics; coefficients
are all in the .99 range. However, there are
substantial differences in the computed
slopes; .34 for victims of personal and
property offenses compared to .27 for
nonvictims.

For blacks and ‘‘other’”’ respondents there
are, as might be expected from the small
sample sizes, some anomalies in the
multivariate distribution. To illustrate,
figure 50 presents the plotted logged
values of dollar values of theft and
perceived severity scores for black victims
of personal crime only. Although the cor-
relation is .82, the fit is a poor one: the
theft of $1,000 is scored higher than the
theft of $10,000. A similar departure
from the expected distribution appears
for the property and personal victimiza-
tion category.

Anomalies in the expected distribution
appear to be confined in the national
results by race and victimization mainly
for the ‘“‘other’’ respondents category.
This, as previously noted, can be at-
tributed to the small sample size within
each offense category. For black
respondents, the severity scores are less
consistent than for whites but, with a few
exceptions, conform to the expected ratio
values.

By census region, it would be expected
that, if the effect of victim experience
and race is additive, differences in
geometric means would remain within
each region, Table 165 summarizes the
results of regression by region, race, and
victimization. For whites, all coefficients
of correlation are above .92 in the North-
east and .97 in all other census regions.
For blacks, the correlation coefficient
varies from .50 (see figure 51) to a near-
perfect linear relationship. As previously
noted, the lack of fit can be attributed to
the fact that some sample cells contain
fewer than 25 subjects.

Within victim categories by race and
region, the observed differences in magni-
iude estimates are supported by the com-
puted slopes. It was noted that those vic-
timized both by personal and property of-
fenses during the surveyed reference
period tend to assign higher numerical
values than other categories of victimiza-
tion. For whites, the slope for this com-
bined category is .29 compared to .26 for
nonvictims in the Northeast, .36 com-
pared to .28 in the North Central region,
.33 compared to .27 in the South, and
.35 compared to .29 in the West. For
blacks, about the same differences in
slope values exist except for categories
where the correlation coefficient is less

than .90, Differences in the computed
slopes further exist within regions for
injury-related offenses. The difference in
ratio values, as expected, is greatest for
the most serious offense, a bombing
resulting in 20 deaths. The ratio for
whites in the combined victimization
category is 2.4 times greater than for
nonvictims in the Northeast, 1.6 in the
North Ceritral region, 1.1 in the South,
and 1.5 in the West,

For blacks, the combined-victimization
geometric mean is 2.6 times greater than
that for nonvictimized respondents in the
North Central region, 3.4 times greater in
the South, 3.6 times greater in the West,
and only .8 times as great in the North-
east, an anomalous finding.

Thus we conclude from this analysis that
victims perceive the severity of crime as
being greater than do nonvictims. The
direction of this difference is attributed
mainly to the effect of the respondent or
household member being a victim of both
personal and property offenses.
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Table 153 (Geomelric means, by core:item-offense stimuli)

National: Victimization experience—White

Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only perscnal
Theft: $1¢ 21.380 21,281 21,627 20.608 16.069
$10 37.599 38,022 38.427 39,643 32,845
$50 63,399 66.042 67,053 65.840 51.510
$100 78.357 82.711 83,129 77.975 95,095
$1,000 152,654 165.072 165.547 165.346 174,292
$10,000 248,049 270,792 271,607 294,223 326.642
Injury: Death 788.499 1095.056 1086.454 492.079 1471.758
Hospitallzation 265.024 340,240 342.260 298.464 319,845
Treatment, .
no hospitallzation 189,136 233,223 227.428 206.380 222,156
Minor 32,079 32,291 31.810 44,661 36.347
Robbery $10 with: .
Physical or verbal threat 145,720 195.408 190.332 149,366 185,003
Weapon 162.830 202.486 195.999 242,694 198.631
Burglary
and theft of $10 67.864 73.052 73.037 63,135 75,198
Rape 571,123 798.674 813.714 660.409 886,626
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1609.984 21C0.245 2175.620 2132575 2610.731
*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
P—— — —
Table 154 (Geometric means, by core-item-oftense stimuli) Figure 50
{Dollar vaiue of theft vs, percelved severity)
National: Victimization experience—Black
National level: - Black, personal
Not Property Personal Property and victimization experience only
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Percyived severity
Theft: $1* 26.182 30.339 32.659 30.479 33.651 1,000
310 37.729 50.976 52,520 31.027 45,430 '
. $50 54,608 66.500 68.996 65.629 133,190 500
$100 69.454 92,350 90.580 96.808 115,713
$1,000 108.566 168.261 165,318 126.852 172,524 200
$10,000 141,035 226,770 209.810 112,671 344,942
100
Injury: Death 363915 568,252 601.426 557,152 1685.336 f—
Hospitalization 141,058 236.207 252.607 224.800 145.513 501
Treatment,
no hospitalization 116.982 150.581 148,686 200.100 184,010 20
Minor 27.895 48,474 46.520 24.636 45643
0
Robbery $10 with; !
Physical or verbal threat 83.263 117.403 126.854 258.454 179.579
Weapon 95.905 165,662 150,005 99,955 202.080
Burglary
and theft of $10 54,146 72,667 74.240 56.149 312,510
1 50 100 1,000 10,000
Rape 270,097 419,215 4aM777 728,146 427,728 Doiiar value of theft
Bombing of building, Lirie is plot of expected values
20 deaths 741.744 1337.782 1337937 798.238 2106.771 ® =observed values

*Vaiue for theft of $1 Is derlved from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 155 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)

National: Victimization experience—QOther

Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 14,521 20.091 16.368 101,158 46,132
$10 21,520 26.340 22.268 78.346 60.043
$50 44,859 66.878 60.714 401,790 117.139
$100 56,897 43.271 42,256 30.000 82,877
$1,000 91.287 107.329 105.136 169.074 167.061
$10,000 143,873 120.994 126.395 100,000 216,309
injury: Death 373.601 746.628 697.390 221.467 378.373
Hospltalization 157.140 721,001 620,693 620.783 285.678
Treatment,
no hospitalization 125,191 108.573 101.690 100.000 78.016
Minor 31,641 45.850 34.807 —— 89,459
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or verbal threat 77.565 196,948 158.503 130.698 184.269
Weapon 82,145 54.573 48,103 —_—— 93.108
Burglary
and theft of $10 60.410 44,579 46,171 264,349 127.526
Rape 245,138 393.887 393.931 111,210 310.381
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 614,220 1094.730 1016.915 691.062 572948

“Value for theit of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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Table 156 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli}

Northeast region: Victimization experience-—White

Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 20,324 20.559 20417 17.140 30.200
$10 34,706 39.979 37.569 46,714 74.130
$50 58,447 54,513 56.535 36.311 57.803
$100 71,482 71.655 72,495 45.213 157.071
$1,000 139.413 146.639 146.199 126.621 196,174
$10,000 214,044 241.520 232.654 224.451 497.364
Injury: Death 738.903 1020.665 995.841 998.075 1513.404
Hospitalization 262,225 302.421 306.110 234.974 361,367
Treatment,
no hospitalization 183,516 193.376 188.708 149.867 483,144
Minor 34.725 33,753 31.841 41,124 51.975
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 143,623 178.123 178.687 152,888 245,738
Weapon 150.577 178.268 184.118 139.488 180.642
Buyyi «
and theft of $10 64.883 68.702 70.307 48,215 81.524
Rape 552.589 722,319 736.127 537.146 §99.331
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths - 1458.889 1991.694 1997.566 1395.,988 3439,053
*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of doHar-value thefts.
— e — —
Table 167 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli)
Northeast region: Victimization experience—Black
Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 15.740 20.797 23.933 20.797 8.872
$10 24,008 30.159 39.593 14.736 12,768
$50 37.169 41.083 40,955 40.274 46.431
$100 54.041 74.191 72,002 104,500 52.079
$1,000 79.465 115.892 122.489 108.803 77.062
$10,000 120.108 125.508 139.465 52.852 172.542
Injury: Death 311.370 559.039 554.429 405.656 1479.970
Hospitalization 123.026 228,225 263.714 159.747 95,389
Treatment,
no hospitalization 143.366 166.246 136.839 562.544 106.165
Minor 23.871 52.568 67.139 35,946 8.054
Robbery $10 with;
Physical or verbal threat 69.294 106,565 96.006 202.305 §3.951
Weapon 79.372 138.754 158.044 106.142 57.257
Burglary
and theft of $10 36.020 48.683 59.862 20.527 52.257
Rape 250.371 979.826 998,306 1892.213 103.507
Bombing of bullding,
20 deaths 709.684 1105.451 1322.426 693.671 533.576

*Value for thejt of $1is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 158 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stlmul-li

North Central region: Victimization experience—White

Not Properly Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 21.979 21,727 23,068 20,370 13.062
$10 40.085 37.858 40,333 35,627 21.880
$50 63.513 74.029 74.055 83.432 66.779
$100 83.332 80,397 79.264 90.920 80.302
$1,000 161.876 168.345 166.616 174,387 178.574
$10,000 267.124 280.840 272.554 352.309 299.733
Injury: Death 764.627 1153.073 1090.660 1087.776 2124,.87
Hospitalization 259,735 364.316 366,162 286.183 426.470
Treatment,
no hospitalization 188.631 211.203 213,385 242,232 172,294
Minor 32.962 34.180 33.162 43.569 34.455
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 145,956 191.836 189.396 175.094 241.592
Weapon 174,544 194,660 195.304 199.696 182.964
Burglary
and thett of $10 72.708 76.847 76.405 67.362 90.248
Rape 655.625 860.456 839.763 835.887 1133.758
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 1589.106 2193,330 2126.429 2468.415 2583.872
“Value for theft of $1 is derived from ;egression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value theits.
TR
Table 159 (Geometric means, by core-ltem-offense stlmuJIT)
North Central region: Victimization experience—Black
Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 33.651 62.097 52.481 54,828 111,173
$10 50.643 93.522 93.722 63.233 114.780
$50 62.871 99.081 73.302 102.801 301.080
$100 92.548 137.870 145.127 125.786 120.423
$1,000 131.654 217.844 223.942 176.577 234.295
$10,000 180.879 252.967 276,084 179.406 278.039
{njury: Death 391.759 1151.793 v 1353.967 409.992 989.536
Hospltalization 195.326 239.274 247.079 254,361 204.292
Treatment,
no hospitalization 161.201 188.020 164.949 131.749 419.899
Minor 38.752 65.594 85.176 24,262 77.209
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 105.651 255,001 251,645 164.613 343.992
Weapon 132.585 233.203 307.612 95.872 211.116
Burglary
and theft of $10 66.891 137.356 85.202 169.262 729.419
Rape 311.728 462.654 476.774 345,585 491.158
Bombing of bulilding,
20 deaths 890.921 1556.733 1794.530 516.664

*Value for theft of $1 is derlved {rom regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.

2315.680
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Table 180 (aeometrlc

— —
, by core-item-offense stimull)

South reglon: Victimization experience—White

Not Property Personal Property and
Otfense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1* 22,233 22,490 23.550 19.861 29.309
$10 37.846 41,163 42,959 37.330 26.073
$50 66.919 65.499 68.745 57.552 43.628
$100 79.554 99.233 99,931 102,526 86,164
$1,000 150.694 176.389 177.335 184.345 152.706
$10,000 247.045 305.225 311.137 301.879 246,251
Injury: Death 734.470 940.691 935.821 893.674 1119,283
Hospitallzation 244,765 291,123 301.681 267.866 212,618
Treatment,
no hospltalization 176.351 222.887 241.377 153,001 154.877
Minor 28.217 34.963 32,989 55.591 34,557
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 133.342 165.063 174.065 124,493 123.884
Weapon 146.062 214.198 198.114 478.807 159,146
Burglary
and theft of $10 73.777 74,348 75.669 71.803 62.835
Rape 559.481 791.012 817.925 680.118 692,465
Bombing of buiiding,
20 deaths  1527.545 2019.578 2055.868 1934771 1717.649
*Value. for theft of $1 is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnltude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
R e — T —
Table 161 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimull)
South region: Victimization experience—Bilack
Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 27.290 30.200 28.174 50.004 28.119
$10 39.186 43.893 43.768 65.316 34.246
$50 56.396 76.378 77.287 67.916 74.778
$100 67.212 83.988 83.098 67.031 111.663
$1,000 109.058 167.906 158.338 112.364 213.130
$10,000 138.689 196.784 210.150 107.345 176.504
Injury: Death 320.987 459.321 434.635 1063.772 527.122
Hospitalization 121,149 247.364 259.717 279.118 84,962
Treatment,
no hospitalization 93.232 136.363 142.386 116.396 97.425
Minor 25.532 31.571 31.766 18.133 37.793
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 76.031 101,554 90.962 539,981 135,227
Weapon 86,132 104.094 97.377 79.698 248,282
Burglary
and theft of $10 57.221 84.919 83.970 65.829 55.648
Rape 235.436 345.769 343.866 547,307 210.105
Bombing of building,
20 deaths 626.570 1194.489 1137.720 1282.686 2137,161

*Value for theft of $1 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts,
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Table 162 (Geometric means, by core-tem-offense stimuli)

West region:- Victimization experience—White

Not Property Personal Property and
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Theft: $1° 20,464 19.055 18,836 25177 15.488
$10 37.576 33.478 32.001 41.978 37.145
$50 64.693 66.647 67.725 91.011 42,129
$100 78.649 81.357 79.916 75.983 101.274
$1,000 161.519 169.999 169,103 169.769 176.683
$10,000 273.568 275.901 264.138 286.814 366.718
Injury: Death 1021.776 1353.625 1417.345 1012.087 1271.898
Hospitalization 318.797 - 392,103 405.904 430.760 298.075
Treatment,
no hospitalization 223.393 279.940 274.615 312,377 280.777
Minor 34.011 30.096 28.964 36.612 33.922
Robbery $10 with:
Physical or verbal threat 171.957 210.273 227.196 152.653 167.495
Weapon 195.319 210.675 204.724 210.591 256.513
Burglary
and theft ot $10 72.201 84,717 85,372 92.280 72.935
Rape 647.531 828,239 860.498 593.551 853.780
Bombing of building,
20 deaths  2067.186 2664.358 2583.490 2891.777 3080.075
*Value for theft of 31 Is derived from regression of perceived
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-vaiue thefts.
[ e
Table 163 (Geometric means, by core-item-offense stimuli) Figure 51
{Dollar value of theft vs. perceived severity)}
West region: Victimization experience—Black .
Western region: Black, personal
Not Property Personal Property and victimization experience only
Offense victimized Victimized crime only crime only personal
Perceived severity
Thett: $1¢ 37.670 30.903 41,305 17.906 6.252 1,000
$10 42,891 54,294 65.632 8.000 25,890 ¢
$50 84,230 87.378 96.039 143.625 31.218 500
$100 80.544 100.735 87.572 68.677 279.173
$1,000 146,859 164.921 184,835 80.983 107.221 200
$10,000 131.869 330.165 242.007 72.291 2079.585
100 ]
Injury: Death  1000.567 933.658 727.202 1000.000 4623.138 3 //
Hospitalization 270.709 206.021 208.009 295447 154,094 50 —
Treatment, |1
no hospitalization 150.484 186.400 173.576 700.000 209.595
Minor 31741 49.714 50.435 20,556 105,750 20
Robbery $10 with; 0
Physical or verbal threat 131,275 241.884 249.782 300.000 186.014
Weapon 131.529 234.100 236.822 145.307 340.129
Burglary
and theft of $10 97.102 79.350 75.893 1336.741 19.870
7 10 50 100 1,000 10,000
Rape 565.980 891.807 702.129 1023.718 6320.483 Dollar value of theft
Bombing of building, Line Is plot of expected values
20 deaths  1596.080 2014.877 1706.346 1838.386 5714.165 ® =observed values

*Value for theft of $1 is derived from regression of percelved
severity magnitude estimates of dollar-value thefts.
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Table 164 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by race and victimization:
Total United States

L e T
Table 165 (Regression constants and slopes)

Dollar value of theft vs. perceived
severity, by race and victimization:
United States, by Census region

(¥ = axb (Y = axb)
Con- Con-
Corre- stant Slope Corre- 'stant Siope
Total U.S. lation  (a) 108 b} Reglon lation  (a) 108 (b)
White Northeast
Not victimized 896  1.330 21380 .274 White
Victimized 9% 1328 21281 284 Not victimized 994 1308 20324 265
Property crime only 996  1.335 21.627 .283 Victimized 095 1313 20559 272
:arsonal crl(;ne only .999 1314 20.606 .293 Pror;eny crime only -996 1‘310 20:417 :271
roperty an Personal crime only 920 1234 17.140 271
personal 987 1.206 16.069 .336 Proparty and
Black personal 925 1,480 30.200 .282
Not victimized 0986 1.418 26,182 .192 Black
Victimized 986 1482 30335 228 Not victimized 984 1497 15740 .229
Property crime only .984 1514 32659 .212 Victimized 932 1318 20797 217
Prooral crmoonly. 824 1.484 30479 174 Property crime only 942  1.379 23933 .206
personal 941 1527 33651 255 gf;:g’r‘fy' grime only 854 1.918  20.797 168
Other personat 947 948  8.872 .33
Not victimized 877 - 1,162 14521 260
Victimized 803 1303 20091 212 North Central
Property crime only .923 1214 16.368 .240 White
gersonal crime only .042 2,005 101.158 .015 Not victimized 997 1342 21.979 278
roperty and y : : :
Victimized 893 1337 21.727 .286
personal 047 1664 46132 176 Property crime only 994 1363 23.068 .275
Personal crime only 989 1,309 20.370 .314
Property and
personal 972 1116 13.062 .360
Black
Not victimlized .981 1.527 33.651 .189
Victimized 964 1,793 62.087 .161
Property crime only 902 1,720 52.481 .187
. Personal crime only 918  1.739 54.828 ,147
Property and
personal 599 2,046 111.173 103
South
White
Not victimized 9896 1.347 22233 .268
Victimized 892 1352 22430 .291
Property crime only.  .894 1.372 23.550 .286
Personal crime only 982 - 1.298 19.861 .308
Property and
personal 974 1467 29309 .328
Black
Not victimized 988 -~ 1436 27.280 .186
Victimized 978 1.480 30.200 .218
Preperty crime only - .984 1,465 28.174 226
Personal crime only 894 . 1699 50.004 .080
Property and
personal .881 1,449 28,119 238
West
White
Not victimized 997  1.311 20464 .288
Victimized 991 1.280 19.055 : 302
Property crime only  .987 - 1.275 18.836 .300
. Personal crime only - 980 .-.1.401 25177 : .269
Property and P
personal 971 1,190 15488 .347
. Black '
Not victimized .B87 . 1576 "37.670 .160
Victimized” 997 1490 30.903 .253
Property crime only 978 1,616 41305 .198
Personal crime only 500 1,253 17906 205
Property and o
personal .864 796 . 6.252 574
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Regression analysis of
individual-level data

The focus of the analysis up to now has
been the description of geometric means
and the parameter estimates of regressed
log values of dollar theft and perceived
seriousness. The discussion has centered
on aggregate data which may be adequate
for creating ratio scales but appear inade-
quate for determining individual-level dif-
ferences. Furthermore, the multivariate
analysis of geometric means and slopes
has been limited to one three-way rela-
tionship (race, age, and sex) and three
two-way combinations (occupation and
income, race and income, and race and
victimization). Although these combina-
tions are valuable for specifying the
distribution cf perceived seriousness of
personal characteristics, such analyses fail
to take complete advantage of the
available data. Thus it is necessary to ex-
amine demograpitic and victimization
characteristics in a model that tries to ac-
count for possible differences in perceived
seriousness. The following discussion
reports the results of this effort.

Extended power function

In previous analyses, we have repeatedly
referred to the power function of money,
which was based solely on aggregate-level
data. We have now extended the function
to include the individual-level socio-
demographic data. The dependent
variable (perceived severity) will be allow-
ed to vary for each score of dollar
amount stolen ($10, $50, $100, $1,000,
and $10,000). In addition to the personal
demographic and victimization attributes,
the log of the dollar value of theft has
been included in the.multiple regression
model.

The results of the extended power func-
tion are given in table 166. Controlling
for all other factors, the results indicate
that the slope for dollar value of theft
differs little from the aggregate-level
results, .273 in contrast to ,268. The close
correspondence of the slopes is particular-
ly important here in light of the fact that
the aggregate-level results do not contro}
for the effects of demographic and vic-
timization characteristics.

The largest effect next to log dollar value
on the perceived severity of theft is race.
The coefficient indicates that blacks have
about 70 percent of the scores of whites

- e ——r—
Table 1868 (Regression resuits)

Power function plus demographic main effects

Parameter Standard Significance

Variable estimate error T ratlo level
Intercept 1.148815 0.028926 39.7159 0.0001
Race —0,100505 0.007378813 -~ 13.6208 0.0001
Age 0.0008313685 0.000143152 5.8076 0.0001
Sex 0.075849 0.004700754 16.1354 0.0001
Occupation: White collar 0.028295 0.006416904 4.4095 0.0001

Blue collar 0.048278 0.007107641 6.7924 0.0001

Service 0.029848 0.008165915 3.6552 0.0001
Income 0.031285 0.006646245 4.7086 0.0001
Victimization 0.045279 0.005285731 8.5664 0.0001
Years of education —0.00323265 0.0008286761 -3.9010 0.0001
Log of dollar amount 0.273331 0.002401011 113.8401 0.0001

or, put another way, that black
seriousness scores are 21 percent lower
than white scores. The .08 coefficient for
sex indicates that males have about 84
percent of the scores of females. All
other coefficients, although significant,
add little to the expected values of theft.

The model based on demographic and
victimization characteristics with log
dollar values explains about 12 percent of
the variance. However, when log doliar
values are deleted from the model, the
sociodemogravhic factors explain only
about .5 percent of the variance,

Regression of all
core-item offenses

In table 167 we present the regression
results for the various core-item stimuli
by the various sociodemographic factors.
When the theft-related items are examin-
ed separately in the regressed power func-
tion, it can be seen that the biggest dif-
ference in logged mean scores (especially
for race) occurs for thefts of $1,000 and
$10,000. For instance, at the highest value
of theft, blacks have about 75 percent of
the scores of whites when all other fac-
tors are controlled.

For burglary, the race effect is not signifi-
cant while the highest coefficient (.106) is
associated with income. Robbery, divided
into verbal/physical threat and threat by
weapon, shows that the offenses produc-
ed nearly equal significance coefficients,
although the intercept is slightly higher
for robbery with 'a weapon.

For minor offenses, personal
demographic and victimization

characteristics are generally insignificant
in their effects on the computed mean
value. Only the effect of sex appears
highly significant, in the direction that
fernales display higher values than males.
When the coefficient is converted to
percentages, we see that males have 65
percent of the score of females. Because
all other effects are relatively small, the
difference corresponds to the actual
univariate geometric means in that males
produced 66 percent of the score of
females; the geometric means for minor
harm are 27 for maies and 41 for
females.

For more serious forms of injury, the ef-
fect of race increases with the seriousness
of the offense. The coefficient is —.15
for treated and discharged and —.24 for
a bombing. Translated into percentages,
blacks have 56 percent of the score of
whites for treated and 71 percent for a
bombing. Other consistently significant
predictors are income and victimization,
although the direction of the coefficient is
not as great as it is for race, Thus there
seem to be important relationships for
race, victimization, and income-significant
main effects which need to be examined
further in order to test for possible in-
teractions.

Interaction of race, income,
and victimization

In this section, we shall test for interac-
tions by examining those core-item of-

fenses that proved thus far to be signifi-
cant. As previously noted, differences in
perceived severity appear to be confined
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Regional and demographic differences
in the perceived severity of crime

P

— R
Table 167 (Unstandardized parameter estimates)

Regression of core-item offenses on personal
demographic and victimization characteristics

(Standard errors In parentheses)

blacks. Hospitalization similarly results in
significant main effects. Yet the interac-
tion between income and victimization is
also significant. o
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Thaft Burglary Robbary Injury
Threat Weapon
8omb
$10 $50 $100 $1,000 $10,000 $10 $10 $10 Minor Treatment Hospital  Rape Death 20 deaths
intercept 15662 17113 14990 19661 20616 1.2194 11630 1.2493  1.007  1.2946. 1.5547 1.8342 1.8317 23130
—~0,0091 -0.0497 —00516 —0.1212 —02127 —0.0421 -0.1550 -0.1521 00119 -0,1502 —0.1648 —0,2443 -0.2289 -0.2433
Race (0.0219) (0.0218) (0.0166) (0.0108) (0.0211) (0.0232) (0.0239) (0.0247) (0.0157) (0.0243) (0.0265) (0.0256) (0.0314) (0.0182)
—~0.0006 —0.0008 —0.0001 00016 0002t 00028 00009 0.0023 00027 00012 0.0009 -0.0003 00012  0.0034
Age {0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) {0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0004)
00802 00695 00723 00675 - 01015 00036 00252 -0.0338 0.1849 01181 0.1131 00502 0.0159 -0.0303
Sex (0.0139) (0.0140) -(0.0106) (0.0069) (0.0133) (0.0147) (0.0152) (0.0159) (0.0166) (0.0155) (0.1628) (0.0167) (0.0200) {0.0116)
Blue 00158 00348 00230 00243 00502 00795 0.0581 00603 00089 00731 00953 . 00388 00375 00575
collar (0.0191) (0.0189) (0.0145) (0.0094) (0.0183) (0.0199) (0.0209) (0.0214) (0.0224) . (0.0213) (0.0220) (0.0228) (0.0275) {0.0158)
White 0.0514 00520 - 0.0508 0.0439 0.0495 00827 00102 0.0516 00159 -00137 00422 -0.0017 -00322 00178
collar (0.0209) (0.0210) (0.0161) {(0.0104) (0.0204) (0.0221) (0.0229) (0.0239) (0.0250) (0.0236) (0.0244) (0.0253) (0.301) {0.0176)
0.0802 00356 . 00298 00256 0.0132 0.0400 0.0559 00317 00228 00027 0.0092 00058 0.0207 -0.0128
Service (0.0240) (0.0242) (0.0185) (0.0120) {0.0233) (0.0255) (0.0262) - (0.0280) (0.0292) (0.0268) (0.0281) (0.0291) (0.0345}  (0.0202)
Income 00418 00411 00480 00198 00296 01056 0.1603 0.1480 0.0708 0.1417 0.1027 01336 0.1342  0.0740
{logged) (0.0197) (0.0198) (0.0150) (0.0098) (0.0189) (0.0209) (0.0215) (0.0221) (0.0231) (0.0219) (0.0231) (0.0235) (0.0283) (0.0164)
~ 3 -r - LX) —ew LX) -n “ne *nn ewe hea “ae
’ 00164 00185 00311 00562 0.0720 00445 0.0986 00963 00418 00759 0.1078 01241 0.1255 0.1413
Vietim (0.0157) (0.0156) (0.0120) (0.0078) (0.0150) - (0.0164) (0.0172) (0.0179) (0.0187) (0.0174) (0.0182) (0.0188) (0.0226) (0.0131)
—0.0170 —0.0093 —0.0047 0007 00024 00017 00220 00194 -00013 00220 00249 00292 00378 0.0352
Education (0.0024) (0.0025) (0.0019) (0.0012) (0.0024) (0.0030) (0.0027) (0.0028) (0.0029) (0.0027) (0.0029) (0.0029) . (0.0035) (0.0020)
A 00092 00047 00043 00070 00148 00085 00313 00255 0013 00380 00330 00294 00334 00216
*<.05 <01 ***<.001
mainly to serious injury offenses. But this  Table 168  (Regression results)
difference does not necessarily affect the
propottionality between ratio values as Seri-:.s injury offenses, by race, income, and victimization
computed in the various demographic and  Coefficients unstandardized; standard errors in parentheses.
victimization scales. At this point, we are
concerned with determining the source of Treated Hospital Rape Death ___Bomb 20 dsaths
differences in the absolute values assigned  Race —0.6203 -0.5822 -0.1964 0.1526 -0.2769
by the respondents. The offenses in which {0.2894)" (0.2081)* (0.3104) (0.3848) (0.2155)
the main effects were found to be par- Income 0.2170 0.2201 0.2678 0.3060 0.2241
. C AR {0.0251)** (0.0263)***  (0.0263)** (0.0314)*** (0.0186)"**
ticularly significant are those which in-

I ; . £ . d Victimization 0.4292 0.8265 1.0050 0.9081 1.0088
volve serious injury offenses: treate {02113 (0.2247)°** - (0.2276)***  (0.2988)**" . {0.1580)***
(emergency room), hospitalization, rape,  pace.yincome 0.1155 0.0961 -0.0185 ~0.1055 ~0.0034
death, and bombing resulting in 20 {0.0726) {0.0763) (0.0795) (0.0988) (0.0551)
deaths. Race-by-victim —-0.0719 ~0.3666 -1.2034 7-0.0346 ~0.7494

{0.5685) (0.6017) {0.6417) (0.7602) {0.4311)
In table 168, the parameter estimates and  {ncome-byvictim ~0.0860 ~0.1762 -0.2123 -0.1897 ~0.2144
their corresponding standard errors are {0.0512) (0.0544)*** ~ (0.0552)*** (0.0674)"" {0.0386)" **
presented. Treated and discharged results Race-income-victim 0,0220 0.1160 0.3170 0.0143 0.2042
LR y o {0.1436) (0.1516) (0.1622)* {0.1916) {0.1087)
in significant main effects but insignifi-

. . A 0.018 0.019 0.02 0.02 0.01

cant interactions. As expected, race pro-
duces the greatest effect in the direction <05
of whites having higher scores than _:::.88 . .

Although the effect of race was found to
be significant for injury offenses involv-

ing the victims’ treatment and hospitaliza-
tion, for more serious offenses the race



effect becomes a spurious one if the in-
teraction between income and victimiza-
tion is controlled. Each set of regressions
produces results that are remarkably
similar: neither the main effect of race
nor its interaction with income and vic-
timization is significant. But the main and
interaction effects of income and vic-
timization are significant for the three
most serious core-item offenses.

Conclusion

In terms of the magnitudes that
respondents in the severity survey assign
to core-item offenses, the results suggest
that there are demographic and victmiza-
tion differences. Yet these differences aie
only for relatively serious offenses. For
theft-related offenses, the best predictor is
dollar value of theft. Although the effect
of race for other types of offenses is con-
firmed in the regression results, it is
specific to very serious offenses and the
interaction between income and victirniza-
tion.

The regression analyses raise several im-
portant questions. Why does the effect of
sex for injury offenses decrease with the
seriousness of the offense? In particular,
why is the sex effect not greater for rape?
What aspect of victimization, that is, per-
sonal or property, makes it such an ex-
cellent predictor of the severity of injury
offenses? Although income and race were
defined according to personal attributes,
this was not the case for victimization.

The categorization of victimization is bas-

ed on whether the respondent or
household member was the victim of a
crime. It would, of course, be interesting
to see what the relationship would look
like based solely on the actual victimiza-
tion of the respondent.
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Developing and applying the scale

of offense severity

Chapter 9

In previous chapters, we provided the
background of the current survey of
crime severity by detailing the efforts of
Sellin and Wolfgang to develop an of-
fense seriousness scale, the replications
which followed, and the methodological
issues which have arisen in the ensuing
years. We described the effort of the pre-
sent study in detail with materials con-
cerning the design, instruments, and pro-
cedures which were followed, We
presented the general findings of the
survey and data analyses relative to the
sociodemographic correlates of the
perceived severity of crime. The final
matter that remains to be addresssed is
the use of the scale of crime severity
which has resulted from the study. In this
section, therefore, we discuss the elements
of the scale and demonstrate how and in
what contexis the seriousness scoring
system may be fruitfully applied.

The classification of crime

The most common and widely used
system for classifying criminal behavior is
the Standard Classification of Offenses
(SCO) employed by the FBI in the
Uniform Crime Reports. This system
classifies criminal events in terms of two
categories—Part 1 and Part II. Part I of-
fenses comprise the well-known *‘crime
index" and consist of nonnegligent
criminal homicide, rape, robbery, ag-
gravated assault, burglary, larceny, and
auto theft, All other offenses, from sim-
ple assault to parking violations, are con-
tained in the Part II category. With few
modifications, this system has been the
basis of the UCR reporting system since
its inception in 1930.

The basic rationale for adoption of the
Part 1 offenses as a crime index was the
belief that these “‘serious’ offenses would
be reported to the police most often and
thus constitute the closest measure to the
total amount of crime which is commit-
ted. Thus, the sum of the seven index of-
fenses is treated as the volume of seérious
crime that is known to the police.

Although this system seems reasonably
capable of producing an index of crime,
an index which details both the volume
and seriousness of criminal behavior, the
method used to classify and count of-
fenses renders the system misleading if
not erroneous in several respects.

 Preceding page blank

First, the index classification system does
not provide multiple offenses (that is, a
criminal event which comprises several
distinct crimes). That is, according to the
SCO, only the crime that has the highest
rank order in the list of ordered
categories shall be counted. For example,
an incident composed of a rape, an ag-
gravated assault, and a robbery would be
recorded for UCR index purposes as only
one crime—the rape—because rape has
the highest rank order of the three crimes
committed,

Second, the classification of offenses ac-
cording to the broad legal label attached
to them ignores the fact that each
category: consists of a variety of offenses
that should not be equated. A robbery,
for instance, may be the armed holdup of
one or more persons, the infliction of
serious harm, and the theft of large sums
of money. On the other hand, a robbery
may also be the taking of a child’s lunch
money by a schoolmate. Many criminal
acts between these two extremes would all
be classified as robberies, regardless of
the degree of injury or the amount of
property loss. The other index of offenses
is similarly affected by the broad con-
tinuum of behavior that is subsumed
under each legal category.

Third, the SCO does not differentiate
between criminal events that are suc-
cessful and those that are merely at-
tempted. Equating these two categories
clearly masks the amount of actual harm
or loss incurred by the community.

Last, there is no weighting system in the
compilation of the index crime rate.
Thus, two auto thefts are allowed to con-
tribute as much to the crime rate as do
two homicides.

The method of classifying and counting
criminal offenses for the index purposes
just described has two overriding deficien-
cies. By counting only one offense, when
at least two are conjoined, and by using
an arbitrary set of ordered categories, the
UCR reporting system provides only a
partial enumeration of the specific of-
fenses actually known to the police and
thus provides misleading data about the
volume of criminal behavior. By equating
all offenses which carry the same generic
legal label and by confcunding completed
and attempted acts, considerable dif-
ferences in the degree of seriousness of
various offenses are concealed. In other

words, the UCR method provides no
solution for the problem of how to deal
statistically with a complex of offenses or
with simple offenses that vary appreciably
in seriousness but which carry the same
legal title,

Skepticism regarding the basis of the
UCR classification system and the
usefulness of the crime index produced
from it appears warranted. Because the
literature contains extensive critiques of
the 1JCR (see, for example, Wolfgang
1963}, the preceding discussion was brief
and designed to review the more impor-
tant shortcomings of the UCR system.
Yet, it should be clear that because this
measurement approach misrepresents and
even masks the actual volume and
seriousness of crime, additional measure-
ment schemes designed to reflect both the
quantitative and qualitative dimensions of
criminal behavior offer substantive utility.

Scaling the gravity of crime

Althcugh we have questioned the value
of the particular crime index developed
by the FBI, we are in full agreement that
an index must be based on certain kinds
of offensive conduct. However, instead
of selecting these kinds of conduct on the
basis of the title given them by the
criminal code, we believe that, in addi-
tion, the nature of the harm inflicted
should govern the selection of an index.

Thus, we conclude that a scale of offense
gravity should be constructedutilizing
events which involve violations of the
criminal law that inflict bodily harm on
one or more victims and/or cause proper-
ty loss by theft, damage, or destruction.
We further maintain that these effects are
more crucial to the establishment of an
index of crime than the specific legal
labels attached to the events.

The above criterion of selecting events for
a crime index differs in two major
respects from the one used in the UCR
system. First, it does not allow the inclu-
sion of offenses that produce none of the
effects described. Thus, the offenses
utilized in our scale all share one very im-
portant feature—some degree of
measurable social harm to the communi-
ty. Second, the system includes many of-
fenses that are not counted among the in-
dex crimes category in the UCR. Put
simply, we have chosen the crittrion of
discernible consequences over that of an
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ordered set of legal categories which may
or may not appropriately reflect the
seriousness of criminal behavior.

We have also determined that the class of
violations to be used in the scoring
systemn should be subdivided into three
categories in order to indicate the major
effect associated with the offense. The
first category includes events which pro-
duce bodily harm to a victim or to vic-
tis everi thoughi property theft or
damage may also be involved. The second
class of events consists of offenses which
do not involve injury but have a property
theft component even when accompanied
by damage. The last category consists of
offenses that involve only damag~ to pro-
perty.

In addition, because we believe that an
event should not be evaluated solely in
terms of the injuries and losses which oc-
cur, the system takes account of certain
other factors of the event that aggravate
the crime. For example, a crime is ag-
gravated if the offender engages in in-
timidating behavior (especially the use of
a weapon). Further, a property crime
may be aggravated if the offender
damages the premises by forcible entry.
Thus, the crime severity scale takes ac-
count of all the components (injury,
theft, and damage) and the aggravating
factors (intimidation and premises for-
cibly entered).

The seriousness scoring system

To score criminal events, the following
items, insofar as they apply to a given
event, must be collected and recorded.

(1) The number of victims who, during
the event, received minor bodily injuries
or were treated and discharged, hospital-
ized, or killed.

(2) The number of victims of forcible
sexual intercourse.

(3) The presence of physical or verbal
intimidation or intimidation by a
dangerous weapon.

(4) The number of premises forcibly
entered. .

(5) The number of motor vehicles

stolen and whether the vehicle was or.was.

not recovered. : ,

(6) The total dollar amount of property
loss during an event through theft and
damage. .

130 National Survey.of Crime Severity

Determining the effects of the event

(1) Number of persons injured. Each vic-
tim receiving some bodily injury during
an event must be accounted for. Physical
injuries usually occur as a direct result of
assaultive events, but they may be a
byproduct -of other events as well. The
four levels of bodily injury are—

(a) Minor harm—An injury that re-
quires or receives no professional medical
attention. The victim may, for instance,
be pushed, shoved, kicked, knocked
down, and receive a minor wound—cut,
bruise, ete.

(b) Treated and discharged—The victim
receives professional medical treatment
but is not detained for further medical
care.

(c) Hospitalized—The victim requires
inpatient care in a'medical facility,
regardless of its duration, or outpatient
care for three or more clinical visits.

(d) Killed—The victim dies as a result
of the injuries, regardless of the cir-
cumstances in which they were inflicted.

(2) Sexual intercourse by force. This
event occurs when a person is intimidated
and forced against his/her will to engage
in a sexual act—rape, incest, sodomy, for
instance. Such an event may have more
than one victim, and the score depends
on the number of such victims. A con-
tinuous relationship such as may occur in
forcible incest is to be counted as one
event,

A forcible sex act is always accomplished
by intimidation. Thus, the event must
also be scored for the type of intimida-
tion involved (see below). Intimidation is
scored for all victims in a forcible sex act
(such is not the case for other events, see
below).

The victim of one or more forcible sex
acts during the event is always assumed
to have suffered at least minor harm,
Even when medical examination may not
reveal any injuries, the event must be
scored for minor harm. This level of in-
jury should also be scored (rather than
treated and discharged) when the victim is
examined by a physician only in order to
ascertain if venereal infection has occur-
red or to. collect evidence that the sex act
was completed,

(3) Intimidation. This is an element in all
events in which ene or more victims are
threatened with bodily harm (or some

other serious consequences) for the pur-
pose of forcing the victim(s) to obey the
request of the offender(s) to give up
something of value or to assist in a
criminal event that leads to someone’s
bodily injury and/or to property theft or
damage. In addition to rape, robbery is a
classic example. Ordinary assault and bat-
tery, aggravated assault and battery, or
homicide are not to be scored for in-
tirnidation mierely becalse soiigone was
assaulted or injured. The event must also
have included the threat of force for in-
timidation to have been present. With the
exception of forcible sex acts, criminal
events involving intimidation are scored
only once regardless of the number of
victims who are intimidated. The types of
intimidation are—

(a) Physical or verbal—Physical in-
timidation means the use of strong-arm
tactics such as threats with fists, menac-
ing gestures, etc. Verbal intimidation
means spoken threats only, not supported
by the overt display of a weapon.

(b) Intimidation by weapon—Display
of a weapon, such as a firearm, cutting
or stabbing instrument, or blunt instru-
ment capable of inflicting serious bodily
injury,

@) Number of premises forcibly entered.
As used here, forcible entry means
unlawful entry, even when not by
“breaking,”’ into a premise of a private
character to which the public does not
have: free access or the breaking and
entering into a premises to which the
public ordinarily has fre¢ access. Such an
entry is, in itself, an event to be scored if
it causes some degree of damage to pro-
perty—a broken lock, window, or door,
for instance—even though it is not
followed necessarily by an injury to a
person or by a theft of and damage to
property inside the premises.

Usually, only one distinct premise will be
entered, such as a family dwellfing, an
apartment, or a suite of offices, but some
events may embrace several such entries.
The scoring depends on the number of
premises forcibly entered during the event
and occupied by or belonging to different
owners, tenants, or lessees. Contrary to
the **hotel rule’’ used in the Uniform
Crime Reports, each hotel, motel, or
lodginghouse room broken into and oc-
cupied by different tenants should be
scored. If a building was forcibly entered
and further entries made inside, the total



number of entries scored should include
the forcible entry of the building even
when the building belongs to someone
who is victimized by a further entry in-
side.

(5) Number of motor vehicles stolen. As
used here, motor vehicle means any self-
propelled vehicle—automobile, truck,
motorcycle, tractor, airplane. Disregard
self-propelled lawnmoters and similar
domestic instruments in this section; the
value of such items is accounted for in
the theft/damage section (see below).
Because motor vehicles may be either
stolen and recovered or stolen and never
returned to the legal owner, the number
of vehicles in each category must be ac-
counted for separately and will receive a
different score value,

(6) Value of property stolen or damaged.
Regardless of the kind of event scored
and the number of victims, the total
value of all property stolen or damaged
must be determined whether it is wholly
or partially recovered and whether or not
the loss is covered by insurance.

Motor vehicle thefts require special hand-
ling. The score of the event does not de-
pend on the value of the vehicle stolen.
Thus, the dollar value of the vehicle is ig-
nored in this element. However, if the
vehicle is recovered damaged and/or pro-
perty has been taken from it, the loss is
the sum of the cost of the damage and
the value of the stolen articles.

The seriousness scoring system

The offense components discussed above
constitute the scale items in our index of
the gravity of crime. The scoring system
used to evaluate the seriousness of crime
can best be preseated by first describing
the elements of the system and then il-
lustrating the scoring procedure with
hypothetical offenses.

Figure 52 depicts the elements of the
system which may be defined as follows.
The first item which must be collected is
the identification number. This is the
number given to a particular criminal
event. It may be a central complaint
number, a district number, or some
similar designation. If the same event is
represented by more than one such
number, all numbers should be recorded
so that the event can be scored as a
whole. In most cases, an event will be

Figure 52

Score sheet

Identification number{s):

Effects of event: I T D

(circle all that apply)

Component scored

Number
of Scale
victims x weight = Total

I Injury
{a) Mincr harm
{b) Treated and discharged
(c) Hospitalized
(d) Killed
It Forcible sex acts
Il Intimidation
(a) Verbal or physical
(b) Weapon
IV Premises forcibly entered
V Motor vehicle stolen
{a) Recovered
(b) Not recovered

VI Property theft/damage -

* log,Y = .26776656 i0g X
where Y = crime severity welght
X = total dollar value of theft or damage.

8,53

11.98

35.67

25,92

1.50

4.46

8.07

Total score,

described in complaint or investigation
reports carrying but one identifying
number. In some cases, however, one
event may become the subject of reports
with different numbers (two or more such
reports describing the same event). For
instance, in a rape evenl with two vic-
tims, each victim may file his or her own
complaint and thus it would be necessary
to coordinate the separate reports before
the event could be scored.

To classify the event, the presence of I
(injury), T (theft), and D (damage) com-
ponents must be determined. Because the
construction of subindices is often
necessary, as many of the components as
apply should be circled. From this pro-
cedure it is possible to arrive at seven
classifications of an event—I, T, D, IT,
ID, TD, and ITD. It is possible,

therefore, to use this classification scheme
as a solution to the problem of dealing
with the complex criminal event.

Following the determination of the class
to which the event belongs, the event is
scored for seriousness. Column 1 lists the
various offense components and. the par-
ticular levels of each. Column 2 refers to
the number of victims who experience
each level of the offense components,
The exceptions to the rule of accounting
for the number of times each component
occurs involve nonrape event .intimida-
tions where this component is scored but
once regardless of the number of victims
and the value of property loss which is
summed across all victims. Column 3
gives the scale weight assigned. to each
element of the offense. Column 4 is
reserved for the total score for a given
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component; this is obtained by multiply-
ing the figure in column 2 (where ap-
plicable) by the weight listed in column 3.
By adding all the figures in column 4, the
total score for the event is found.

Illustrations of how the proposed scoring
system works are given below. For the
purpose of showing how it differs from
that of the UCR system, the problems
have been copied from the Uniform
Crime Reporting Handbook issued by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. The
problems as originally listed there general-
ly do contain all the necessary informa-
tion, Therefore, hypothetical data have
been supplied in the parentheses.

Problem 1. ‘A holdup man forces a hus-
band and his wife to get out of their
automobile. He shoots the husband, gun
whips and rapes the wife (hospitalized)
and leaves in the automobile (recovered
later) after taking money ($100) from the
husband. The husband dies as a result of
the shooting.”

Solution: UCR—1 nonnegligent
homicide.
Proposed Scoring

Effects of event: [I] D

Element Number Weight Total score
I(c) 1 11,98 11.98
1(d) 1 35.67 35.67
11 1 . 2592 25.92

1II(b) 1 5.60 5.60
V(a) 1 4,46 4.46
VI(3100) NA 343 3.43

strument (treated and discharged). The
thieves drive away in the stolen truck (not
recovered).”

Solution: UCR—1 robbery.
Proposed Scoring
Effects of event: [1] [T] [D

Element Number Weight Total score
I(b) 1 8.53 8.53
v 1 1.50 1.50
V(b) 1 4.46 4.46
VI($3520) NA 8.91 8.91

Total score 23.40

This offense involves the forcible entry of
a building (1.50), injury to the night
watchman requiring treatment (8.53),
theft of an unrecovered motor vehicle
(4.46), and property loss of $3,520 (8.91).
The UCR would classify this event as one
robbery whereas our system reveals that it
is a complex event which involves the
combination of the three primary effects
of crime (injury, theft, and damage) and
has a total seriousness score of 23.40.

Problem 3. ““Three men break into a
public garage (damage $20) after closing
hours. They steal cash from the garage
office ($50) and two automobiles from
the lot. One vehicle was recovered un-
damaged; the other was not found.”

Solution: UCR—1 burglary.
Proposed Scoring

1 0D

Effects of event:

Total score  87.06

In this event, the husband was killed
(35.67); the wife was raped (25.92),
threatened with a gun (5.60) and did sus-
tain injuries requiring hospitalization
(11.98). The car was stolen and recovered
(4.46). The total value of the property
loss was $100 (3.43). In comparison to
the UCR solution of one nonnegligent
criminal homicide, we find an injury-theft
event with a total score of 87.06

Problem 2. ““Two thieves break into a
warehouse (damage $20) and have loaded
considerable merchandise (worth $3,500)
on a truck. The night watchman is
knocked unconscious with some blunt in-
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Element Number Weight Total score
v 1 1.50 1.50
V(a) 1 4.46 4.46
V(b) 1 8.07 8.07
VI($70) NA 3.12 3.12
Total score 17.15

The UCR solution to this problem would
be the reporting of a burglary, We
classify the event as a theft-damage crime
which involves forcible entry (1.50); two
motor vehicles stolen with one recovered
(4.46), the other not found (8.07); and
property loss totalling $70 (3.12). The
total score for the event is 17.15.

Problem 4, **An automobile containing
clothing and luggage valued at $375 is
stolen, The car is recovered (undamaged)
but the clothing and luggage are
missing.”’

Solution: UCR—1 auto theft.
Proposed Scoring

Effects of event: 1| D

Element- Number Weight Total score
V(a) 1 4.46 4.46
VI$375) NA 4.89 4.89

Total score 9.35

In this example, the two scoring systems
are close because the UCR would record
one auto theft while our classification
would record theft. However, our scale
further signifies that the vehicle was
recovered (4.46) and there was a loss of
property in the amount of $375 (4.89)
which produces a final score of 9.35.

Problem 5. * Answering an armed rob-
bery in progress broadcast, police become
engaged in a gun battle with three armed
robbers; one of the bandits is killed and
the other two captured. (Presumably no
one was injured except the offenders.)”

Solurion. If no one was injured except
the offenders, this would be a theft event
if theft had actually occurred before the
police arrived. If so, the event would be
scored for intimidation by weapon (5.60)
plus the score for the value of property
taken, for instance, $100 (3.43), which
totals 9.03 for the event. If the robbers
had failed to carry out the offense
because the police came before any pro-
perty had been taken, the event would be
considered an attempt and not scored at
all within the index of crime severity.
Despite all these considerations, the UCR
would still record this event as one rob-
bery.

Problem 6. “‘Answering a riot call, police
find that seven persons were in a fight. A
variety of weapons are strewn about.
None of the participants is particularly
cooperative. Each one claims innocence
but is vague regarding who is responsible
for the assault. Three of the seven are
severely wounded (all were hospitalized)
while the remaining four receive only



minor cuts and bruises (no medical treat-
ment).”’

Solution: UCR—3 aggravated assaults,
Proposed Scoring
Effects of event: [I] T D

Element  Number Weight Total score
1(a) 4 1.47 5.88
I(c) 3 11.98 35.94

Total score 41.82

The UCR procedure for the enumeration
of the event calls for the designation of
three aggravated dssauits. Our scoring
process accounts for these same effects
(35.94) as well as the four minor injuries
(5.88). Taken together, these conse-
quences produce a combined score of
41.82 for this injury event,

Problem 7, *‘Ten persons are present in a
nightclub when it and the 10 persons are
held up by armed ban* s. Two of the
victims resist the rob’ and are serious-
ly injured (hospitalization). (The combin-
ed property loss is $1,800.)"

Solution: UCR—1 robbery.
Proposed Scoring
Effects of event: [I] [T] D

Element Number Weight Total score
1(c) 2 11.98 23.96
111(b) NA 5.60 5.60
VI($1,800) NA 7.44 7.44

Total score 37.00

The UCR classification of the event as
one robbery clearly hides several impor-
tant ingredients. Namely, we arrive at a
combined injury-theft event which involves
two hospitalized victims (23.96), intimida-
tion by a dangerous weapon (5.60), and
dollar loss of $1,800 (7.44). The overall
score of 37.00 indicates that the recording
of ‘'one robbery could be very misleading.

Problem 8. *‘Six rooms in a hotel are
broken into (damage $60) by two sneak
thieves on one occasion. (The total value
of property stolen from the rooms, oc-
cupied by different tenants, amounted to
$1,200,)”

Solution: UCR—1 burglary,
Proposed Scoring

1 @ O

Effects of event:

Number Weight Total score

Element
v 6 1.50 9.00
VI$1,260) NA 6.76 6.76
Total score 15.76

These illustrations of the method of scor-
ing criminal events show that it will yield
a more accurate measure of this
phenomenon than other methods now in
use. Although other systems take account
of both the quantity and quality of crime,
they do not result in the same degree of
precision available with our procedure.
Thus, the UCR system of counting ‘‘in-
dex crimes’’ determines the degree of
seriousness of a criminal event by selec-
ting the single element in the offense
which bears the legal label that is highest
in the rank order of offenses. Further,
with this system all aggravated assaults
are equally injurious, all robberies just as
serious, all burglaries alike, etc., for
within each of these classes each offense
is given the same score of one.

The method for dealing with the relative
gravity of criminal offenses discussed and
illustrated above has the same ultimate
aim as the UCR scheme but pursues it in
a different manner. Instead of focusing
on an ordered set of crimes, our scoring
system used a scale which assigns dif-
ferent weights to all elements of an index
event. When these score values are added
together they provide a score for the total
event, a score which can be placed on a
continuum reflecting the quantity and
quality of criminal behavior.

Applying the crime severity scale

We have stressed that the seriousness
scoring system described above has great
potential for improving the measurement
of crime, It would seem that this benefit
applies to researchers and criminal justice

practitioners alike. However, there ap-
pears to be some question whether in
practice the acknowledged value of the
scale warrants the extra effort required by
the scoring system, an effort not
necessary with the simple enumeration
system of the UCR, for instance.

That is, it was pointed out in chapter 1
that several critics of the origina! Sellin-
Wolfgang scale have concluded that the
current UCR system may be more than
adequate for representing the volume and
seriousness of criminal behavior and that
the additional costs and difficulties sur-
rounding the implementation of the gravi-
ty scale overshadow the potential benefits
(Hindelang 1974, Blumstein 1974). We
have noted that this claim follows at-
tempts to apply the scale to aggregate
level data by weighting the frequency of
index events with mean seriousness
scores, Although we have also referred to
several rebuttals which demonstrate the
inappropriateness of these aggregate com-
parisons, the point needs repeating here.

The crime severity scale forms a system
that begins with individual criminal
events. Through the procedure explained
previously, several important components
of the criminal event are evaluated and
seriousness scores are assigned. Although
the system can and should be used to
construct aggregate rates of crime (see
below), criminal events must be scored
for seriousness before such rates are con-
structed. The process of simply multiply-
ing the frequency of an event by an
average seriousness score merely com-
pounds the measurement problems
associated with the classificaticn of the
event in the first place. Clearly, this pro-
cedure ignores the wealth of data
represented by the criminal event and
thus can vitiate the potential of the scale.

Research applications

One of the most frequent research issues
that confronts criminology is the con-
struction and analysis of crime rates,
Crime rates form the basis of analyses
designed to investigate changes over time
or variation across certain levels of ag-
gregation (for example, national, state, ci-
ty, etc.). Usually researchers employ the
data provided in the Uniform Crime
Reports for measuring total, violent, and
property crime. We have noted previously
that the UCR system gives equal weight
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to each of the seven index offenses which
together represent the total volume of
crime and, when separated by class,
reflect the amounts of violent and proper-
ty crime. The essential problem with the
rates of crime derived from the UCR is
that the impact of the less frequent (and
usually more serious) offenses is biased
downward. For example, because the
homicide rate is usually less than two per-
cent of the violent crime rate, more than
a+50-percent increase in the homicide rate
would be needed to affect a 1-percent in-
crease in the violerit crime rate, Clearly,
this aspect of the UCR system seriously
jeopardizes the value of the rates for
research purposes, particularly with
respect to measuring significant shifts in
the severity of crime.

Alternatively, crime rates could be con-
structed which reflect the relative
seriousness of each offense and, conse-
quently, such rates would better reflect
changes in the amount of social harm
associated with criminal behavior. In their
work Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) sug-
gested several possible indices or rates
that couid be based on crimes weighted
for seriousness. These raies are displayed
in figure 53. Although the rates were
designed primarily for application to
juvenile delinquency, they have direct
transference to adult data as well.

Formula I provides the chief comparative
statistic for a weighted index of delin-
quency based on the juvenile population
age 7 through 17. The resulting statistic
answers the crucial question: Among a
group of 10,000 juveniles (or any other
age group) in the community, what is the
amount of seriousness of delinquency
harm (or criming} harm) that they inflict?

Formula II provides an index of the
“‘community harm’’ burdening the whole
community by indicating the amount of
seriousness of crime per 10,000 (or
100,000) population. This rate is
analogous to the UCR index rate but ap-
pears far more valuable because the
elasticity of serious (although infrequent)
crimes is built into the weighting scheme.
Formula III provides information on the
average seriousness score per event and
thus could also prove useful in com-
parative analyses.

Formulas IV, V, and VI describe, respec-
tively, the average seriousness per of-
fender, the seriousness score in the event
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involving the average offender, and the
average juvenile’s seriousness among the
entire juvenile population. Formulas V11
and VIII do not involve seriousness
weights for events and express simply the
average number of offenders per event
and the number of offenders in the event
involving the average offender.

These formulas represent but a sample of
the weighted rates that can be con-
structed. It is possible to use other
denominators to encompass different
race, sex, or SES groups which may then
be compared by seriousness. It is also
possible to compute rates for the three
main classes of events—injury, theft, and
damage. In this way subindices could be
constructed in order to compare
sertousness both across and within of-
ferise categories. Regardless of which
rates are utilized, the utilization of
seriousness scores to weight the various
components of crime produces an index
system that can, as accurately as possible,
measure the real or actual harm
associated with illegal behavior during a
given period or in a given area.

1t should be clear that another very useful
application of the scale concerns what
might be called offense-specific analysis,
Previous discussions have indicated that
criminal offenses can be evaluated and
scaled, thus providing a basis for compar-
ing the relative seriousness between
events, This can be accomplished in two
ways. First, a numerical score can be
assigned to the event overall and for
various components, such as injury. Se-
cond, the event can be assigned to one of
several classes depending on which major
component (injury, theft, or damage) of
seriousness characterizes the event. The
value of these approaches can best be il-
lustrated with respect to research on
criminal careers.

Usually an offender’s career is typified by
the number of offenses he/she has com-
mitted. The offenses may be grouped into
various classes of seriousness as, for ex-
ample, crimes against the person or pro-
perty. Thus a ““rap sheet’” may indicate a
long series of crimes, stretching over
several years, including thefts, burglaries,
and assaults, as the law defines them.
These labels do not in themselves give
any indication of the seriousness of the
misconduct, either in terms of absolute
severity or whether such severity fluc-
tuates during the offender’s carecer or
escalates as the career progresses.

Scoring the offense career by the pro-
posed system would show much more
clearly, for instance, whether the offenses
increased in harmfulness or, despite the
legal labels, actually decreased in that
respect. The severity scale may also reveal
differences, otherwise unperceived,
among offenders who produce harmful
effects in systematic ways such as through
injury, theft, or damage offenses. It may
also be possible through seriousness scor-
ing to find differences among offenders
concerning such correlates as race, age,
sex, social class, etc., which do not ap-
pear when frequency counts of offenses
are used.

This strategy for evaluating a criminal
carcer has clear benefits for research
designed to describe and subsequently ex-
plain criminal behavior, It provides a
means for comparing the occasional of-
fender with his/her more frequent
counterparts, a basis that does not merely
count offenses but rates their degree of
social harm. It thus improves the attempt
to delineate patterns of criminal behavior
which may be hidden by the broad legal
labels usually applied. As a result, our
understanding of the phenomenon of
crime may be enhanced; in addition, our
ability to control if not prevent crime
would also be improved.

Increasingly, victimization surveys have
come to occupy a central place in the
measurement of crime. By interviewing
victims about the c¢rimes committed
against them, the researcher can generate
estimates of the incidence of criminal
behavior, estimates that do not depend
on police recording practices. From these
surveys we have learned that a con-
siderable amount of crime actually occurs
but is not reported to the police. Clearly,
victimization data are an important ad-
junct to police statistics. Similarly, self-
report studies are used to elicit data on
the hidden offenses committed by survey
respondents. These data not only address
the incidence of crime, they also provide
information on the sociodemographic
correlates of official vs. hidden delin-
quency.

By applying the crime severity scale to the
offenses reported in both victim and self-
report surveys, research could address
topics other than just incidence and
prevalence. For example, comparisons
could be made between the seriousness of
offenses that victims report to the police



—
Figure 53

Formulas for computing delinquency index statistics

Formula Explanation Philadeiphia 1960 estimate Interpretation Short title
1 s k (Seriousness summed over events) 10)° 998 Avarage number of Juvenile
' {Juvenile population) (o) 3dz25z  10000+2916  seriousness units, or harm
welghted rate per
10,000 juvenlles at
risk.
i Lfs K (Serlousness summed over events) (10 998 10000 408 Average number of Community
otal population 2,002,232 ,000 = 40. serlousness unlts In- harm
e m pop J dicated, or welghted
rate per 10,000 popu-
lation.
m Xis (Serlousness summed over events) 998 Average number of Serlousness
ST (Events) 306 = 326  serlousness units per per event
event.
w, Efs (Seriousness summed over events) 998 Average number of Seriousness
" % (Offenders) 543 = 155 seriousness units per per offender
offender,
v, Zfns {Serlousness summed over offenders) 2,741 Number of seriousness Average
T (Offenders) 543 =333 units In event involv- offender
Ing average offender, serlousnass
Vi Yins (Serlousness summed over offenders) (10 2,141 . Number of seriousness Average
T (Juvenile population) 342,252 = 006  units in event involv- juvenile
ing average juvenile seriousness
at rigk.
Vil Tin (Offenders) 643 Average number of Offenders
C Tyf (Events) 306 = 270 offenders per event. per event
ViIL Lin? (Offenders summed over offenders) 2,060 Number of offenderz Offenders in
Yin (Offenders) 643 #= 322 in event involving the average
average offender. offender's
event

- *When using the Philadelphta data it was necessary to multiply by (10)
to account for the fact that the data are from a 10-percent sample.

Source: Sellin and Wolfgang (1964), p. 307,

and those that victims choose to hide.
Further, research could investigate
whether different segments of the popula-
tion experience different types or degrees
of offense seriousness. In terms of self-
report data, the application of seriousness
scores provides the ability to compare the
severity of offenses that are known to the
police with that of hidden crime, In any
event, victimization and self-report data
weighted for seriousness further enhance
the important function that these
measurement approaches serve in
augmenting the official crime statistics.

The scale also appears to have useful ap-
plication in evaluation studies. Generally,
recidivism, or rather the lack thereof, is
used as the siiccess or outcome measure
in program evaluations., Another impor-
tant outcome measure that should be in-
vestipated is the seriousness of crime. By
scaling the offenses committed by pro-

gram participants, evaluators could ex-
amine the possible effects of treatment in
reducing the severity of crime committed
as well as its volume. For example, one
might investigate the relative effectiveness
of intensive, moderate, and minimal pro-
bation or parole supervision, or evaluate
a treatment strategy for violent offenders.
By using seriousness rates, such program
evaluations could be rendered more
substantial and perhaps could lead to
more definitive conclusions about the ef-
fectiveness of current treatment strategies.

Practitioner applications

The use of the crime severity scale is not
limited to research applications; it can be
implemented in various spheres of the
criminal justice system. It was noted in
chapter 1 that Heller and McEwen (1975)
tested the utility of the scale for law en-
forcement. The results indicate that the

scale may be used in several ways. First,
it can be used as the basis for work
assignments of detectives: cases with high
seriousness scores could be allocated first
instead of arbitrarily choosing cases for
investigation. In this regard the scale was
also suggested as providing a means to
estimate a seriousness-of-offense clearance
rate which would reflect more accurately
the effectiveness of detective operations.
Second, the scale could be used in the
allocation of patrol personnel to the shifts
(watches) with the higher seriousness
scores, Last, the scale could be applied in_
the determination of patrol beats so that.
the patrols would cover the high
seriousness areas more effectively.
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The scale may be applied to assist the
prosecution function. We have referred to
the fact that the original Sellin-Wolfgang
scale has been incorporated into the
PROMIS system in Washington, D.C., to
estimate the urgency of a case for pro-
secution, However, the scale can also be
used to assist in the classification of of-
fenders. That is, many jurisdictions
across the country have adopted ‘‘career
criminal’’ prosecution programs which
are designed to provide more effective
handling fer serious repeat offenders. The
special procedures may involve more ex-
tensive investigations before trial and
uniform case processing from indictment
through sentencing. Naturally, career
criminals must be identified and the usual
procedure is to count rap sheet offenses
urnitil some prespecified number is reazh-
ed. However, some career criminal pro-
grams also attempt to determine the
seriousness of the offender’s career, but
evaluation in this respect usually consists
of determining whether the offenses are
persoil vs, property or felony vs. misde-
meanor.

The identification and prosecution of
career criminals could be made much
more effective by using the crime severity
scale. Prosecutors would then have
available a measure with which to com-
pare readily offenders and the seriousness
of their careers. Consequently, pro-
secutors could more easily identify can-
didates for special handling by the career
criminal unit and justify such choices
with reference to both the type and
degree of social harm they involve.

Another stage of the criminal justice
system for which the crime severity scale
has particular relevance is at the judicial
level. With respect to forming a policy
for the sentencing of convicted offenders,
the seriousness of criminal offenses would
seem to be one of the most relevant
issues. As far back as the 18th century,
criminologists called for a punishment
system which determined the period of in-
carceration on the basis of the harm
caused by the crime (in contradistinction
to the arbitrary setting of penalties that
was in widespread use). It was assumed
that punishments graduated for offense
severity would serve the goals of both
retribution and deterrence while at the
same time reducing the disparity and
capriciousness of existing methods. Thus,
offenders convicted of equally serious
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crimes would receive the same penalty
and the penalty should be more harsh
than that applied for less serious viola-
tions.

For reasons which we need not discuss
here, the classical doctrine of punishment
gave way to the rehabilitative approach in
which criminal justice is individualized
and the offender is “‘treated’’ according
to his/her particular needs rather than
punished according to the seriousness of
the offense. The rehabilitation approach
thus focused on the person, not the
crime, and substituted treatment and
reform for the previous goal of retribu-
tion advocated by the classical doctrine.
As a consequence of this change, the
fixed periods of incarceration used in the
retribution model no longer addressed the
needs of the punishment system; an alter-
native sentencing policy was needed.

The indeterminate sentence appeared to
represent the ideal solution. Under this
system, an offender is sentenced to prison
not for a fixed period but for an interval
of time (for example, from 10 to 20
years). The actual amount of time served
depends on the success of the treatment
in reforming the offender so that he/she
could return to society. Although con-
siderable variation exists in the applica-
tion of the indeterminate sentence system
(for example, some jurisdictions allow
parole before the expiration of the
minimum sentence while others require
that the minimum, at least, be served
before parole could be considered), the
essential feature of the policy is that cor-
rectional system officials are accorded
great discretion in determining when an
offender would be released.

The rehabilitative ideal has been the
dominant philosophy in corrections for
many decades; but in the past few years
the rehabilitation approach has been sub-
jected to severe criticism. The criticism
ranges from a concern that treatment has
been very ineffective in reforming
criminals to questions of the legality of
forced punishment under the guise of
treatment. As an alternative to the
rehabilitative model, the philosophy of
just or commensurate deserts has been
gaining more and more acceptance,
Essentially, the just deserts principle is a
revival of the classical doctrine which
calls for the severity of punishment to be
commensurate with the seriousness of the
crime. Further, this system tries to

eliminate disparity by employing
presumptive sentences in place of the in-
determinate ones used in the rehabilitative
model.

Clearly, the crime severity scale has value
in the area of sentencing. Under the just
deserts approach, the scale could be used
to rank the seriousness of offenses and
thus ensure that gradients of punishment
were implemented. Such gradients could
be constructed in terms of both the class
of event (that is, injury, theft, damage)
and the seriousness score. Use of the
scale would thus provide an operational
definition for the just deserts model and
also ensure that disparity in sentences
could be minimized.

In this chapter, we have detailed several
applications of the scaling system relevant
for both researchers and practitioners.
We suggested that the scale offers a
significant increase in information over
that available from the simple UCR count
alone and several examples of this addi-
tional substantive yield were presented.
As an alternative strategy for the develop-
ment of crime statistics, the crime severity
scale should find a useful place in the
production of this important social in-
dicator.
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Interview form
Version 01

roam NCS-201
Lée 1427}

UsS: DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCGE |
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
G A3 COLLECTING AGENT FOR

ACTIN THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NOTICE - Your report to the C=nsus Buteau is confidential by law
{U.S. Code 42, section 3771). All identifiable information will be
used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes af the survey,
and may not bé disclosed or released 1o others for any purpose,

U.5. DEPARTMENT Of JUSTICE

NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY
YERSION 01
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

A. Sample]B. Control number (cc 5) C. H.H, No.|D. Version
fec4) | Psy Isegment 1CK }Serial fec 2) No.
1 I
Jo ! Lo 01
1 3 1

IE. Respondent

Line No, ; Name

F. Interviewer identification
Code | Name
|
1

G. Date completed |J, Reason for noninterview

1 {73 Type Z noninterview on NCS

I. Was anyone else present during
interview?

H. Type of interview
1 {7} Personat
2{"] Telephone $[] Yes ~ AN
3 [T} Not applicable 2{7) Yes - Part
9 [7] OFFICE USE ONLY I[N

4[] Not applicable

9 [~] OF FICE USE ONMLY

2[7]) Proxy interview on NCS
3[7] Refused NSCS (supptement only}
4[] Language difficulty

6 {7] Other - Speclr)"/

s [] Could not understand instructions —Expiain on reverse side

OFFICE USE K. L. M.
ONLY

N. lo. lp.

INTERYIEWER INSTRUCTION | Interview all household members 18 years and over (proxy interview not accéptable)

INTRODUCTION - | would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situation is, ‘‘A person steals a bicycle parked on the streot.’ This has been given o score of 10 to show its serfousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first situation to judge all the others. For example, if you think o situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me shou!d be oround 200 ‘PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me

should be around 5 ond so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper

imit; use ANY number so long as it shows how serious YOU think the

situation is. (PAUSE) ¥ YOU think something should not be a crime, give it o zero. (PAUSE)

Consider the following situation: ‘'A person robs o victim. The victim
is injured but not hospitalized.,'" What number would you give to this
situotion to show how serious YOU think it is compored to the bicycle

theft with a score of 10? {Obtain answer) .. ......cvvcuvuaseeecos.]2 Apersonrobsa victim, The victim is

‘A persan under 16 years old plays hooky from school.”
Compored to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? (Obtainanswer). .. ...... ........

A person stabs o victim to deoth.’’ Compared to the bicycle theft with

a score of 10, how sezious do YOU think this is? (Obtain onswer), , , . .

.. ..]3. A person under |6 years old plays

.+« .| 4, A person stabs a victimto death . . . . ..

1. A person steals a bicycle parked 10
onthestreet | ... ...... . .

injured but not hospitalized . .. ... .. ...

hooky from school . X

Let's go over these first fow onswers 1o be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel thot a robbery in which the victim is
injured is (moreless/as) serious (than/as) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and thot ploying hooky is (more/less/as) serious (than/as)

the bicycle theit; is thot correct? (PAUSE})

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resolve any misunderstandings about the instructions. Make any changes to the practice

scores as néeded.

Score the remaining situations in the same way b{ comporing each one to the bicycle theft, There are no right or wrong snswers.
0

Remembér, you may use any numbers, as high or

w as you wish, (PAUS

£}

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

5. A person kidnaps a vietime . ... . L oLl

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

6. Several large companies illegally fix the retail
prices of theirproductse. . .. v vincvnn s

7. A person steals property worth $10 from outside
o building. ....... e e

8. A person robs a victim of $1,000 at gunpoint.
The victim is wounded and requires treatment
by o doctor but not hospitalization., . . . .. .. AR

9. A person conceals the identity of others that he
knows have committed 6 serious crime. . .. .. e

10. A compuny pays a bribe of $10,000 to'a legislotor
to vote for a law favoring the company, . ., ... ..

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

11, A person takes part in a dice game in an alley.. . .

12. A person intentionally injures o victim. Asa
result, the victim diese. ... ... e e ey

16, A person smokes marijuano. ... . .0 en s
17. A person brecks into a display case in o store

18, A person knowingly lies under octh during o trial,
19. A person, using force, robs a victim of $10. The

20. A person intentionally sets fire to o building

21, A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste in o

22, An employer orders one of his: employees to
23. A,person steals property worth $1,000 from
24, A mon beots his wife with his fists, She

25. A person plants o bomb in a public building, The

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

ond steals $1,000 worth of merchondise.. . ... ..

victim is hurt and requires hospitalization. . . . , .

cousing $100,000 worth of domage. .. ... . .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . ..

way that pollutes the woter supply of a city.
As o result, 20 peaple become ill but none
requires medical treatment. . .. ... ... ..., .

commit a serious crimes, ... ..

outside o building......... ey

requires hospitalizations ., ... ... ... ‘e

bomb explodes and 20 people are killed.. .. .. ..

13. A person walks inte a public museum and
steals a.painting worth $1,000, , . .....,.....

14. A mon forcibly rapes o woman. No other

Q. To help us understand peoples’ scores, | would like to ask

an additional question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the

last item to score, did you hove an upper limit or a highest o

physical injury oceurse .. o. L
15. A person does not have o weapon. He threatens

in mind thot you wouldn't go over?

1[Z] No — End Interview

to harm a victim unloss the victim gives him money
The victim gives him $10 and is not harmed, . ...

2"} Yes — What was it?%——_____ (Explain on

any special circumstonces, then end interview,)

reverse side
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Interview form
Version 02

roru NCS-202
\4etder2)

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSU
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENY FOR THE

HE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

UiS, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL SURY.Y OF CRIME SEVERITY

YERSION 02
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

NOTICE ~ Your teport to the Census Bureau s confidential by law
(U.S, Code 42, section 3771}, All identifiable information will be
used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey,
and may not be disclosed or released to others for any purpose,

A. SamplelB. Contro) number {cc 5) C. H.H, No,]D. Version
{cc 4) PSU ;Segmen( :CK :Senal fcc ) No.
t 1 !
Jjo | o 02
IE. Respondent
Line No. | Name

F. interviewer identification
Code tName
i

G. Daté completed |J. Reason for noninterview

1 D Type Z nonintetview on NCS

H. Type of interview

+ [7] Personal interview?
2 J Telephone . ! [ Yes - Al
B [J Not applicable 2[7] Yes - Pant

9 [[] OFFICE USE ONLY

30 No

4 7] Not applicable

s [} OFFICE USE ONLY

. Was anyone else present during

2 D Proxy interview on NCS
3.[] Refused NSCS (supplément only)
4 [J Language datticulty

6 [] Other ~ Spec'ly

5[] Could. not understand instructions —Explain on teverse side

OFFICE USE K. $.
ONLY

M.

lﬁ- 0. lp, .

INTERYIEWER INSTRUCTION

Interview all Household members 18 yeors and over (proxy interview not occeptable}

INTRODUCTION ~ | would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certaln crimes are.

The first situation is, "'A person steals a bicycle parked on the street.”
{PAUSE) Use this first situation to judge all the others. For example, if you think a situation is 20 TIMES MORE sericus than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be around 5 and 5o on. - (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long as it shows how serious YOU think the

situation is. (PAUSE) If YOU think something should not be a crime, give it o zero. (PAUSE)

Consider the following sityation: ''A person robs a victim. The victim
is injured but not hospitalized.”' What number would you give to this
situstion to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle

This hos been given o score of 10 to show its seriousness.

1. A person steals a bicycle parked
on the street . ..

theft with o score of 107 (Obtainanswer] . . .. . v vt v in.  vnnan 2. A person rabs a vicum. The vicum is

‘'A person under 16 years old plays hooky from scheol.’
Compared to the bicycle theft with a score of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? {Obtain answer)

**A person stabs o victim to death.” Compared to the bicycle t
o score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? {Obtain answer)

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel thot o robbery in which the victim is
injured is (mora/less/as) serious (thun/as) the bicy¢le theft, (PAUSE) and thot playing haoky is (more/less/as) serious {than/as)

the bicycle theft; is that correct? (PAUSE)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resolve any misunderstandings about the insiructions, Make any changes to the practice

scores as needed.

Scate the remdining situations in the same way b{ comparing each one to the bicycle theft, There are no right or wrong answers.
ow as you wish.

Remember, you may use any numbers, os high of

heft with

injured but not hospitalized

:13. A person under 16 years old play
hooky from school .

+ . .] 4 A person stabs a vicum to death

10

(PAUSE)

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . ..

5. A person breaks into o public recretion center,

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIQUS IS . . .

16. A person gives the floor plans of a bonk fo o

forces open o cosh box ond steals $1,000. /... ..
COMPARED TO THE BiCYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

6. A person intentionally hits o victim with o lead
pipe. No medical treatment is required. .., . ...

bank robber.. .o ... Lo e
17. A person stecls property worth $1,000 from
outside @ building, . ..... ... e

18, A person beats o victim with hijs fi'ns. The victim

is hurt but does not requil
19. An employer refuses to hire a qualified person

ecause of that person's race.. ...

7. A person knowingly trespasses in a roilrogd yord.,

8. A person robs o victim of $1,000 ot gunpoint. No
physical horm oceurs, . .... e e

20.-A person stabs g victim with a knife. No medical
treatment is required.. . . ... . Lo

9. A person steals property warth $50 from outside
abuilding, L., unaner i

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIQUS IS5 . . .

10, A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste ina way
that pollutes the water supply of a city, Asa
result, one persondies. . . ... . e

21. A person breaks into o building and steals property
worth $10. . . . o i v b e .

22. A person intentionally injures a victim. The

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

11. A person picks d victim's pocket of $100. .. ... .

victim is treated by o doctor and hospitalized. . ..

23. Two persons willingly engage in o homosexual act.
24, A porent beats his young child with his ﬂs!s..

12. A person smuggles marijvano into the country
forrasole., v iun e eaa e

 As a rosult, the child dies., ... ian - SN
25. A person plonts a bomb in o public building. The
bomb explodas and 20 people are killed. .. .....

13. A gof;on steals o locked carand sells it; . ...% ..
14. A legislator tokes a bribe of $10,000 from o

company to vote for o law favering the pany. -«

‘1‘5. A man drags o woman into an alley, tears her
clothes, but flees before she is physically Hiormed
or sexuolly attacked, v+ v <o oot R

in mind that you wouldn't go over?
1 7} No — End Interview

‘Q. To hélp vs understand peoples’ scores, | would like to ask an
additional question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave vou the last
item to score, did you have an upper fimit or o highest number

2] Yes — What was #7 . (Explain on reverse side
any special circumstances, then end interview.}
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interview form
Version 03

+onw NCS.203
L4+ 1477}

UsS. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR

THE
LAW ENFRRCEMENT ASSISTANCE AOMINISTRATION

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY

VERSION 03
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Bureau s conflidential by law
(U.S. Code 42. section 3771). All :dentifiable informalion will be
used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey.
and may not be disciosed of released to others for any purpbse.

A.SamplelB. Control number {cc 5) C. HH, No.
{cc 4) PSU =5egmenl ;CK :Senal (cc2)

I 1]
10

D, Version
No.

03

'
| | }
I ] §
{ L 1
E. Respondent
Line No, Name

F. Interviewer identification
Code 1Name
1

G. Date completed |J, Reason for noriiniterview

1 {71 Type Z noninterview on NCS

—1
H. Type of interview

1{"] Personal interview?

2|7 | Telephone t' 1 Yes = All

3 [T Not applicable 2[7] Yes = Pant
3{7{No

s "] OFFICE USE ONLY
& '} Not applicable

. Was anyone else present during

9 {°]OFFICE USE ONLY

2| ] Proxy interview on NCS
317] Rafused NSCS (supplement only)
41 ] Language difficulty

6 "] Other — Spacu;l

${7j Could not understand instructions —~Explain on raverse side

OFFICE USE K. . L.
ONLY

M,

N. 0. P,

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION D - Interview all household members 18 years and over {proxy interview not occeptable)

INTRODUCTION ~ |'would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situation is, ‘'A person steals o bicycle parked on the street.’’ This has been given a score of 10 to show its seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this. first situation to judge all the others. For example, if you think o situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious thon the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 {PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be oround 5 ond 50 on. (PAUSE} There is no upper limit; use ANY number 50 long as it shows how serious YOU think the

situation is. (PAUSE} If YOU think something should not be a crime, give it o 1er0. (PAUSE}

Consider the following situation: '‘A person robs o victim. The victim

is injured but not hospitalized.' What aumber would you give to this

situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle

theft with o score of 10? (Obtain answer) . . ... P

A person under 16 years old plays hooky from school.”
Cempared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain onswer). , .. .. ..

‘A person stabs o victim to death.’ Compared to the bicycle theft with
d score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? (Obtoin answer) .

1, A person steals a bicycle parked
on the street . . ..., ... ..,

2. A person vobs a victim, The victim is
injured but not hospitalized ..

...... 3. A person under |6 years old plays
hooky from school Lo

. . .|4. A person stabs a victim to.death . ......

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel that a robbery in which the victim is

injured is (more/less/as) serjcus (than/as) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE} and thot playing hooky is (more/less/as) serious (than/os)

the bicycle theft; is thot correct? (PAUSE)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resolve any misunderstandings about the instructions. Make any changes to the proctice

scores gs needed:

Score the remaining situotions in the some woy br comparing eu;h nn;'os!Ehe bic'yclc theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
ow as you wish, {PAUSE}

Remember, you may use any numbers, as high or

“113.5A man' forcibly fopes o woman. Her physical

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

5. A person \Qlllinqu hides out o bank robber. .. ., .,

COMPARED TO TRE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 15, . .

6. A person, using force, robs o victim of $1,000.
No physical horm occurss oo oo P

7. A person cheats on his federal income tox return
and ovoids paying $10,000 intoxes.. .. ....,..

COMPARED TO.THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

16. A person steals property worth $100 from outside
abutlding. ... ... . i il

17. A person sells marijuana to others for resale.. . . .

18. A person robs a victim ot gunpoint. The victim
struggles and is shotto death.. . . .. ... ... .

19. A person trespasses in o railroad yord dand steals
tools worth $1,000. . . ........ e

20. An employer orders his employees to moke folse

8. A utore owner knowingly puts |n.v.gc eggs into

containers morked “‘extraclarge.’’ . .., L.,

9. A parson intentionally injures o viétim. The victim
is treatad by a doctor but is not hospitalized. . . . .

10: A public official fakes $1,000 of public money for

hisownuse, . . .o in i s

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFY SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . .,

11: A psraon performs an illegal abartion. . .

12.'A person steals praperty worth $10,000 from
: oiiﬁldo’nbu!ltdlng.v...‘...‘....,.....H.

injuries require hospitalization.] . ... . vuils

antries on ments that the court has requested
for o criminol brial. . ... .. ... .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . -
21. A mon runs his hands over the body of o famale

victim, then runs awoy, . . ....... e ..
22, A person steals property worth $1,000 from
outside a building. . ........ [

23, A person, armed with o lead pipe, robs o victim of
$10. The victim is injured and requires
hospitalization. . .. ..., e e ..

24, A teenage boy beats his mother with his fists.
The' mother requires hoepitlization. . ... ... .

25. A'person plants a bomb in a public building. The
bomb expledes and 20 poople are kifled, ... ... .

14, A po.l[c,t officer knowingly nakes o folse arrest. . |

) 'I5.AA person plants o bomb In @ pub.llc }wl[d!nqi The o o

bomb explodes and:20 people are Injured but no
Al | Y 1 'y " q H " N

P IR I

Q. To help us understand peoples’ scores, | would like 1o osk an
additional question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the last item
to score, did you have qn upper limit or o highest number in mind

that you wouldn't go over?
* 1IN0 —End Interview
.. 2[71Yes — Whot was it?.
) “any special circumstances, then end interview,)

(Explain on reverse side

National Survey of Crime Severity 139



Appendix A

Interview form
Version 04

rorm NGCS-204
PRTH

U.S: DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF YHE CENSUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY

YERSION 04
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

NOTICE ~ Your tepott to the Census Bureau s confidentinl by law
(U.S Code 42, section 3771). Allidentifiable information will be
used only by persons engaged in and for the putpases of the sutvey.
and may not be disclosed or released 1o others for any purpose.

A, Sample[B. Control number {cc 5) C. H.H, No.[D. Version
{cc 4} PSU {Segment :CK I5enal (cc 2) No.
| 1 !
LJO | b 04
1 L !
E. Respondent
Line No. Name

F. Interviewer identification

G. Date completed |[J. Reason for noninterview

Code :Namu 1171 Type Z noninterview on NCS
—t 2! 7} Proxy merview on NCS
H. Type of interview |. Was anyone else present during 3771 Refused NSCS {supplement only)
interview? i

1§71 Personal
2 "] Telephone 1.7 Yes — Al
31{7I Not applicable 2{7]Yes — Part

9 [ ] OFFICE USE NNLY 3] jNo

4["] Not applicable

3! ] OFFICE USE ONLY

4 | Language difficuity
5! ! Could not understand tnstructions ~Explain on reverse side
6! 1 Other = Spacllyx/

OFFICE USE K. .
ONLY

IM. N. lo‘ P

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION P Jnterview all household members I8 years and over {proxy interview not acceptable)

INTRODUCTIOK — | would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situation is, '*A person steols o bicycle parked on the street.' This has been given o scorc of 10 to show its seriousness. @
(PAUSE] Use this first situetion to judge all the others. For example, if you think o situction is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the humber you tell me
should be oround 5 and so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long os it shows how serfous YOU think the
situotion is. (PAUSE} If YOU think something should not be o crime, give it o xero. {PAUSE)

Consider the following situation: ‘A person robs o victim, The victim
is injured but not hospitalized."" What number would you give to this

situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle
theft with a score of 10? (Obtain answer) . . .. ... ... ..

"'A person under 16 yeors old plays. hooky from school."
Compared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer) .

‘A person stabs o victim to death.” Compared to the bicycle theft with
a score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer)

1. A person steals a bicycle parked
on the street 10

2, A person robs a victim, The vicum is
injured but'not hospiialized

3. A person under {6 years old plays
hooky from school

4. A person stabs a victim to death

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel that a robbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/as) serious (than/as) the bicycle theft, {PAUSE) and thot playing hooky is {more/less/as) serious {thon/as}
}

the bicycle theft; is that cotrect? (PAUSE

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop ond resolve ony misunderstondings about the wistructions. Moke ony changes to the practice

scores us needed,

Score the remaining situations in the same way br comparing eéach one to the bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong onswers,
o

Remember, you moy use any numbers, as high or

w as you wish. (PAUSE)

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

5. A person hos some barbiturates, such as sleeping

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

16, A person is a customer in a house of prostitution.

pills, for his own use, without o legal prescription.
COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

6. A parson intentionally sets fire to o building
causing $10,000 wor’l of damage. ... .. e

17. A person, using force, robs a victim of $1,000. The
victim is hurt and requires hospitclization. .. . . |

18. A ‘person loans money at an illegally high
interestrate. . © . .. ... ... ... ... ... ...

19. A mon tries to entice o minor into his cor for

7. Because of a victim's race, a person injures o
victim to prevent him from enrolling in udpubli:
school. No medical treirtment is required. .., . . .

immoral purposes.. . .. ... . ..., ... .. ...

20. A person kidnaps a victim. A ransom of $1,000 is
paid and the victim is returned unharmed,. . . . . . .

8. A person steals property worth $100 from
outside a building. ... .......... ... ..... .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . «

9. A persan, free on bail for committing a serfous
crime, pwpou‘ullr fails to appear at court on
the day of his trial.. . . .. P N

21, A person intentionally shoves or pushes a victim.
No medical treatment is required, . . ., . ... . ..

10. A person breoks into o home and steals 3.\,000.. -

22. A person threotens o victim with o weapon unless
the victim gives him money, The victim gives him

COMPARED TQ THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 1S . . .

11. A person plants ¢ bomb in a public building, The

$10andis notharmed., . . . ... .. .. . ...

23. A person steals property worth $1,000 from
outside a building.. .. . ... .. ..., .. ... ..

24. A high school boy beats o middle-aged woman with

bomb explodes and one person is killed. .. .. . ..
12, A person is o customer in a place where he knows
gambling occurs illegally.. . . . . e e

his fists. She requires hospitalizotion.. . . . ..

25, A person plants o bomb in a public building. The

13. A doctor cheats on cloims he mokes to a federal
heolth insurdnce plan for potient services. He

bomb explodes and 20 paople are killed. . . ... ..

Q. To help us understand peoples’ scores, | would'like to ask on
additional question, (PAUSE) BEFORE | gove you the last

gains $10,000. , ., ... . ... ... .. e
14, A person trespasses in the backyard of o
private home. . . . . ., ... oL

item to score, did you have an upper limit or o highest number
in mind that you wouldn't go over?

15. A person I“o;n”y gets monthly welfare checks
of

t 7] No — End Interview
2{"]Yes — Whot wos it? {Explain on reverse side
ony special circumstances, then end interview.)
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Interview form
Version 05

ronm NCS.205
(41 4o 7}

U.S, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

NOTICE - Your report -to the Census Bureau is confidential by law
{U.S Code 42. section 3771}, All identifiable infoimation will be
used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey.
and may not be disclosed or reléased to others for any purpose.

LAw‘:cgnlr%i:éuc:or«l'vf’ifs’xls‘:&p:gez':w&rs;:inon A. SamplefB. Contro! number (cc 5) C. H.H, No.|D. Version
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (cc 4) PSU [Segment 1CK ISetial (cc 2 No.,
i | !
Jo i P 05
NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY 1 L
VERSION 05 |E- Respondent
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT Line No,  Name
F. Interviewer identification G. Date completed [J, Reason for noninterview
Code I'Nnme v {7} Type Z noninterview on NCS
— e 2{"] Proxy interview on NCS
H. Type of interview l. Was af\yo?e else present during ,[[:]] Refused NSCS (supplement only)
1 7] Personal m:erwew. 4 (E} Language difficulty
2] Telephone 1) Yes — Al 5[] Could not understand instructions —Explain on reverse side
3] Not applicable 2{7] Yes - Part 6 7] Other — Specily
3 7] OFFICE USE ONLY 3ZiNe - 4
4 7] Nat applicable
9 [T) OFFICE USE ONLY
OFFICE USE K. L. M. N. 0. P,
ONLY

INTERYIEWER INSTRUCTION D Interview all household members 18 years and over (proxy interview not acceptable)

INTRODUCTION - | would like to ask your opinion abaut how sezious YOU think certdin crimes are:

The first situction is, *’A person steals a bicycle parked on the street.’’ This hos been given o score of 10 10 show its seriousness.
(PAUSE} Use this first situation to judge all the others. For example, if you think a situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious thon the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be cround 200 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me

should be oround 5 ond so on. {PAUSE) There is no-upper limit; use ANY number so long as it shows how serious YOU think the

situation is. (PAUSE) Hf YOU think something should not be a crime, give it a zero. (PAUSE)

Consider the following situction: ''A person robs o victim. The victim 1. A person steals a bicycle parked

is injured but not hospitalized.’”’ What number would you give to this

situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle
theft with o score of 10? (Obtain answer) . . ... e e

*'A person under 16 yeors old plays hooky from school.’
Compared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? (Obtajn answer). ., . . . .

‘'A person stobs o victim to death.'' Compared to the bicycle theft with

a score of 10, how serious do YOU think thix is? {Obtain answer)

Let’s go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them comectly. You feel that o robbary.in which the victim is

on the street .

2. A person robs a victim.. The victim is
injured but not hospitalized ..

.13, A person under |6 years old plays
hooky from scheol

.| 4. A persen stabs a victim to death . .

10

injured is (more/less/os) serious {than/as) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and that ploying hooky is {more/léss/as) serious (than/os)

the bicycle theft; is thot correct? (PAUSE)

INTERYIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resofve any misunderstandings about the instructions, Make any changes to the practice

scores as needed,

Score the remaining situations in the some woy br comparing ou;h one to the bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
ow as you wish. (PAUSE)

Remember, you moy use any numbers, aos high or

, COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT iD, HOW SERIOUS IS . , .

5. A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste in o way
that poliutes the water supply of a city. As o
result, one person becomes I{l but does not
require medical treatmente . . . oo v i i,

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIQUS IS . ., .

6. A person kills a victim by reckiessly driving
onoavtemoblle, . ... ..ol

7. A person stecls property worth $1,000 from outside
shoildinge oo o v i i e e

8. A person attempts to breck into o parked car but
runs oway when o police car approaches. . .. .. .

9. Apersonuses heroine, ., oo cv ity

10. A persen tums in a false fire alame e u et

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS-. . .
11, A person, armed with o lead pipe, robs a victim
- of $1,000, The victim is injured and requires
treatment by a doctor but not hospitalization. . . .

12. An armed: person skysjacks an cirplone and demands]
to be flown to onother cotintry.. . oo cvv e v

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . , .

16, A person breaks into a public recreation center,
forces open o cash box, ond steals $10., ..., ..

17. A person disturbs the neighborhood with loud,
noisy behaviors. «.o o ooy i e e

18. A person beots a victim with his fists. The
victim requires hospitalization, .. ... ...,

19, A person breaks into a school and steals $10

worth of supplies. . ., ..o,
20, A man forcibly rapes a womon, No other physical
infury oceurses v o vt v v e v

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

21, A person does not have a weopon. He threatens
to harm a victim unless the victim gives him money.
The victim gives him $10 ond is not h d....

22, A person is found firing « rifle for which he knows
hehasnopemmitec c e v hivn i iy

23, A porson, using force, robs o victim of $10. Ne
physical harm 0CCUFSs. v o v v v vn v v en e

24, A high school boy beats an elderly woman with
his fists, She requires hospitalizations. ., . ...

25. A person plants o bomb in a public building. The
bomb explodes and 20 pecple are killed,. .. .. ..

13, A person stabs o victim with o knife, The
victim raquires treatment by o doctor but not

hospitalization, ..... Cherrresenannaae

14. A person stecls property worth $10 from outside
obulldinge. v o oo v v e

15. A person intentionclly injuras o victim. Asa

result the victimdiesi ... .ovvvii iy

Q, To help us und-u!und;;c les' scores, | would llke to ask an

additional question. {

SE} BEFORE { gave you the last

item to score, did you have an upper limit or o highest number

in mind thot you wouldn't go over?
1 [C] No —~ End Interview

2[C] Yes ~ Whot was it? ___________(Explain on reverse
side ony special circumstances, then end interview.)
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Appendix A

. o1
|ntel’y|ew form "‘?n’:!”’l‘cs' NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Bureau (s confidential by law
Vers'on 06 (U.S. Code 42, section 3771), All «dentifiable: infoimation will be
used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey,
u’;s. FE:QEL?FNI’?:CCEON?‘AJE!RCE and may not be disclosed or released to others for any purpose,
AW O R B GG o IR L on A. SamplelB. Control number {cc 5) C. H.H, No.|D. Version
.S, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE {cc 4) PSU !Segment {CK !Serial fcc 2) Ne.
]
1 1 '
Jo : P 06
NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY ] I
VERSION 06 E. Respondent
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT Line No. | Name
F. Interviewer identification G. Date compieted |[J. Reason for noninterview
Code :N’"“ 1 [T} Type Z nonintetview. on NCS
| ]
- - 2 Proxy interview on NCS
H. Type of interview |. Was anyone else present during 3 8 Refused NSCS (supplement only)
. i ?
1{_] Personal interview!? 4 (] Language difficulty
27} Velephone 11]Yes — AN s [[] Could not understand instructions ~Explain on reverse side
371 Not applicable 2(} Yes ~ Part & [7] Other ~ Specify
s {JOFFICE USE ONLY 3[ZINo ¥
4{ ) Not applicable
9 ("] OFFICE USE ONLY

OFFICE USE K. L. M. N. 0. P.
ONLY

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION P Intérview all household members 18 years and over (proxy.interview not acceptable)

INTRODUCTION ~ 1 would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are,

The first situation is, ''A person steols o bicycle parked on the street.’’ This has been given o score of 10 fo show its seriousnass.,
(PAUSE) Use this first situction to judge all the others. For exomple, if you think o situation is 20 TIMES MORE sericus than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 130 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be around § and so on; (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long as it shows how serious YOU think the
situation is. {PAUSE) If YOU think something should not be a crime, give it o zero. (PAUSE)

Consider the following situation: A person robs a victim. The victim 1. A Is a bicycle parked

is injured but not hospitalized.’’ What number would you give to this onp&r:osr:’:zeta tevele P ) 10
situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle . .

theft with o score of 10? (Obtam answer) . ... .o vy v v .. . t..12 A person robs a victim., The victim is

injured but not hospitahized

‘A person under 16 yeors ofd plays hooky from school.”

Compared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how

serious do YOU think this is? (Obtoinanswer). ... ....... .. ... .. ..} 3. A person under 16 years old plays
hooky from school A

'A parson stabs o victim to death.'’ Compared to the bicycle theft with
o score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain dnswer) .. . |4, A person stabs a victim to death. .

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | hove reccrded them correctly. You feel that a robbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/os) serious (than/as) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and that playing hooky is {more/less/as) serious (than/as)
the bicycle theft; is that correct? (PAUSE)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resofve any misunderstandings about the instructions, Make any changes to the practice
scores as needed.

Score the remoining situations in the same way by comparing each one to the bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
Remember, you moy use any numbers, as high or {ow as you wish, {PAUSE)

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

5. A person steals property- worth $1,000 from 16. A person illegally gets monthly welfare checks. . .
outside o building. ... vvviv i iiiiinns 17, A person intentionally injures & victim. The
COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED victim is trected by o doctor and hospitalized. . . .

18. A person breaks into o building and stecls
AT 19, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . property worth 810, . ... ... ... .l ..., .

6. A person makes on obscene phone coll.. .. .. ... 19. A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste in o woy

7. An employee smbezzles $10 from his employer. . . . that pollutes the water supply of a city. ... .. ..

8. Knowing that a shipment of cooking oil is bad 20. A person intentionally sets fire 3 a building
a store owner dn:l;u 1o sell it anyway. Only' cousing $500,000 worth of domage,. ... .......
one bottle is sold and the purchaser dies. ..., . COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED

9. An employer illegally threat to fire employ AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . s
if they foin o labor union.. .. ... . .. o 21, A man exposeg himselfin public. ..........,

10. A person steals property worth $50 from outsid

B T A A 22. An crmed person sky-jocks an airplane and holds the

crew and passengers hostage until a ransom is paid.

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED 23. A person snatches o handbag contoining $10 from
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . a victim on the street, . . ... ..o L o
11, A person ottenipts to rob o victim but runs away 24. A porent b.lu's his young child with his fists. The
when a police car.approaches.. .. ....... R child requires hospitolization.. .. ... ... ... e
. 25. A person plants a bomb in o public building, The
12 :c:;::r::n‘:::::ou::d" :'::I‘sh;\.g.h.'.", i.".c ........ bomb sxplodes and 20 people are killed. . . . . ...
13. A men for.ci’bly rapes o weman. Mo other Q. To help.us inderstand peoples’ scores, | would like to ask
physicol injury occurs. .. ... ... baemase s an odditiondl question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the

last item to score, did you have on upper limit or o highest

14, A person has some heroin for his own use.. . . ... number in mind thet you wouldn't go Gver?

15. A person threatens to horm a victim uniess the 1 7] No — End Interview
victim givu him money. The victim gives him 2] Yes — What was 4?2 ____ (Explain on reverse side
$10 opd is not harmed. .. . . .. e .. any special circumstances, then end interview.}
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Interview form
Version 07

roru NCS.207

ta14.773

U,5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAY OF THE CENSUS
ING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THL

U:S: DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

VERSION 07

acT
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

‘NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

NOTICE ~ Your report o the Census Bureau 15 confidential by law
(U.S Code 42 section 3771), All identifiable information will be
used only by persons engaged 1n and for the purposes of the survey
and may not be dis¢losed of réleased to others for any purpose,

J0

A. Sample[B. Contral number (cc 5}
{cc 4) PSU :Segmenl :CK :S:nal

C. H.H, No.|D. Version
{cc 2) No.

|
| o 07
1 1 [l

* Line

F. Respondent

No. Name

F. Interviewer identification

G. Date compleied

Code :Nﬂ"‘ﬁ 1 i Yepe Z noninterview on NCS
1 2 Pioay interview on NCS
H. Type of interview I. Was anyone else present durtng 3 : Refused NSCS (supplement only)
.. ? .
17, Personal interview? 4 Language difficulty
2 i Telephone * Yes - All s Could not understand instructions —Explatn on reverse side
3.7 Not appiicable 2. Yes - Part 6 . Other - Specily
9. OFFICE USE ONLY 3 No 4
) Not applicable
3 OF FICE USE ONLY
M. N.

J. Reason for noninterview

OFFICE USE K. L.
ONLY

IO. P.

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION D

interview all household members 18 years and over {proxy interview not acceptable)

Compared to the bicycle theft with a score of 10, how
serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer) . .

the bicycle theft; is thet correct? (PAUSE)
scores 0s needed,

Remember, you may use any numbers, as high or

'A person under 16 years old plays hooky from school.’

Consider the following situation: ‘'A person robs a victim, The victim

is injured but not hospitalized.'" What number would you give o this
situation o show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle

theft with a score of 10? (Obtainanswer} . . .. .. .................

‘*A person stabs o victim to death.” Compored to the bicycle theft with
a score of 10, how serlous do YOU think this is? {Obtain onswer) .

INTRODUCTION ~ | would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certoin crimes ore.

The first situation is, 'A person steals o bicycle parksd on the street.’”” This has been given o score of 10 to show its seriousness.
{PAUSE) Use this first situotion to judge all the others. For example, if you think a situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 {(PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be around®S ond so on. {PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long as it shows how serious YOU think the
situation is, (PAUSE} If YOU think something should not be a crime, give it a zero. {PAUSE)

1. A person steals a bieycle parked 10
on the street .

2. A person robs a victim, The vicum is
injured but not hospitalized

.| 3. A person under |6 years. old plays
hooky from school

4. A persop stabs a victim to death .

Let's go over these first few onswers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel that a robbery in which the victim is
injured is (mare/less/as) serious (than/as) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and thet ploying hooky is {more/less/as) serious (than/as)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop ond resolve any misunderstandings about the instructions, Make any changes to.the practice

Score the remoining situstions in the some way b{ comparing ao;h ?;}lfs'ﬁh’ bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
ow os you wish. )

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

5. A person brecks into 0 home ond steals $10.. .. ..

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 15 .. .

6. A person itlegally sells barhiturates, such as
prescription sleeping pills, to others for resale, . .

7. A city officiol tckes o bribe from o company for
his help in getting ¢ city boilding contract for
the company, ... ...

B R

8. A person steols proparty worth $1,000 from outside
o building, . . .. .

9. A man forcibly ropes o womon. ‘No other physicol
INJUTY OCGUIS. . + v s v v et i st annn e nnsens

10. A parson cheots on his federal income tax return, .

COMPARED. TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . , .

11, A person, under 16 years old, runs away from home.

12. A person, armed with o lead pipe, robs a victim of
$1,000. No physical harm occurs, o . .00 v v v en s

13, A person pays o witness to give false testimony
inacrlmlnurhinl.“....‘...............

14, A parsen steals property worth $10,000 from
outside a:buildinge. . . ... i

15, A foctory knowingly gets rid of its waste in o way
thot pollutes the water supply of a city, Asa

result, 20 people dies. ., .. ii i,

19, A doctor

21.-A person

~— allcensen, oo i i e e

22, A person

23, A person
victim is

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS .. .
16. A person brecks Into ¢ schoo! and steals equipment
worth$3,000. . .. i v i e i
17. A person runs o narcotics ringe « v v u v Ve i

18. A person intentionally injures o victims The victim
is treated by o doctor but is not hospiialixed, . . .,

heolth insurance plon for patient services, . ... ..

20. A person, using force, robs o victim of $1,000. The
victim.is hurt and requires treatment by o doctor
but not hospltalizations. . v v vivev o vsenn.
COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCCRED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

abuilding, oo vv it i i

by a doctor but not hospitalizatione. « « v . vv ..
24, Three high school boys beat o male clossmate with

their fists. He requires hospitalizotion.. . . .. ...
25, A person plants a bomb in a public bullding. The

bomb explodes and 20 pecple are killed. ... .. ..

cheats on cloims he mokes to a federal

runs a place where liquor is sold without

steals property worth $100 from outside

e

robs o victim of $10 ot gunpoint, The
dad 1 A1, 1

2] Yes

any

(. To help us understand peoplas’ scores, | would like to ask an
additional question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the lost
item to score, did you have an upper limit or a highest number
in mind that you wouldn't go over? )

1 [J No — End Interview

~What was it? ___________(Explain on reverse side
speciol circumstances, then end interview,
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Appenidix A

Interview form
Versio_n 08

Form NCS-208
(4:14.77)

USi BEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
EAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINIITRATION
Us5¢ DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY

VERSION 08
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

NOTICE -~ ‘tour report to the Census Bureau is confidential by faw
{U.S5. Code 42, section 3771), Allidentifiable information wl{l be
used onty by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey,
and may not be disclosed of released to others for any purpose,

Line No. | Name

A. Sample]B. Control number (cc 5) C. H.H, No. [D. Version
(cc 4] Psy lseement 1CK |Seral fcc ) No.
| 1 t
o E P 08
IE. Respondent

F. Interviewer identfication

Code | Name
)

G. Date completed |J. Rezson for noninterview

£ {T] Type Z noninterview an NCS

1
H. Type of interview

1} 7} Personai interview?

247} Telephone 177 Yes ~ Al
37 Not applicable 2.7} Yes - Part
9{.: OFFICE USE ONLY 3["}No

4"} Not applicable

91 JOFFICE USE ONLY

1. Was anyone else present during

2{7] Pruxy inteiview on NCS
3 {7] Refused NSCS (supplement only)
4[7] Language difficulty

&[] Other ~ Spocuy

s [7] Coutd not understand insiructions —Explain on reverse side

OFFICE USE K. L.
ONLY

M.

N. IO. IP.

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION P

Interview alf household members I8 years and over (proxy interview not acceptable}

INTRODUCTION ~ | would like 1o ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situotion is, ''A person steals o bicycle parked on the streer.’’ This has been given a score of 10 to show its seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first situotion to judge all the others. For example, if you think o situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious thon the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should-be around 200 (PAUSE) or 1f you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me

should be around 5 and so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long os it shows how serious YOU think the

situation is. (PAUSE) If YOU think something should not be a crime, give it o zero. (PAUSE}

Consider the following situation: ''A person robs o victim., The victim
is injured but not hospitalized.’”’ What number would you give to this

situation to show how serious YOU think if is compared to th

theft with o score of 10?7 (Obtain answer) . . .. .... ...

A person under 16 years old ploys hooky from school.’’
Compared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how

e bicycle

serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer) . . . . ... ... ...

‘'A person stabs o victim to death.”’ Compared to the bicycle theft with

a score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer)

1. A person steals a bicycle parked
cn the street A

2, A person robs @ victum. The victim is
injured but not hospitalized

...... 3. A person under 6 years old play
hooky from school .

.| 4. A person stabs a victim to death .. .. ..

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel thot o robbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/os) serious (than/os) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and that playing hooky is {mere/less/as) serious (then/as)

the bicycle theft; is that correct? (PAUSE)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resolve any misunderstandings about the instructions. Make any changes to the practice

scores as needed.

Score the remoining situations in the some way b{ comparing each one to the bicycle theft, There are no right ot wrong answers.
ov/ as you wish. (PAUSE)

Remember, you may use any numbers, s high or

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFYT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 1S . . . :

5. A person breoks into a parking meter and stecls
$10 worth of mickels, ... . ... ... ..o ..

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 1S . . «

6. A person steals property worth $1,000 from
outside abullding. . . ... .. L .

7. A person knowingly passes a bad check. . . ..

8. A person, undei 16, is reported to police by his
parents as on offender becouse they are unable
to control him. . . ... e e

9. A person, armed with o lead piin, robs a victim
of $10. The victim is injured and requires treot-
ment by o doctor but not hospitalizotion. . ... ...

10. A person intentionally shoves or pushes a victim.

No medical treatment is required.. ... . ... ...

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

11. An employee embexzies $1,000 fram his employer. .

12, A government official intentionally hinders th
investigotion of a criminal offense.. . ... .. . ...

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 1S .. .

16, A group continues to hang around o corner after
being told to break up by o police officer. , .. ...

17, A person sells heroin to others for resale. . . ., ..

18. A person breaks into o bank at night and
steols $100,000.. ....... .. PR e

19, A person threatens a victim wi'h.n. w;apnn unless
the victim gives him money. The victim gives him
$10 and is not harmed. . .. . .0 ..

20. Knowing thot o shipment of cooking oil is bad, o
store owner decides to sell it anyway. Only one
bottle is sold and the purchaser is treated by o
doctor but not hospitalized., . ... ..

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS.IS . . -

21, A person steals property worth $10,000 from

outside @ building. . ... ...... et
22, A perion, undet 16 years old, breaks a curfew low
by being out on the stroet after the hour permitted
by the law. ...... iaaae e

23, A person steals an un.lt;cil;d. ;:l;r.nnd later
obandons it undamaged. . . ... L Lo

24. A mon stabs his wife, As o result she dies.. ...,

25. A person plants o bomb in o public building. The
bomb explodes ond 20 people are killed. .., ....

13, % person brecks into o department store and

steals merchondise worth $10.. . ... ... ...

14. A persen attempts to kill a victim w.iQh o gun. The
gun misfires and the victim escapes d. ...

15. A vioman engages in prostitution., . . .. . e

P‘

To help us understand peoples’ scores, | would like to osk

an additional question, (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the last
item to score; did you have an upper limit or o highest number

in mind that you wouldn’t go over?
t [} Mo — End Interview

#[C)Yes — What was it?
any special circumstances, then end interview,}

{Explain on reverse side
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rorm NCS.209 NOTICE - Your repoft to the Census Bureay is confidential by law
Interview form 14-14e77) (U5, Codé 41, section 3771). Al identifiabie titarmation wili be
Verslon 09 used only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey,
UeSs DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE and may nat be disclosed or released to others for any purpose,
TING A.l 'C‘;CEEOC'TIYN“B:ACG(ENN,I"J’SOH THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASNSTANCE ADADAIIFRATION A Sample{B. Control number (cc 5) C. H.H, No.[D. Version
R V.S, OEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE {ccd) | psu Segment 1CK |Serial {cc2) No,
| t [
1
Jo ! b 09
NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY 1 L
VERSION 09 ‘E. Respondent
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT Line Na. | Name
F. Interviewer identification G. Date completed [J. Reason for noninterview
Code :Nlm 1[C] Type Z noninterview on NCS
. —. 2[T] Proxy interview an NCS
H. Tyf:e of interview B i\f:‘al:':?::';e else present during 3 7] Refused NSCS (supplement only)
117} Personal : 4[7] Language difficulty
2{ ] Telaphone ] Yer - AN 5 [[] Could not understand instructions —Explaln on reverse side
3 [} Not applicable 2{7)Yes - Pant 6 {] Other = Spacity
9 [ OFFICE USE OMLY 3[CINe ¥
4 {7} Not applicable
9 [“] OF FICE USE ONLY

OFFJSEYU?E lx. lL. IM. ]N. ‘o. LP.

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION P Interview all household members 18 years and over {proxy interview not acceptoble)

INTRCDUCTION -~ { would like to a3k your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first sitvation is, 'A person steols o bicycle parked on the street.’’ This has been given o score of 10 to show its seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first situation 1o judge oll the others. For example, if you think o sityation is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 {PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be around 5 and so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ARY number so long as it shows how serious YOU thirk the
stivation is, (PAUSE) If YOU think something should not be o crime, give it o zer0. {PAUSE)

Consider the foflowing situation: *'A person robs a victim. The victim LA Isab | ked

is injured but not hospitatized.”’ Whot number would you give 1o this onp(zr:z;r:r::a =@ |cyc ¢ ?a' * e 10
situation to shew how serious YOU think it is compared 1o the bicycle o

theft with a score of 10? (Obtainonswer) .. ...+ vcvuruyereseqrso..|2 Apersonrobsa victim, The victim is

injured but not hospttalized N

**A person under 16 years old ploys hooky from school.'

Compared to the bicycle theft whl a score of 10, how

serious do YOU think this is? {Obtainanswer). . ... .. .......... . . .| 3. A person under 16 years old plays
hooky from school S

**A person stabs a victim to death.’” Compared to the bicycle theft with
a score of 10, how sorious do YOU think this is? {Obtain answer) .. *. ..|4. A person stabs a victim to death . . .

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel that o rebbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/as) serious (thon/as) the bicycle theft, {PAUSE) and thot playing hooky is (more/less/as) setious (than/as)
the bicycle theft; is thot correct? (PAUSE)

INTERVIEWER I<STRUCTION: Stop and resolve any misunderstandings about the instructions, Make any changes to the practice
scores os needed.

Score the remaining situations in the same woy by comparing each one to the bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
Remember, you moy use any numbers, os high or low as. you wish. (PAUSE)

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFY SCORED COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFY SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .
5. A person breaks into o department store, forces 16. A person attempts to break into o home but runs
‘ away when a police car opprooches, . .........

open o cash vegister ond steols $10. . .. ... ....

17. A person knowingly buys stolen property from the

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED person whostole it . . . o ivns s

AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . 18. A person runs o place where he pammits gambling
tooccurillegally. , .. . cvn i i

19. A person intentionally shoots o victim with o gun.

6. A person O‘clhl barbiturates, such as sleeping pills,

a legal g P e s ey
The victi i treatment b dactor but .

7. An offender knowingly corries an illegal knife. . . . ”:Lv c,’l“ [zotion, .".n. cn . Y.c. “ M .‘: e
8. A perion tteals property worth $1,000 from cutside 20. A person steals property worth $10 from outside

abullding., ... i v vttt o buildings . .. .0, .., .. st eer et aeas

. COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEF'T SCORED

T Rovies v o mimare ey ol shows permegrephic AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 15 . ..
10.. A persca steals an unlocked car, and sellsit.. . . . b aql:.;:::‘ ‘I:I: :I::;::':: lﬂ:.:.':f" w'ﬁ-nh'tkn?wl .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED 22, A person breaks inte o deportment store onrd steals

merchandise worth $3,000.. .. . ..o cvvv ey

23, A person robs a victim of $10 ot gunpoint. The
dad d £ k. rl‘ 11 ']

AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . .,

11. A person trespasses in o city-owned storage lot victim is and req e
end stecls equipment worth $10.. .. ... ....... 24. A mon baots o stronger with his fists, He requires

12, A petson intentionally injures o victim. Asa hospitalizations .. .. o vseierioninsan
result, the victim dies. . . . ....ovtviunrunn, 25. A person plonts o bomb in a public building. The

bomb explodes and 20 people are killed, .. .....

13, A persen pays another person to commit o

SRTIOUS CRIMBY . o v v v vv e nan e te i Q. To help us understand peoples’ scores, | would like to ask an

additional question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the last

14; A person does not have a weapon. He threatens to
herm o victim unless the victim gives him money. ::::I:! ‘?:::'yloiidw::rdkrfv;::v::;" limit or o highest number
The victim givas him $10 ond is not h AN Y [7] No — End Interview

15. A person steals $1,000 worth of merchendise from 2[C] Yes — What was it? {Explain on reverse side
an unlocked car, , .. ....... R any special circumstonces, then end interview,)
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Appendix A

Interview form
Version 10

rorm NCS.210

(ac1477)

U.S. DEPARTHENT OF COMMERCE
BURKAL OF THE CENSUS
AS COLLECTING AGENT FOA TH

VERSION 10

LAw‘l‘::JIr:gcmsuv 5uurmc: Awmuminou A. SamplefB. Contral number (cc 5) C. H.H, No.|D. Version
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (ccd) | psu ISegment 1CK ISerial (cc2) No.
t
; o ‘ o 10
NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY : -

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT

NOTICE « Your feport to the Census Bureau is confidential by law
{U.5, Code 42, section 3771), All dentifiable information will be
used only by persons engaged In and for the purposes of the survey.
and may not be disclosed or released to others for any purpose,

F' Respondent

Line No, | Name

F. Interviawer identification

G. Date campleted |J. Reason for noninterview

Code :N"“’ t [] Type Z noninterview on NCS
1
- 2 Proxy interview on NCS
H. Type of interview I. Was anyone else present during 3 8 Refused NSCS (supplement only)
1 {T] Personal taterview? 4[] Language difficulty
2] Telephone t ] Yes — All s [[] Coutd not understand instructions —Explain on roverse side
3 [} Nat applicable 2[] Yes - Pant & [] Other — Specitty
9 ] OFFICE USE ONLY 30 No ¥
4["} Not applicable
9 [] OFFICE USE ONLY
OFFICE USE K. L. M. N. 0. P,
ONLY

{NTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION . ) Interview all household members 18 years and over {proxy. interview not acceptable)

theft with a score of 10? {Obtain answer) .. ... Vi

Compared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how

a score of 10, how serious do YOU think ¢

the bicycle theft; is thot correct? (PAUSE)

scores as needed.

Remember, you may use any numbera, os high or

INTRODUCTION - 1 would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situotion is, **A person steals o bicycle parked on the street.’* This has been given o score of 10 to show |ts seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first situation to judge all the others. For example, if you think o situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 (PAUSE]} or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you tell me
should be around 5 and so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long s it shows how serious YOU think the
situation is. {PAUSE) If.YOU think something should not be a crime, give it a zero. (PAUSE)

Consider the following situation: '‘A person robs a victim. The victim N b | Led .
is injured but not hospitalized.’” What number would you give to this . ! ﬁ\np‘;r:zr:f::etals 2 n:ycl € Par ¢ o
situotion fo show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle

**A person under 16 years old plays hooky from school."

serious do YOU think this is? {Obtainanswer). ... . ... ...... .. ...} 3. A person under 16 years old plays

"A person stabs a victim to death.'’ Compared to the bicycle theft with
ﬁu is? (Obtain answer) ... .. ..|4,A person stabs a victim to death .

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel thot o robkery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/as) serious (than/as) the bicycle theft, {PAUSE} ond thot playing hooky is {more/less/as) serious {than/as)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop and resolve ony misunderstandings about the instructions, Make any changes to the practice

Score the remaining situations in the same way by comparing each one to the bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong dnswers.
r ; ish, (PAUSE)
ow os you wish.

10

2. A person robs a victim, The victim is
injured but not hospitalized . - ..., ..

hooky from school

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS , . .

5. A person stabs a victim with o knife, The victim

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

6, Knowing that a shipment of cooking oil is bad, o
store owner decides to sell it anyway., ., .. ...

7. A person stecls $1,000 worth of merchandise from
the counter of a.department store.. . ... ......

8. A person undar 16 years old illegally hos o
9. A county court judgoe fakes o bribe to give o light

10. A person is a vagront, That is, he has no home
and no visible means of support. ... ... ...

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

11. A person stecls property worth $1,000 from
outside o building, ., .. i ciien

12, A man forcibly rapes g woman. As a result of

13.'A person breaks inte a building ond steals
property worth $10. . , . ... ... . el

14, A person intentionally injures a victim. The
victim is treated by a doctor and hospitalized. . .

15, A person tobs a victim of 51,000 ot gunpoint. The
victim is ded and requires hospitali

requires hospitalixation. ., ... ... ... ...,

bottle of wine., ..o o vv i iy

sentence ina criminal coses . . ... ...,

physical injuries she dies. . ... ..., ..... ...

tion., . .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 15 . . .

16, A person has some marijuona for his own use.. , , .

17. A person plants @ bomb in o public building. The
bomb explodes but no one is injured,. ..., . ...,

18, A person steals property worth $50 from outside
abuilding. ...t e

19. A legislator takes a bribe from o company to vote
for o law favoring the company. . , . ..., ...,

20, A psrson gets customers for a prostitute.. . ., ... .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

21. A person, armed with o lead pipe, robs o victim
of $10, No physicel horm occurss, v\, .. c0 .

22. A real sstote agent refuses to sell o house to a
person becavse of that person’s race. , ., ... ...

23, A person picks o victim's pocket 0f $10. ., ...,

24, A teenage boy beats his father with his fists.
The father tequires hospitalization, .........,

25. A person plants o homb in a public building. The
bomb explodes and 20 pecple are killed. ... ....

Q. To help us understand peoples’ scores, [ would like to ask
on odditional question. (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the
last item to score, did you have an upper limit or o highest
number in mind that you wouldn't go over?
t [T]No ~ End Interview
2[3Yes — Whot was it ___(Explain on reverse side
ony special circumstances, then end interview,) ’
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|nteI’VleW fOl’m romu NCS-277 NOTICE - Your teport to the Census Buresu i confidential by law

. I
Vers‘on 1 1 (UASd‘ CT;-bﬂ. section. J77I)‘.’ ]AII I:a'mlll;blc Inlovmg;lcn wiil. be

used only by persons engaged In and for the purposes of the survey
UeSe ?;::““oa“;»?:cc:on"-ﬁn“ and may not be disclosed or released to athers far any purpose, )

LAwA:c»Ivlrgglcm::anLvL ES.'.'-”&.?E:"‘AJ.%?.%?HQN A SamplefB. Control number (c¢ 5) C. H.H, No.|D. Version
UiS. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE {cc 4] PSU Isegment 1K !Serial fcc2) o.
i {
| [
] i ] jo
NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY | | P i
YERSION 1 [E. Respondent
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT Line No. | Name
F. Interviewer identification G. Date completed [J, Reason for noninterview

Cod
ode :Nume 1 7] Type Z noninterview on NCS

2 [} Prony interview on NCS

1
H. Type of interview 1. Was anyoc;e else present during 3 [} Refused NSCS (supplement only)
[ (:] Parsonal lAﬂ::WYieW. 4{ ] Languoge difficulty
2{"] Telephone $03 Yes —AH s [7] Could not understand instructions ~Explain on reverse side
3 (7] Not applicable 2[7] Yes — Part 6 [7]) Other ~ Specity
s {71 OFFICE USE ONLY [ No 4
4[] Not applicable
9 ["] OFFICE USE ONLY

OFF(;SIE.YUSE IK. L. M. [N. lO. IP.

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION - B ‘Interview all household members |8 yeors and over (proxy interview not acceptable)

INTRODUCTION - | would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are.

The first situation is, *'A person steols a bicycla parked on the street.’ This has bren given o score of 10 10 show its seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first situation to judge ail the others. For example, if you think o situotion is 20 TIMES MORE sarious than the
bicycle theft, the number you tell me should be around 200 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you teil me
should be around 5 ond so on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number sa long as it shows how serious YOU think the
situation Is, (PAUSE) If YOU think something showld not be o crime, give it a xero. (PAUSE)

Consider the following situgtion: ''A person tobs a victim. The victim i

is injurad but not hospitalized.'' What number would you give to this, . :np‘ehresosr:'::etal‘s 2 b-‘cy.'c.lc vparAked‘ . 10
situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle

theft with o scare of 102 (OBLGIN GNSWEr) . . v v v e v oner s evesann 2, A person robs a victim, ‘The victm is

injured but not hospitalized

‘A person under 16 yeors old plays hooky from scheol.'!
Compated to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how

serious do YOU think this is? (Obtainanswer). . ............ . ..... 3. A person under 6 years old plays
hooky from school e

*'A petson stobs o victim to death.’’ Compared to the bicycle theft with
a score of 10, how serious do YOU think this is? (Obtdin answer) ., , ..l4. Aperson stabs a victim to death . . .. ...

Let's go over these first few answers to be sure | have recorded them correctly. You feel that o robbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/less/as) serious {than/os) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and that playing hooky is (more/less/as) serious (than/os)
the bicycle theft; is that correct? (PAUSE) .

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop und resolve ony misunderstandings about the instructions, Make any changes to the practice
scores os needed,

Score the remaining situations in the some way by comparing each ona to the bicycle theft. Thera are no right or wrong answers.
Remember, you may use any numbers, as high or row as you wish. (PAUSE}

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIONS IS . . . AT 10, HOW SERIOUS 1S . . .
5. A person intentionolly hits a victim with o lead 16. A police officer takes a bribe not to interfere
pipe. The victim requires treotment by a doctor with an illega! gambling operation.. .. ...\ ...,
but not hospitalization. .. .. i 17. A person stabs a victimtodeath. . . .. ... .. ..
COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS .., . B bt P aorerty worth $10000 from .
6. A person steals proparty woith $100 from outside 19. A person plants o bomb in a public building. The
abuilding, . ov vt et bcn:b.lxp "undon-pougnlninluud,bu'no
7. A person runs a prostitution racket. .. ... ..., ’ s 1eq P
8. A person, armed with o lead pipe, robs o 20. A person threatens to serfously injure a victim.. , .
victim of $1,000, The victim is injured and COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
requires hospitalization. .., ... .. e AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

21. A mals, over 16 years of age, has sexual relations

9. A person operates a store whete he knowingly with o willing female under 14

sells stolen propertys .. ... L iia e
10, A person intentionally shoots a victim with e

22, A person stesls property worth $1,000 from
outside abuilding, . ... .. v i

gun. The victim requires hospitalizotion. .. .. ..

23, A person robs a victim of $10 at gunpaint. No

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED physicol horm occurse o oo ven i
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . . 24, Ten high school boys beat a imale clossmate with
11. A person under 16 yeors old is drunk in public.. .. ’ their fists. . He requires hospitotization. . ... ...
25. A person plants o bomb in a public building. The
et eei Sh 300, L + | bom axplodes and 20 pesple ore killsd. <+,
13, A lab jon official illegally threatens to orgonize Q. To help us understand pecples’ scores, | would like to osk
o s:ﬂ:'n l:? :: :mpfo;ar hi.rqn:. Zan-unlon workers. . . on odditional question, (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the
§ b last item to score, did you have an upper limit or o highest
14, A person sh:‘s $10 worth of merchandise from the aumber in mind that you wouldn't go over?
counter of o department store. . .. ... oo .o + 1 No ~ End Interview
15. A parson intentionatly injures o victim, The victim 2] Yes — Whot was it? (Explain on reverse side

is treated by a doctor bot is not hospitalized.. . . . any special circumstances, then end intérview.)
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Appendix A

Interview fOl’m l:.oau"'fc&zlz NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau 13 confidential by law
Version 12 . {U.S. Code 42. section 3771}, All idenufiable 1nformation wili be
used onfy by persons engaged i1n and for the purposes of the survey.

U.S, DEPARTMENY OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING A% COLLECTING AGEMT FOR TH

and may not be disciosed or released to others for any purpose.

Code |'Nlme

AW BN PO R CEMENT Reai s TANCE At rsTASTION A. Sample]B. Control number {cc 5) C. H.H. No.|D. Version

U.5, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE {cc 4} | psu |Segment 1CK |Serial {cc 2 No.

i I ]
Jo i P 12

NATIONAL SURVEY OF CRIME SEVERITY I y HI|

YERSION 12 E. Respondent .

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY SUPPLEMENT Line No. | Name
F. Interviewer identification G. Date completed |J. Reason for noninterview

$ 7] Type Z nonintervies 2 NCS
2[ ] Peoxy interview on ¥.,3

i
H. Type of interview

1 [] Personai interview?
2{] Telephone 1{7] Yes = All
3 {T] Not zpplicable 2{"] Yes — Pant
9 [_1OFFICE USE ONLY 301 No

4 "] Not applicable
s {7} OFFICE USE ONLY

. Was anyone else present during

3 (7] Refused NSCS (supplement only}
4 L] Language difficulty

6 [ ] Other - Spccm;(

s {77 Could not understand instructions =Explanr on reverse side

OFFICE USE K. L. M.
ONLY

IW 0. IP.

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION P Interview all household members 18 years and aver {proxy interview not acceptable)

**A parson under 16 years old plays hooky from school.’’
Compared to the bicycle theft with o score of 10, how

the bicycle theft; is thot correct? (PAUSE)
scores as needed.

Remember, you may use any numbers, os high or

Censider the following situation:” *'A person robs o victim. The victim eyel xed
is injured but not hospitalixed.”” What number would you give to this 1. A person steals a bicycle ?ar ¢
situation to show how serious YOU think it is compared to the bicycle
theft with a score of 10? (Obtainenswer) . . ..o v v,

serious do YOU think this is? (Obtainanswer). ... ... ....... ... ... 3. A person under 16 years old play

"'A person stabs o victim to death.'" Compored to the bicycle theft with
o score of 10, how serious. do YOU think this is? (Obtain answer)

INTRODUCTION ~ | would like to ask your opinion about how serious YOU think certain crimes are,

The first situation is, "*A person steals o bicycle parked on the street.” This has been given a score of 10 fo show its seriousness.
(PAUSE) Use this first situation to judge all the others. For example, if you think o situation is 20 TIMES MORE serious than the

. bicycle tiieft, the number you tell me should be areund 200 (PAUSE) or if you think it is HALF AS SERIOUS, the number you te!l me
should be-around 5 and 30 on. (PAUSE) There is no upper limit; use ANY number so long os it shows how serious YOU think the
sifuation is. (PAUSE) lf YOU think something should not be a crime, give it a zero. (PAUSE)}

on the street .

10

2. A person robs a victim. The victim is

injured but not hospitahized

heoky from school . .
. .14, A person stabs a victim to death .. . . . [ .

Let's go over these first fow answars to be sire | have recorded them correctly. ' You feel that o robbery in which the victim is
injured is (more/leas/as) serious (than/os) the bicycle theft, (PAUSE) and that ploying hooky ‘is {more/less/as) serious {than/os)

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: Stop ond resolve any misunderstandings about the jnstructions. Make any changes to the practice

Score the ramaining situctions in the some way br comparing cu;h cne ;jS'Eh. bicycle theft. There are no right or wrong answers.
ow as you wish, (PA )

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

5. A persen, wsing force, rebs a victim of $10, The
victim Is hurt end requires frestment by a doctor
but not hespitellzetion.. ... .. ...,

COMPARED 7O THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIQUS IS ., .

6. A person intentionally hits o victim with o lead
pipe. The victim requires hospitalization. . . .. ..

7. A person is drunk inpublice. ..o vi i

8. A man forcibly rapes.a woman. Her physical
injuries require treatment by a dector but not
hospitalization. . ... coveiiieiinennnan

9. A person traspasses in a railroad yard and steals
olonternworth$10.. ... ... .. c.vviuevens

10, A parson smuggles heroln into the country. . . . cee

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

11. A person Intentionally shaots ¢ victim with a gun.
The victim is wounded slightly but does not
require medical treatment, . . . ... ..o

12 Abpcrnn steals property worth $1,000 from outside

a by Mot s v o v v o sas ot b asbosnsenarsose

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

16. A person knowingly makes false entries on a docu-
ment thot the court has requested fora criminal trial.

17. A person steals propesty worth $100 from outside
obullding « vy ivri i e

18. A person takes bets on the numbers, . . ........

19, A person threatens o victim with o weapon unless
the victim gives him money, The victim gives him
$10and isnotharmed. . ... . ... oo

20, A person, armad with o gun, robs a bank of $100,000
during business hours. No one is physicolly hurt, .

COMPARED TO THE BICYCLE THEFT SCORED
AT 10, HOW SERIOUS IS . . .

21, A person intentionally shoves or pushes o victim.
Mo medical freatment is required. . ... ........

22, A compdny poys a bribe to a legislator to vote for
a Jow favoring the company., « o v v oo v e v v e

23, A person threatens to harm o victim unless the
victim gives him money. The victim gives him
$1,000 dnd isnotharmed, , . .., v o vl

24. A woman stobs her husband, As a result,
hodiese. o oiinn.n e

13, A person carries o gun iflegally.. . ..o 0o v v ol

25, A person plonts o bomb in a public l.iuilding. The
bomb explodes and 20 people are killed.. . .. .. ..

14, A person beats a victim with his fists. The victim
requires treatment by a doctor but not hospitali-
ZAHOM: ot v vi it et ety

15. A person signs someone else’s name to o check
and cashes it, ..... ey

Q. To help us understand peoples’ scores, | would like 1o ask an
additional question, (PAUSE) BEFORE | gave you the lost

item to score, did you have an upper limit or o highes
in mind thet you wouldn't go over?
t [J No —~ End Interview

2[JYes — What was it?_________ (Explain on reverse side

any special circumstances, then end interview,)

t number
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NSCS: Item, version, and aggregation effects
in the national pretest*

Appendix B

(1) There are no order effects in terms of
respondent fatigue or in terms of respon-
dent acclimation to the task. This is true
not only in the means of the responses
but also in the standardized variances,
implying that within a version variances
are homoscedastic (see tables B-1, B-2,
and B-3).

Table B-1 provides means for introduc-
tion 1 (magnitude scale), introduction 2
(category scale), and the combined
responses for each version and question,
Table B-2 provides the standard devia-
tions. Table B-3 shows the regressions of
each mean or standard deviation for the
combined responses on the position of
the question in the gquestionnaire. The
column headed 7 indicates the proportion
of variance in the means explained by a
trend in response. For example, for ver-
sion 1, 17 percent of the variation in the
item means is explained by a linear trend
in the data. The equation being fit is

(means)
or
(standard deviation)
=a + b - (position: 1-24).

The column headed a is the intercept of
the equation, and b is the slope. As can
be seen from table B-3, little or none of
the variation in the means (standard
deviation) is explained by a linear trend in
response. The slopes in each of these
regressions are very close to zero, aiso in-
dicating lack of trend. Further, as all the
slopes are positive (albeit small), there is
no indication of respondent fatigue,

(2) There do not seem to be any special
problems with particular items.

(3) Ther: are hardly any ditferences be-
tween introduction 1 and introduction 2.
The major finding for the mean scores
across items on a version is that the
average response on introduction 1 is
lower than that for introduction 2, This
means that for introduction 1 there is a
tendency for respondents to give relatively
higher numbers for the very serious
crimes. So using introduction 1 improves
the differentiation between very serious
crimes and crimes that are less serious,
whereas introduction 2 provides more dif-
ferentiation between the less significant
crimes and clustering of the more serious
crimes.

*Prepared by Charles D. Cowan, Survey Analysis
and Evaluation Branch, U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Tables B-1 and B-2 show the means and
standard deviations (computed using sim-
ple random sampling formulas) for each
question within each version. Core-item
questions, asked on three different ver-
sions, are displayed separately by version.
For example, core item 1 was asked on
version 1 as question 7, version 5 as ques-
tion 14, and version 9 as question 19.

The core items are not aggregated in any
one place. However, to test whether there
was a great deal of variance in response
due to differences between versions, the
variances of the first five core items
(dollar questions) were aggregated in table
B-4 to obtain a total sum of squares for
each question aggregated, and then the
sums of squares for each rendition of the
question (3 different renderings, as
described above for core-item 1) were
summed to provide a within-sum of
squares. Using these two numbers to ob-
tain a between-version sum of squares, it
appears that only 1-2 percent of the
variance for any core item is due to
between-version variation. This means
that there should be no special problem
with aggregating items, because seemingly
large differences in the means between
versions for a core item are miniscule
compared to the variation within a ver-
sion.
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Appendix B

Table B-1

Standardized means for NSCS pretest, by version
and position within version

Ver-
slon

Intro-
duction

1

2

3

4

[

6

7

8

9

10

1

Questlon number

12

13

14

15

16 17

18 19

20

21

22

23

24

Total

1

c*
{ee
Qeee

030
035
012

241
.208
371

.040
039
.047

724
694
.837

537
.482
.743

370
325
540

118
104
176

.486
441
.650

282
435

464
422
621

.085
.063
071

.698
.666
813

347
304
513

347
289
527

252
223
.359

175 354
167 .308
210 531

598 .43
563 .392
729 581

.566
.534
.682

794
.789
.807

.485
456
.590

479
440
621

386
357
499

024
.031
012

274
214
381

046
.038
.059

791
726
802

320
.261
426

297
.233
A1

.063
055
077

412
538

A7
137
.232

807
530
737

.233
190
.313

429
.367
543

.169
139
.225

532
438
707

546
457
.709

440 .435
350 354
604 .586

376 171
325 31
469 243

416
,357
525

342
.282
455

.493
419
634

217
.198
.264

.875
.838
941

.368
.302
456

027
048
013

.288
.238
326

.054
.062
047

.867
.800
918

.350
321
.ar2

396
374
414

377
340
.408

147
144
149

317
.289
.339

477
.431
512

506
448
552

469
409
517

426
.366
A72

220
204
.233

358
314
.392

232 474
214 414
.245 522

.509 .890
426 843
574 927

401
372
423

077
074
.080

773
738
800

554
496
.598

618
577
.650

408
373
.436

030
.032
.028

.296
237
344

042
.042
043

.854
7565
936

279
.230
319

545
461
615

405
315
479

307
234
367

4586
.378
520

879
847
.906

206
165
.239

542
443
824

253
.232
271

426
344
492

252
214
282

.646 469
519 407
748 518

487 706
443 853
522 749

.207
.185
.226

449
370
515

192
156
221

381
.287
458

870
572
751

416
357
466

.030
.051
011

.293
222
358

.038
.038
.037

.B61
782
930

413
332
.485

642
541
732

417
.339
.485

.243
221
.2683

420
.365
468

293
234
347

578
487
659

787
651
793

627
528
715

164
166
163

812
.B64
.953

285 115
247 112
318 .118

432 .233
.383 .203
474 259

.288
257
318

.193
.188
196

317
.262
365

336
275
.388

910
.£51
.961

405
357
.450

025
.032
018

263
212
313

.046
.046
048

873
.805
941

.340
205
387

190
148
.237

.159
131
.189

841
743

.292
.255
.328

.204
.182
.228

238
.184
.288

213
181
246

.897
608
JH

465
.388
546

318
.268
.369

.387 466
314,398
464 535

231 538
200 454
263 619

661
€07
718

332
204
374

795
741
.850

3N
.264
.363

708
641
.778

391
342
443

032
049
010

243
.201
.298

040
039
.041

749
691
.819

196
165
232

457
379
553

392
.320
481

440
531

918
932
901

295
.264
334

131
.130
132

.391
316
482

477
401
.570

484
.409
577

362
.303
412

730 413
715 361
748 477

271 473
.233 427
318 528

524
470
5980

317
.266
378

.230
202
.264

549
480
.631

421
367

397
.353
450

.022
.028
.016

235
.184
.288

031
017
045

.864
811
918

307
.286
328

.231
205
267

161
145
A77

.366
314
418

21
104
138

4361
303
.420

501
.449
565

.200
74
226

834
596
673

.268
.233
.305

124
089
.i59

707 629
645 572
771687

43% 795
.365 718
515 874

476
402
562

102
073
.130

.283
236
331

.657
615
701

.369
.328
412

029
.036
.024

277
232
311

.045
.048
.043

.890
.838
.928

229
190
258

274
220
315

206
A7
.232

349
273
408

.455
387
508

,206
.166
.236

.884
846
912

717
670
.752

358
294
.405

400
341
.446

201
.237
.331

335 .317
271 .261
384 .361

643 162
577 148
682 173

178
.146
.202

A39
.353
.504

718
663
.762

852
.839
863

RN

401
356
436

10

041
.064
025

.285
251
309

063
060
.085

.B67
.810
.908

162
.139
161

626
572
664

429
370
472

399
.369
422

133
22
141

825
498
717

108
.090
A1

.905
.868
.933

227
.198
.249

.465
406
493

733
651
.795

272 730
.250 680
.289 .768

266 637
248 564
279 601

427
344
.489

367
212
.408

.326
270
.368

234
198
.260

462
.430
.485

407
.366
438

11

.033
.036
030

267
214
335

.048
041
057

.867
.858

353
.280
448

237
.187
.302

202
453

573
491
677

.89
613

715
635
.B14

.183
154
.219

448
.390
520

315
.262
.382

.160
126
204

.329
.268
404

509 932
423" 905
.620 .967

.548 187
487 167
625 212

.298
.239
.375

73
138
217

747
706
799

433
355
533

505
.452
572

407
.356
473

12

.029
.036
.014

242
221
.296

038
036
.036

.837
.798
836

.283
245
374

.348
.306
453

449
415
.533

a21
118
.128

.693
851
796

119
.096
174

672
622
793

591
544
707

377
334
.483

321
204
.387

314
.288
.378

363 410
349 376
.396 .493

161,349
147 333
L1956 .386

623
.607
662

144
146
140

.542
510
621

457
445
.487

424
404
475

371
347
431

Total

N= OO N0 N[N0 [N=0 NS0 [N=O N0 N0

.029
.039
.018

.267
218
327

044
045
043

.837
772
914

.319
.285
359

.386
322
463

280
.239
352

374
.328
429

390
.354
461

.439
.382
507

354
.281
443

525
503
552

410
350
.482

355
307
413

399
338
AT1

419 468
382 413
488 534

418,466
371 .405
473 539

.423
397
455

319
305
.336

491
447
543

452
402
513

635
581
234

.393
.348
447

*Combined introduction 1 and 2.
* *Introduction 1= no fimit.
* **Introduction 2 =0-1,000
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Table B-2

Standardized standard deviations for NSCS pretest
by version and position within version

Ver- Intro- Question number
slon duction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Total
1 c* 072 .287 110 379 .366 .,320 .190 .354 .283 .358 .137 .372 203 309 .267 .254 .306 .347 335 .340 .333 .346 .344 .344 .389

1 030 .263 .111 .389 ,359 .308 .176 .352 .263 .353 .138 .380 .280 .286 .246 .242 .288 .347 .326 .344 334 .343 .343 .334 .360
2" 012 343 109 314 321 .321 230 .316 .312 .337 .134 .322 285 .332 .317 .297 .313 .320 335 .304 336 341 .341 .349 .384

.045 300 .139 342 313 .293 135 .341 .233 .376 .260 .389 .233 .365 .353 .354 .343 .312 233 .320 342 .350 .314 .282 373
.054 241 116 374 276 .247 114 308 185 .383 .216 .366 .194 .348 .343 319 316 .292 .183 .305 .309 .340 .292 .312 .348
.014 358 .173 .241 .345 .332 .167 .369 .292 .332 .309 .404 .283 .327 .308 .354 .340 325 .201 .343 371 .324 .349 .202 .394

058 .293 160 .279 .310 .314 319 .220 260 .345 .375  .314 334 .258 .359 257 .339 .376 .241 .209 179 .317 .334 .336 .372
.082 .258 .156 329 .297 .305 .286 .199 .263 .335 .357 209 .315 .237 .313 .211 314 353 .2B1 .282 ,154 .323 316 .328 .350
.020 313 .164 220 .320 .321 341 235 .289 .351 .3B4 319 343 273 389 .288 .351 .382 .198 311 ,198 310 .343 .340 .386

.086 .274 101 .287 317 331 .328 .283 .314 .261 .271 .328° .277 .319 .284 .326 .340 339 .310 .250 .337 .268 .308 .317 .367
.038 .245 087 .339 .282 .333 .296 .225 .298 .278 .220 .304 .282 .203 .250 .332 .337 .349 .326 .222 321 225 .279 .344 .354
112288 111 203 339 315 336 .311 312 243 303 326 273 324 322 282 .335 328 .280 .270 337 .277 .313 .268 .375

103 297 098 .291 .334 .350 .308 .259 .347 .289 .32t .310 311 228 233 .283 .186 .320 .274 .278 .260 .298 .361 .218 .379
147 269 078 .348 .319 .355 .290 .261 .331 .256 .329 .338 .319 ,239 .287 .261 .162 314 .265 .270 245 .265 337 .257 .362
012 309 .113 .208 .332 .321 .309 .257 .355 .324 .292 .268 .277 .220 163 .209 .204 .321 .288 .283 .290 .317 .374 .157 .388

054 255 ,139 .278 .290 .264 .264 .350 .302 .243 .262 .239 .333 .373 .209 .347 .336 .259 .342 327 .334 300 .293 .333 .370
057 221 133 .331 .278 .217 .219 .360 .286 .222 .213 .210 .345 .342 275 .309 .326 .225 .349 .352 309 338 .274 .358 .351
051 278 146 .191 298 .302 .179 .311 .316 .261 .206 .264 295 .387 .317 .367 .335 .289 .316 .291 .354 .245 .305 .292 .382

.053 -.281 112 361 .262 353 .320 .328 .223 .294 .190 .311 .337 .332 .208 .332 .308 .270 .347 340 .282 .242 339 .319 .360
051 .253 095 ,367 .232 .330 .ZB9 .206 1768 .274 152 .286 .323 .316 .281 .333 .200 .246 .334 .338 ,264 .213 .344 .304 .343

B

.010 .306 .130 .342 292 .358 ,335 .343 268 .314 .231 .315 .332 .320 .309 .332 .320 .291 358 .332 313 .271 .315 .326 .374
034 245 084 .267 275 .249 225 .290 .52 .293 .335 .223 .332 293 .185 .325 .331 .319 .295 303 .174 .248 330 — .358
037 194 027 .306 -.256 .221 .229 .262 .130 .256 .324 .199 .343 .269 .124 355 .345 .286 .336 .294 .126 .226 .346
029 279 115 .210 .292 .272 .221 .309 .171 .316 .338 .243 .317 .314 227 .279 .307 335 .221 .295 .210 .263 .307
.079 250 131 .246 .250 .291 257 .334 311 .238 .245 334 .296 .300 .276 .298 .282 .317 .208 .240 317 .288 .270 — .370
.048 192 ,126 .2B4 . .204 .232 204 .275 .304 192 .279 362 .272 .,300 .250 .260 .255 .338 .183 .182 .209 332 311 -~ 355
097 .281 135 .206. .278 .324 289 .364 308 .265 .213 .308 .305 .294 .288 .311 .296 .292 .228. .275 .317 .283 .237 — .377
133 278 171 282 227 349 351 .315 212 .353 .218 250 .276 .308 .315 .352 .317 .27 .341 3756 .313 .313 .263 .356 .384
164 235 152 .316 195 .360 .348 .314 .188 352 172 263 .246 .307 .342 .352 .334 .280 .362 .348 .290 .277 .231 ..374 .367
103 305 .184 247 .248 337 .348 .316 .220 .326 .245 238 .296 .305 .279 .353 .299 .310 .316 .383 .325 .333 .283 .343 .383
.108 261 .129 230 .280 .263 .336 .310 .338 .303 .243 .308 .302 .224 .267 .336 .203 .314 .252 268 .226 .317 .314 .328 .366
104 220 102 .264 .258 .251 .349 .327 .327 .329 .225 326 .245 .180 .249 .333 .238 .331 .226 .268 .189 354 .205 .339 358
414 203 157 166 .279 .265 310 .252 .310 .234 .260 269 .,323 .264 .271 .308 .142 .273 .280 .318 .250 .254 .311 .302 .385
.038 .251 ,102 .300 .269 .282 .315 .204 .334 .183 -.134 331 .298 .302 .261 .308 .315 .222 .296 .331 180 .347 .314 .318 348
.042 229 ,080 .320 .261 .269 .315 .197 .347 .134 345 332 279 .283 .247 .307 .313 .203 .287 .345 .171 344 323 317 .338
020 .297 .144 217 268 .287 .301 .224 279 .262 .272 .304 .312 .337 .286 .316 .308 .260 .316 .205 .202 .348 .291 .317 .364
080 .275 .125 .305 .312 .340 .311 .338 .359 .374 368 .373 .344 .328 .360 .362 .36t .343 381 .345 .346 372 361 357 .368
.088 238 107 .342 .295 .313 .232 .316 .351 .356 .357 .327 .322 304 .334 .344 .351 .332 .364 .338 .343 .367 .351 .368 .351
067 .302 .144 233 327 .355 .330 .353 .328 .383 360 .418 ,355 347 376 .372 .364 .350 .387 .349 349 .372 .362 .335 .381
* Combined introduction 1 and 2.

**Introduction 1 = no limit.

***Introduction 2 = 0-1,000.

10

12

Total

(=]
N N2 O[N=2O|NaL N[N OO0 NN~ NS00 D=0

[
Table B-3

Regression of the means and standard
deviations within versions, by their
position in the questionnaire

’ Standard
Means deviations

Version r a b I a b

472 227 .013 .192 228 .005
128,226 011 190 225 .005
149 252 013 .130 .240 .004

.038 ,337 .006 .202 .234 .004
008 .365 .003 .032 252 .002
.184 213 014 .358 .210 .006

049 314 007 .164 .236 .004
2130 .212 .013. 225 .185 .006
12,249,013 208 .215 .004

10 .024 .338 .005 .277 .232 .005
11 044 317 .007 175 .225 .004
12 .040 .295 .006 .208 .205 .005

Total 180 275 010 391 245 .007

WO~ DUTSH WM
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Table B-4

Aggregation of core items 1-5

Core item:
version/ _ Vari-
postion x=¥x/n i n ance
17 118 11.832 237 .036
5114 164 - 17927 217 .052
919 162 13222 189 .044
Total 47 42181 643 -
BSS= .305 = .011
WSS =28.036 F(2,640) = 3.481
TSS =28.341
2: 29 A71° 19.180 230 054
6110 204 - 20.738 207 059
10/18 266 27.561 174 .088
Total 209 67479 611 —
BSS= .899 Pt = 022
WSS =239.873 F(2,608) = 6,854
TSS=40.772
3: 316 232 25932 217 066
7122 230 22164 199 .059
11/6 237 22210 178 .089
Total 233 70,305 594 -
BSS =.005 = 000
WSS =238.137 F(2,591)= .039
TSS = 38,142
4: 4/23 381 50.285 209 096
8/5 307 33.043 195 076
12113 377 40.366 176 .088
Total 355 123,704 580 —
BSS= .678 "= .013
WSS =49.919 F(2,577)=3.918
TSS =50.597
5: 312 469  69.434 218 .099
718 440 60.084 200 107
1118 548 69.286 174 .098
Total 483 198.803 592 -
BSS= 1.146 n*= .019
WSS = 59.802 F(2,589) = 5.644
TSS =60.948

*n? = BSS/TSS = proportion of variance explained.
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NSCS: Reliability statement and standard errors:
National level, census regions and subdivisions,

and OMB regions*

Appendix C

Reliability of the estimates. The particular
sample used for this survey is only one of
a large number of possible samples of the
same size that could have been selected
using the same sample design and sample
selection procedures. Estimates derived
from different samples could differ from
each other. The standard error of a sur-
vey estimate is a measure of the variation
among the estimates from all possible
samples and is, therefore, a measure of
the precision with which the estimate
from a particular sample approximates
the average result of all possible samples.
The standard errors given in the following
tables are primarily measures of sampling
variability, that is, of the variations that
occurred by chance because a sample
rather than the entire population was
surveyed. The sample estimate and its
estimated standard error enable one to
construct confidence intervals, ranges that
would include the average result of all
possible samples with a known probabili-
ty.

If all possible samples were selected under
essentially the same general conditions
and using the same sample design, and an
estimate and its estimated standard error
were calculated from each sample, then:

1. Approximately 68 percent of the in-
tervals from one standard error below the
estimate to one standard error above the
estimate would include the average result
of all possible samples.

2. Approximately 90 percent of the in-
tervals from 1.6 standard errors below the
estimate to 1.6 standard errors above the
estimzte would include the average result
of all possible samples.

3. Approximately 95 percent of the in-
tervals from two standard errors below
the estimate to two standard errors above
the estimate would include the average
result of all possible samples.

In addition to sampling error, the survey
estimates are subject to nonsampling er-
rors. Sources of nonsampling error result
from different types of response errors,
systematic data errors introduced by the
interviewer, mistakes in coding and pro-
cessing the data, and incomplete sampling
frames, for example, a large number of
the mobile homes built since 1970 and
one small class of housing units con-
structed since 1970 are not included in the

*Prepared by the ULS. Bureau of the Census,

sample frame. Quality control and edit

“procedures were utilized at various steps

of the survey operation to keep the non-
sampling errors at an acceptably low
level.

As calculated for this survey, the stan-
dard errors partially measure some non-
sampling errors, that is, those due to ran-
dom response and interviewer errors, but
do not reflect any systematic biases in the
data. These standard errors are approx-
imations to the standard errors of various
estimates. To derive standard errors that
would be applicable to a wide variety of
items and could be prepared at a moder-
ate cost, a number of approximations
were required. As a result, standard er-
rors calculated using the following tables
provide an indication of the magnitude.of
the standard errors rather than the precise
standard error for any specific item.

Computation and application of the stan-
dard errors. Confidence interval construc-
tion in this section is discussed in terms
of the Y (that is, log) and G (geometric
mean) score estimtes, where

N

X W log X,
y=i=1

N

LW

i =1

and G = 10¥ as mentioned previously.
Construction of confidence intervals for
geometric means depends on the log
scores. Y and G score estimates at the na-
tional, census region and subdivision, and
Federal region levels can be obtained
from tables C-1 through C-4, respectively.
For example, the Y and G estimates for
item 112 in the New England census sub-
division are .6560 and 4.5, using table
C-3.

" The standard errors (s.e.Y) given in

tables C-1 through C-4 for the national
level, 4 census regions, 9 subdivisions,
and 10 Federal regions, respectively, are
applicable to estimates (Y) of mean log
scores found in those tables, that is, the
Y values. Estimates of the geometric
means of scores (G) are also found in the
tables. The estimates in tables C-2, C-3,
and C-4 are for the 12 core items and five
additional ones which were included on
the 12 questionnaire versions with greatest
frequency. An estimate of the standard
error of a Y score at the State, SMSA, or

city level can be obtained by multiplying
s.e.(Y) for the corresponding subdivision
estimate by an adjustment factor (a.f.)
for the State, SMSA, or city of interest,
The adjustment factor is a multiplier
which reflects the numerical relationship
between census subdivision and State,
SMSA, or city level standard error
estimates. Adjustment factors are found
in tables C-5, C-6, and C-7. For example,
from tables C-3 and C-5, for item 1 in
New York State,

s.e(Y) = (a.f.)s.e.Y)
(1.4)(.0167)
.0234

where s.e. (Y) is found in the Middle
Atlantic subdivision portion of C-3.

The standard error of a difference be-
tween two Y sample estimates is approx-
imately equal to the square root of the
sum of the squares of the standard errors
of each Y estimate considered separately.
This formula will represent the actual
standard error quite accurately for the
difference between uncorrelated sample
estimates. If, however, there is a large
positive correlation, the formula will
overestimate the true standard error of
the difference, and, if there is a large
negative correlation, the formula will
underestimate the true standard error of
the difference.

Confidence intervals for the geometric
mean scores and the ratio of geometric
mean scores can be constructed as
described below. A confidence interval
for the ratio of geometric mean scores
can be used to detect differences in these
scores between comparable subnational
areas such as regions or States. Also, it
should be noted exp(X) = eX, where e is
the base for natural logarithms.

1. Confidence interval for the geometric
mean score:

Lower endpoint:
exp[¥/.4343] — Z (s.c. {¥]) (SR LY/4343D

4343

Upper endpoint:
exp[¥/.4343] + Z (s.c. [v]) LR 11/:4343])

4343

where possible values of Z include 1, 1.6,
and 2 corresponding to the 68, 90, and 95
percent confidence intervals described in
the ““Reliability of the estimates’’ section
above,
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2. Confidence interval for the ratio of the
geometric mean scores:
Lower endpoint:
exp [Y; —Y}/.4343] — Z (s.e. [Yi])?

272 (expl(Y:—Y;)/.4343])
+(s.e.[Y}]%) 4343

Upper endpoint:

exp [Y; —Yj/.4343) + Z (s.e. [Yi])?
22 (expl(Y;—Y))/.4343])

Hs.e. [T 4343

where Y; and Y; are log scores for two
regions in a given item.

lustration of the use of tables of stan-
dard errors for item 1. From Table C-1,
the standard error of log score for item 1
at the national level is s.e.(Y) = .0070.
The Y score is 1.5772.

Using Z = 1, the confidence interval
constructed for the geometric mean score
would have lower endpoint:

ex 1.5772
P | 4343
- (1)(.0070)
= 37.7729 — (.0161)(37.7729)

= 37.1648
and upper endpoint:

o} 1.5772
&P | 343
+ (1)(.0070)
= 37.7729 + (.0161)(37.7729)
= 38.3810.

Using this result, we can conclude with
approximately 68 percent confidence that
the interval (37.1648, 38.3810) contains
the population geometric mean score for
item 1 at the national level.

With Z = 2, the confidence interval con-
structed would have lower endpoint:

[ 1 .5772]
XD | 4343

exp[1.5772/.4343])
4343

expl1.5772/.4343])
383

(exp[1.5772/.4343])
— ()(.0070) 4343
= 37.7729 — (.0322)(37.7729)
= 36.5566

and upper endpoint:

1.5772
€Xp | “4343 }
+ 20070 exp[l ,, ‘{;23/.4343])

= 37.7729 + (.0322)(37.7729)
= 38.9892.
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Using this result, we can conclude with
approximately 95 percent confidence that
the interval (36.5566, 38.9892) contains
the population geometric mean score for
item 1 at the national level.

Confidence interval construction for the
State, SMSA, and city levels. From tables
C-3 and C-5, the standard error of log
score for item 1 in Massachusetts is

(a.f.)(s.e[Y]) = (1.4)(.0279)
= ,0391.

The estimate of the population mean log
score (Y) for item 1 in Massachusetts is
log (total weighted antilog of

scores) = log (37.909) = 1.,5787. Using
Z = 2, the confidence interval con-
structed for the geometric mean score
would have lower endpoint:

(exp[1.5787/.4343])
~ (2)(.0391) 3

= 37.9036 — (.1801)(37.9036) .
= 31,0772

and upper endpoint:

1.5787
exp [ .4343:(] |
exp{1.5787/.4343}
+ (2)(.0391) L

= 37.9036 + (.1801)(37.9036)
= 44,7300

Using this result, we can conclude with
approximately 95 percent confidence that
the interval (31.0772, 44.7300) contains
the population geometric mean score for
item 1 in Massachusetts.

From tables C-3 and C-5, the standard
error of the difference between the Y
sample estimates for item 1 in
Massachusetts and Vermont is

\/ f@.f)s.e. YD+ [@.f)Gs.e[YDP

= \/ [(1.4)(.0279)F + [(3.0)(0.279)]

= .0922

where Y, and Y, are the sample estimates
for item 1 from Massachusetts and Ver-
mont, respectively.

To obtain the confidence interval of the
ratio of the G estimates for Massachusetts
and Vermont, the estimate of the dif-

ference between the Y estimates is need-
ed. It is found by the procedure used
above for Massachusetts. Thus, Y, and
Y, are the logs of the total weighted an-
tilogs of scores for Massachusetts and
Vermont, respectively. With Y, = log
(37.909) = 1.5787 and Y, = log
(33.855) = 1.5296, we have

Y, — Y, = .0491.

Using Z = 2, the confidence interval
constructed for the ratio of the geometric
mean scores would have lower endpoint:

exp |:04912
4343

+ @)(.0922)(exPL.0491/.4343))

R AR
1.1197 — (.4246)(1.1197)
6443

and upper endpoint:

0491
exp [.434“3‘

— (2)(.0922)

1.1197 + (.4246)(1.1197)
1.5951.

Thus, the resulting confidence interval is
from .6443 to 1.5951. Since this con-
fidence interval includes the number 1, it
cannot be concluded with 95 percent con-
fidence that a difference in geometric
mean scores between the geographical
subdivisions is due to factors other than
sampling error.

(exp[.0491/.4343])
T aa
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Table C-1

Geometric mean of scores and standard error estimates

for mean of log scores for national estimates

(Crime severity questions 1-204)

Mean of Stan-

Geo-

metric

log dard mean of

scoras error of scores
Crime severity guestion (Yp Y; (Gp
1. A person steals property worth $10 from outside a .
building. 1.5772 0070 37.8
2. A person steals property worth $50 from outside a
building. 1,7997 .0066 83.0
3. A person steals property worth $100 from outside a
bullding. 1.8947 0065 78.5
4. A person steals property worth $1,000 from outside a
bullding. 2.1767 0048  150.2
5. A person steals property worth $10,000 from outside a
building. 23789 0074 239.2
6, A person breaks into a bullding and steals property
worth $10, 1.8486 .0071 70.6
7. A person does not have a weapon. He threatens to
harm a victim unless the victim gives him money. The
victim- gives him $10 and is not harmed. 2,1606 .0082 144.8
8. A person threatens a victim with a weapon unless the
victim gives him money. The victim gives him $10 and is
not harmed. 22041 .0083 160.0
9. A person intantionally injures a victim, As a result, the
victim dies, 28812 .0102 7784
10, A person intentionally injures a victim, The victim is
treated by a doctor and is hospitalized. 24174 0076 2614
11. A person intentionally injures a victim. The victim is
treatad by a doctor but Is not hospitalized. 22696 .0076 186.0
12, ‘A person intentionally shoves or pushes a victim, No
medical treatment is required. 1.5074 .0094 32,2
13. A person stabs a victim to death. 2,8929 .0084 7814
14. A person kills a victim by recklessly driving an
automobile. 26296 .0125 426.1
15. A person robs a victim at gunpoint. The victim
struggles and is shot to death. 29760 .0187 946.2
16. A person performs an illegal abortion. 22732 .0170 187.6
17. A person attempts to kill a victim with a gun. The gun
misfires and the victim éscapes unharmed. 25547 0157 358.7
18. A person threatens to seriously injure a victim. 23082 0161 2033
19. A person kidnaps a victim. A ransom of $1,000 is paid
and the victim is returned unharmed. 2,7288 0145 5355
20. A person kidnaps a victim, 26659 .0142 4634
21, A person intentionally shoots a victim with a gun. The
victim is wounded slightly but does not require medical
treatment. 25895 .0141 3886
22, A person intentionally shoots a victim with a gun. The
victim requires treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization. 26181 0161 4151
23. A person intentionally shoots a victim with a gun. The
victim requires hospltalization. 27353 .0144 5436
24. A person stabs a victim with a knife. No medical
treatment is required. 24136 0115 259.2
25, A person stabs a victim with a knife. The victim
requires treatment by a doctor but not hospitalization, 25738 .0127 . 3749
26. A person stabs a victim with a knife, The victim
requires hospitalization. 25959 .0128 3943
27. A'person intentlonally hits a victim with a lead pipe.
No medical treatment is requirad: 22364 .0105 1723

28, A person Intentlonally hits a victim with a lead pipe.
The victim requires treatment by a doctor but not

hospitalizatlon. 2.2908
29. A person intentionally hits a victim with a lead pipe.

The victim requires hospitalization. 2.3567
30. A person beats a victim with his {lsts. The victim

requires hosplitwization. 2,1816
31. A person beats a victim with his fists. The victim Is

hurt but does not require medical treatment. 2.2030
32. A person beats a victim with his fists. The victim

requires treatment by a doctor but not hosplitallzation. 21303
33. A man forcibly rapes a woman. As a result of physical

injurigs she dles. 3.0627
34, A man forcibly rapas a woman. Her physlcal injuries

require hospitalization. 28178
35, A man forcibly rapes a woman, Her physical injuries

requlire treatment by a doctor but not hospltalization. 2.8426
36. A man forcibly rapes a woman. No other physical

injury occurs. 2.7526
37. A person attempts to rob a victim but runs away when

a police car approaches. 1.8527
38. A person threatens to harm a victim unless the victim

glves him money. Tha victim glves him $1,000 and is not

harmed. 2.3517
39. A person threatens to harm a victlm unless the victim

gives him money. The victim glves him $10 #nd Is not

harmed. 20711
40. A person robs a victim. The victim is injured but not
hospitalized. 1.9804
41, A person robs a victim of $1,000 at gunpoint. The

victim Is wounded and requires hospitalization, 2.6828
42, A person robs a victim of $10 at gunpoint. The victim

is wounded and requires hospitalization. 2.5935
43, A person robs. a victim of $1,000 at gunpoint. The

victim Is wounded and requires treatment by a doctor but

not hospitalization. 2.5577
44, A person robs a victim of $10 at gunpoint. The victim is
wounded and requlres treatment by a doctor but not
hospitallzation. 25368
45, A person robs a victim of $1,000 at gunpoint. No

physical harm occurs, 2.3277
46. A person robs a victim of $10 at gunpoint. No physical

harm occurs. 2.3139
47. A person, armed with a lead pipe, robs a victim of

$1,000. The victim is injured and requires hospitalization. 25344
48. A person, armed with a lead pipe, robs a victim of $10.

The victimn Is Injured and requires hospitalization. 2.,4650
49. A person, armed with a lead pipe, robs a victim of

$1,000. The victim is injured and requires treatment by a

doctor but not hospitalization. 24775

50. A person, armed with a lead pipe, robs a victim of $10,
The victim is injured and requires treatrnent by a doctor but

not hospitalization. 2.1926
51. A person, armed with a lead pipe, robs a victim of

$1,000. No physical harm occurs. 2.2946
52. A person, armed with a lead pipe, robs a victim of $10.

No physical harm occurs. 22126
53. A person, using force, robs a victim of $1,000. The

victim.is hurt and requires hospitalization. 2.5662
54, A person, using force, robs a victim of $10. The victim

Is hurt and requires hospitatization. 2.5044
55, A person, using force, robs a victim of $1,000. The

victim is hurt and requires treatment by a doctor but not
hospitalization. 2.5597
56, A-person, using force, robs a victim of $10. The victim

Is hurt and requlres treatment by a doctor but not

hospitalization, 2.1659

0117 1853
0120 2273
0134 1519
0111 15086
.0119 = 135.0
0170 11553
0183 657.3
0148 43941
0089 5857
0110 7.2
0121 2247
0111 117.8
.0041 95.6
0143 460.0
0157  392.2
0117 361.1
0137 - 3442
0117 2126
0140 206.0
0125 3423
0130 2917
0119 3003
0122 155.8
0108 1970
0127 183.2
0131 3883
0130 3194
0137 3628
0113 1485
continued
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’l‘[able C-1—continued

Geometric mean of scores and standard error estimates
for mean of log scores for national estimates

(Crime severity questions 1-204)

Geo-

Mean of Stan- metric
log dard mean of
scores error of scores

Crime severity question \f] Y, G)
57, A person, using force, robs a'victim-of $1,000. No

physical harm occurs. 22420 .0108 174.8
58. A person, using force, robs a victim of $10. No

physical harm occurs, 20493 0125 1120
59, A person picks a victim's pocket of $100. 1.9812 ,0098 95.8
60. A person picks a victim’s pocket of $10. 1.8569 .0128 71.8
61. A person snatches a handbag containing $10 from a

victim on the street. 2.0331 0104 1079
62. A person breaks Into'a bank at night and steals

$100,000. 25308 .0146 339.5
63. A person, armed with a gun, robs a bank of $100,000

during business hours. No one is physically hurt. 25878 ,0141  387.1
64. A person gives the floor plans of a bank to a bank

robber. 24190 0124 2624
65. A person willingly hides out a bank robber. 21989 .0123 ~ 158.1
66. A person trespasses In the backyard of a private

home, 1.1493 ,0146 141
67. A person attempts to break into a home but runs away

when a police car approaches. 1.9654 .0134 92,3
68. A person braaks Into a home and steals $1,000. 23222 0115 2100
69.. A person breaks Into a home and steals $10. 1.8372 .0101 68.7
70. A person breaks into a department store, forces open

a safe, and steals $1,000. 23286 .0120 2131
71. A person breaks into a department store, forces open

a cash register, and steals $10. 1.8603 .0106 725
72. A person breaks Into a department store and steals

merchandise worth $1,000. 22021 .0122 159.3
73. A person breaks into a department store and steals

merchandise worth $10. 1.7819 .0108 60.5
74. A person breaks into a public recreatlon center, forces

open a cash box, and steals $1,000. 21808 .0111 1516
75. A person breaks into a public recreation center, forces

open a cash box, and steals $10. 19750 .0114 94.4
76. A person breaks into a school and steals equipment

worth $1,000. 23278 0109 2127
77. A person breaks into a school and steals $10 worth of

supplies. 1.8288 .0117 67.4
78. A person forces open a cash register in a department

store and steals $10, 1.8356 .0110 68.5
79. A person steals $1,000 worth of merchandise from the

counter of a department store. 22225 0118 166.8
80. A person steals $10 worth of merchandise from the

counter of a department store. 1.6773 .0119 476
81. A person breaks Into a parking meter and steals $10

worth of nickels. 1.5361 .0096 34,4
82. A person walks into a public museum and steals a

painting worth $1,000. 23271 0117 2124
83, A person steals $1,000 worth of merchandise from an

unlocked car. 2.1577 0115 = 1438
84. A person attempts to break into a parked car, but runs

away when a police car approaches. 1.8993 .0100 79.3
85. A person steals an unlocked car and later abandons it

undamaged. 1.9880 .0117 97.3
86. A person steals a locked car and sells it. 23743 0119  236.8
87. A person steals an unlocked car and sells it. 2.2457 0117 1761
88. A person breaks into:a display case in a store and

steals $1,000 worth of merchandise. 23260, 0113 2114
89. A person knowingly trespasses in a rallroad yard. 1.2643 ,0123 18.4

90. A person trespasses In a rallroad yard and steals tools
worth $1,000. 2,2395 .0122 1736
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81. A parson trespasses In a raifroad yard and steals a
lantern worth $10,

92, A person trespasses. in a city-owned storage lot and
steals equipment worth $10,

93, A person signs someone else's name to a check and
cashes it.

94, An employee embezzles $1,000 from hls employer.
85. An employee embezzies $10 from his employer,

96. A person knowingly passes. a bad check,

97, A person runs a prostltution racket.

98, A person gets customers for a prostitute.

99, A woman engages in prostitution.

100. A person Is a customer In a house of prostitution.

101. A man drags a woman Into an alley, tears her
clothes, but flees before she is physically harmed or
sexually attacked.

102. A'man runs his hands over the body of a female
victim, then runs away.

103. A theater owner knowingly shows pornographlc
movies to a minor.

104. A person makes an obscene phone call.
105, Two persons willingly engage In a homosexual act.
106. A man exposes himself in public.

107. A man tries to entice a minor Into his car for Immoral
purposes.

108. A male, over 16 years old, has sexual relations
with a willing female under 16.

109. A person under 16 years old illegally has a bottle of
wine.

110. A person is drunk in public.
111, A person under 16 years old {s drunk in public.
112, A person under 16 years old plays hooky trom school.

113, A person under 16 years old is reported to police by
his parents as an offender because they are unable to
control him.

114, A person under 16 years old runs away from home.

115. A person under 16 years old breaks a curfew law by
being out on the street after the hour permitted by the law.

116. A group continues to hang around a corner after
being told to break up by a police officer.

117. A person [s a vagrant, That is, he has no home and
no visible means of support,

118. A person disturbs the neighborhood with loud, nolsy
behavior.

119. A-person turns in a false fire alarm.
120. A person carries a gun, lllegally.

121. A person is found firing a rifle for which- he knows he
has no permit.

122, A person knowingly carries an itlegal knife.

123, A person is a customer in a place where he knows
liquor Is sold without a license,

124, A person runs a place where llquor Is sold without a
license.

125. A person takes part in a dice game in an alley.

126. A person runs a place where he permits gambling to
occur illegally.

127. A person is.a customer in a place where he knows
gambling occurs illegally.

128, A person takes bats on the numbers.
129. A person runs a narcotics ring.

130. A person smuggles marljuana into the country for
resale.

131. A person smuggles heroin into the country,
132. A person sells marijuana to others for resale,
133. A person sells heroin to others for resale,

134. A person illegally sells barbiturates, such as
prescription sleeping pills, to others for resale.

135. A person has some marijuana for his own use.

1.4821

1.6861

2,1982
2,1336
1.6130
1.8963
2,1267
2,1447
1.6566
1.5487

2.5668

2.0502

2,0933
1.6119
1.4587
2.0166

2.7418

1.5432

1.3646
1.2248
1.5834

7317

13157

1.2714

1.2057

1,3634

.8250

1.3956
18181
2.0070

1.6617
1.7275

1.5362

2,0800
1.0349

1.8818

1.5829
1.3744
2.8685

2.3609
2,6299
2.2710
2.6549

2.3533
1.4674

.0109

.0120

0126
0112
.0107
0119
.0166
0168
.0151
0158

0132

0152

0137
0115
.0208
0155

0175

.0206

0140
0144
0151
.0046

0151

0135

0118

0118

0143

0130
0127
0133

0160
0133

0161

0127
0124

0165

0141
0157
0174

{0148
0167
.0183
0165

0141
0174

157.8
136.0
41.0
78.8
133.9
139.5
454
35.4

368.8

112.3

124.0
409
28.8

103.9

§51.8

34.9

232
16.8
38.3

5.4

20.7
187

16.1

231

6.7

249
82.8
101.8

45.9
534

120.2
10.8

38.3
23.7
738.8

229.6
426.5
186,7
451.7

225.6
29.3



136. A person has some heroln for his own use.

137. A person uses heroin.
138, A person uses marijuana,

139. A person has some barbiturates, such as sleeping
pills, for his own use without a legal prescription,

140. A person takes barbiturates, such as sleeping plils,
without a legal prescriptlon.

141, A person operates a store where he knowingly sells
stolen property.

142. A person knowingly buys stolen propeity from the
person who stole it.

143. A person loans money at an {llegally high interest
rate,

144, Several large companjes lllegally fix the retall prices
of thelr products.

145. A store owner knowingly puts *“large” eggs Into
contalners marked “extra-largs."

146. An employer lljegally threatens to fire employees if
they join a labor union.

147, A labor union official {ilegally threatens to organize a
strike 1f an employer hires nonunion workers.

148, A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste In a way
that pollutes the water supply of a city.

149, A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste in a way
that poliutes the water supply of a clty. As a result, one
person dies.

150. A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste in a way
that pollutes the water supply of a city, As a result, 20
people dle.

151, A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste in a way
that pollutes the water supply of a city. As a result, one
person becomes iil but does not require medical
treatment.

152, A factory knowingly gets rid of its waste In a way
that potlutes the water supply of a city. As a result, 20
people become Ifl but none require medical treatment,

153. Knowing that a shipment of cooking oll is bad, a
store owner decldes to sell it anyway.

154. Knowing that a shipment of cooking oil is bad, a
store owner decldes to sell it anyway. Only one bottle is
sold and the purchaser dies.

165. Knowing that a shipment of cooking ol Is bad, a
store owner decides to sell it anyway. Only one bottle is
sold and the purchaser Is treated by a doctor but not
hospitalized.

156, A company pays a bribe of $10,000 to a legislator to
vote for a law favoring the company.

157, A legislator takes a bribe of $10,000 from a company
to vote for a law favoring the company.

158. A leglislator takes a bribe from a company to vote for
a law favoring the company.

159. A company pays a bribe to a legisiator to vote for a
law favoring the company.

160. A city official takes a bribe from a company for his
help in getting a city building contract for the company.

161. A county court judge takes a bribe to give a light
sentence In a criminal case.

162. A police officer takes a bribe not to interfere with an
iilegal gambling operation.

163. A public official takes $1,000 of putlic money for his
own use.

164. A person.cheats on his Federal income tax return,

165. A person cheats on his Federal income tax return
and avoids paying $10,000 in taxes.

166. A doctor cheats on ¢laims he makes to a Federal
health insurance plan for patient services.

167. A doctor cheats on claims he makes to a Federal
health insurance plan for patient services. He gains
$10,000.

168. A person illegally gets monthly welfare checks.

169. A person illegally gets monthly welfare checks of
$200.

170. A person, free on bail for committing a-serious crime,
purposefully fails {o appear in court on the day of his trial.

20737

2.1554
1.4922

1.4943

15104

2.3525

2.0389

2.0661

2.3033

1.6099

1.8430

1.9097

2.4551

2.6396

2.9328

2,1788

2.6348

2.2284

2.5899

2.2517

2.5001

25677

2.4820

2.3881

2,2963

2.5372

24177

2,2156
1.9919

2,1263

2.4894

2.4700

2.2080

2,25674

2.1390

0151

0178
.0165

0133

0160

0120

0135

.0160

0115

0123

0151

0171

0148

0134

0185

.0138

0134

0144

0145

0144

.0125

.0130

0146

0147

0123

0141

0127

0124
.0133

.0148

0153

0137

.0128

0127

.0128

118.5

143.0
3t

2252

109.4

116.4

201.0

69.7

81.2

285,1

436.1

856.7

150.9

431.3

169.2

388.9

178.5

316.3

369.5

3034

244,4

197.9

344.5

261.6

206.8
98.2

133.7

308.6

295.1

161.4

180.9

137.7

171. A person knowingly makes faise entrles on a
document that the court has requested for a criminal trial.

172, An employer orders his employess to make false
entries on documents that the court has requested for a
criminal trial.

173. A person knowingly lies under oath during a trial.

174. A person pays a witness to glve false testimony in a
crimlinal trial.

175. A government official intentionally hinders the
Investigation of a criminal offense,

176. A person conceals the identity of others that he
knows have committed a serious crime,

177. A person pays another person to commit a serious
crime,

178. An employer orders one of his employees to commit
a serlous crime,

179. A poiice officer knowirigly makes a false arrest,

180. A person plants a bomb in a public building. The
bomb explodes but no one is Injured.

181, A person plants a bomb in a public building. The
bomb explodes and one person is killed.

182. A person plants a bomb in a public building. The
bomb explodes and 20 people are killed,

184, A person plants a bomb in a public building. The
bomb explodes and one person Is injured but no medical
treatment Is required.

184. A person plants a bomb In a pubic bullding. The
bomb explodes and 20 paople are injured but no medical
treatment is required.

185, An armed person skyjacks an airplane and demands
to be flown to another country,

186. An armed person skyjacks an alrplane and holds the
crew and passengers hostage until a ransom Is paid.

187. An employer refuses to hire a qualified person
because of that person's race,

188, A real estate agent refuses to sell a house to a
person because of that person's race.

189. Because of a victim's race, a person injures a victim
to prevent him from enrolling in a public school. No
medical treatment |s required.

190. A person Intentionally sets fire to a bullding causing
$10,000 worth of damage.

181, A person Intentionally sets fire to a building causing
$100,000 worth of damage.

192. A person Intentionaily sets fire fo a building causing
$500,000 worth of damage.

193. A man beats his wife with his fists, She requires
hospitalization.

194. A man stabs his wife. As a result, she dies.
195. A woman stabs her husband. As a result, he dies.

196, A parent beats his young child with his flsts. As a
result, the child dies.

197. A parent beats his young child with his fists. The
child requires hospitalization,

198. A teenage boy beats his father with his fists, The
father requires hospltalization.

199. A teenage boy beats his mother with his fists. The
mother requires hospitatization.

200. Three high school boys beat a male classmate with
their fists. He requires hospltalization.

201. Ten high school boys beat a male classmate with
thelr fists. He requires hospitalization.

202. A high school boy beats a middie-aged woman. with
his fists, She requires hospitalization.

203, A high school boy beats an elderly woman with his
fists. She requires hospitalization,

204. A man beats a stranger with his fists. He requires
hospitatization.

2,3025
2.4678
2,3960
2.4260
2.3387
2,2245
2.6760

2.5872
2,3208

2,7294
29830

3.1980
2.8584

2,8238
2.7602
2.8549
2,1455

2,0709

2,1721
2.4454
2.7356
2.6881

2,6029
2.9335
2.7861

3.0197
26997
2.2301
25413
2.3943
2.4007
26295
25835

2.4113
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0148

0118

0121

0142

0122

,0149

0132
0137

0150

0172

.0088

0159

.0180

0143

0154

.0148

0159

.0128

0120

.0140

0145

0138
.0187
0173

,0161

0157

0136

0149

0141

0142

0136

0131

0144

200.7
2936
2489
266.7
2181
167.7
474.2

388.5
209.2

536.3
861.7

1657.5

217

666.6
575.7
716.0
139.8

117.7

148.6
278.9
544.0
487.7

400.8
858.0
611.1

1046.4
500.8
173.4
347.8
2479
256.9
428.1
383.3

257.8
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Appendix C

E AR "
Table C-2 (Census regions)

Gecometric mean of scores and standard error estimates
for mean of log scores

(Crime severity questlons 1-13, 36, 40, 112, and 182)

Northeast North Central South West
Geometric Geometric Geometric Geometric
Mean of Standard meanof Meanof Standard meanof Meanof Standard ~meanof Meanof Standard mean of
log scores error of scores  log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores
Crime severity. questlon (Y) Y; (G) (v) ¥i G) (v) Y; ((cP] (Yp Yy Gy

1. A person steals property
worth $10 from outside a
bullding. 1.5363 0134 34.4 1.6109 0118 40.8 1.5881 0130 38.7 1.5608 0139 36.4

2, A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
building. 1.7426 0132 553 1.8199 0101 66,1 1.8149 0144 65.3 1.8164 0148 §5.5

3. A person steals property .
worth $100 from outside a
building. 1.8454 0128 70.1 1.9223 0104 83.6 1.8076 0136 80.8 1.8939 0142 78.3

4. A person steals property
worth. $1,000 from outside a
buiiding. 2.1275 0088 1341 2.2082 0090 181.5 21707 0103 1482 2.2030 0102 159.6

8. A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside a
buliding. 2.3159 0149 207.0 2.4182 J0137 262.0 2312 0136 235.1 2.4147 0173 259.9

6. ‘A person breaks into-a
bullding and steals property
worth $10. 1.7931 0143 62.1 1,8698 0114 741 1.8547 0138 71.6 1.8776 0184 75.4

7. A person does not have a

weapon, He threatens to harm a

victim unless the victim gives

him money. The victim glves

him $10 and is not harmed. 2,1445 0214 139.5 2,1823 0137 1521 2.1018 0162 126.4 22,2497 .0142 1777

8. A person threatens a victim

wlith a weapon unless the victim

glves him his money. The victim

glves him $10 and is not

harmed, 2.1656 0141 146.4 2,2452 0142 175.9 2.1569 0188 143.5 22718 0198 186.9

9. A person intentlonally injures
a victim, As a result the victim
dles. 2.8590 0146 722,8 2,9028 .0204 799.1 2.8260 0222 669.8 3.0273 0253 1064.8

10. A person intentionally

Injures a victim. The victim is

treated by a doctor and

hospltalized. 2.4029 0145 2529 24343 0141 27118 2,3584 0157 228.2 2.6131 0191 325.9

11. A person Intent/onally

Injures a victim.The victim s

treated by a doctor but not

hospitalized, 2,2591 0135 181.6 2.2802 0142 1906 2.2198 0153 165.9 23546 0164 226.3

12, A person intentionally
shoves or pushes a victim. No

medical treatment Is required. 1.5295 0244 338 15324 0154 34.1 1.4631 0151 29.1 15174 0211 329
13. A person stabs a victim to .
death. 28586 0141 7221 29171 0145 826.2 2.82711 0196 6716 3.0040 0154 1006.3

36. A man forclbly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
occurs. 2,7388 .0199 548.1 2.7614 0154 5774 2.7128 0192 516.2 2.8257 0191 669.4

40. A person robs a victim. The
vietim Is injured but not

hospitalized. 1.9450 .0080 88.1 1.9960 .0084 99,1 1.9575 0080 80.7 2.0423 .0088 110.2
112. A person under 16 years
old plays hooky from school. 7242 .0084 5.3 7231 008G 53 .7788 .0103 6.0 6727 0069 4.7

182, A person plants a bomb in

a public bullding. The bomb

explodes and 20 people are

ki{led. 3.1588 0150 1441.6 3.2114 . .0t80 1627.2 3.1455 0209 1398.1 3.3179 0184 2079.1
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Table C-3 (Census subdivisions)

Geometric mean of scores and standard error estimates
for mean of log scores

(Crime severity questions 1-13, 36, 40, 112, and 182)

New England Middle Atlantic East North Central Waest North Central
Geometric Geometric Geometric Geometric
Megan of  Standard  mean of Mean of Standard  mean of Meanof Standard mean of Mean of  Standard mean of
log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores
Crime severlty question () Y; G) {Y) Yy (G) () Y, G) {7)] Y G)

1. A person steals property
worth $10 from outside a
building. . « 1.5896 0279 38,9 1.5176 0167 32,8 1.6217 0142 41.8 1.5864 .0228 38.6

2. A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
bullding, - 17915 0212 61.9 1.7260 0156 53.2 1.8249 0133 66.8 1.8087 0213 64.4

3. A person steals property .
worth $100 from outside a
bullding. 1.8851 0210 76.7 1.8314 0155 67.8 1.9371 0100 86.5 1.8877 0194 77.2

4. A person steals property
worth $1,000 from outside a
building. 2,1781 0182 150.7 2,1096 0102 128.7 2.2151 .0092 164,1 2,1923 0167 155.7

5. A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside a
bullding. 2.3883 .0192 2445 2,2900 .0185 195.0 2.4239 0157 265.4 2.4051 .0220 254.2

6. A person breaks Into. a
bullding and steals property
worth $10, 1.8421 0273 69.5 1.7764 0164 59.8 1.8833 .0148 76.4 1,8391 0172 69.0

7. A person does not have a

weapon. He threatens to harm a

victim unless the victim gives

him money. The victim gives

him $10 and is not harmed. 2.2076 0220 161.3 21223 0272 1325 2.2041 0164 160.0 21323 0268 135.6

8. A person threatens a victim

with a weapon unless the victim

gives him his money. The victim

gives him $10 and Is not

harmed. 2.2148 .0190 164.0 2.1476 0176 140.5 2.2877 .0159 185.2 2.1926 .0261 155.8

9. A person intentionally injures
a victim. As a result the victim
dies. 2.9334 0275 857.9 28329 0164 680.6 2.9199 .0218 831.5 2.8631 0434 729.7

10, A person intentionally

injures a victim. The victim is

treated by a doctor and

hospltalized. 2.4271 .0348 267.3 2,3947 .0136 248.1 2.4440 .0181 278.0 2.4122 0287 258.3

11. A person Intentionally

Injures a victim.The victim is

treated by a doctor but not

haospitalized. 2,2805 .0290 190.8 2.2516 0145 178.5 .2979 .0140 198.6 2,2388 0371 1733

12, A person intentionally
shoves or pushes a victim. No

medical treatmerit is required. 1.4859 0450 30.6 1.5457 0285 35.1 1.5730 .0178 37.4 1.4386 .0217 275
13, A person stabs a victim to
death. 29185 .0317 829.0 2.8375 .0154 587.9 29254 0123 842.2 2.8979 0366 790.6

36. A man forcibiy rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
uccurs. 27538 0328 567.3 2.7337 0237 541.6 2.7885 0157 614.5 26987 0387 499.7

40. A person robs a victim. The
victim is injured but not

hospitalized. 1.9899 0107 97,7 1.9292 .0083 85.0 2.0063 .0063 101.5 1.9724 .0230 93.8
112, A’person under 16 years
old plays hooky from school, 6560 .0108 4.5 7481 0105 5.6 .7448 .0100 5.6 6731 0154 4.7

182, A person plants a bomb In

a public building. The bomb

explodes and 20 people are

killed. 3.2231 .0308 1671.4 3.1362 .0170 1368.5 3.2223 .0139 1666.4 3,1865 .0424 1536.2

- continued
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Appendix C

Table C-3- (Census subdivisions)—continued

Geometric mean of scores and standard error estimates
for mean of log scores

(Crime severity questions 1-13, 38, 40, 112, and 182)

South Atlantic East South Central

West South Central

Mountaln

Geometric Geometric
Meanof Standard mean of Mean of Standard mean of
log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores
Crime severity question (vp) Y (G) () Y; G)

Mean of

log scores

(84)

Standard
arror of
vy

Geometric
mean of
scores
(G)

Mean of

log scores

/)]

Standard
arror of
Yi

Geometric
mean of
scores
G)

1. A person steals property
worth $10 from outside a
building. 1.5897 0184 39.8 1.5812 0296 38.1

2. A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
hullding. 1.8129 0222 65.0 1.8187 0318 85.0

3. A person steals property
worth $100 from outside a
bullding. 1.8085 0178 81.0 1.9074 0256 80.8

4. A person steals property
worth $1,000 from outside a
bullding. 2,1739 0128 149.2 21771 0254 150.4

§. A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside a
buiiding. 2.3648 .0169 231.6 23716 0315 235.3

6. A person breaks into a
bullding and steals property
worth $10. 1.8723 .0203 745 1.8469 0271 703

7. A person does not have a

weapon, He threatens to harm a

victim unless the victim gives

him money. The victim glves

him $10 and Is not harmed. 2.1124 0227 129.5 2.0689 0321 117.2

8. ‘A person threatens a victim

with a weapon unless the victim

glves him.his money, The victim

glves him $10 and is not

harmed. 2,2200 .0290 165.9 2.0618 0390 1153

9. A person Intentionally injures
a victim, As a result the victim
dies. 2.8596 0208 7238 2.8122 0582 648.9

10. A person intentionally

injures a victim, The victim is

treated by a doctor and

hospltalized. 2.3904 .0230 245.7 23116 .0272 204.9

11. A person intentlonally

Injures a victim.The victim is

treated by a doctor but not

hospltalized. 2.2423 0186 174.7 21871 0314 153.8

12, A person intentionally
shoves or pushes a victim. No
medical treatment Is required. 1.4830 .0228 30.4 1.4339 0379 27.2

13. A person stdbs a victim to
death, 28774 0299 754.0 2.7941 0328 622.4

38. A mar forcibly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
oceurs, 2,7556 0298 569.7 2.6655 0291 463.0

40, A person robs a victim. The
victim is injured but not
hospitalized, 1.9693 0096 932 1.9460 .0181 88.3

112, A person under 16 years
old plays hooky from school, 7825 0139 6.1 7660 0298 58

182, A person plants a bomb In

a public building. The bomb

explodes and 20 people are

killed. 3.1975 0307 1575.8 3.1025 .0351 1266.2

1.5743

1.8156

1.9062

2,1612

23810

1.8320

2,1088

2.1216

27612

2.3406

2.2077

1.4516

27700

26769

1.9465

.7819

3.0929

0281

0264

0267

.0189

.0283

0213

0304

0230

0371

.0267

.0302

0244

0274

10261

0145

0194

0260

37.6

65.4

80.8

144.9

240.4

67.9

128.5

132.3

604.2

2191

161.3

283

588.9

475.2

88.4

6.1

1238.6

1.5429

1.8126

1.9033

2,2007

23834

1.86850

2,1984

2,237

2.9309

2.4437

2.2812

1.4741

29239

2,7858

1.9878

6433

3.2345

0242

.0385

0315

.0176

.0328

0456

0348

0373

0621

0336

0307

.0529

.0245

0376

0123

0077

.0398

34.9

65.0

80.0

158.7

241.8

157.9

1726

852.9

2718

1911

23,8

839.3

610.7

44

1716.1
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Crime severity question

Paclfic

Mean of
log scores
(Y)

Standard
error of
Yi

Geometric
mean of
scores
(G))

1. A person steals property
worth $10 from outside a
bullding.

2. A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
bullding.

3. A person steals property
worth $100 from outside a
building.

4. A pergon steals property
worth $1,000 from outside a
building.

5, A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside.a
bullding.

6. A person breaks Into a
building and steals property
worth $10,

7. A person does not have a
weapon. He threatens to harm a
victim-unless the victim gives
him money. The victim gives
him $10 and Is not harmed.

8. A person threatens a victim
wlith a weapon unless the victim
gives him his money, The victim
plves him $10 and'Is not
harmed.

2. A person intentlonally Injures
a victim. As,a result the victim
diss,

10, A person Intentionally
Injureg a victim, The: victim Is
treated by & dogctor and
hospitallzed,

11, A person intentionally
injures a victim.The victim is
treated by a doctor but not
hospitalized.

12, A person intentionany
shoves or pushes a victim. No
medical treatment s required.

13. A person stabs a victim to
death,

36. A man forclbly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
occurs,

40. A person robs a victim, The
victim is injured but not
hospitalized.

112. A-person under 16 years
old plays hooky from school,

182, A person plants a bomb in
a public building. The bomb
explodes and 20 peodle are
killed.

1.5665

1.8176

1.8906

2,2039

2.4261

1.8818

2.2671

2.2838

3.0508

2.5365

2,381

1.5328

3.0319

2.83%0

20812

6829

3.3469

0154

0140

0163

0115

0203

0179

0152

.0235

0310

0207

.0208

0226

0204

.0229

0098

,0090

0226

36.9

65.7

159.9

266.8

185.0

192.2

11478

3440

240.5

34,1

1076.1

690.2

115.1

4.8

2223.0
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Appendix C

Table C-4 (Federal reglons)

Geometric mean of scores and standard error estimates

for mean of log scores

(Crime severity questions 1-13, 38, 40, 112, and 182)

Crime severity question

Federal region #1

Federal region #2

Federal reglon #3

Federal region #4

Mean of
log scores

vy

Standard
error of

Y

Geometrit
mean of
scores

(@

Mean of
log scores

(Yp

Standard
error of

Y

Geomelrlc
mean of
scores

(G}

Mean of
log scores

34)]

Standard
error of

Geometrlc
mean of
scores

Yi (@)

Mean of
log scores

44

Standard
error of

Yi

Geometric
mean of
scores
(]

1. A person steals property
worth $10 from outside a
building.

2. A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
bullding..

3; A person steals property
worth $100 from outside a
bullding.

4, A person steals property
worth $1,000 from outside a
building.

5. A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside a
buliding.

6. A person breaks Into a
building and steals property
worth $10.

7. A person does not have a
weapon. He threatens to harm a
victim unless the victim gives
him money. The victim gives
him $10 and is not harmed.

8. A person threatens a victim
with a weapon unless the victim
glves him his money. The victim
gives him $10 and Is not
harmed.

9. A person Intentionally injures
a victim. As a result the victim
dies,

10. A person intentionally
Injures a victim. The victim is
treated by a doctor and
hospitalized.

11. A person intentionally
injures a vigtim.The victim is
treated by a doctor but not
hospitalized,

12. A person intentionally
shoves or pushes a victim. No
medical treatment is required,

13. A person stabs a victim to
death.

36. A man forcibly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
oceurs.

40, A person robs a victim, The
victim Is injured but not
hospltalized.

112, A parson under 16 years
old plays hooky from school,

182, A person plants a bomb in
a public buillding. The bomb
explodes and 20 people are
killed.

1.5896

1.7915

1.8851

21781

2,3883

1.8421

2.2076

2.2148

29334

24271

2.2805

1.4859

29185

2.7538

1.9899

6560

3.2231

0279

0212

0210

0152

.0192

.0273

0220

0190

.0275

0348

.0280

0450

0317

.0329

.0107

.0108

.0308

38.9

61.8

150.7

244.5

69.5

161.3

164.0

857.9

267.3

190.8

829.0

567.3

s7.7

4.5

1671.4

1.4709

1.6862

1.7743

20878

2,231

1,7389

2.1152

21274

2.8356

2,3864

2.2328

1.5284

2.6386

2.7122

1.9261

7291

3,1316

0205
0201
0192
0100
0186

0165

.0358

0141

.0165

0191

.0143

.0376

0101
0170
.0098

0135

0171

29.6

116.9

1726

54.8

130.4

134.1

684.8

243.5

170.9

33.8

689.6

515.5

843

5.4

1353.8

1.5991

1.7859

1.9188

2.1823

2,3956

1.8304

2.1259

22138

2.8475

2,4049

2.2921

1.5506

2.8744

2.7462

1.9583

7913

3.1706

.0168 39.7

0214 61.1

0157 83.0

0135 152.2

0209 2487

0213 67.7

0229 133,6

.0299 163.6

0332 703.9

0178 254,0

.0203 195.9

0247 36.3

0251 7489

0422 §57.5

0117 90.8

0136 6.2

0240 1481.3

1.5960

1.8314

1.9122

21755

2.3560

18833

2.0933

2.1478

2.8372

2.3547

2.1996

1.4423

2.8300

27317

1.9554

7706

3.1584

.0196

.0224

.0188

0154

0192

0215

.0236

0287

.0321

0238

.0200

.0256

.0301

0272

0119

0170

.0307

39.4

67.8

81.7

149.8

2270

76.4

124.0

140.6

687.3

226.3

158.3

676.0

539,2

5.9

1440.2
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Faderal reglon #5 Federal region #6 Federal region #7 Federal region #8

Geometric Geometilc Geornetric Geometric
Mean of Standard meanof Meanof Standard meanof Meanof Standard meanof Meanof Standard mean of
log scores  error of scores  log scores  error of scores  log scorss  error of scores  log scores  error of scores
Crime saverity question (Y} Yy G {Y) Y; G (Y Y; G) (Yp Y; (G)

1. A person steals property R
worth $10 from outside a
bullding. 1.614¢ 0140 414 1,5779 0262 37.8 1.8009 0274 39.9 1.4903 0359 309

2. A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
building. 1.8227 0125 66.5 1.8154 .0236 65.4 1.8077 .0225 64.2 1.8286 0576 67.4

3. A person steals property
worth $100 from outside a
building. 1.,9250 0096 841 1,9098 0248 81.2 1.9151 0237 82,2 1.9281 .0399 84,7

4. A person steals property
worth $1,000 from outside a
bullding. 2,2060 0097 160.7 2.1659 0171 146.5 2.2175 0156 165.0 2.2007 0269 158.7

5. A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside a
buliding. 2.4142 0152 259.5 2,3841 .0261 242.2 2.4261 0216 266.8 24183 .0575 262.0

6. A person breaks into a
bullding. and steals property
worth $10. 1.8807 0137 76.0 1.8386 0187 69.1 1.8310 0206 67.8 1.8835 0650 76.5

7. A person does not have a

weapon. He threatens to harm a

victim unless the victim gives

him money, The victim gives

him $10 and is not harmed. 2.1967 0187 157.3 2,119 .0285 129.4 2.1356 0271 136.6 2.1238 0411 133.0

8. A person threatens a victim

with a weapon unless the victim

gives him his money. The victim

gives him $10 and Is not

harmed. 2,2600 0153 182.0 2.1234 0233 132.8 22100 0348 162.2 22137 0801 1€3.6

9. A person.intentionally injures
a victlm. As a result the victim
dies. 2.9109 .0223 814.5 2.7841 .0350 608.3 2.8879 0495 7724 2.8876 .0922 772.0

10. A person intentionally

Injures a victim. The victim Is

treated by a doctor and .

hospitalized. 2.4414 0175 276.3 2.3510 .0254 2244 2417 .0276 261.3 2.4595 .0595 288.1

11. A person intentionally

injures a victim.The victim is

treated by a doctor but not

hospitalized. 2,2895 0171 194.8 2.2081 0256 161.5 2.2446 0278 175.6 2.3071 0405 202.8

12. A person [ntentionally
shoves or pushes a victim. No

medical treatment Is required. 1.5603 0174 36.3 1.4532 0227 28.4 1.4550 0253 28.5 1.4363 0740 273
13, A person stabs a victim to
death, 29193 0145 830.5 2,7708 0258 590.0 2.9187 0380 829.3 2.9269 .03592 845.1

36. A man forcibly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury N
occurs. 27773 0185 598.9 2.6817 .0244 480.5 2.7246 0346 530.4 27572 0499 571.7

40. A person robs a victim, The
victim is injured but not

hospitalized. 2.0002 0087 100.0 1.9484 .0131 88.8 1.9897 0218 ar7 1.9849 .0231 96.6
112, A person under 16 years
old plays hooky from school. 7374 .0092 55 7828 oglal 6.1 6791 .0184 48 6049 0160 4.0

182, A person plants a bomb in

a public building. The bomb

explodes and 20 people are

killed. 3.2123 0165 1630.4 3.0950 .0238 1244.6 3.2240 .0428 1675.1 3.2248 .0482 1678.0

continuad
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Appendix C

Table C-4 (Federal regions)—continued

Geometric mean of scores and standard error estimates
for mean of log scores

(Crime:severlty questions 1-13, 36, 40, 112, and 182)

Federal region #9

Federal reglon #10

Geometric

Mean of Standard meanof Meanof
log scores  error of scores  log scores

Crime severity question (47 Y; G) (Yp)

Geometric

Standard  mean of
error of scores

Y (]

1. A person steals property.
worth $10 from outside a
building. 1.5480 .0133 353 1.6407

2. A person steals property
worth $50 from outside a
building. 1.8044 0145 63.7 1.8506

3. A person steals property
worth $100 from outside a
building. 1.8875 0169 772 1.8797

4. A person steals property
worth $1,000 from outside a
building. 2.2033 0131 159.7 2.1969

& A person steals property
worth $10,000 from outside a
building. 24116 .0208 258.0 2.4291

6. A person breaks Into a
building and steals property
worth $10, 1.8678 0205 738 1.8924

7. A person does not have a

weapon, He threatens to harm a

victim unless the victim gives

him money. The victim glves

him $10 and Is not harmed. 2.2838 0160 192.1 2.2343

8. A person threatens a victim

with a weapon unless the victim

gives him his money. The victim

glves him $10 and Is not

harmed. 2.2929 0271 196.3 2.2415

8. A person intentionally.Injures
a victim. As a result the victlm
dies. 3,0661 .0326 1164.5 2,9985

10. A person intentionally

injures a victim. The victim is

treated by a doctor and

hogpitalized. 25169 .0230 328.8 2,5163

11. A pareon Intentionally

injures a victim.The victim is

treated by a doctor but not

hospitalized. 23798 .0209 239.8 2.3301

12, A person Intentionally
shoves or pushes a victim. No
medical treatment is required. 1.5864 0272 388 1.3474

3. A person stabs a victim to
death. J.0262 0207 1062.1 3.,0008

-36. A man forcibly rapes a
woman. No other physical injury
oceurs, 2.8409 0233 6933 2.8004

40. A person robs a victim. The
victim Is injured but not
hospitalized. 2.0531 0084 113.0 2.0411

112. A person under 16 years
oid plays hooky from school, 7071 0108 5.1 5925

182. A person plants a bomb In

a public bullding, The bomb

explodes and 20 people are

kilted, 3.3605 .0230 2233.4 3.2454

0385 437

0279 70.9

0268 75.8

0182 157.4

0446 268.6

0265 78.1

0311 1715

0285 174.4

.0533 996.5

.0286 328.3

0553 213.8

0296 223

0373 1001.9

0503 631.5

0265 109.9

0119 3.9

0467 1759.5

Table C-5

Adjustment factors for standard errors:
States

Census subdivision and State Design effect

New England .
Maine 3.4
New Hampshire, Vermont 3.0
Massachusetts 1.4
Connecticut 2.0
Rhode Island 3.6
Middle Atlantic
New York 1.4
Pennsylvania 1.8
New Jersey 2.2

East North. Central

Michlgan 21
Ohlo 1.9
Iindiana 2.8
Wisconsin 3.0
lliinols 1.9
Waest North Central
Minnesoia 241
lowa 24
Missourl 1.9
North Dakota, South Dakota 36
Nebraska 3.3
Kansas 2.7
South Atlantic
Maryland, Delaware 27
District cf Columbia 7.0
Waest Virginia 4.2
North Carolina 25
South Carolina 3.5
Georgla 26
Florida 20
Virginia 2.6
East South Central
Kentucky 2.0
Tennessee 18
Alabama 1.9
Mississippi 25
West South Central
Arkansas 3.1
Louisiara 24
Oklahoma 27
Texag 1.3
Mountain
Montana, Wyoming 29
Colorado 1.9
New Mexico 3.0
ldaho, Nevada 26
Utah 29
Arizona 2.1
Pacific
Afaska, Hawalil 5.1
Washington 28
Oregon 3.5
California 1.2
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L
Table C-6

Adjustment factors for standard errors:
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas

(SMSAs)

SMSA Design effact
New York; N.Y.-N.J. 21
Chicago, ili. 24
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Callf. 2.0
Philadelphia, PaN.J. 2.8
Detrolt, Mich, 3.1
Boston, Mass. . 2.1
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif, 29
Washington, D.C-Md.-Va. 34
Nassau-Suffolk, N.Y. 3.8
Dallas, Tex. 35
St. Louls, Mo.-lll, 3.1
Pittsburgh, Pa. 4.0
Cleveland, Ohio 4.5
Atlanta, Ga. 47
Anahgim-Santa Ana-

Garden Grove, Calif. 4.0
San Diego, Calif. 4.3
Miami, Fla. 4.7
Milwaukes, Wis. 53
Seattle-Everett, Wash, 4.4
Denver, Colo. 26
Clncinnatl, Ohio-Ky.-ind. 51
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla. 5.1
Butfalo, N.Y, 5.3
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans. 3.6
Houstan, Tex. 29
Baltimore, Md. 4.0
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.-Wis. 3.0
Newark, N.J. 46
Portland, Oreg.-Wash. 5.0
Columbus, Ohio 6.5
San Antonio, Tex. 4.9
Rochester, N.Y. 6.5
Riverside-San Bernardino- .

Ontario, Calif. 49
Phoenix, Ariz. 2.8
San Jose, Callf. 4.9
Indianapolis, Ind. 6.0
New Orleans, La. 44
Providence-Warwick-

Pawtucket R.l.-Mass. 3.6
Loutisviile, Ky.-Ind. . 47
Sacramento, Calif. 5.6
Memphis, Tenn.-Ark.-Miss. 4,2
—

Table C-7

Adjustmoent factors for standard errors:

Cities

City Adjustment factor
New York 2.2
Chicago 3.6

Los Angeles 3.2
Philadelphia 4.5

Dstroit 55
Houston 3.7
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