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The mood and temper of the public 
with regard to the treatment of 

crime and criminals is one of the 
most unfailing tests of the civil

iaation of any country. 

--Hinston Churchill 1910 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Need for the Study 

During the past. decade! an increasing number of pub

lic opinion surveys have been conducted on criminal justice 

topics. These surveys have been concerned with some of the 

following subjects: What penal sanctions are favored for 

various offenses, how effectively our current system appears 

to be in discouraging people from cornmiting crimes·, what re

lationships exist between demographic characteristics and 

penal philosophy, the intensity of the publics' fear of walk

ing on the streets at night, the publics' evaluation of the 

severity of judicial practices, and what the major emphasis 

cf corrections is perceived to be and what this mission ought 

to be. 

The results of available studies paint a picture of a 

public who is generally pessimistic in their view of the effec

tiveness of the criminal justice system. The police are seen 

as not "tough enough"l, and the courts are seen as not "harsh 

enough. 2 On the other hand, corrections is seen as placing an 

lAmerican Institute of Public Opinion, March, 1972. 

2American Institute of Public Opinion, 1965, 1968, 1969. 

-1-
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inordinant emphasis ?n punishment instead of rehabilitation. 3 

A full discussion of those studies is presented in Chapter Two. 

In 1974, the. Colorado General Assembly ena.cted Senate 

Bill 55. This legislation authorizes implementation and in-

creased utilitzation of community-based correctional programs 

and facilities. In order to establish a functional community-

based correctional program, the public opinion must be given 

consideration. With corrections being a part of the political 

arena, a certain amount of attention must be given to the at-

mosphere within which it is to operate. An analysis of the pre-

vailing penal philosophy of 'the public and a determination of 

. the public evaluation of the present job being done by correc-

tions should enhance the ability of correctional officials to 

assess where they stand with the public and how much support 

. they can reasonably' expect for their programs. If, for example,' 

the public is found to be basically "rehabilitation-minded" and 

to feel that current correctional practices are ineffective, 

presentation of corrmunity-based programs as a proven effective 

method of rehabilitating offenders can be expected to receive 

the support of the public. Conversely, if the public is found 

to be predominantly retributive in their penal philosophy, correc-

tional programs which emphasize a rehabilitative approach may 

be rejected as "mollycodeling" hardened criminals. 

Knowledge of what penal sanction, if any, the public sup~ 

ports for a variety of criminal offenses will enable the legis-

lature to be more attuned to the opinion of their constituents 

3Louis Harris and Associates, "The Public Looks at 
Crime and Corrections." Report of a survey conducted by Louis 
Harris and Associates for the Joint Commission on Correctional 
Manpower and Training, . November , 1967. 
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and to be better informed of what changes might be best received 

by the public. 

Periodic surveys which measure public opinion of various 

programs or proposals will aid public officials in better 

representation of the public they serve. Letters which appear 

on editorial pages of newspapers cannot reasonably be considered 

as representative of the public at large. Studies which utilize 

accepted scientific principles of sampling and survey method

ology are the best techniques for assessing public opinion. 

The findings and observations thus gained can be useful in de

termining which course of action is to be taken in a given 

circumstance. 

It is the purpose of this study to determine the opinions 

of the Denver, Colorado, public on matters related to sentencing 

and corrections. The specific opinions for which the question

naire was designed will be discussed below. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine answers to 

the following questions: 

1. What punishments does the public of Denver, Colo

rado, believe should be imposed for a variety of 

criminal offenses: 

2. What is the respondents' evaluation of the effec

tiveness of current sanctions both as a deterrent 

and as a means of rehabilitation? 

3. What do the respondents feel is the most important 

purpose of the penal system? 
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4. What relationships exist between the demographi~ 

characteristics and their indicated opinions? 

-- 5. What relationships exists between the penal philo

sophy supported and the type of penal sanctions 

favored for each offense? 

6. What relationship exists between the respondent's 

evaluation of the deterrent and rehabilitative 

effectiveness of current sanctions and the severity 

of penal sanction supported for each offense? 

Significance of the Study 

This study is expected to contribute significantly to 

existing professional knowledge in the correctional field con

cerning the opinions of the public relative to sentencing and 

the purpose of correcitonal systems. Additionally, it will 

extend and revise legislative knowledge of the wants and de

sires of the public they serve and give an indication of the 

relative support they can expect for a given piece of legis

lation. This study will also contribute to existing sociolog

ical knowledge of the relationships between demographic variables 

and the public opinion relevant to criminal justice. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This Chapter reviews some of the recent studies which 

have dealt with the subjects under investigation in this re-

port. Additionally, a discussion of the four penal philoso

phies which are dealt with in this study is provided to ac-

quaint the reader with the basic philosophical differences 

between them. 

Severity of Penal Sanctions 

The opinions of the public concerning the penal snac-

tions to be applied to law violatiors have received increased 

attention in recent years. Public opinion polls administered 

in the past several years have indicated, by fa!.'. a majority 

of the public wants tougher penalties for offenders. A 1972 

survey by the American Institute of Public Opinion indicated 

that 79 percent of the public v70uld support a political candi~ 

date who advocated "tougher sente~ces for law breakers. "4 
. 

Only 10 percent stated they would be ftl ess likely" to vote for 

such a condidate. A 1969 survey by the same institute indicated 

that 58 percent of the national public agree with the idea that 

an offender. 'I/l110 commits a crime with a geln should receive 

4American Institute of Public Opinion, Study No. 856, 
N=3312 adults (18 years of age and older), 1972. 

5 



5 
double the r~gular sentence. 

6 

Perhaps the most often surveyed penal sanction is the 

death penalty for people convicted of murder. The results 

have shown dramatic changes over the years with only 50 

percent of the public on a national basis agreeing with this 
'6 

form of punishment- in 1972. It is interesting to note the 

divergence of responses between whites and non-whites. Where 

53 percent of the whites supported it, only 24 percent of the 

non-whites did. Perhaps the difference could be accounted 

for by the fact that non-whites are more often the recipients 

of this form of punishment than whites. Of 3,859 persons who 

have been executed since 1930, 1,751 "7ere white (46%) and 

2,066 were black (54%). A total of 455 persons have been exe-

cuted for the crime of rape, of which 48 vlere vlhite and 405 
7 

were black (89%). 

Of studies in \-lhich the public is allowed to state 

what punishment they feel should be imposed for various crimi-

na1 offenses, two most closely relate to the present one. In 

1970 a survey was conducted which asked the respondents what 

penalties they favored for marijuana pushers; marijuana users; 
B 

heroin pushers; and heroin users. Nearly h~lf t47%} felt 10 

sAmerican Institute of Public Opinion, Study No. 774, 
N=1503 adults (21 years of age or older) I 1969. 

6.Amer ican Institute of Public Opinion, Study No. 846, 
N=3347 adults (18 years of age or older), 1972. 

7National Prisoner Statistics, No. 45, Capital Punish
ment (1930-1968), at p. 17 (August 1969). 

BAmerican Institute of Public Opinion, S::udv No. 802, 
N=3219 adults (21 years of age or older) ( 1970. 
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years or more in prison was justified for marijuana pushers 

while the same perc~ntage felt that less than 1 year up to 

5 years imprisonment was sufficient for marijuana users. 

Nearly half (48%} felt prison sentences of 10 years to life 

were needed for heroin pushers while slightly less (40%) 

favored less than '1 year up to five years was sufficient for 

heroin users and 12 percent felt medical help was needed. 

This study was limited, however, to only four drug 

crimes and does not determine public attitudes on the high-

fear crimes of murder, forcible rape, armed robbery, aggra-

vated assault and burglary. 

Another study of importance 'vas that done by Arnold 
9 

M. Rose and Arthur E. Prell in 1955. In that study, 267 

college students in Introductory Sociology and Social Psychology 

classes were asked to pick from numerous groupings of punish-

ments, consisting of fines and jail sentences, the penal 

sanctions they felt should be applied for violation based on 

three different hypothetical offenders of different socio-economic 

levels. Their findings were: 1)' a different hierarchical 

listing of the severity of the offenses by the respondents 

than was prescribed by law; 2) a significant difference in the 

sentences imposed by the student-judges than the actual sentences 

being served by prisoners at a California institution for men; 

3) significantly different sentences imposed on offenders of 

different socio-economic characteristics by the student-judges; 

arid 41 significantly different sentences imposed by student-

9 Arnold !-1. Rose and Arthur E. Prell, "Does the Punish
ment fit the Crime? A Study in Social Valuation." in The A."neri-

'can Journal of Sociology, 61 (November 1955), pp. 247-259. . 



\ 

judges of different socio-economic characteristics. 

Howeve~ this study was limited to college" students 

in sodiology classes; thirteen felonies with similar statu

tory penal sanctions; the respondents were limited in the 

severity of sentences they could assign to the offendersi 

and the study was conducted 20 years ago, 

The present study will utilize individuals randomly 

selected from the general population of Denver, Colorado; 

8 

an assortment of crimes, including felonies and the so-called 

"victimless lf crimes; and will provide a greater selection of 

sanctions from which the respondents may choose. 

Effectiveness of Penal Sanctions 

Important· to the deterrent effect of penal sanctions 

is the belief by the public that the sanctions are effectively 

severe. If the public feels that the sanctions are very in

effective, they may be more apt to commit criminal offenses 

because even if they ar.e caught, nothing will be none. The 

extent of reported crime may also be affected. If the 

public believes the sanctions to be very ineffective, they may 

fail to report crimes believing that nothing will be done to 

the offenders even if they were caught. 

The support criminal justice authorities receive 

from the public may be directly affected by the pl+blic's be

lief as to how effective the authorities are in attaining the 

purposes of the penal sanctions. While studies indicating the 

public's opinion regarding the effectiveness of penal sanctions 

are scarce, a 1970 survey asked respondents if they felt "our 



system of law enforcement works to really discourage people 

from committing crime." IO Half of the blacks and nearly 

9 

three-quarters of the. white respondents felt that our system 

does not discourage people from committing crime. Better ed-

ucated (college) respondents felt more strongly than the less 

educated (eigth grade education or less) that our system does 

not deter possible offenders, (75% compared to 50%, respec-

tively) . 

A more recent survey indicated that a large majority 

of the respondents (83%) felt that police should be "tougher" 

in the methods they use in dealing with crime and lawlessness. 11 

This was true for whites more so than non-whites; for older 

respondents more so than younger ones; for republicans more so 

than democratsi and for those with high incomes more so than 

. those with low incomes. 

However, neitherDf these studies allowed the respon-

dents the opportunity to voice their opinions regarding the 

effectiveness of penal sanctions in rehabilitating current 

criminal offenders. Neither did they report the opinions by 

the type of offense. 

Social Characteristics and Penal Philosophy 

The dramatic effects penal philosophies can have on 

the treatment afforded offenders will be discussed later in 

lOLouis Harris and Associates, Study No. 2043, N=1600 
interviewees, (16 years of age and older), 1970. 

11 American Institute of Public Opinion, Study No. 861, 
N=2742 adults (18 years of age and older), 1972. 
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this Chapter under Purposes of Penal Sanctions. Emphasis on 

one purpose, to the detriment of the others may indicate tne 

judge's'view of man in general, and give some indication as 

to how that judgo views crime causation. In addition, it 

may mean the difference between making the man a public 

spectacle of suffering (to deter others) or treating him in 

a hospital setting. 

In a valuable study relating social characteristics 

to penal philosophies of Canadian Magistrates, the following 

characteristics were found: 1) the older the magistrate, 

the more offense-oriented he was; 2) family background of 

the magistrate played an important role, with magistrates of 

professional backgrounds being more treatment-oriented and 

working class appearing to be more punitive; 3) Roman Cath-

olics appeared to be less punitive than other faiths; 4) pre-

vious employment played an important role, with former pro-

secuting attorneys scoring high on scales of justice (retri-

bution) and deterrence and Iowan the reformation scale; and 

5) young, well-educated, urban magistrates scored high on the 

justice and general deterrence scales and Iowan the reforma

tion scale. 12 

Thus, it was found that social characteristics are 

systematically related to the penal philosophies of individuals. 

However, that study was performed in another country and only 

on member of the judiciary. The present study will examine 

the opinions of the general public to determine the prevailing 

penal philosophy; the relationship between social characteristics 

UJohn Hogarth, Sentencing as a Human Process. 
University of Toronto Press, 1971), pp. 211-228. 

(Canada: 
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and the philosophy they sUpport; and what relationship 

exists between penal philosophy and the severity of the 

sanctions the respondents assign to the different crimes. 

Purposes of Penal Sanctions 

Penal sanctions are applied by a society in its 

corporate capacity against a member of that society for vio-

lation of the social order. It serves many pur90ses and num-

erous effects are realized through its administration. In 

the following pages, four of the major penal philosophies 

are presented and discussed. 

Retribution. 

The retributive phil.osophy of punish..T1ent is perhaps 

the oldest and the most hotly debated of the ?enal philos-

ophies. It views man as a free moral agent capable of 

ei ther la\'l£ul or unla~.,:'ful conduct. r'Jhen an individual cO!'!1JTli ts 
'.' 

an unlawful act, he deserves to be punished. 

Retribution is often equated vlith the Zex taZionis 

doctr in'~ of " .3.nd e:,!f~' for an eye and a too th for a tooth." 

We find justifica.tion in Biblical scripture '·!hereb~! the 

Lord is said to have given man the right to strike back 

at the wicked: 

~fuoever sheds the blood of Man, by ~an shall 
his blood be shed; for God made Man in his 
O\·m image. [Gen. 9: 6, RS\T] 

t'7hoever strikes a r.1D.n so that he· dies s:-:all 
be put to doath .. If a r.1~n willeully 
attacks another to kill him treacherously, 

'. 



you shall take him from my alter that he may 
die. [Exod. 21: 12, 14] 

For Kant, the principle of retribution is justi-

fied through the concept of retaliation: 

• • • the underserved evil \'lhich anyone coromi ts 
on another, is to be regarded as perpetrateo 
on himself. Hence it may be said: 'If you 
slander another, you slander yourself~ if you 
steal from another, you steal from yourself; if 
you strike another, YOll strike yourself; if yOl,~ 
kill another, you kill yourself.' This is the 
Right of RE~ALIA~ION: and 9roperlv understood, 
it is the only Principle wh1ch is regulating a 
Public Court, [which ~ourt] can definitely 
assign both the quality and the quantity of a 
just penalty. . . . Whoever has cornmi tted !1urder, 
must die. There is, in this case, no iuridicial 
substitute or surrogate, that can be 9iven or 
taken for the satisfaction of Justice. There is 
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no L-£keness or proportion between Life, however 
painful, and Oeath; an~ therefore there is no 
Equali t'.1 bet\'leen the crime of 1'-1urder and the re
taliation of it but \'7hat is judicially accomplished 
by the execution of the Criminal. 13 

This philosophical foundation of the retributive theory 

has, hovlever, been attacked as an over-simpli~ication of the 

only justifiable purpose of punishment. D. J. B. Ha\~;kins 

views retribution 

not [as] a crude tit for tat but a restraint put 
upon human activity \.7hich has been corrupted by being 
devoted to evil.. . In so far as a man has turned 
his powers tm'lards evil , it is at o'nce evident that. 
he deserves to be restrained in their exercise until 
he has learned to use them rightl", or even, if the 
evil be irremediable, to be deprived of them al
together. [Emphasis added] ,14 

13Immanuel Kant, "'"['he 'tight of Punishina,1l in 
The Great Leaal Philosophers: Selected ~eadirq~ in Juris
prudence, hv Clarence Yorris, ed. (Philadelphia: Uni
versity of Pennsylvania Press, 1974), pp. 257-258. 

14 D.J.B. Rawki~s, "Punishnent an~ ~oral 'es?on
sibility, II in T.heories of Punishrnent, by' Stanlev L,. 

~~upp, ed. (Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1971) I p. 17. 
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Perhaps one of the major difficulties inherent in 

the retributive ideal-at least in terms of our current con-

ception of the purposes of penal sanctions-is that it is 

"backward 100king. 1I It depends solely on the severity of 

the offense in determining the severity of the punishment. 

It reacts cnly to the offense committed and not to the needs 

of the offender. 

Additionally, retribution is often regarded as synon-

ymous with vengeance. i'lhile van den Haag attempts to dis

tinquish between the two IS, Mr. Justice Marshall of the 

u.s. Supreme Court notes: 

The fact that the State may seek retribution 
against those who have broken its laws does not 
mean that retribution may then become the State's 
sole end in punishing. Our jurisprudence has al-
ways accepted deterrence in general, deterrence of 
individual recidivism, isolation of dangerous persons, 
and rehabilitation as proper goals of punishment .... 

Punishment as retribution has been condemned by 
scholars for centuries, and the Eighth ~~endment 
itself was adopted to prevent punishment from be
coming synonymous with vengeance. lli 

Hence, retribution will not receive support as the 

sole objective of penal sanctions or correctional institutions. 

It is, however, an integral function of the penal process. 

As Morris notes, liThe criminal law has general behavioral 

standard-setting functions; it acts as a moral teacher; and, 

consequently, requires a retributive floor to punishment as 

well as a retributive ceiling. II V 

IS Ernest van den Haag, Punishing Criminals. (New 
York: Basic Books, Inc., 1975), pp. 10-12. 

ffiFurman v Georgia, 33 L Ed 2d 346, at 409 (1972). 

17Norval Morris, The Future of Imprisonment. {Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1974), p. 78. 
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Deterrence 

The deterrent philosophy is divided into two sections: 

general deterrence and special deterrence. General deterrence 

pertains to the deterrent capacity of punishments in preventing 

the public at large from committing crimes. Special deter

rence pertains to the effect of deterring the individual who 

has committed an offense from conmission of further offenses. 

The deterrent philosophy maintains than man, being a 

rational being and vleighing the severity of the punishment 

against the pleasure which could be gained by committing the 

offense, \·lill elect not to coromi t the offense. It is based on 

the principle of hedonism, i.e., man is a pleasure seeking 

animal and will avoid situations in which the opportunity of 

experiencing pain is greater than the opportunity of experiencing 

pleasure. 

The deterrent influence of punishment has long been a 

subject of debate. Perhaps the most widely discussed crime 

for which the deterrent capacity of punishments has been under 

study is that of capital punishment for the crime of murder. 

Although the severity of the death penalty most closely 

resembles the severity of the offense of murder (as is 

desired for the retributive philosophy), the capacity of 

the penalty tQ deter the crime of murder has never been con

clusively demonstrated. Comparisons of states, one having 

abolished capital punishment and the other retaining it, 

indicate a lower or equal rate of murdcr"percapita in the 
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state without the morc severe sanction. 18 

One cannot, of coursc, judge the effectiveness of . 

deterrence as a purpose of punishment through studies of just 

one offense, particularly one which elicits' such strong emo-

tions as murder. William Chambliss completed a study on the 

deterrent impact of punishment in which the penalties for 

parking violations at a university campus ~'lere increa.sed in 

sever,i ty and detection and ci ta tion were swift and sure. 19 
I 

The study observed the parking behavior of the faculty both 

before and after the sharper methods of parking enforcement 

were instituted. Significant changes were effected by in-

creasing both the chances of being caught and the severity of 

the penalty. Prior to stringent enforcement, flagrent viola-

. tions b~ the faculty were observed. -However, after the measures 

were in effect, violations dropped significantly. 

Another aspect of the d8terrent philosophy vlhich has 

beeIT observed is the internalization of the societal values 

by the members of tl1at society. 20 We automatically Bnd uncon-

sciously keep from committing crimes, not just because they 

are II illegal, II but because r,.le have been so indoctrinated 

through our cultural values. We are presented with many 

opportunities to co~mit a crime, but we unconsciously reject 

18 Thorsten Sellin, IIDeath and Imprisonment as Deter
rents to Hurder,lI in The Death Penalty in America, by Hugo 
Adam Beau, ed. (New York: Doubleday and Co., 1967), pp. 227-284. 

19 \'iilliam J. Chambliss, liThe Impact of Punishment on 
Compliance "'i th ParJ:ing Regual tions, II in Crime a_nd the Legal Pro
cess, by Nillian Chambliss. (New York: '·lcGraw Hill, 1969) I 

PP:-388-393. 

20 Herbert L. Packer, The Limits of the Criminal Sanction. 
(Stanford: Stanford University PrGss, 1968), p. 43. 
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it because of the social implications. The severity of the 

official punishment is not even taken into consideration 

because the informal reactions would be so devastating. 

In this context, the apprehension and punishment of 

offenders may serve to strengthen our values and beliefs. 

We look on those criminals who are punished and denounce them 

for their inappropriate conduct. It gives one a chance to 

say that his own behavior is, by comparison, rightous. 

Through this process, our O\'1n values are reinforced by the 

capture of the criminal. 21 The criminal shows us what be-

haviors are so offensive to the society that they have official 

sanctions attached. The offender shows the members of society 

where the outside boundries of that society are. 

Shortcomings of the deterre~t philosophy are many. 

opponents argue that if the severity of the sanction is such 

a tre~endous deterrent, why not institute the most cruel of 

measures for all crimes? That way its effects could be real-

ized for all offenses. Attorney Clarence Darrow, in his 

famous debate with Judge Talley in New York in 1924 on capital 

punishment, offered these sarcastic comments: 

If you want to get rid of killings by hanging 
people or electrocuting them because these are 
so terrible, why not make a punishment that 
is terrible? This isn't so much. It lasts 
but a short time. There is not physical tor
ture in it. Why not boil them in oil, as they 
used to do? Why not burn them at the stake? 

21Por an excellant discussion of the functional as
pects of deviance, see Kai T. Erikson, Hayward Puritans. (New 
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966). Also, see Karl 
Menninger, 'l'he er imc of Punishment. (iJC\'l York: The Viking 
Press, 1968)for an exccllant discussion of the psychological 
functions deviance provides for the members of general society. 



Why not sew them into a bag with serpents and 
throw them out to sea? Why not take them out 
on the sand and let them be eaten by ants? 
Why not break every bone in their body on the 
rack, as has b~en done for such serious offenses 
as heresy and witchcraft? 

* * * .* * * * * 
Why, our capital punishment isn1t worth talking 
about, so far as its being a preventive is con
cerned. It isn1t ~orth discussing. Why not 
call back from the dead and barbarous past the 
hundred and sixty or seventy odd crimes that 
were puqishable by death in England? Why not 
once Bore re-enact the Blue Laws of our own 
country and kill people right? Why not resort 
to all the tortures that the world has resorted 
to to keep men in the straight and narrow path? 
Why .reduce it to a paltry question of murder?~ 

Darrow recognized that the severity of the penal 
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* 

'sanction is only one factor in a three-dimensional deterrent 

concept. The other t\.;o factors being the certainty and celerity 

of the imposition of the sanction. If offenders, and indeed 

the public at large, realize that the possibility of being 

apprehended for their criminal ac~ion is relatively slight, 

or that it will take authorities a very long time in appre-

hending them, the deterrent impact of a sanctiol1-no matter 

the severitY-'dill be lost. 

If the criminal knows his chances of being caught 

and punished immediately are great, he will give more con

sideratio'n in weighing the pros and cons of committing the 

offense. There must be rapid and immediate apprehension so 

that the offender gains the full knowledge that this is a. 

22 Clarence D<lrrml, "Is en!?i tal P'.:1nishmcnt a ~'lise Policy?" 
Debate Hith Judge Talley r (Ie'd Yor].:, 1924, in :0ttornc:;r for the 
Damned, by Arthur ~'leinburg, ed. (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1957), p. 97. 

;1 
1 
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direct result of his inappropriate behavior. The punishment 

must be sure and equally applied so that everyone knows what 
I 

effects their offensive behavior will have. It is only through 

this measure that the full effect of the deterrent philosophy 

can be realized, and not merely increasing the severity of 

the sanction. 

An additional and related argument is presented by 

c.s. Lewis. 23 If the purpose of penal sanctions is to have 

the public believe that if they do an act such as the one the 

man that is being punished for has done, they will suffer the 

same fate, the purpose would be accomplished if an innocent 

man, popularly believed to be guilty were to be punished. 

He would thus serve as an example to others of what lie in 

store·for them if they COIT@it a similar act. Similarly, 

guil ty men popularly believed to be innocent ,.,.,ould not 

serve.as a adequate model for the public and should not, 

therefore, be subjected to the punishment. 

Incapacitation 

The philosophy of incapacitation as a purpose of penal 

sanctions is a fairly obvious one. Its purpose is to iso-

late the offender from the community to prevent further 

damage. It has as its basis the emp;irical evidence that 

offenders of certain types of crimes are highly recidivistic. 

The assumption drawn, therefore, i~ that offenders of certain 

crimes'must be incapacitated to prevent further crimes. 

23 C.S. Le\\'is, liThe Humanj.tarian Theory of Punishment, II 
in Theories of Punishmen.t, by Stanley E. Grupp, p. 305. 
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Dr. Wolf Middendorff observes that the revocation 

of the driver's license of frequent traffic offenders serves 

as an excellant exam8le.~· The license is revoked because 

the authorities consider it quite probable that a person, 

having been found to have cor.unitted so many serious offenses, 

will continue to do so until his driving privilege is revoked. 

Another example may be the regulations prohibiting 

released felony offenders from engaging in certain types of 

employment. This regulation may possibly be based on the 

assumption that,the offender, once having entered these priv-

ileged occupations, will use the powers inherent to once 

,again perpetrate his offenses. 

Packer observed that the assumptions underlying 

the incapacitative ideal are the basis for the habitual 

offender statutes enacted in many stat~s.25 These laws 

provige that offenders, having been convicted of so many 

felony offenses, shall be eligible to receive extended sen-

tences beyond that normally given. 

Rehabilitation 

The rehabilitative id"eal views the criminal acts of 

an offender in different ways depending upon the particular 

discipline. For instance , the behaviorist may view criminal 

acts as the learned responses from previous experiences. The 

traditional psychoanalyst may view them as the manifestations 

24D1:'. vlolf Hiddendorff, in Punis~,r:cnt: For and Agai~st, 
by Hart Publisr:ing Co., ed. (New York: H:..rc Publi.shing Co., 1971)p.': 

25Packer f The Limits of the Criminal Sanction, p. 51. 
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of deep-rooted ~sychological pathologies. The treatment sub

sequently afforded the offender may vary significantly. 

The bas{c philosophical difference between the rehabilitative 

ideal and the other three philosophies is that this philosophy 

is treatment-oriented. Although the treatmen~differ widely, 

their purpose is to initiate a systematic program which will 

reduce the offender's propensity to commit anti-social acts. 

This may be accomplished by in-depth psychotherapy or by 

administering punishments and rewards. 

The difference. behleen the use of punishment by the 

behaviorist and by one whose objective is retribution is that 

. the bep..aviorist applies punisr.ment in the clinical sense. 

The behaviors of the offender are ~nalyzed and to eliminate 

.the inappropriate behaviors, either negative stimuli are 

applied or positive stimuli removed from the situation. 

Appropriate behaviors are reinfor~ed by either rewarding 

them with positive sti~uli or by removing negative stimuli 

from a situation. One who favors the retributive philosophy, 

however, punishes because the offender deserves to be pun

ished for committing an anti-social act. 

The major objection to adopting the rehabilitative 

ideal as the major purpose of pen~l sanctions is simply that 

we do not now have the necessary knowledge either to deter

mine what the causes of crime are, or what procedures are 

needed to reform the offender. The knowledge of crime 

causation is essential, as this will enable us to remove these 

factors from society in an attempt to reduce the opportunity 

for others to fall into. the criminal syndrome. In addition, 
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we do not currently have the needed knowledge as to what charac

teristics are necessary to an individual in his total person-

ali ty n1akeup that will red'uce his .!?.t'opensi ty to commit crimes. 

"{The] trouble with the rehabilitative ideal is that it makes 

the criminal law the vehicle for tasks that are far beyond its 

competence. ,,26 

The other major argument against the rehabilitative 

ideal is also advanced by C.S. Le\vis. For him, the ideal is 

utterly more inhumane than that of retribution. Rehabilitation 

proposes to make the judgement that the offender has adopted 

the "incorrect" values and it is our duty to take the offender 

-and instill in hin the "correct" ones. Rather than determining 

the punishment by deciding what the offender "deserves," we 

decide on the judgement of what the offender "needs,1f F.or 

Le\.;is I taking the concept of des ert (i. e., "vhat the offender 

deserves) out of punishment, removes the only basis by which 

we can determine if the sentence was just or unjust: 

• • . when we C2ase to consider \-lha t thf' ciminal 
deserves and consider only what will cure him 
or deter other t we have tacitly removed him from 
the sphere of justice altogether; instead of a 
person, a subject of rights t we now have a mere 
object, a patient, a "case. 1127 

Addi tionally I there is the ethical problem of vlho is. 

to decide how the offender is to be molded? During the pro-

~ess of reformati0n should ~ve also in.still in him the "middle-

~Packer, The Limits of the Criminal Sanction, p. 55. 

27 C. S. 
in Theories of 

Le~vis, II rEhe Humanitarian Theory of Punishr;;.ent, II 

Punishment, by Stanley E. Grupp, ed. t p. 302. 
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class" ideal? vlhy not the "upper-class" ideal? While he is 
'. 
there shall we also treat his homosexuality? How about hi~ 

nail-biting and his lack of cleanliness? 

Totalitarian ideologies we profess to hate have 
styled as Hrehabilitation" the process of mold
ing the unorthodox mind to the shape of the pre
vailing dogma. 28 

28Sooell v Reed, 327 F. SUppa 1294 (S.E., N.Y. 1971). 



CHAPTER THREE 

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Design 

This study utilized an exploratory-survey design. The 

survey was designed to esplore relationships which exist be

tween demographic variables collected on the respondents, 

their opinions regarding sentencing and corrections, and to 

determine the overall atmosphere of the public regarding 

corrections. 

A total of ten people were utilized as interviewers. 

Three of the interviewers were from Metropolitan State College, 

four from Arapahoe Community College, and three were acquanitances 

'of the author. Each volunteered their time. Each interviewer 

was personally instructed as to the purpose of the survey, 

the terminology ,used in each questionnaire, the methodology 

utilized in selecting the survey participants and in Vlhat to 

say to the respondents and how to answer questions \'lhich arise. 

Approximately one and one-half hours was spent in the initial 

training of each of the interviewers. 

The interviewer was present with the respondent during 

the time when the questionnaire was filled out. The res

pondent was asked to fill out the questionnaire with the 

interviewer available to answer any quesLions concerning 

-23-
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how to ~ill out the questionn~~ret In a few instances it 

wa.s necessa,ry ~or the interviewer to rea.d the g:uestions a.nd 

all ~ossible res~onses to the res?ondent, This was true 

only for cases in which th~ ~espondent could not read, due 

" either to illiteracy or some pnysical limitation, 

Randomization 

The sampling procedures consisted of numbering each 

blOcK in the City and County and Denver, Colorado from one 

to 6562" A confidence level of .05 is provided by selecting 

at least 377 blocks from which the respondents are selected • 

. This study rounded that number to 390~ 

A random number computer program selected the first 

450 numbers bet'i>leen 6562 r each of vlhich corresponded to a 

specific block. The first 390 numbers were selected as the 

blocks from which the survey participants were selected. 

The respondents were selected from the randomly se-

lected blocks by numbering each housing unit on the block 

in a clockwise direction starting at the Northeast corner. 

The intervievler then went to a table of random numbers and 

selected the first number which appeared and corresponded to 

a housing unit. The interviewer then determined to ,·,hich 

housing unit the number corresponded, went there and requested 

their participation. If no one was hometor if they refused 

to participate,. the intervie,,,er then consul ted the next ran

dom number vlhich corrEsponded to a housing unit and requested 

they respond. 
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L;i..:mi,ta,tions 

Va,lidi ty lirnitat:i:ons ex:j.st ;tn tfie quest.:i-.onable or"!;" 

dinalization of the response categories of both penal sanc-.. 
tions and penal philosophies. tn the case of penal sanctions, 

the following values were assignedl no penalty r:: 1, fine = 2, 

probation = 3, medical or psychiatric help = 4, one year or 

less in jail = 5, 2-5 years in prison = 6 f 6-9 years in 

prison = 7, 10-19 years in prison = 8, 20 years or more = 9, 

life imprisonment = 10 and death = 11. 

The limitation may exist in the fact that some people 

may consider medical or psychiatric help, and the in .... depth 

psychotherapy which often accompanies it" as a more severe 

sanction than one year or less in jail. Likewise, some people 

may consider a heavy fine as a more severe punishment than a 

short term of imprisonment. In both of these cases the 

hypothetical respondent·s ordinalization differed from that 

utilized in the questionnaire. 

Similarly, the penal philosophies vlere ordinalized 

according to their "punitiveness". Retribution was ranked 

highest on the scale given a value of 5, deterrence, = 4, in-

capacitation = 3, rehabilitation = 2 and no societal response 

= 1. The fact that retribution is in fact more punitive than 

deterrence or incapacitation has vet to be established. Re-
t\ 

habilitation and the indepth pscychological counseling which 

often accompanies it may, in fact, be considered as more grueling 

than pure punis~~ent\ 
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An additional validity limitation is the· fact that a 
. 

Chi-square test was computed to determine if the demographic , 

characteristics of the sample respondents were representative 

of those observed during the 1970 census of Denver. The find

ings indicate significant differences between·the sample and 

the Den~er population on four of the five comparable demographic 

characteristics collected. The sample contained greater pro-

portions of younger people, smaller proportions of Chicanos, 

and larger proportions of people with higher levels of educa-

tiona I achievement and larger incomes than were indicated as 

present in the Denver population from 1970 census data. As 

a result, consideration must be given in any attempt to gen-

eralize the findings yielded from this study to the overall 

population of Denv~r. However, the findings do provide much 

useful information dealing with the bivariate relationships observed. 

Methodology' 

This section d~scribes the methods uti~iz~d in the 

collection and analyzing of the data. 

Data Collection 

The data collection instrument used in this study was 

a questionnaire, a copy of which is located in Appendix A. 

This questionnaire was developed and pretested by the author 

on twenty randomly selected respondents in the Southeast 

Denver·metropolitan area. The schedule was subsequently 

modified in conSUltation with the Office of Research and 

Planning, Colorado Division of Correctional Services. 



The completed cr.uestionnaires ~lere delivered to the 

author ~lho subseg:uently coded them onto com~uter sheets. 

" MCDonnell Douglas Automation Company; Denver, Coloraao, 

keypunched and verified the completed cards. 

Data Analysis 

27 

The equi~ment used in the automated data processing 

was a CDC~6400 computer at the University of Coloraao Data 

Processing Center in Denver, Colorado. The computer lan-

guage used ~~s the StatisticalPackage for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) .29 ,1ohn Carr of the Denver Anti-Crime Council wrote all the 

computer programs. 

ChiT"'square eX 2 } and Pearson" Product-Homent Correlation 

were the two statistical tests utilized in analyzing the data. 

Chi-square is a general measure of the existence of a systema-

tic relationship. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation measures 

the existence of a systematic relationship but also measures 

the strength and direction of the relationship. In addition, 

the X 2 goodness of fit test was used to determine if there 

were significant differences betw'een the demographic character-

istics of the sample respondents and those of the population 

of Denver, Colorado. This was done to determine if the sample 

respondents were representative of the population from which 

they were drawn, 

~Norman H. Nie, et. al., Statistical Packaqe for the 
Social Sciences. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975) . 

. , 



CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS 

This Chapter, which reports the findings of the 

survey, is divided into three sections. The first section 

deals with a description of the sample respondents. It 

presents a demographic profile of those people who responded 

to the questionnaire.' 

The next section deals with an examination of the fre

quencies of responses to each of the survey questions: What 

penal sanctions were favored most fo~ each of the offenses and 

haw the responses were distributed, what the overall perception 

of th~ effectiveness of current sanctions was, and what penal 

philosophy ,vas favored most by the respondents for each offense. 

The third section deals with bivariate relationships. 

Relationships were explored bet\'ieen each of the demographic 

characteristics of the sample and their responses to each of 

the questions. In addition, statistical tes~s were conducted to 

determine a) 'wha't relationships exist between the penal philos

ophy supported and the severity of penal sanction favored, and 

b} the perceived effectiveness of current sanctions and the 

severity of penal sanctions favored. 

The'Sanple Respondents 

This section presents a demographic profile of the 

-28-
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Dr. Wolf Middendorff observes that the revocation 

0'£ the driver's license of frequent traffic offenders serv:es 

as an excellant example.~ The license is revoked because 

the authorities consider it quite probable that a person, 

having been found to have cor.unitted so many serious offenses, 

will continue to do so until his driving privilege is revoked. 

Another example may be the regulations prohibiting 

released felony offenders from engaging in certain types of 

employment. This regulation may possibly be based on the 

assumption that. the offender, once having entered these priv-

ileged occupations, will use the powers inherent to once 

.again perpetrate his offenses. 

Packer observed that the assumptions underlying 

the incapacitative. ideal are the basis for the habitual 

offender statutes enacted in many states. 25 These laws 

provi~e that offenders, having been convicted of so many 

felony offenses, shall be eligible to receive extended sen-

tences beyond that normally given. 

Rehabilitation 

The rehabilitative ideal views the criminal acts of 

an offender in different ways depending upon the particular 

discipline. For instance, the behaviorist may vie\·, criminal -.----.

acts as the learned responses from previous experiences. The 

traditional psychoanalyst may view them as the manifestations 

24D~. Wolf Middcndorff, in Punis~Dcnt: For and Agains~, 
by Hart Publishing Co., cd. (Nc\v York: H.::..rt Publishing Co. I ISil)?: 

25Packer, The Limits of the Criminal Sanction, p. 51. 
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of deep-rooted ~sychological pathologies. The treatment sub

sequently afforded the offender may vary significantly. 

The basic philosophical difference beh'leen the rehabilitative 

ideal and the other three philosophies is that this philosophy 

is treatment-oriented. Alth"-ugh the treatments differ widely, 

their purpose is to initiate a systematic program which will 

reduce the offender's propensity to commit anti-social acts. 

This may be accomplished by in-depth psychotherapy or by 

administering punishments and rewards. 

T~1e difference between the use of punishment by the 

behaviorist and by one whose objective is retribution is that 

. the bep3viorist applies punish~ent in the clinical sense. 

The behaviors of the offender are 'analyzed and to eliminate 

the inappropriate behaviors, either negative stimuli are 

applied or positive stimuli removed from the situation. 

Appropriate behaviors are reinforced by either rewarding 

them vlith positive sti::mli or by removing negative stirwli 

from a situation. One who favors the retributive philosophy! 

however, punishes because the offender deserves to be pun

ished for cornnittirlg an anti-social act. 

The major objection to adopting the rehabilitative 

ideal as the major purpose of pen~l sanctions is simply that 

we do not now have the necessary knowledge either to deter

mine \·:ha t the causes of crime are, or '''hat procedures are 

needed to reform the offender. The knowledge of crime 

causation i~ essent .. ial, as this will enal?le us to remove these 

factors from society in an attempt to reduce the opportunity 

for others to fall into the criminal syndrome. In addition, 
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we do not currently have the needed knowledge as to what charac

teristics are necessary to an individual in his total person

ality makeup that will reduce his propensity to commit crimes, 

"[The] trouble with the rehabilitative ideal is that it makes 

tte criminal law the vehicle for tasks that are far beyond its 

competence. ,,26 

The other major argument ag~inst the rehabilitative 

ideal is also advanced by C.S. Lewis. For him, the ideal is 

utterly more inhumane than that of retribution. Rehabilitation· 

proposes to make the judgement that the offender has adopted 

the "inc6rrect" values and it is our duty to take the offender 

. and instill in hilL! the "correct" ones. Rather than determining 

the punishment by deciding what the offender IJdeserves," we 

decide on the judgement of what the offender "needs." For 

Lewis, taking the concept of desert (i.e., what the offender 

deserves) out of punishment, removes the only basis by which 

we can determine if the sentence was just'or unjust: 

• • .when we c~ase to consider what the ciminal 
deserves and consider only what will cure him 
or deter other, we have tacitly removed hi~ from 
the sphere of justice altogether; instead of a 
person, a subject of rights, we now have a mere 
object, a patient, a "case." n 

Additionally, there is the ethical problem of who is. 

t.o' decide hm'l the offender is to be molded? During the pro-

~ess of reformati0n should we also instill in him the IJmiddle-

~Packer, ~he Limits of the Criminal Sanction, p. 55. 

27 c. S. Lewis, "rfte Humanitarian Theory of Punishr.:ent I" 
in Theories'of Punishment, by Stanley E. Grupp, ed., p. 302. 
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class" ideal? Why not the "upper-class" ideal? While he is 

there shall we also treat his homosexuality? How about his 

nail-biting and his lack of cleanliness? 

Totalitarian ideologies we profess to hate have 
styled as "rehabilitation" the process of mold
ing the unorthodox mind to the shape of the pre
vailing dogma. 23 

~Sobell v Reed, 327 F. Supp. 1294 (S.E., N.Y. 1971). 



CHAPTER THREE 

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Design 

This study utilized an exploratory-survey design. The 

survey was designed to esplore relationships \vhich exist be

tween demographic variables collected on the respondents, 

their opinions regarding se~tencing and corrections, and to 

determine the overall atmosphere of the public regarding 

corrections. 

A total of ten people were utilized as interviewers. 

Three of the interviewers were from Metropolitan State College, 

four from Arapahoe COl:lr:lUni ty College I and three \Vere acquani tances 

of the author. Each volunteered their time. Each interviewer 

was personally instructed as to the purpose of the survey, 

the terminology.used in each questionnaire, the methodology 

utilized in selecting the survey participants and in 'Ylhat to 

say to the respondents and how to anSvler questions \vhich arise. 

Approximately one and one-half hours was spent in the initial 

training of each of the interviewers. 

The interviewer viaS present with the respondent during 

the time when the questionnaire was filled out. The res

pondent was asked to fill out the questionnaire with the 

interviewer available to answer any questions concerning 

-23-
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how to .eill out the questionn~:lret In a, ,f;'e\'l ins.tances it 

wa.s necess.a,rx ,f;'or the interviewer to rea,d the questions a,n"d 

all }?ossible res!?onses to the res!?ondent, This vTaS true 

only for cases in which the respondent could not read,due 

" e:lther to illiteracy or some physical limitation, 

Randomization 

The sampling procedures consisted of numbering each 

block in the City and County and Denver, Colorado from one 

to 6562, A confidence level of .05 is provided by selecting 

at least 377 blocks from which the respondents are selected. 

This study rounded that number to 390~ 

A random number computer program selected the first 

450 numbers between 6562, each of which corresponded to a 

specific block. The first 390 numbers 'V7ere selected as the 

blocks from which the survey participants were selected. 

The respondents were selected from the randomly se-

lected blocks by numbering each housing unit on the block 

in a clockwise direction starting at the Northeast corner. 

The intervievler then went to a table of random numbers and 

selected the first number which appeared and corresponded to 

a housing unit. The interviewer then determined to "7hich 

housing unit the number corresponded f went there and requested 

their participation. If no one was home,or LE they refused 

to participate f. the interviet;'ler then consul ted the next ran

dom n~mber \vhich correspondec1 to a hous~ng unit and requested 

they respond. 
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LjJni.t~tions 

V~lidi.ty li';mitat:i:ons exj:st in tfie questi,onable or" 

dinalfzation of the response categories of both penal sanc

tions and penal philosophies. Tn the case of penal sanctions, 

the following values were assigned; no penalty c 1, fine = 2, 

probation = 3, medical or psychiatric help = 4, one year or 

less in jail = 5, 2-5 years in prison = 5 f 6-9 years in 

prison = 7, 10-19 years in prison 0 8, 20 years or more = 9, 

life imprisonment = 10 and death = 11. 

The limitation may exist in the fact that some people 

may consider medical or psychiatric help, and the in~depth 

psychotherapy which often accompanies itt as a more severe 

sanction than one year or less in jail. Likewise, some people 

may consider a heavy fine as a more severe punishment than a 

short term of imprisonment. In both of these cases the 

hypothetical respondent~s ordinalization differed from that 

utilized in the questionnaire. 

Similarly, the penal philosophies 'Ylere ordinalized 

according to their "punitiveness". Retribution vTaS ranked 

highest on the scale given a value of 5, deterrence, = 4, in-

capacitation = 3, rehabilitation = 2 and no societal response 

= 1. The fact that retribution is in fact more punitive than 

deterrence or incapacitation has vet to be established. Re-
t\ 

habilitation and the indepth pscychological counseling which 

often accompanies it may, in fact,be considered as more grueling 

than pure punishment, 
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An additional validity limitation is the fact that a 

Chi-square test was computed to determine if the demographic 

characteristics of the sample respondents were representative 

of those observed during the 1970 census of Denver. The find

ings indicate significant differences between the sample and 

the Denver population on four of the five comparable demographic 

characteristics collected. The sample contained greater pro~ 

portions of younger people, smaller proportions of Chicanos, 

and larger proportions of people with higher levels of educa

tional achievement and larger incomes than were indicated as 

present in the Denver population from 1970 census data. As 

a result, consideration must be given in any attempt to gen

eralize the findings yielded from this study to the overall 

population of Denver. However, the findings do provide much 

useful information dealing vlith the bivariate relationships observed 

Methodology 

This section describes the methods utiliz~d in the 

collection and analyzing of the data. 

Data Collection 

The data collection instrument used in this study was 

a questionnaire, a copy of which is located in Appendix A. 

This questionnaire was developed and pretested by the author 

on twenty randomly selected respondents in the Southeast 

Den.ver"metropolitan area. The schedule was subsequently 

modified in consultation with the Office of Research and 

Planning, Colorado Division of Correctional Services. 
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The com~leted guestionnaires were delivered to the 

author ..... ,ho subsequently' coded them onto com;?uter sheets. 

McDonnell Douglas Automation company; Denver, Colorado p 

keypunched and verified the completed cards. 

Data Analysis 

27 

The equi~ent used in the automated data processing 

was a CDC~6400 computer at the University of Colorado Data 

Processing Center in Denver, Colorado. The computer lan-

guage used was the StatisticalPackage for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) 1-9 John Carr of tne Denver Anti-Crime Council wrote all the 

computer programs. 

Chi~square lX 2 J and Pearson'Product-Moment Correlation 

were ,the two statistical tests utilized in analyzing the data. 

Chi-square is a general measure of the existence of a systema-

tic relationship. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation measures 

the existence of a systematic relationship but also measures 

the strength and direction of the relationship. In addition, 

the X 2 goodness of fittest ..... 7as used to determine if there 

were significant differences between the demographic character-

istics of the sample respondents and those of the population 

of Denver, Colorado. This 'VlaS done to determine if t.he sample 

respondents were representative of the population from which 

they were dr avlTI. 

~Norman H. Nie, et. al., Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS 

I 

This Chapter, which reports the findings of the 

survey, is divided into three sections. The first section 

deals with a description of the sample respondents. It 

presents a demographic profile of those people who responded 

to the qu~stionnaire.· 

The next section deals with an examination of the fre

quencies of responses to each of the survey questions: What 

penal·sanctions wefe favored most fo~ each of the offenses and 

haw the responses were distributed, what the overall perception 

of th~ effectiveness' of current sanctions was, and what penal 

philosophy was favored most by the respondents for each offense. 

The third section deals with bivariate relationships. 

Relationships Viere explored betvleen each of the demographic 

characteristics of the sample and their responses to each of 

the questions. In addition, statistical tests vlere conducted to 

determine a) what relationships exist between the penal philos

ophy supported and the severity of penal sanction favored, and 

b) the perceived effectiveness of current sanctions and the 

severity of penal sanctions favored. 

The Sample Respondents 

This section presents a demographic profile of the 

-28-
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390 sample respondents. six demographic characteristics were 

collected on the respondents: age, sex, ethnicity, religion, 

education, and income. 

Age 

The age of the respondents ranged from a low of 

eighteen to eighty-one years of age. Table 1 presents a dis

tribution of the respondents. 

TABLE 1 

iAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

Age Frequency Percent 

18 - 20 25 6.4 
21 - 30 134 34.4 
31 - 50 131 33.6 
51 & ov~r 89 22.8 
Unknown 11 2.8 

Total 390 100.0 

The mean age ,vas 38.2 years with a median age of 33.7 years. 

Sex 

The respondents ~lere quite evenly distributed between 

males and females with forty-five oercent male and fifty-five 

percent female. Table 2 presents a breakdown of the respon-

dents .by their sex. 



TABLE 2 

~EX DJ?TRI,BUTION OF ?A.MPLE I\ESPONDF...NTS 

• '.. .. :,.'".' f'" • .. •••• ~. ~. • >'.' ,..... '. . .' ·0.'.· 9, ,,: •• 0 ' •• '0 .: '0 • .' '.... .........., •. 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

~otal 

Frequency 

176 
214 

390 

Percent 

45.1 
54.9 

100' .. 0 

. . .. . " ...... . ..... w ................................................ . . .. . .. .. . ~. . 

Ethnicity 

30 

The ethnic composition of the respondents is presented 

in Table 3. As can be seen~ the majority of the respondents 

are vlhite. Approximately equal percentages of both black and 

chicano groups were found among the resoondents. 

TABLE 3 

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

Ethnicity 

\-,hite 
black 
chicano 
other 
unkno~vn 

Total 

. .... '. ~ ..·..",.0.. .' ......,.... 

Frequency 

278 
50 
49 
10 

3 

390 

. . . .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . .. , .................. . 

Percent 

71.3 
12.8 
12.6 
,,2,6 

.8 

100.,0 
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The reli.gious af~i.liat±on was another of. the demo

gra~hic variables collected on the respondents, The l~rgest 

~ercentage indicated a protestant affiliation (45.6%1. Table 

4 presents a complete breakdown of the religious distribution 

of the respondents. 

TABLE 4 

RELIGIOUS DISTRIBUTION OF SA}WLE RESPONDENTS 

.. ~ .. ~ .. . . . .. . . .. .. . . " .. ~ .. . . .. .. . . . . .. .. . .. , . 

Religion 

catholic 
protestant 

. jewish 
unknown 

Total 

Frequency 

136 
178 

14 
. 62 

390 

Education 

'. " 

Percent 

34.9 
45.6 
3.6 

15.9 

100.0 

The level of educational attainment of the sample re-

spondents is presented in Table 5. These data indicate that 

the greatest single percentage of the respondents have com-

pleted no more than high school~ However, an almost equal 

percentage have attended at least some college, and slightly 

more than twenty percent have completed college. 



TABLE 5 

EDUCA,TION DISTRIBUTION OJ? SAHPLE RESPONDENTS 

• ... .,., , • .. • ~ •• _ • • .. .. .. • * • ,. Ir • • • .... 

.. ! .• " ......... , .. ' ":.,' • 

Education 

Grade School 
Some High School 
High School Completed 
Some College 
College Completed 
Graduate College 
unknown 

Total 

' ...... : . ; . ; ....... 

.. ......................... , .. f .................. . . . . ~ ... ' .. ... . 

Frequency 

27 
45 

121 
113 

45 
35 

4 

390 

INCOl>m 

Percent 

. 6.9 
11 •. 5 
31'. ° 
29.9 
11.6 

9.0 
1'. ° 

lbO'. ° 

A distribution of the respondent's total family 

income is presented in the following table. 

TABLE 6 

INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF SN·IPLE RESPONDENTS 

Income 

25,000 and over 
15,000 - 24,999 
10,000 ,.. 14,999 
6,000 9(999 
3,000 .' 5,999 
under ,3(000 

. Total .. 

Frequency 

26 
, 87 
10.7 

65 
52 
32 

. .. ..' 390 

Percent 

6~7 
22.3 
27 .. 4 
16.7 
13 .. 3 
. 8,2 

100.0 

These data indicate a large proportion of the re-

respondents earning incomes in excess of $10,,000 (56.4%). 

32 
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Frequencies 

This section deals,with the frequencies of res

ponses by the respondents to each of the questions in the 

data collection instrument. It is further divided into 

four sub-sections, each detailing the frequency of responses 

to the four different subjects under investigation: 

1. The minimum and maximum penal sanctions favored 

by the respondents for each of the ten listed 

offenses; 

2. The respondent's evaluation of the effectiveness 

of current penal sanctions to deter possible fu

ture offenders from committing each of the listed 

offenses; 

3. The respondent's evaluation of the effectiveness 

of current penal sanctions to rehabilitate current 

offenders convicted of each of the offenses listed; 

and 

4. The respondent's opinion of what penal philosophy 

should be the most important in reacting to offen

ders of each of the listed offenses. 

Penal Sanctions Favored by the Respondents 

This sub-section presents the penal sanctions the 

respondents felt should be applied to offenders of each 

of the. listed offenses. Table 7 presents a complete per

centage breakdown of the sanctions favored by the respondents 
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includi:n9 the ~ercent~ge o~ J1l~&S.*.!19" da,ta, ~ T?,ble 8 f?resents 

the sqIile. bl;'ea,kdm...:n exclusive 'ot: the mtss.i!1~ da,ta,f i .. e., what 

percentage o:e those respondinq favor eacD. 'o~ the penal san-
,. r" .,... 

ctions listed \ 

. MU'Pde'P: 

Central to the issue of what sanctions the public 

favors for the crime of murder is the issue of capital punish

ment. The findings are quite significant. Of the 350 people 

responding, only seven percent favor capital punishment as a 

minimum sanction. In other words, only seven percent feel 

capital punishment should be uniformly applied as a penal 

sanction for murder. At the same time r t~7enty percent favor 

medical or psychiatric help and the only minimum sanction re-

ceiving greater support is life imprisonment with twenty-three 

percent. 

There \vas more support for capital punishment 'Vlhen 

considered as a ma..>::imum sanction., but it still failed to re

ceive majority support from the 367 respondents with no more 

than 42 percent favoring its use. 

These data are perhaps more meaningful \-Then viewed in 

light of the Supreme Court case of furman vs" Georgia~: ~o In 

that- case the death. penalty, as it was then administered, was 

ruled unconstitutional. The administration of capital punish

ment at that time allowed for much jury discretion, and thus 

discri~ination.~ The ruling in effect ordered that if capital 

punishment was to be used ( it must be the mandatr)l-Y sanction 

30 33 L Ed 2d 346 (1972). 
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provi.ded by la\-l r J, e. ?\nyone. conyi.,cted of a. car.;lta.l offense 

must su;f~er its. i.mposi tion" . 

As' wa.s mentioned earlier, only avery small propor

tion of the public D%1 favors capital J?unishmentas a man-"" 

datory minimum sentence for the crime of murder. The fact 

that an additional 35 J?ercent favor the death penalty as 

a. maximum sanction indicates that only a minority of the pub

lic favors even having legal authorization for its use, but 

demands discretionary application. 

The data are evidence that the public, when given the 

opportunity to impose sanctions for murder vlhich are less se

vere than death, will do so. 

ForcibZe Rape: 

The significance of the findings relating the the min

imum sanctions favored by the respondents for this offense is 

the large number supporting medical or psychiatric help. This 

sanction received the largest support (32%) ~ with 2-5 years 

in prison a poor second with only 15 percent. Yet at the same 

time, this is the only other index offense for ~'lhich the re

spondents favored the use of capital punishment as a minimum 

(although quite small at one percent ~ five people). 

Maximum sanctions differ widely with only six percent 

favoring medical or psychiatrist help and support for capital 

punishment climbing to ten percent~. Long terms of imprisonment 

received the largest support,vlith nearly. one"..thirc1 favoring life 

imprisonment (30%) and nearly one-fifth (18%) £a'loring 20 years 
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ArJ7led Robber?{ i .. 
l\n :t,nteresting phenomenon in viewing the sanctions 

;favor.ed for this offense 1,.s that i.t received the largest per-

centage of the respondents ~upporting imprisonrnent as a mini-

mum sanction of any of the index offenses wit~ 88 percent, 

compared to murder with 7 a percent and forcible rape ~·Ti th 

64 percent. This finding indicates that the respondents view the 

.offende~ not so much in need of psychiatric help,as a threat 

who must be isolated from the community. This is further sub

stantiated by the finding that this offense received the 10w-

est percentage support for "prison alternatives" with no more 

than 12 percen~ with the next lowest of 23 percent for murder 

. (See Figures 1-4). 

The maximum sanction for armed robbery "lhich received 

the greatest support was 20 years or more in prison (24%) with 

10-19 years in prison running a close second at 24 percent. 

Support for prison alternatives dropped to t~YO percent and 

support for capital punishment rose to three percent. 

Aggravated AssauZt: 

The bulk of the respondents' support for minimum penal 

sanctions for this offense went to short terms of imprisonment 

with one year or less in jail. receiving 21 percent of the respond-

ent's support and 2-5 years in prison receiving 27 percent. 

Only 13 percent sup~orted medical or psychiatric help and an 

almost equal percentage favor imprisonment of 6-9 years (12%). 

When indicating what maximum sanctions .should be imposed 

on offenders of this offense, support for medical or psychiatric 
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hel~ d~opped to three ~ercent ~nd 6~9 xe~rs ~n p~~son doubled 

~~om 12 to 24 percent~ Incre~sea support for lo~ger terms of 

~prtsor~ent char~cterized the responses with 12 percent 

~avoring 20 years or moretn prison ana ten percent support

ing life imprisonment~ No more than five people ~avored use 

of capital punishment. 

BurgZ'ary: 

The minimum sanction receiving the greatest support 

for this offense was 2-5 years imprison.ment \·li th 32 percent. 

One year or less in jail ranked second with 27 percent of 

those responding. Ten to 19 years ~mprisonment follmved \-lith 

19 percent. 

Auto Theft: 

This offense received the greatest single support for 

,probation of any of the six index offenses with 27 percent. 

The only minimum sanction receiving greater supQort is one 

year or less in jail with 35 percent. 

Maximum sanctions favored by the respondents vlere 2-5 

years in prison ~/li th 37 percent and support for one year or 

less in jail dropped to 20 percent (still the second most 

favored response}.. Support for probation dropped from 27 per

cent to five percent. 

Using Marijuana; 

This is the first of four "victimless II offenses and 

indicates a marked change in the attitudes of the respondents. 
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Nearlx hal;f of the 352 .J;e~l?ondi.!1<]~p.yored "nc;> penalty" for 

the use o~ ma:r:'Ljuana (47%1 and an 'ilddi,t~onal 22 percent 

~nd)..ca tea no more than a fine should be imposed as a, minimum ~ 

When asked what the' ma,xi1TIum sanction should, be hm'l

ever, only 24 per~ent favored no penalty and support for 

short terms of imprisonment climbed to 16 percent for one 

year or less in jail and ten percent for 2~5 years. Support 

,for fines dropped to 19 percent and medical or psychiatric 

help increased to 13 percent. 

Homosexua Zi t~J! 

One of the most interesting aspects of the question of 

what sanctions should be applied to homosexuality is the fact 

that 45 percent of those responding "feel that some sort of 

sanction should indeed be attached, ranging fr.om a fine to 

death. Of that, however, 26 percent felt medical or psychiatric 

help should be administered. 

~fuen asked tolhat the maximum sanction should be, hmV'ever, 

the percentage favoring "no penalty ll for homosexuality dropped 

to 41 percent and support for medical or psychiatric help in

creased to 31 percent. Also increasing was the percentage of 

respondents favoring imprisor~ent with almost all terms of 

imprisonment experiencing a doubling of support. 

P'):'os titu tio n: 

This offense received the least support for no minimum 

penal sanction of any of the "victimless" offenses with only 



44 J2e}:"cent, The us.e o~ ~~ne8. 9,nd medi,ca,l OJ; ;:>s:(,chia,tric 

hell? ~a.nked s.ecqnd a.nd thi:rd Vi.th 22 perceni: ~nd 13 pert:" 

cent/r~spectively~ No more than 11 oercent o! those re~ ., 

spondin9 favored incarceration of any 1en<Jth {. five percent 

of which favored no more 'than one year in. jail, 
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Support foy. "no penalty It for pros~titution dropped 

even further when indicating what maximum sanctions should be 

imposed ,,·Ii th no more than 33 percent feelin<J this '-lay. Medi

calor pscyhiatric help gained support,c1imbing to 17 per-

cent, as did probation with 12 percent, Support for short 

terms of imprisonment also climbed,with the sanction one year 

or less in jail gaining ten percent (for a total of 15 percent 

supporting itl. 

GambZing: 

An even one-half (50%} of those responding favor8d 

. tlno penalty" for gambling with support for imposition of fines 

running second with 28 percent. Imprisonment drelv no tl·ore 

support than 11 percent·of those responding. 

When looking at the maximum sanc·tions, "no penalty" 

experienced a large decline (to 36%) as did support for fines 

(13%). Support for imprisonment tripled to 34 percent with 

one year or less in jail climbing to 15 percent and 2-5 years 

imprisonment gaini~g to ten percent~ 

Deterrent Effectiveness of CUrrent 

Penal Sanctions 

This section of the Chapter will be concerned with the 

respondent's evaluation of the effectiveness of current penal 



sanctionq to deter offendeJ;"5. .troJIl cOmrtlittinc;;r ea,ch.. of; the 

l;lsted of.f~enses.\ Ta,ble' 9 }?resents a. }?erce.nta,ge brea,kdown 

of the respondents· evaluat~on of deterrent effectiveness 
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for each offense. As is readily apF~rentr the publlc views 

current sanctions as generally ineffective, No more than six 

percent of those responding felt that current sanctions are 

"very effective II in deterring the commission of any of the 

listed offenses. The current sanctions for murder received 

the largest percentage of the "very effective~ response with 

six percent. In most instances ,how'ever, no more than blO 

percent of the sample believed current sanctions to be "very 

effective" for any offense. 

Rehabilitative Effectiveness 

of Current Sanctions 

As was the case when rating the deterrent effectiveness 

of current sanctions, less than one-third of the respondents 

felt current rehabiliLative efforts to be effective at 

all (See Table 10). No more than six percent perceived 

current rehabilitative efforts as "very effective ll and in most 

instances this figure cent.:ered around two or t!1ree percent. 

Respondent rating as livery ineffective" reached its 

highest levels for the four "victimless" of;fenses. In those 

cases the percentages ranged from 52 to 57 percent of the re

s}?ondents feeling this way. 

The, general attitude indicates that the :current penal 

sanctionc are believed to be ineffective in their rehabilitative 

efforts. 
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TABLE 9 

RATING OF DETERRENT EFFECTIVENESS 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

VARIABLE 
Effective Ineffective N 

OFFENSE 

very somewhat very somewhat 
% % % % 

Murder 5.8 26. 2 34'. 6 33.5 382 

Forcible 
Rape 1.1 19. 6 46.2 33.2 377 - . - . 
.A rmed 
Robbery 4.0 29.0 28. 7 38.3 376 

Aggravated 
Assault 2. 9 26. 7 29. 1 41.3 375 

BUI'glary 2.2 25.3 33.4 39. 1 371 

Auto 
Theft. 2. 1 24.9 35.0 37.9 377 

Using 
Marijuana . 8 14.8 58.1 26,3 372 

Homo- . 
sexuality 1.7 13. 1 58.9 26.4 360 

Prosti-
tution .8 13.2 - 53.6 32.4 364 

Gambling 1.7 17.3 49~4 31. 6 358 
-. 

.. 
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TABLE 10 

RATING OF .REHABILITATIVE EFFECTIVENESS 

! 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

VARIABLE 
Effective Ineffective N 

OFFENSE 

very somewhat very somewhat : 

% % % % -
Nurder 5.9 26.0 41. 3 - 26.8 373 

Forcible ; 

Rape 3.2 21.3 41. 1 34.4 375 

Armed .. 
Robbery 2.2 26. 6 34. 1 37. 1 369 

Aggravated 
Assault 3.0 24.5 33.8 38.7 367' 

Burglary 1.6 25. " 36.0 37. 1 367 

Auto 
Theft 2. 7 23.8 36.3 37. 1 369 

Using 
Marijuana 2.5 14. l~ 55.8 26.8 362 

Homo-
sexuality 2. 3 14.5 57.0 26.2 351 

Prosti-
tution 2.0 14.3 52.1 31.7 357 

Gambling 2.3 16. 1 53.0 28.7 355 
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Penal Philosophy 

The other field under investigation in this study 

deals with what penal philosophy the respondents felt shouid 

be the most important purpose of our penal system for each of 

the offenses. 

As is immediately apparent from the data in Table II, 

the public is very "rehabilitation-minded. 1I Rehabilitation 

consistently received the greatest single support for everyone 

of the offenses, ranging from a low of 33 percent for murder 

to a high of 57 percent for auto theft. 

The greatest support gained for retribution was for 

the serious person~to-person crimes of murder and forcible 

rape (30% and 10% respectively). Other than these two offenses, 

support was limited to about three or four percent. 

Deterrence received its greatest support for the offense 

of auto theft (38%) with burglary, armed robbery and aggra

vated assault trailing closely behind. This penal philosophy 

received the second largest support behind rehabilitation for 

each of the four above listed offenses. 

Incapacitation placed second to rehabilitation for for

cible rape (23%) and third behind retribution for murder (22%) 

as the favored penal philosophy .. This indicates that a large 

proportion of the public feels very much threatened by these 

offenses and wants the offender removed from the community for 

their protection. Approximately 20 percent of the respondents 

favored the incapacitation philosophy in dealing ,.\Tith offenders 

committing both armed robbery and aggrav·ated assault. 
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TABLE 11 

PENAL PHILOSOPHIES FAVORED 

, 

, - PENAL PHILOSOPHY 
VARIABLE 

N 
OFFENSE Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 

bution rence itati.on itation Response 
% % % % % 

-Murder 29.8 15.2 22.0 32.7 • 3 336 : 

Forc.ible i 

Rape 10.2 21. 1 22.9 44.0 1.8 332 

Armed 
: 

Robbery 6.3 29.0' 20.1 43. ~ 1.5 334' 

Aggravated 
Assault 5. 7 27. 4 20.5 44.9 1.5 332 

: 

Burglary 4.5 32. 1 12. 6 49.5 1.2 333 .. 
.' Auto 

Theft 3. 6 27. 7 8.9 57. 1 2.7 336 

Using 
. 

Marijuana 1.2 14.2 5.6 45.9 33.1 33:8 

Homo-· 
sexuality 1.2 8.5 11. 2 44.1 35.0 .' 329 

Prosti-
tution . 6 9. 4 10. 6 50.0 29.4 330 

Gambling 1.2 12.6 8.6 41.8 35.7 325 
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No Societal Response was the category favored by 

respondents ~ho previously indicated tha~ they felt «no pen

alty" should be imposed for an offense and, thus, no penal 

philosophy would relevantly apply. As such, the "victim

less" offenses received large percentages favoring no res

ponse at all, ranging from 29 percent for prostitution to 

36 percent for gambling. 

Bivariate Relationships 

This section discusses what relatioDships exist 

between various demographic variables and the responses 

to each of the four questions. Additionally, statis-

tical tests were run on what relationsi1ips exist bebleen the 

opinions of the respondents, i. e. I bet\\Teen the penal philoso

phy and the severity of penal sanction supported. The statis

tical tests utilized were Chi-square <X 2 ) and Pearson 

,Product-Moment correlation (r). 

Chi-square is a general measure of the existence of a 

systematic relationship between variables. Pearson's Product

J.ioment correlation indicates whether or not a relationship 

exists, but also measures the strength and direction of this 

relationship. 

Because of the enormous amount of data generated 

through these analyses, only some of the tables depicting 

significant relationships are presented in the text. This 

was done in order to make the paper more readable, yet it 

also provides repreITentative presentations of significant 

data. Appendix B presents the X2 and r values for each of 

the relationships investigated. 
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Age 

This section will explore the relationship between the 

respondent's age and three different response variables: 

1) the severity of the penal sanction supported, 2} the type 

of penal philosophy favored, and 3) the respondent's evalua

tion of the level of effectiveness of current penal sanctions. 

Each of these variables will be discussed separately. 

Penal Sanctions 

A systematic relationship appears to exist between 

the age of the respondents and the severity of penal 

sanction supported for. each of the four "victimless" offenses 

of using marijuana~ homosexvality~ prostitution and gambling. 

(See Tables 12 - 16). Anl0ng these offenses, the highest 

correlations for both minimum and maximum were found for 

using marijuana (r=.3688, N=346, sig=.001 and r=.3189, N=357, 

sig=.OOl, respectively). The correlations for all four 

offenses are positive linear and all but one are significant 

at the .001 level-the maximum sanction for gambling is 

significant at the .045 level. These findings indicate 

the older the respondent, the more severe the sanction 

supported. 

In looking at these data in greater detail, we find 

that for using marijuana, two-thirds of the respondents ages 

thirty. and under support no minimum penal sanction, whereas 

only two-fifths of those ages thirty-one to fifty feel this 

way and less than one-quarter of those over fifty-one do. 

(See Table 12). In terms of maximum sanctions for this 



TABLE 12 

CROSSTABULATION OF MINIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

USING MARIJUANA BY AGE 

[figures in percent J 

VARIABLE 

~ AGE I:: • 
r-I - 0 :>t co ·rf til 
~ .JJ Cl! 
OJ co "'-O! OJ ,.Q ·Ot 

~ 0 't!....-l 
0 orf H OJ OJ 

, I:: IH O! ~.c: 

I 
18 - 20 70.8 20.8 4.2 

.21 - 30 65.9 16.7 5.3 3.8 

31 - 50 38.5 28.2 14.5 9.4 

50 & over 22.2 19.4 19.4 19.4 
---- ---

x2 = 73.113, df = 24, sig = p< .001 
r = .3688, P < .001 
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. TABLE 13 

CROSSTABULATIOW OF MAXIMUM SANCTIONS FAVOREJ 

lJSll~G hARIJUAIM BY I\GE 

-- - - ~--

VARIABLE 
" AG't. a ~ • 

r-l 0 ~ 
cd .,-j Ul 
~ +J el! 
(]) cd """-
el! (]) .Q 'el! 

~ 0 rc1r-l 
0 0"; l-l ill OJ 
~ 4-! el! S.c: 

I 
18 - 20 36.4 9.1 31.8 13.6 

21 - ao 34.4 27.5 8.4 6.9 

31 - 50 19.7 18.0 13.1 12.3 

51 & over 
1

10
. 0 8.8 7.5 23.8 

x2 = 74.306, df = 27, sig = p < .001 
r = .3292, P < .001 

[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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r-l .,-j .,-j Ul E 
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TABLE 14 

CROSSTABULATION OF MINIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

HOMOSEXUALITY BY AGE 

I 

VARIABLE 1 
>t 

AGE +J J:! . 
r-I 0 >to 
m ''; Ul 
~ .jJ ~ 
Q) m " ~ Q) .Q .~ 

J:! 0 tUr-I 
0 'M H Q) Q) 

, oS:: 4-1 O! E.t: 

18 - 20 65.2 8.7 4.3 17.4 

21 - 30 72.9 1.6 3.9 17.1 

31 - 50 49. E , 6. 7 5'. 0 32.8 

51 & over 32.~ 7.1 4.3 34.3 
- --

Xl = 63.988, df = 30, sig = .0003 
t = .3233, P < .001 

(figures in percent] 
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TABLE 15 

CROSSTABULATION OF f·lrNIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

PROSTITUTION BY AGE 
[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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CROSSTABULATIONOF filINIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

GAMBLIf~G -BY AGE 

. 

VARIABLE 
~ 

AGE .J...l s:: • 
r-t 0 ~ 
ctI ''; tJ) 

~ 4J ~ 
OJ Ctl "'-
~ OJ ..Q .~ 

~ 0 '"elr-t 
0 ''; H OJ OJ 

, ~ 4-1 ~ E1.c: 

18 - 20 69.6 21.7 

21 - 30 . 53.2 33.3 2.4 2.4 

31 - 50 48.3 26.3 10:2 2.5 

51 & over 41.4 21. 4 12.9 7.1 

, ~ 

x2 = 37.121, df = 21, sig = .016~ 
r . = .1873, P < .001 

[figures in percent] 
. - -
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offense, the same pattern is observed. (See Table 13). 

Penal Philosophy 

As age was found to be related to responses concerning 

penal sanctions, so too it was found to be correlated with the 

type of penal philosophy indicated. This relationshi~ was 

found to exist to a significant degree in both x2 and r 

values for all four of the above-mentioned offenses, plus 

auto theft. (See Tables 17 - 21). The highest values were 

once again observed for using marijuana were r=.2592, sig=.OOl. 

Once again the relationshi~s are all positive linear, in

dicating that the older the respondent, the more punitive 

the penal philosophy supported for the offenses. 

Evaluation of Current Penal Effectiveness 

There appears to be no systematic relationship existing 

between the respondent's age and his evaluation of the effec

tiveness of current penal 'sanctions either for deterrent or re

habilitative purposes. The highest x2 value observed is 19.807 

(9 df, sig=.019l) with an r value of~1163 (N=368, sig=.013) for 

the effectiveness of current sanctions to deter people from 

committing the offense of armed robbery, and while this does 

meet the significance level, there appears to be no sys-

tematic relationship between the two variables. 

Sex 
'. 

Penal Sanctiolls 

As sex is not a continuous variable, as is required 
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VARIABLE 
AGE 

:"8 - 20 

21 - 30 

31 - 50 

51 & over 

TABLE 17 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR USING MARIJUANA BY AGE . 

. PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri- D2.ter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution. rence itation itation Response 

% % % % % 

15.0 10.0 30.0 45.0 

12.4 4.4 31.9 51.3 . 
11. 4 5.3 50.9 32.5 

4.9 18.3 - 7.3 59.8 . .9.8 

X 2 = 50.307, df = 12, sig = p< :0001 
r = .2592, 9 ~ .001 

-

... 

.59 

N 

29 

113 

114 

82 
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TABLE 18 
CROSSTAEULAT I Oi~ OF h:,~AL PH I LOSOPHY 

FOR Hor·10SI::XUALITY BY AGE 

-

. 

PENAL PHILOSOPHY 
VARIABLE 

AGe. Retri- Deter-Ilncapac-
bution I 't t' re~ce ,1. a5!,.lon 

% "0 0 

18 - 20 10.5 10.5 

21 - 30 e9 8.8 8.8 

31 - 50 6.3 9.0 

51 & over 3.9 11.7 15.6 

x2 = 25.122, df = 12, sig = .0143 
r = .1748, P < .001 

Rehabi1-
itation 

% 

47.7 

35.1 

45.9 

51.9 

No Societal 
Hesponse 

% 

31.6 

46.5 

38.7 

16.9. 

60 

N 

19 

114 
" 

III 

77 

'. 
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TABLE 19 

CROSSTABULAT I Gr'l OF h:I~AL PH I LOSOPHY 

FOR PROSTITUTIOU BY AGE 

-" =r PENAL PHILOSOPHY 
VARIABLE . 

AGf. Retri- Deter- Ineapae-
bution renee itation 

% % % 

18 - 20 12.5 6.3 

21 - 30 7.9 10.5 

31 - 50 8.0 6.2 

51 & over 2.6 12.8 14.1 

x2 = 20.704, df = 12, sig = .0549 
r = .1830, P < .001 

I 
Rehabi1- No Societal 
itation Response 

% % 

• 
50.0 31.3 

43.9 37.7 

53.1 32.7 . 

55.1 15 .. 4 

61 

-

N 

16 

114 

113 

78 
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VARIABLE 
AGe 

18 - 20 

21 - 30 

31 - 5.0 

51 & over 
t 

TABLE 20 

CROSSTA13t.JlATIOU OF PEtiAl ~HIlOSOPHY 

FOR GA~illlING BY AGE 

PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

" 

Re"'::ri- Deter- Inca?ac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution renee itation" itation Response 

% % % % % 

, 
16.7 5.6 50.0 27.8 

. 
12.4 7.1 39.8 40.7 

9.0 7.2 40.5 43.2 

5.3 1:.1 11. 8 46.1 19.7 

x2 = 26.055, df = 12, sig = .0105 
r = .1677, P < .001 

62 

I 

N 

18 

113 

III 

76 
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VARIABLE 
AGE 

.. 18 ... 20 

21 - 30 

31 - 5.0 

51 & over 

.\ 

TABLE 21 
LROSSTABULATI Or~ OF Pt:I~AL PH I LOSOPHY 

FOR AUTO THEFT BY AG~ 

63 

I 

. PENAl. PH I LOSOPHY I , .... .t _,.>.' .", 
+-__ --,. ___ -,--___ --,.____ .!+ ~ .. ~.-4. ... oft-- .. . 

, J" ,", .. "'., .. ,,,I: "",' N 
Retri- Deter- I~capac-,R~habil- No Societal 
bution rence litation itation Response 

% % % % % 

31.6 10.5 57.9 
." 

2.6 23.3 9.5 60.3 4.3 

27.7 7.1 62.5 2.7 

11.2 32.5 11.2 45.0 

19 

116 

112 

80 

x2 = 27.157, df = 12, sig = .0073 
r = .1742, p < .001 

". 
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for Pearson's Product-Moment correlation, the only statis-. 

tic ~ornputed for the variable of sex was Chi-square. 

I" " It 
The only systematic relationship found to exist between 

the sex of the respondents and the severity of penal sanction 

supported were for the crimes of pros ti tution and g,amb ling. 

The strongest relationship here is observed between sex and 

prostitution (See Table 22 ). The responses of females are 

visibly more punitive than males for both minimum and maxi-' 

mum sanctions. While nearly half of the males feel no penalty 

should be imposed even as a maximum, less than one-fourth of 

the females feel this way. 

Similarly, while nearly two-thirds of the males 

favor no minimum penalty for gambZing, less than half of 

the females support this notion. One hypothesis that could 

be explored is that males more actively participate in gambling 

activities than do females, and are thus, more supportive of 

its legality. (See Table 23) . 

Another interesting finding is that females were not 

found to be more punitive than males in the severity of penal 

sanction they favored for the offense of forcible rape. (See 

Table 24 ) . This is despite the fact that they are the only 

sex generally considered to be victims of this crime. 

Penal Philosophy 

It is interesting to note in the case of forcible 

rape tnat the females indicated a greater percentage support for 

rehabilitation (47%) than hlales (40ti) (See Table 23). The 

females were also more likely to support incapacitation. One-

fourth of the females supported this as compared to one-fifth 
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VARIABLE 

I >t 
SEX .w 

r-I 
ttl 
r.:: 
OJ 
0.. 

0 
r.:: 

male 44.0 

female 23.0 

TABLE 21. 

CROSSTABULATION OF r·1AXIMU~1. SANCTIONS FAVORED 

PROSTITUTfON BY SEX 

[figures in percent] . 
PENAL SANCTIONS 
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:>1 

SEX .jJ 
r-l 
rtI s:: 
OJ 
Ut , 

0 s:: 
. 

male 60.8 

female 40.4 

", " TABLE 233 

CROSSTABULATION OF MINIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

GAr~BLING BY SEX 

[figures in percent] 
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VARIABLE 
SEX SJ 

r-l 
(1j 
s:: 
Q) 

~ /1) 
s:: 

0 -,-j 
s:: 4-l 

male 

female .5 
-

TABLE 24 

CROSSTABULATION O~ MAXIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

FORCIBLE I{APE BY SEX 

[figures in percent] 
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VARIABLE 
SEX. 

male 

female 

TABLE 25 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR FORCIBLE RAPE BY SEX 

Retri
bution 

% 

13.2 

8.0 

22.Y 

19.7 

. PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

20.1 

25.0 

39.6 

.. 47. 3 

No Societal 
Response 

4.2 

x2 = 4.473, df = 4, sig = p > ~05 (not significant) 

68 

.. 

N 

144 

. 188 
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of the males. The sex of the respondents was also found to 

be systematically related to the indicated penal philosophy 

for the other two previously-mentioned crimes: prostitution 

and gambling (See Tables .26 and 27 ) ~ 

As with penal sanctions, males once again favor "no 

societal response" in larger percentages than females for 

pro~titution and gambling. Females favor rehabilitation as 

a penal philosophy much more than do males for virtually 

all crime categories. 

Evaluation of Current Penal Effectiveness 

Systematic relationships were also found to exist 

between the respondents' sex and the evaluation of the effec

tiveness of current sanctions for numerous offenses. Females, 

to a larger extent than ~ales, felt current sanctions to be 

"very-ineffective" in deterring both forcible rape and pros

titution. 31 The concept of rehabilitation was also more likely 

to be considered by females as "very ineffective" in the case 

of foraib le rape. 32 Males! hOtvever , felt current rehabili ta

tive efforts for people convicted of prostitution to be "very 

ineffective" in larger quantities than females. 33 

Ethnicity 

Penal Sanctions 

Chi-square was the only statistics computed for this 

31 X2 = 7.56, sig=.05 and X2 =7.65, sig=.OS, respectively. 

32 X2 = 13.05, sig = .0045 

33 X 2 = 7. 8 9 ( S i g = . 04 83 
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VARIABLE 
SEX 

-
male 

. 
female 

---.--

TABLE 26 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR PROSTITUTION BY SEX 

. PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No :societal 
bution rence litation itation Response 

% % % % % 

.7 9.0 8.3 43.4 38.6 
~. 

.5, 9.7 12.4 55.1 22.2 ' . 

x2 = 11.116, df = 4, sig = .0253 

70 
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• 

N 

145 . 
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VARIABLE 
.SEX 

male 

female 

TABLE 27 
• 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR GAMBLING BY SEX 

. PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Hetri- Deter- rncapCC-IRehabil- No Societal 
hution renee litation itation Response 

% % . % % % 

2.1 10.5 7.0 35.7 44.8 

.5 14.3 9.9 46.7 28.6 . 

x 2 = 11.463, df = 4, sig = .0218 

71 
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N· 

-
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182 
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v~riable too, as ethnicity is not a continuous variable. 

The race of the respondent and the severity of the' 

penal sanction favored was found to be systematically related 

in the case of numerous crimes. ~1ost notable are the maximum 

sanctions favored for the crime of murder (See Table 28). 

~lhe penalties of "life imprisonment" and, 'particularly, "death" 

show the largest disparities between ethnic groups. Where 

half of the white respondents were shown to favor capital 

punishment, less than one-quarter of the blacks and only ten 
, 

percent of the chicanos were in favor of this penalty. Com-

parative percentages of both black and chicanos on the other 

hand, favored "life imprisonment'! (45% of the blacks and 40% 

of the chicanos, compared to only 34% of the whites) . 

This findihg may be related to the fact that non-whites 

(particularly blacks) have been found to suffer imposition of 

the death penalty to a disproportionately larger degree than 

whites. ~ Thus, they may have greater apprehensions about 

even having legal authorization for its use. 

Significant relationships vIere also found behV'een the 

race of the respondent and the severity of penal sanction fa

vored in three other crimes: armed robbery~ burgZary~and 

prostitution. 36 Here, however, non-whites were found to be 

more punitive than \lThites. (See Tables 29 - 32). 

Specifically, in the case of armed robbery, one-third 

34Furman v Georqia, 33 L Ed 2d 346 (1972). ,-----._--
35 For maximum sanction only. 

36For minimum sanction only. 
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black 

white .4 

chicano 4.3 

other 
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TABLE 28 

CROSSTABULATION OF 1"AXIMW1 SANCTIONS FAVORED 

MURDER ~Y FTHNICITY 

(figures in percent) 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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VARIABLE 

ETHNICITY >1 
+l 
...-l 
rtf 
I=: 
<lJ 
0.. 

0 
I=: 

black 

white .4 

1 • ClU.cano 
. 

other 

TABLE 29 

CROSSTABULATION OF MINIMUM SANC'TIONS FAVORED 

ARMED ROBBERY BY ETHNICITY 

[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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ETHNICITY >1 
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other 

TABLE 30 

CROSSTABULATI-ON OF ~1AXIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

ARMED ROBBERY BY ETHNICITY 

[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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ETHNICITY >t 
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rU 
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TABLE 31 

'CROSSTABULATION OF MAXIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

bURGLARY BY ETHNICITY 

[figures ill percent] --- -

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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VARIABLE 

ETHNICITY t' 
r-l 
rO 
s::: 
Q) 

~ 

0 
s::: 

black 34.0 

white 47.1 

chicano 37.8 

other 50.0 

TABLE 32 

CROSSTABULATION OF MINIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

PROSTITUTION BY ETHNICITY 

[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 

U) s::: Q) 
U) ·d H 
Q) s::: I::! 0 

r-l ''; ''; U) S 
H 

I::! . H Ul II) ~ H s::: 
0 ~ '0 H H o 0 
''; c:: r-l ~ :>i m U) 

4-1 ~ 1-1''; s::: I::! r-ll::! U)''; 

rO '-. rO rO 100 mo 0 H H 
Q) .Q oQ., Q) 'n U) U) I U) ~~ 
s::: 0 'CIr-i :>; I .r-! I . ..-j • ..-j 

'r-! H Q) Q) s::: H H 01-1 os::: 
4-! Q., s..c: r-i 'r-! NQ., \O~ r-lQ., N ''; 

29.8 12.8 10.6 4.3 2.1 4.3 2.1 

22.3 10.3 11.2 4.5 4.1 .4 

11.1 13.3 22.2 2.2 6.7 2.2 4.4 

10.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 
I - ------_.- - ~---

x2 = 38.838, df = 24, sig = .0284 

/" 

I . 
4-1 N s::: 
Q) 
c::: ..., 
s::: 
0 
U) 

• ..-j ..c: 
Q) 1-1 4-1 

4-IQ., rO 
''; I':: Q) 
r-i • ..-j 'CI 

47 

242 

45 

10 

" 
-..J 
-..J 



78 

of the chicano respondents favored a maximum sanction of 20 

years or more in prison while less than one-fourth of the white 

\ respondents favored such a severe penalty. Similarly, in the 

case of prostitution, whites to a greater degree than the 

minorities favored no minimum penal sanction. Nearly one-

half of the whites felt this way as compared to about one-

third of the black and chicano respondents. 

Penal Philosophy 

The only relationship found to exist between race 

and the penal philosophy variable was for using' marijuana 

and homosexuaZity. In the case of these offenses, whites 

fC'l.vorec1. ":no societal response" to a greater degree than 

non-whites. (See. Tables 33 and 34) • 

Evaluation of Current Penal Effectiveness 

The respondent's ethnicity was found to systemati-

cally related to his evaluation of the deterrent effective-

ness of current sanctions in some of the above-mentioned 

crimes as well. Specifically, this was true for the crimes 

of murder~ using marijuana and prostitution. (See Tables 

35 - 37). In all offenses, whites were consistently those 

most likely to consider rehabilitation as "very ineffective." 

The percentages of whites so responding was higher than 35 

percent for all crimes. In the case of using marijuana 3 

this percentage increased to 61 percent. 
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. 

VARIABLE 

ETHIHCITY 

black . 
white 

chicano 

other 

TABLE 33 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR USING MARIJUANA BY ETHNICITY 

-
PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

.-

p.etri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution rence litation itation Response· 

% % % % % 

4.5 25.0 11.4 56.8 2.3 

2.9 28.8 7.4 '57.6 3.3 

5.1 25.6 12.8 56.4 

14.3 28.6 57.1 

x2 = 22.888, df = 12, sig = .0287 
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39 
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VARIABLE I 
ETHNICITY 

black 

white 

chicano 

other 

TABLE 3lt 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR HOMOSEXUALITY BY ETHNICITY 

PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabi1- No Societal 
bution rence itation itation Response 

% % % % % 

2.4 7.3 4.9 56.1 29.3 

.4 8.4 10.1 41.2 39.9 

4.9 9.8 22.0 48.8 14.6 
"" 

14.3 14.3 57.1 14.3 

x2 = 22.873, df = 12, sig = .0288 

80 
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41 

238 

41 
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VARIABLE 

ETHNICITY 

black 

,\'lhi te 

chicano 

other 

TABLE ~5 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR MURDER 

BY ETHNICITY 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVEr~ESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat very some\>lhat 
% % % % 

6.0 28.0 34.0 32.0 

5.2 25.8 32.5 36.5 

8.3 31.3 33.3 27.1 

10.0 10.0 50.0 30.0 

x2 = 4.692, df = 9, sig = p > .05 (not significant). 
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VARIABLE 

ETHNICITY 

black 

white 

chicano 

other. 

TABLE 36 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR USING MARIJUANA 

BY ETHNICITY 

LEVEL OF EFFECT I VB~ESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat very somevlhat 
% % % % 

6.1 10.2 ? (3. 6 55.1 

14.1 24.7 61.?' 

25.5 36.2 38.3 

10.0 20.0 70.0 

. x2 = 30.320, df = 9, sig = .0004 
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47 

10 
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VARIABLE 

ETHNICITY 

black 

white 

chicano 

other 

TABLE 37 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR PROSTITUTION 

BY ETHNICITY 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very sometvhat very somewhat 
% % % % 

4.1 14.3 40.8 40.8 

.4 11.7 28.5 59.4 

19.6 39.1 41.3 

20.0 60.0 20.0 

x2 = 21.268, df = 9, sig = .0115 
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Religion 

No systematic relationships were observed between 

the variable of religion and any of the response catagories. 

Although the percentage of respondents of different religions 

varied somewhat in numerous response catagories p no system

atic variation or attitude or relationship could be determined. 

As such, the differences can only be attributed to random 

variation. 

Educational Attainment 

Both Chi-square and Pearson Product-Moment correla

tion coefficients were computed for ·this variable. 

Penal Sanctions 

Statistically significant relationships were found 

for all but two offenses: murder and armed robbery. In 

'addition, significant correlations were obser~ed for maximum 

sanctions favored for each of the four "victimless" offenses. 

The correlations for sanctions favored for the four "victim

less" offenses \<lere negative linear, indicating that the 

higher the educational attainment of the respondent, the less 

severe the penal sanction supported. Specifically, in the 

case of homosexuaZity, nearly three-quarters of the respon

dents who had completed graduate college vlOrk supported .. no 

penalty" \'lhereas just over one-fourth of the respondents with 

only grade school educ.J. tien or less did "(See Table 38 ) . 

Likewise, in the case of using marijuan2, where, 43 

percent of those respondents who had completed graduate 
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EDUCATION 

grade school 

some high 
school 

high school 

some college 
: 
\ 

dol1ege . 
yr':1duate 
college 
work 

.. " ." : TABLE 38 
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.. CROSSTABULATION OF I\!I f.J I MUt·l SANCTIONS FAVORED 

HOMOSEXUALITY BY EDUCATION 

___ ._ .... ~ [figures in percent] 
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college work supported no maximum penalty, no more than 15 

percent of those respondents who had completed no more thaI;l 

high school indicated such. The strongest correlation ob

served was for using marijuana where r = -.2342, N = 362, 

sig = .001 (See Table 39). 

Penal Philosophl 

86 

As in the case of penal sanctions, educational attain

mept also was found to be significantly related to the type 

of penal philosophy supported by the respondent.. Statis

tically significant correlations were observed for all offenses. 

Once again, all correlations were negative linear, indicating 

that the higher the educational attainment of the respondent, 

the l~ss punitive the penal philosophy supported. The stron

gest correlations observed are for the four "victimless" 

offenses, where all are significant at the .001 level. (See 

Tables 40- 43). The correlations for all of the other six 

offenses are significant at the .04 level or better. 

Evaluation of Current Penal Effectiveness 

The respondents' educational attainment was found to 

be significantly related to the evaluation of the rehabili

tative effectiveness for all offenses. All correlations are 

negative linear again, indicating the higher the educational 

attainment of the respondent, the less effective current 

sanctioris are perceived to be in rehabilitating current of

fenders. In terms of the effectiveness of current sanctions 
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VARIABLE 
EDUCATION 

grade school 

some high 
school 

high school 

some college 

college 

graduate 
college 
work 

TABLE l~0 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR USING MARIJUANA BY EDUCATION 

PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution renee itation itation Response 

% % 9-
0 % % 

8.0 20.0 12.0 44.0 16.0 

17.9 10.3 56.4 '15.4 

1.0 17.3 6.7 46.2 28.8 

16.0 4.3 43.3 36.? 

2.3 2.3 48.8 46.5 

3.2 3.2 35.5 58.1 

x2 = 44.335, df = 20, sig = .0014 
r = -.2672, P < ~001 

88 
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39 
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94 

43 

31 
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VARIABLE 

EDUCATI ml 

grade school . 
some high 
school 

high school 

some college 

college 

graduate 
college 
"70rk 

TABLE l~l 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR HOMOSEXUALITY BY EDUCATION 

PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri-'neter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution rence itation itation Response 

% % % % % 

4.3 13.0 30.4 34.8' 17.4 

2.6 17.9 15.4 48.7 15.4 

8.9 11.9 47.5 31.7 

7,,7 9.9 44.0 38.5 

4 .. 8 2.4 47.6 45.2 

3.2 6.5 29.0 01.3 

x2 = 47.822, df = 20, sig = .0005 
r = -.2708, P < .001 
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VARIABLE 
EDUCATION 

grade school 

some high 
school 

high school 
. 

some college 

college 

graduate 
college 
work 

TABLE L:2 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR PROSTITUTION BY EDUCATION 

PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution rence itation itation Response 

% % % % % 

16.7 20.8 41.7 20.8 

18.9 16.2 48.6 16.2 
. 

8.1 11.1 57.6 23.2 

11.5 8.3 ~6.9 33.3 

4.8 7.1 50.0 38.1 

3.3 3.3 43.3 I 5(1.0 

x2 = 42.119, df = 20, sig = .0027 
r = -.2031, P < .001 
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VARIABLE I 
EDUCATION 

grade school 
• 

~ 

some high 
school 

high school 

some college 

college 

gra{3.uate 
college 
work .' 

TABLE ~3 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

FOR GAMBLING BY EDUCATION 

. PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

. 
Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution renee itation itation Response 

% % % % % 

4:3 17.4 26.1 30.4 21.7 

.-
18.9 13.5 37.8 29.7 

1.0 11.2 9.2 51.0 27.6 

15.2 5.4 39.1 40.2 

4.7 7.0 2.3 41.9 44.2 

6.5 6.5 32.3 54.8 
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x2 = 36.197, df =20, sig = .0146 
r = -.1942 1 P < .001 
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in deterrence, however, significant relationships were found 

for only four offenses: forcible rape~ armed robbery~ using 

marijuana and homosexuality, all of which are also negative 

linear. (See Tables 44 - 47). 

It thus appears, that the educational attainment of 

the respondents is systematically related to the perceived 

effectiveness of current rehabilitative efforts, and only 

sporadically related to the perceived effectiveness of the 

deterrent qualities of current sanctions. 

Income 

Here too, both Chi-square a~d Pearson Product-Moment 

correlation coefficients were computed for this variable. 

Penal Sanctions 

Statistically significant relationships were observed 

. bet,veen the respondent's income and the severity of penal 

sanction supported for five of the six index offenses: mur

der~ armed robbery~ aggravated assault~ burglary and auto 

theft. (See Appendix B). All correlations are positive 

linear, indicating that the higher the income of the respon

dent, the more severe the penal sanction supported. The 

strongest correlation observed is for the maximum sanctions 

favored for murder, where r = .2291, N = 357, sig = .001. 

The largest disparity exists between incomes and support for 

caf,p.al ·punishment. In that case, 58 percent of those res-

pondents who earned $2S,OOO or more during 1974 £~vorcd 
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VARIABLE 
EDUCATION 

grade schcol 

sane high 
schcol 

high school 
.. 

sane college 

rollege 

graduate 
rollege 
work 

. 

" 

TABLE 1~/~ 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR FORCIBLE RAPE 

BY EDUCATION 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat very somewhat 
% % % % 

40.0 20.0 40.0 

4.5 15.9 36.4 43.2 

1.7 21.4 35.9 41.0 

15.6 37.6 46.8 

18.2 29.5 52.3 

17.1 22.9 60.0 

x2 = 20.969, df = 15, sig =.1378 (not significant). 
r = -.1397, 0 < .01 
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44 
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44 

35 



VARIABLE 
EDUCATION 

grade sch<::ol 

saTe high 
sc1x:xJl 

high scheel 

some college 

cb11ege 

gradUdte 
college 
't~rk 

TABLE 1~5 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR ARMED ROBBERY 

BY EDUCATION 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat very somevlhat 
% % % % 

29.2 33.3 37.5 

7.1 33.3 40.5 19.0 

8.5 /.8.0 38.1 25.4 

1.8 30.3 37.6 30.3 

27.3 34.1 38.6 

22.9 48.6 28.6 

x2 = 18.551, df = 15, sig = .2348 (not significant). 
r = -.1137, P < .05 
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VARIABLE 
EDUCATION 

. 

grade school 

s:rne high 
schcx:J1 

high school 

sane college 

oo11ege 

graduate 
college 
WJrk 

TABLE Lt6 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR USING MARIJUANA 

BY EDUCATION 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat very somewhat 
% % % % 

20.8 33.3 45.8 

2.3 16.3 32.6 48.8 

1.7 20.7 24.1 53.4 

8.4 25.2 66.4 

14.0 25.6 60.5 

5.7 25.7 68.6 

x2 = 17.540, df = 15, sig = .2876 (not significant). 
r = -.1619, P < .001 
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VARIABLE 
EDUCATION 

grade school 

s:rne high 
school 

high schJol 

sore college 

college 

graduate 
college 
work 

TABLE 1~7 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EF~ECTIVENESS FOR HOMOSEXUALITY 

BY EDUCATIOU 
. 

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

Effective Ineffective 

-
very somewhat very somewhat 

% % % % 

13.0 30.4 56.5 

7.1 7.1 38.1 37.6 

1.8 21.4 22.3 54.5 

6.7 27.6 65.7 

2.4 9.5 19.0 69.0 

15.2 27.3 57.6 

x2 = 28.187, df = 15, sig = .O?04 
r = -.0888, P < .05 
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capital punishment for murder, whereas no more than 35 percent 

of those earning between $3,000 - $5,999 did and less than' 

one-quarter of those with incomes of under $3,000 did. (See Table 48). 

Likewise, in the case of armed robbery, no more than 

17 percent of those respondents reporting incomes under 

$3,000 favored a maximum of life imprisonment, whereas 32 

percent of those earning $25,000 or more indicated such. (See Table 4S 

Penal Philosophy 

The penal philosophy supported for each of the four 

. "victimless" offenses was found to be significantly correl-

. ated to the respondent's income. All correlations are posi

tive linear, indicating those respondents with higher incomes 

also favor a rehabilitative penal philosophy. The strongest 

correlation observed was for the penal philosophies favored 

for homosexuality, where r = .1421, N =;: 315, sig = .006. 

(See Table 50). In that instance, 46 percent of the respon

dents reporting 1974 incomes of $10,000 - $14,999 favored 

"no societal response," whereas only 25 percent of the respon

dents with incomes of under $3,000 did. Likewise, where 43 

percent of those earning between $3,000 - $5,999 supported 

"rehabilitation," 58 percent of those earning $25,000 or 

more supported this philosophy. Not a single respondent 

earning $6,000 or more favored "retribution," whereas eight 

percent of those with incomes between $3,000 - $5,999 did. 
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CROSSTABULATION OF MAXIMUM SANCTIONS FAVORED 

MURDER BY INCOME 
[figures in percent] 

-
PENAL SANCTIONS 

Ul t:: Q) 
Ul .r-! 1-1 
Q) t:: ~ 0 

r-! . .4 .r-! !/J E: 
1-1 

~ • 1-1 Ul Ul ~ 1-1 I:! 
0 ~ 0 1-1 1-1 o 0 

.r-! ill rl ~ >1 m Ul 
,~ 04 I-I'r-! I:! I:! r-!I:! Ul·r-! 
rd "- rcl rcl lJ)O mo 0 1-1 1-1 

..Q '04 OJ 'n Ul Ul I Ul >iP.l 
0 'Or-! >1 I 'r! I 'r! .,...j 

1-1 Q) Q) t:: 1-1 1-1 01-1 o~ 
~ E:..c: r-I 'r-! No., \D04 r-!04 N'r-! 

• 

3.8 11.5 

2.3 2.3 . 8.0 

2.9 1.0 3.8 EL7 
'. . 

6.5 1.6 6.5 11.3 

; 

2.0 2.0 2.0 2:0 4.1 6.1 16.3 

3.4 3.4 3.4 10.3 1'1.8 3.4 
--

x 2 = 74.953, df = 50, sig = .0127 r = .2291, P < .001 

+J 
t:: 
OJ 
E: 
~ 
0 
Ul 

'r-! .s::: 
Q) H .l.l 
4-lP.l rcl 
'r! E: Q) 
r-! .,...j '0 

26.9 57.7 

37.9 49.4 

. 41.3 I 41.3 

35.5 37.1 

28.6 34.7 .. 

37.9 24.1 

/' 

N 

26 

87 

104 

62 

49 

29 ~ \0 
en 



VARIABLE 

~ 
rl 
ttl 
~ 
(]J 

~ OJ 
t:: 

0 0"; 
c: 4-l 

$25,000 or 
more 

I 
*15,000 - . j 
$2~,999 

$10,000 -
$111,999 

$6,000 -
*9,999 

$3,000 -

I *5,999 

Under 
$3,000 

TABLE 49 

CROSSTABULATION OF 1·1AXIMUM SANCTIONS FAVOi'~ED 

ARMED ROBBERY BY INCOME 

[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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VARIABLE 
I NCO~1E 

$25,000 or 
more 

$15,000 -
$24,999 . 

$10,000 -
$14,999 

$6,000 -
$9,999 . 

$3,000 -
$5,999 

Under 
$3,000 

-----------

TABLE 50 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY FOR 

Hot10SEXUALITY BY INCOME 

. PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

Retri- Deter- Incapac- Rehabil- No Societal 
bution rence itat.ion itai.:ion Response 

% % % % % 

8.3 4.2 .58.3 29.2 
. 

8.0 5.3 52.0 34.7 

7.5 9.7 36.6 46.2 

6.8 16.9 40.7 35.6 
-

7.5 10.0 17.5 42.5 22.5 

4.2 8.3 12.5 50.0 25.0 

x2 = 33.943, df = 20, si~ = .0265 
r = -.1421, P < .01 

100 

N 

24 

75 

93 

59 

40 

24 
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Evaluation of Current Penal Effectiveness 

.. The deterrent effectiveness of current sanctions 

for ~he offenses of armed robbery~ using marijuana and 

homosexuaZity were found to be significantly related to the 

respondent's income. (See Appendix B). All correlations 

are negative linear, indicating the higher the respondent's 

income, the less effective current sanctions are perceived 

to be. This was also the case when rating the rehabilitative 

effectiveness of current sanctions. 

In the case of rehabilitative effectiveness, significant 

relationships were observed between income and the perceived 

effectiveness for the crimes of forcibZe rape J usingumari

juana~ homosexuality and gambZing. For both deterrent and 

rehabilitative effectiveness, homosexuaZity and income were 

found to be most strongly related. Tables 51 and 52 present 

the data and indicate that while 68 percent of the respondents 

with incomes of $25,000 or more feel current deterrent effec

tiveness is "very ineffective," only 52 percent earning under 

$3,000 feel this way. Likewise, whereas 84 percent of the 

respondents earning $25,000 or more feel that current reha

bilitative effectiveness is "very ineffective," no more than 

44 percent of those earning under' $3,000 do. 

Penal Philosophy Favored and 

Severity of Penal Sanctions Supported 

This section discusses the relationship existing 

between the type of penal philosophy fav'ored and the severity 
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VARIABLE 

$25,000 or 
more 

$15,000 -
$24,999 

$10,000 -
$14,999 

$6,000 -
$9,999 

$3,000 -
$5,999 

Urrler 
$3,000 

TABLE 51 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT DETERRENT PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR HOMOSEXUALITY' 

BY I NCO~1E 

LEVEL PF EFFECTIVENESS 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat very somewhat 
% % % % 

. 
8.0 44.0 48.0 

.. , 14.5 '48.2 37.3 

1.0 14.4 55.8 28.8 
-

6.6 57.4 - 36.1 

24.4 51.1 24.4 

.I 

6.7 6.7 53.3 33.3 
I 

x2 = 26.610, df = 15, sig = .0321 
r = -.1116, P < .01 

.. 

102 

N 

.. 

25 

83 

104 

61 

45 

30 
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TABLE 52 

CROSSTABULATION OF CURRENT REHABILITATIVE PENAL 

EFFECTIVENESS FOR HOMOSEXUALITY 

BY INCm·1E 

• LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 

VARIABLE 
I NCOr1E 

Effective Ineffective 

very somewhat 
% % 

$25,000 or -
more 8.0 

$15,000 -
$24,999 1.2 9.8 

$10,000 "":' I $11),999 1.0 '16.7 

$6,000 -
$9,999 11.9 

$3,000 -
$5,999 6~7 15.6 

Under 
$3,000 3.4 27.6 

x2 = 25.550~ df = 15, sig = .0430 
r = -.1527, P < .01 

,. 

. 

very somewhat 
% % 

76.0 16.0 

1)6.3 1)2.7 

52.9 29.1) 

51).2 33.9 

48.9 28.9 

51.7 17.2 

... 

,. 

~. 

103 

N 

25 

82 

102 

59 

45 

29 
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of penal sanction supported for each offense. Both Chi

square and Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficients· 

were calculated, and it was found that the type of penal 

philosophy favored for each offense was significantly re

lated to the type of penal sanction supported. This was 

found to be true for every offense. All correlations were 

positive linear, indicating that the more punitive the penal 

~hilosophy, the more severe the penal sanction supported. 

Th~ strongest relationships were found for the four 

"victimless" offenses (both minimum and maximum sanctions) 

and for the maximum sanctions of murder. The r values 

ranged from a low of .3016 in the case of penal philosophy 

and minimum sanctions for using marijuana, to a high of 

.5403 in the case of homosexuality. -All relationships but 

one (maxim~~ sanctions and penal philosophy for burglary) 

were significant at the .001 level--in that one case of 

burglary, it was significant at the .002 level. 

Table 53 presents a crosstabulation of the penal 

philosophies and maximum penal sanctions for murder. It is 

interesting to note that 68 percent of the respondents who 

favor "retribution" as the most important penal philosophy 

also favor capital punishment. The group vlhich showed the 

second highest support for capital punishment as a penal 

sanction were those who favored "deterrence." 

Evaluation of Current Penal Effectiveness and 

Severity of Penal Sanctions Favored 

This secti~n discusses the r~lationships that exist 



TABLE 53 

CROSSTABULATION OF PENAL PHILOSOPHY FAVORED BY SEVERITY OF 

MAXIMUM PENAL SANCTIONS SUPPORTED FOR MURDER 

VARIABLE 
PENAL >t 

PHILOSOPHY +J s:: 
r-i 0 
n1 .r-! 
s:: +J 
OJ n1 
~ IV .Q 
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s:: IH P.4 
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, , 
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itation 1.8 
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--- ----- ~ 
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between the respondent's perception of the deterrent and 

rehabilitative effectiveness of current sanctions and the 

severity of penal sanctions supported for each offense. 

Once again, both Chi-square and correlation coefficients 

were computed on these variables. 
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Regarding deterrence, significant relationships were 

found for both minimum and maximum sanctions for three 

offenses: forcibZe rape~ armed robbery and aggravated 

assauZt. Each correlation was negative linear, indicating 

that the less effective current sanctions were perceived to 

be, the more severe were the sanctions favored by the res-

·pondents. For example, in the case of maximum sanctions 

favored for forcibZe rape, 51 percent of those favoring 

n life· imprisonment.1I perceived the. deterrentquali ties of 

current sanctions to be livery ineffective" and 68 percent 

of those favoring capital punishment perceived them as 

livery ineffective. 1I (See Table 54). 

The level of perceived rehabilitative e~fectiveness 

of current sanctions and the type of maximu m penal sanction 

favored was also found to be significantly related in the 

cases of murder~ aggravated assauZt and auto theft. These 

correlations were negative linear, once again indicating that 

the less effective current rehabilitative efforts were per

ceived to be, the more severe the penal sanctions favored. 

Regarding rehabilitation, 47 percent .of the respondents who 

perceived the rehabilitative qualities o~ current. sanctions 

to be "very ineffective II favored capital punishment as a 



TABLE 54 

CROSSTABULATION OF DETERRENT EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRENT PENAL SANCTIONS 

BY SEVERITY OF MAXIMUM SANCTIONS SUPPORTED FOR FORCIBLE RAPE 
[figures in percent] 

PENAL SANCTIONS 
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maximum for murdel', whereas only 34 percent of those res

pondents who perceived current sanctions to be "somewhat 

effective" favored ca-pital punishment. (See Table 55). 
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TABLE 55 

CROSSTABULATION OF REHABILITATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRENT PENAL SANCTIONS '. 

BY SEVERITY OF MAXIMUM SANCTIONS SUPPORTED FOR MURDER 
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EFFECTIVENESS >t .w ~ • 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 

Numerous findings of significance were yielded by 

this study. One of the most significant, and perhaps con-

troversial, is the general lack of support indicated for 

capital punishment in the case of murder. Only a very 

small portion of the public supported it as a mandatory 

minimum sanction. Nhen indicating maximum sanctions, it 

still failed to receive any more than 42 percent of the 

responden~s sup2or~ing its use. This is despite the fact 

that Colorado voters passed a bill authorizing the death 

penalty for first degree murder in the Fall of 1974. One 

reason the findings of this study vary so sharply from the 

voting patterns eviden~ in 1974 may be that the sample did 

not encompass the entire State of Colorado--only Denver. 

Denver is the largest urban area in the state. Residents 

of urban areas have been found to be more liberal in their 

views while members from rural communities and those from 

small towns are more conservative" in their views.~ 

'37 See American Institute of Public Opinion Surveys 
No.s 757, 774, 856, and 861 for examples in Michael J. Hin
delang, et. ale Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics-
1973. (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974). 
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Another reason may be that when Chi-square of best 

fit tests were conducted comparing the demographic charac~ 

teristics of the sample to those found in the Denver popu

lation in the 1970 Census, significant differences were 

found. As such, the sample may not be representative of 

the population from which they were selected, and the find

ings may not be accurately generalized as typical of the 

opinions of the Denver public as a whole. These data are, 

however, still useful in assessing the relationships that 

exist between the demographic variables and opinions regarding 

correctional topics. 

Regarding the other offenses, the minimum penal sanc

tion most favored for forcible rape was medical or psychia

tric help. This is a major finding in that it indicates that 

the respondents view the rape offender as one who needs 

psychological help. Armed robbery received the greatest 

percentage of respondents favoring imprisonment which indi

cates that the respondents view this offender not so much 

in need of psychological help as a threat who must be iso

lated from society. For the property crimes of burglary 

and auto theft, the respondents supported short terms of 

imprisonment. Auto theft received the largest percentage 

of respondents favoring probation of any of the six index 

offenses. 

All four of the "victimless" offenses received 

large percentages of the respondents favoring "rio penalty.~ 

In addition, of those respondents who supported penal sanc

tions, the majority supported the less severe sanctions 
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of fines, probation or imprisonment of one year or less. 

The respondents generally consider current sanctions 

to be ineffective in their attempts at both deterrence and 

rehabilitation. The sanctions imposed for "victimless" 

offenses were viewed as the most ineffective. 

Rehabilitation was viewed as the most important 

purpose of correctional systems for all offenses--including 

murder--by more people than any other philosophy. Retri

bution was favored most by the respondents who also favored 

capital punishment. 

Relationships were observed between all demographic 

characteristics with the exception of onei no relationships 

were observed between the religious affiliation of the res

pondents and their indicated attitudes. Age was found to be 

related to all of the response variables, with the older res

pondents being more severe in the penal sanctions they favor 

and were more likely to view current sanctions as ineffec

tive. Younger respor!dents favored, "no penalty" or only 

minor penal sanctions for the "victimless" offenses and 

supported rehabilitation in greater percentages then older 

respondents. 

Females were visibly more punitive than males for 

the crimes of prostitution and gambling, but were not found 

to be more. punitive in the case of forcible rape. Women 

were also found to favor rehabilitation for offenders con

victed"of forcible rape more so than males. Women considered 

current sanctions to be livery ineffective" in both deterring 

offenders from committing forcible rape and in rehabilitating 
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current offenders in greater percentages than males. 

The ethn~c identification of the respondent was 

found to be related to the responses, most notably in the 

case of murder. In that case, whites supported capital 

punishment in much larger proportions than non-\vhites. 

However, in the cases of armed robbery, burglary and pros-

tition, non-whites were found to be more punitive than 

whites. Whites considered current sanctions as ineffective 

in larger proportivns than non-!ilhi tes, particularly in the 

cases of murder, prostitution and using marijuana. 

The educational attainment of the respondents was 

also found to be related to the seyerity of sanction sup

ported-except in the cases of murder and armed robbery. 

This was most noticable in the cases of homosexuality ane. 

using marijuana. The higher the educational attainment of 

the respondent, the less severe the penal sanctions favored. 

Likewise, education was found to be related to the type of 

penal philosophy supported with the higher ed~cated res

pondents favor~ng rehabilitation more than those less well 

educated. The higher educated respondents were also found 

to perceive current sanctions as ineffective for the crimes 

of forcible 'rape, armed robbery, using marijuana and homo-
'.1 

sexuality than less educated respondents. 

Income vlas the only other demographic characteristic 

collected on the respondents and it was also found to be 

related to. the severity of penal sanction supportDd for 

numerous crimes. Perhaps the most notable case was murder, 

where respondents with higher incomes were visibly more 
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,punitive than those with lower incomes. The respondents'. 

income was also found to b,e related to the penal philosophy 

'fer the "victimless" offenses with respondents with higher 

incomes supporting "no societal response" and rehabilitation 

in greater fercentages than those respondents with lower 

incomes. The respondents' perception of the effectiveness 

of current sanctions was also related to their in60me with 

respondents with higher incomes viewing them as ineffeotive 

in larger proportions than respondents with lower incomes. 

: The penal philosophy supported by the respondents 

was found to be significantly related to the severity of 

penal sanctions favored for each of the ten listed offenSes. 

The strongest correlations were observed for the "victim

less" offenses and for murder. The correlations were posi

tive linear indicating that the ~ore punitive the penal 

philosophy supported, the more DeVere the penal sanction 

favored. 

The perceived effectiveness of current sanctions 

was also found to be related to the severity of penal 

sanctions, with respondents who perceived current sanctions 

to be ineffective supporting more severe sanctions than 

those who perceive them to be somewhat effective. 

In conclusion, current sanctions are perceived to 

be generally ineffective and the respondents believe the 

major emphasis in corrections should be on rehabilitation. 

The sanctions favored for many of the index crimes support 

this: capital punishment was not favored by a majority of 

the respondents for murder and in fact as many as one-
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fifth favored medical or psychiatric help-second only to 

life imprisonment; medical or psychiatric help was the most 

favored response as a minimum sanctions for forcible rape; 

probation received its greatest support for auto theft; minor 

penalties or not penalty at all was supported for the "victim

less" crimes. 



CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

What can now be said of all of the data collected, 

analyzed and summarized in the previous pages? Of what 

practical utility is it? What significance does it have? 

First, correctional authorities might find this 

study one of many tools in the development of future cor

rectional programs. Since the respondents were found to 

support rehabilitation as the purpose of correctional sys

tems, correctional authorities could.make use of this support. 

An analysis of programs they may be contemplating implemen

tation of to determine their rehabilitative effectiveness

besides being good management policy-should be useful 

because the public supports rehabilitation and if corrections 

can show the public that the program is effective, they may 

be likely to gain their support. 

Also, the ,respondents were shown to perceive current 

sanctions and programs as generally ineffect~ve. As such, 

it is the duty of officials to conduct evaluative research 

on their programs to determine the actual effectiveness of 

them to disseminate the findings. This will allow the 

public a'greater ability to accurately judge the system's 

performance. 

Legislative authorities might find this information 
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I useful in assessing the type of legislation the community 

supports. Legislation which manda"tes decreasing of-but 
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not legalization-the" four "victimless" offenses would appear 

to be supported by the public. Additionally, proposals 

for sentencing modifications, e.g.i mandatory or fixed term 

sentences which emphasize a deterrent philosophical foun

dation, may be expected to receive little support from the 

general public. 

Sociologists may find as interesting and informa

tive, the relationships between th(= demographic character

istics of the respondents and their indicated opinions and 

the interactions of the opinions themselves. 

The judiciary should find this information most 

informative as it speaks to the opinions of the public on 

numerous penal topics and indicates what sentences the 

public feels shouZd be imposed on offenders of each of the 

offenses.listed. 

Finally, this study poses some serious luestions 

which deserve further research. What would be the effect 

if the public was allowed to choosed from several viable 

alternatives, which penal sanction they felt should be im

posed for t.he current capital offenses? Nould this result 

in a lessening of the amount of support received for the 

death penalty, since the public would not be faced with 

the philosophical question of support or non-support for 

capital punishment? How much support can be expected from 

-the public for the mandatory sentencing provisions and 
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fixed term sentences currently being advocated? What other 

demographic characteristics and attitudes correlate with 

the opinions of the public on correctional topics? 

Because of the limitations inherent in this study, 

these questions cannot be adequately addressed. However, 

these data do indicate that when alternative sanctions are 

presented as viable options to the death penalty, the peo

?le will select sanctions less severe than death. 
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APPENDIX A 

. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

(Values in ItaZics) 

Dear Respondent I 

You have been chosen to participate in this survey 
by a purely random statistical process. Your responses 
are important as you are a member of this community. Please 
answer the questions fully and honestly. Each of the 
questions are designed to determine the community's feelings 
on matters related to criminal justice. The interviewer 
who has given you this questionaire may help you in so far 
as eXplaining the questions, but he may not provide you with 
the answers. There are no right or wrong answers. What we 
are see}dng is YOUR opinion-wha t do you feel about the 
topics under question. 

The first page of the questionaire is a data sheet. 
It will provide us with information on what different groups 
of people think about different things. Please fill it out 
completely. ALL information will remain in the STRICTEST 
CONFIDENCE. 

t 

Tharlk you for your valuable time and assistance. 
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DATA. SHEET 

AGEs 
What is your present age? (continuous) 

SEX, 
MALE (1) 
FEMALW- (2) 

RACE: 
BLACK (1) 

WHITE (2) 

CHICANO (3) 

OTlffiR (4) 

RELIGION: 
CATHOLIC (1) 

PROTESTANT (2) 
JEWISH (3) 

EDPCATION: (please 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10 11 12 
13 14 15 16 17 18 

circle the highest grade you completed) 
(grade school) 
(high school) (continuous) 
(college) 
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INCQi,1E: (what was 
25,000 & over 

thp approximate 
(6) 

income' for your family for 1974?) 

(5) 15,000 - 124 ,999 
10,000 - 14,999 
6,000 - . 9,999 __ 

__ (4) 

3,000 - $ 5,999 __ 
. Under $3,000 

(3) 
(2) 
(1) 

DO NOT WRITE IN BOX 
ues. # ___ _ 

pol. dis. # ___ _ 
high cr. rate ___ _ 
low cr. rate ___ _ 
interviewer II ___ _ 



INSTrtUCTIONS 

As you can see, the following page is the first page 
of the questionaire. In the top left-hand corner are the 
first three questions and below them are listed the offenses 
to which you are to assign sanctions. 

The first offense is a sample response. If you felt that 
the MINn~UT\l sanction that should be imposed on a person con
victed of drunk driving should be urooation, you would place 
a check in the appropriate box (as in the sample). If you 
felt the MAXI~UM sanction that should be imposed on a person 
convicted of drunk driving should be 2 - 5 vecg:s in Dr-ison, :you 
would place a check in the appropriate box (as in the sample). 
If you felt the CUR~::;?'lT AV3RAGE sentence impo~,;ed on people 
convicted of drunk driving by the courts was 1 year of less 
in jail, you would place a check in the appropriate box (as 
in the sample). 

As stated previously, there are no right or wrong answers. 
What .we are seeking is YOUR opinion on the subjects under 
investigation. If you have any questions about how to fill 
the questionaire out, do not hessitate to ask the interviewer. 

'. i' 
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1. W~at do you feel should 
be the r,iIiTHlUi.I sanction lm 
posed on offenders of each 
of ~he listed offenses? 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

2. What do vou feel should 
be th,e r,iAxn.~u:.i sanction im 
posed on offenders of each ~ 
of the listed offenses? 8 

.3. Wh.at do you feel is the 
CURReNT AVERAG3 sentence 
given to offenders bv the 
courts as it stands right 

H 
~ z 
~ 
p... 

a 
Z 

1 • MINIMUM . XX I 
DRUNK 
DRIVING 

MURDER 

FORCIBLE 
RAPE 

ARMED 
}~OBBERY 

2 • MAX Ir.IUi\l ' 

.3. 

1. 

CURRENT 
AVeRAGE 
MINIMUM. 

2. MAXIMUM 

2. 

.3. 

1. 

2. 

.3. 

CURRENT 
AVERAGE 

MAX If.1UJY1 

CURRENT I 
AVERAGE 
MINIMUM 

MAXIl\W1\i 

xxx 

xx 

21 

(7) (8) (9) 

CURRENT 
AVER.ll.GE 

------------------~~~~~--~--~-+--~--+---~---~-+--~--+-~----.. 
AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULT 

BURGLARY 

AUTO 
THEFT 

1. MINIMlJl{I 

1. 

CURREclT 
AVERAGE 
MINIMUM 

2. MAXIrrlUM 

.3. 

1. 

CURRENT 
AVERAGE 
M I NIr.1Ur.1 

2. MAXDTUi'.'; 

.3. CURRENT 
AVERAGE ____________________ ~~~~ __ ~ __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~ __ 4_ __ ~~--~--~,~~-



. . 
(9)//10) 1. \"that do .'Iou feel should (1; (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

be the r.:I NIi·ilJ"7li sanction im-
posed on offenders of each 8 z 
of the listed offenses? p... Q) ~ 

H H ~ 

2. What do feel sho).lld ~ rn 0 z; you ::c: rn rn S 0 
be the i.1A XBlm·~ sanction im- CJ H CI) 

0 rl rn rn ro H H 
posed on offenders of each >; ~H H H Q) 0 c:: 8 Z oc:: H ,J ~ ro s:: >,s:: c 0.. o-f the listed offenses? H 0 

-< 
8 0 Q) 0 (!.I 0 o [J) 0 2: H<; H ,-j ~ [J) »lZl O\rn ..,. 

3. What do .'Iou feel is the '- 8 ~H ~ eM .,., .,.-j M.,.-j 
~ -< O::C: roce\./\H O\~ H CURRENT AVERP .. GE sentence p... ~ ~ HO C)''- P I P 

given to offenders bv the 
z 0 Q>; 

>, I' I 
0 H (:'C ~UJ C s:: s:: os:: 

courts as it stands • '.J. z ~ p... =sp... rl .,.., C\J .r; ~.,.-j M'r; rl2:nv 
now'? ........ ,..... ........ ........ ........ -.. ...... ...... 

T""I C\J C"\ ~ \l'\ \,() C'- OJ -.. 
'-'" ....... ........ ........ ........ ....... '-' ~ 

. 1. MINHim,1 . 
USING 2. MAXn:UM MARIJUANA 

3. CURRENT I AVER.6..GE -
1. MINIMUivl I 

HOMOSEXUALTY 2. MAXIMUM 

3. CURR:!JNT I AVERr\GE 

. 1 • MINBIUi'fi I 
PROSTITUTION 2. MAX If.1UitI 

3. CURRE~iT I I I AVERAGE 
1. MINIMUr,1 

GAMBLING 2. MAxn1U1.1 

3. CURREnT I I AVERAGE 

During the past 12 months have you personally, or 
any member of your immediate family, ·been the victim 
of any of the previously listed offenses? 

During the past 12 months have you personally, or 
any member of your i~oediate family, been arrested 
for participation in any of the previously listed 
offenses? 

H lZl H 
ro·,.-j 
Q) H Cil 
»~ ~ 

H 
os:: H 
N'r; ,..... 

....... 0 
0- T""I 

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

(1) 

YES 

(1) 

YES 

/11) 

'-' ...... 
8 
< 
r::.:J p 

,....." 

T""I 
T""I 
'-' 

(2) 
NO 

(2) 

NO 
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4. 
8 0 

Please indicate, by placing a 0 H 'H 
r~ ~ ~ 8 check in the appropriate box, what ~ 8 ~ Z ;::J ;::J '-' 

'yOU feel is the effecti yen-ass of H >;~E-' ~ c:t; X 8 :z; 
~ ;II O:::>H <: 8c.:J~ ~u H H 

current sanctions in D3':'E2~Ir!G peo- C:~ H Cl~~;::J H (/) 8 ~ 

pIe from c'-?r.r.rni tting ..... offenses 
0 u ('!J [:J p:) ~ c:t; c.:J O~Z;H 0 (/) c:l line ~ p::;p.. 2S co '-' e/) c-:: 8 r::J H 0::: .,.... 

0 :::: .. :.:. 

listed. ;::J 0<; ,l:: 0 '-' (/) ;::J ;::J::CU)<; 0 ~ <: 
2: ILl 0::: c:t;~<r!c:t; !Xl. <: E-i ;::J :r.:: ::c ~ c.:J 

---- -n-(4) VERY EFFECTIVE 

(3) S O;,:E','lHA T EFFECTIVE 
I----~I----. 

----

--~-I--
- - ~~-

(2) S O;.~E:'''HA T IiiEFPEC',LlIVE 

'l~~ 
--- ~ -- --- -~-

"(1) VERY INEF?ECTI'IE 
-

, 

5· Please indicate, by placing a . 
I check in the appropriate box, '.'.'hat 

:lou feel is ...t.'np e:'fectiveness of vJ:l. ...... 

current sanctions in R3:£A3ILITATING 
the offenders of the crimes listed. 

J 

(4) VERY EFFECTIVE 
J . .. 

(3) S 01fIE'llHA.T EFFECTIVE 

(2) S O:I:E·,'lnA T n;E?FECTIVE 
, 

(1) VERY INEFFECr:;:IVE 

6. Please indicate, by placing a 
check in the aDDronriate box, which 
of the following vou feel should be 
the r,:OST r"-;:lO-=1'ii:. :'r,t ..• ~ .... _ ....... '.=. purpose of our 
penal s:/stem. 

(5) Rf;rrRIBUTION: to give the 
offender what he deserves-an eye 
for an eye. 

(4) DETER;:{E?';C3 I to prevent other 
people who may be considering com-
mitting this offense by scaring them 
with the severity of the punishment. 

(3) INCAPAClrrATIO~; : to isolate the 
offender for the protection of society. 

-. 
(2) REHI\BILlrr'.:\TION: to treat the 

offender so his criminal behavior rnay 

I be stopped. 

(1) NO SOCIETj\.L RESPONSE 

• 
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APPENDIX B 

This Appendix contains Tables giving the Chi

square and correlation coefficients for each of the 

relationships investigated in this paper. 
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MURDER 
Hinimum 
Naximum. 

FORCIBLE 
RAPE 

Hinimum . 
Hnxlmum 

ARNEO 
ROBBERY 

Ninimum 
Naximum 

AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULT 

Ninimum 
Haxlmum 

BURGLAl{Y 
Hinimum 
Naximum 

* =, p < .05 
** = p < .01 

TABLE 'B 1 

CHI-SQUARE AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT VALUES 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY PENAL SANCTIONS 

AGE SEX RACE RELI- EDUCATION 
GlON 

X2. r X
2 . X2. X? X2 r 

L~O. 13'~ .1202"( 8.77 26.18 20.58 55.73 f-. 1923t 
31. 45 .0840 6.52 62.58t 18.81 54.02 .0027 

41.60 .1354*'~ 9.94 35.97 22.15 67.67* f-.1327*'~ 
36.27 .0632 15.07 . 33.77 14.80 38.95 .0143 

45.54* .1013* 9.16 44.58* 42.79t 49.14 f-.0880 
25.85 .1342"0- 9.01 48.77"'-/' 13.99 46.98 .0384 

36.63 . 1107* I 7.71 27.74 26.34 78.63*'" • 0577 
26.08 .1535",1 4.24 23.83 14.49 47.60 1-.0143 

35.17* 16. 46~~ 25.76 16.62 29.26 
34.40 .145Z,·o 12.70 43.45 18.97 73.41* .0609 
----~.- -~- - _._- --

t = P < .001 

INCOME 

X2 !' 

43.47 .0661 
74.95* .229H· 

52.35 .0612 
49.27 .0566 

53.32 .0908* 
73.28'!- .1450** 

. 
39.10 .1373** 
50.91 .1299** 

46.03 
72.49* .1697t t-' 

r-..> 
~ 

. 



,,," ... 
• < 

.. 
. -.. 

AUTO THEFT 
Hinimum 
Haximum 

USING 
HARIJUANA 

Hinimum 
Haxilllum 

HONQSEXUALITY 
Hinimum 
Naximum 

PROSTITUTION 
Hinimum 
Haximum 

GANBLING 
Hinimum 
Naximum 

* = p < .05 
** = p < .01 
t = .P < .001 

AGE 

X2 :l' 

42.20/0' • • 1232'~ 

29.75 .1371*'~ 

73.11"1' .3688t 
74.31"1' .329U 

63.99"1" .3233"1-
60.02t .2734t 

47. 83'~* .2905'[-
35.43 • 1803'1-

37.12* .1873.,. 
26.49 .0915* 

~~ 

TABLE' B 1 
Contipued 

SEX RACE RELI-
GION 

X2 X2 X2 

2.99 28.90 18.51 
20.3Ut 32.52 32.48* 

10.64 33.97 12.73 
11. 93 27.13 18.10 

7.12 40.55 17.61 
11. 27 40.31 21.16 

32.47t 38.84* 7.46 
37.10t 25.37 16.22 

21.34**121047 29.04* 
24.49*,'t 29.27_ 39.14** 

EDUCATION 

X2 r 

66.71t -.0327 
54.57 .0719 

78.97t -.1867-1' 
83.30t -.2342'1" 

95.75t -.2243"1-
51.02 -.2142t 

56.12* -.2154t 
55.72 -.16681-

65.21** -.1585*' 
48.38 -.0960* 

INCOHE 

y2 r 

42.53 .0742 
70. 33*~ .1237* 

39.75 -.0748 
37.14 .0268 

39.62 .0034 
50.96 -.0685 

51.72 -.0422 . 
45.53 -.0610 

41.19 .0113 
60.73 .0132 

'* 

I-' 
N 
U1 

I 

·1 
! 



TABLE' B 2 

CHI-S~WARE AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT VALUES 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY EFFECTIVENESS AND PENAL PHILOSOPHY 

- ~ 

. - _. 

MURDER 
Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil. 

FORCIBLE 
RAPE 

Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
P~nal Phil 

AID-fED 
ROnBERY 

Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

AGGI{AVATED 
ASSAULT 

Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

* = p < .05 
** p < .01 
t p < .001 

J 

AGE SEX 

X2 r X2 

6.98 -.0192 3.78 
13.02 .0934* 2.17 
10.35 .0517 4.47 

17.09* .0906* 7.65 
15.51 .1190* 7.56 
15.75 .1043:~. 12.36* 

/' ! 
- , I ._ 

19.81* -.1163* 3.81 
11. 03 -.0057 8.95* 
17.12 .0754 8.41 

18.70* -.0748 4.58 
8.91 .0016 6.09 

27. 48,bl ' : 1402** 5 •. 20 

HACE RELl- EDUCATION lNCOHE 
GlON 

X2 X2 X2 r )(2 r 

4.69 4.60 13.51 1-.0534 13.52 -.0149 
31. 67t 7.30 34.03*'': 1-. 1893t 17.58 -.0626 ' 
5.60 6.07 20.35 f-.1344** 33.G5* .0338 

20.61* 5.79 20.97 f-.1397** 14.22 -.0903* 
42.15't 18.30** 26.98* f-.2053'1- 24.31 -.1071* 
19.07 7.20 35.70* f-.1234* 19.51 .0142 

" .. , 

8.16 7.39 18.55 .1006* 22.50 -.1099* 
29.00'1- 3.81 25.61* f-.1842t 16.86 .0032 

6.39 12.70 26.39 f-.1137''< 29.99 -.0008 

6.22 11. 38 26.47* -.0534 21.82 -.0579 
24.35;1:1, 5.23 25.83* -.1989t 15.47 -.0124 

7.05 4.16 19.95 -.0956'': 20.96 -.0450 ..... 
I\J 
en 



-

BURGLARY 
Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

AUTO THEFT 
Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

USING 
MARIJUANA 

Det. Efr. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phi1~ 

HONOSEXUALITY 
Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

- --- ---

* = p < .05 
** = p < .01 
t = p < .001 

, 

AGE 

xl l' 

18.66* -.0527 
8.94 .0241 

20.06 .1038* 

13.53 -.0259 
7.44 .0522 

27 .1&~~ .1742'1-

. ... 
7.60 .0814 

10.43 .0783 
50.31'1- .2592'1" 

6.87 .0384 
9.65 .0653 

25.12* .1748'1-

TABLE'B ~ 
Continued 

SEX RACE RELI-
GION 

Xl Xl X2 

.64 2.31 9.20 
5.31 18.25* 4.20 
8.12 10.18 8.09 

3.96 2.53 3.58 
17.49t 29.32t 4.06 
7.11 7.86 7.69 

. - ."" 
1.43 30.32t 2.98 

13. 52J:"'( 27.3O'r* 3.62 
7.67 22. 89"~ 12.77 

4.97 15.57 6.17 
13.99'd, 21. 5Y:"" 1. 84 
4.76 22.87t( 15.92* 

EDUCATION 

Xl l' 

15.17 -.0824 
19.21 -.1481t 
31. 54* -.1057* 

11.06 -.0183 
29.87* -.1761t 
19.74 -.1045* 

. -
17.54 -.1619t 
20.16 -.1192* 
44.3ljt* -.2672t 

28.19* -.0888* 
25.35* -.142~* 
47.82t -.poe,t 

'\ 

I.NCOHE 

Xl l' 

9.90 . r.0893 
20.35 r.0002 . 
20.13 r.0224 

8.88 r.0873 
17.65 r.0318 
24.04 .0040 

., 
30.13* .1036* 
27.75* -.1417** 
41.49k* 1-.0955* 

20.98 r.1l16'~* 

22.08 t-.1527** 
33.94* f-.1421 ,,<:* 

I-' 
l\.l 
..,.J 



. 

PROSTITUTION 
Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

"GANBLIHG 
Det. Eff. 
Reh. Eff. 
Penal Phil 

-- .~~---.---... -~ 

* ::; p < .05 
,"* ::; p < .01 

't ::; p < .001 

AGE 

)(2 r 

2.20 .0108 
11.89 .0641 
20.70* .183M 

8.72 -.0159 
7.84 .0423 

26.0510 :1677'1' 

TABLE B 2 

Continued 

SEX RACE RELI-
GION 

X2 . )(2 )(2 

13. Os*~ 21. 27/n " 4.48 
7.89"( 28.30"1' 3 .. 63 

11.12;' 18.32 11.86 

10.67* 12.17 9.99 
9.36'" 23.62** 3.19 

11.46* 14.86 7.14 

EDUCATION 

)(2 r 

13.37 1-.0767 
28.47* 1-.1942"1' 
42.12"'* 1-.2031t 

15.07 1-.0647 
17.45 -.1061* 

1 36 . 20* -.1942t 

INCOME 

)(2 r 

26.61"( -.00117 
25.55* -.1083* 
24.76 -.1197* 

28.51* -.0467 
15.96 -.0683 
24.63 -.1210* 

..... 
t\J 
co 



TAbLE B 3 

CHI-SQUARE AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENT VALUES 

PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS AND PENAL PHILOSOPHIES BY 

PENAL SANCTIONS 

DETERRE~T REHABILITATIVE PENAL 

129 

EFFECT! VE~iES S EFFECTIVENESS PHILOSOPHY 

MURDER 
l-1inimum 
Maximum 

FORCIBLE 
RAPE 

Hinimum 
Haximum 

. 
ARHED 
ROBBERY 

l-1inimum 
Maximum 

AGGRAVATED 
ASSALUT 

l-tinimum 
Haximum 

BURGLARY 
Hinimum 
Maximum 

AUTO 
THEFT 

Hinimum 
Haximum 

USING 
MARIJUANA 

Hinirourn 
Haximum . 

. * "" P < .05 
** =: p < .01 
t "" P < .001 

. 
. X2 r 

42.44* -.0422 
53.51** -.0322 

133.17t -.1004* 
127.50t -.2215t 

22.98 -.0192* 
47.13** -.1255** 

33.19 -.1015* 
41. 86* -.1542** 

20.81 -.0002 
30.66 -.0777 

17.46 -.OOlB 
20.92 -.0366 

22.03 .0036 
36.93 -.0176 

X2 r X2 r 

29.65 .0606 106.46t .4437t 
65.73t -.1317** 84.53t .2489t 

. 

83.89t .0710 126.50t .2777t 
45.44' -.0412 72.60'i' .2094t 

22.56 -.0033 41. 05 .1380** 
49.86** -.0874 34.23 . 1670t 

48.24** .0405 7S.58t .2028'f' 
48.16** -.0914* 72.68t .2575t 

24.97 .0170 44.82* .1814t 
60.48t -.0806 61.17* .1622** 

" 

22.25 .0007 71. 74t .1679t 
30.74 -.110B* 65.23** .2107t 

21. 09 .1152* (S6.23t .3016'/" 
35.79 .OB38 136.49t .3220t . 



HOHOSEXUALITY 
Hinimum 
Naximum 

PROSTITUTION 
1-Iinimum 
Haximum 

GAl-ffiLING 
l1inimum 
Haximum 

* = p < .05 
** = p < .01 

t = p < .001 

TABLE B 3 
Continued 

DETERRE~T REHABILITATIVE 
EFFECTIVE~ESS EFFECTIVENESS 

,X 2 l' X2 l' 

46.89* .0282 25.68 .0189 
26.94 .0254 29.88 .0338 

23.93 -.0331 29.70 .0563 
30.20 -.0152 32.81 .0298 

35.88* .0323 22.96 .0279 
51. 90** .1064* 33.93 .0280 

130 

PENAL 
PHILOSOPHY 

X2 l' 

245.45 .5147t 
255. 76'r .5403t 

318.56t .4626t 
213.29"r .5105-r 

144. 45~ .4468t 
177.96i .4758t 
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