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PREFACTORY NOTE: 

This report consists of the results of the first stage of a 
three stage study aimed at exploring community attitudes 
to criminal justice. The study is a project of University 
Extension, University of Western Australia, funded in part by 
a grant from the Australian Criminology Research Council. 

The first two stages of the study involved 1,500 people in 
a comprehensive survey of their attitudes to the seriousness 
of offences and their opinions of the police, courts and 
prisons. Our interest was also focused on the kind of 
information available to the community. 

At a time when there is considerable review of public policy 
toward crime control and the criminal law this research hopefully 
will both compliment and broaden our understanding of the 
relationship between public attitudes and public policy. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report is divided into three parts; the first presents the results 

in readily understandable format and introduces the topical interest in 

community attitudes to crime and punishment. The second part containing 

the bulk of the more technical information provides much of the analysis, 

interpretation and discussion of the results an~ the study of community 

attitudes. The third part consists of the nuts and bolts of the study, 

including a summary of the relevant statute law and additional detailed 

results. The reader therefore depending on his interest, rna}: pursue this 

report to the exten't that is desired. 

The reader should approach the interpretation of these results with reserv-

atiun, for concern has developed over the effectiveness of methods used in 

the collection and reporting of criminal statistics. The way in which the 

statistics are obtained is as often as not more important than the statistics 

themselves. This concern increases when criminal statistics are applied 

by those who legislat~, decide policy or theorize about their meaning. 

For the researcher however, information has to be gathered and evidence 

obtained. In the area of crime research it is not possible or desirable 

to conoede to the belief that "Intellectual laboup must be performed under 

conditions of perfect tranquiZit'y so that the development of new i'deas may 

proceed undistupbed •••• in short., a state which authorizes and enaoupages 

a certain seccession from reality" (P. Nizan, 1971, p 84) for when 

i~£ormation is scarce or difficult to obtain plain description is preferred 

" to the luxury of the language of scientific certainty. 

=x, 
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Our curiosity about what people think or hold to be true helps to test 

the acceptability of activities, behaviours or rules in our community. 

How severely we may regard certain behaviours and not others tells us 

about our priorities and concerns. Behaviours and activities that have 

been defined as criminal normally attract our greatest sanctions, 

imprisonment or even deatho Yet it was apparent, even before criminologists 

began to measure public attitudes to crime and punishment that even our 

view of criminal behaviour can changeo Since the 1920's, when statistical 

attempts to measure attitudes to crime began, these attitudes, after the 

passage of time, have remained both consistent with r\~gard to some crimes and 
" 

highly changeable with regard to many otherso In terms of other factors 

such as cultural background, age, education, sex, religion and so on, other 

differences have been observedo We therefore know that measurement of 

attitudes to crime are reliable only over relatively short periods of time, 

and depend on the culture of the societyo 

Since the 1960's scholars have been concerned with standardizing the kinds 

of methods used to measure attitudes to crime and testing the reliability 

of such measures o These studies known as Crime Seriousness studies seek 

to find out to what extent a certain behaviour is considered serious or even 

criminal, compared to anothero Sometimes these measures are called Moral 

Indignation studies to indicate that what is being measured is the degree 

t · . beha"'l.' our Essentially these studies of public outrage to a cer al.n crl.me or v • 

entail asking a series of questions about criminal activities and the citizen 

responds to these crimes in terms of the penalty or sanction he or she thinks 

fi~s that crime. This is a very general way of finding out how people might 

react to a certain crime because many of the details of a crime that a judge 

and jury might consider are excluded from considerationo 

-
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Using one of the standard methods we asked about 1,000 adults on the 

electoral roll to tell us what kinds of penalties (if any) ought to 

apply to various kinds of crimes. About 400 people responded to our 

request to participate in the research. Their answers to these questions 

and other questions such as their age, sex, religion, general attitude, 

knowledge and so on were then statistically analysed to help interpret 

the results. 

The results to these questions we asked and some of the more general 

questions we asked are summarized in the tables tRat Tollow. The percentage 

of people suggesting a certain penalty is given and the range of penalties 

originally provided has been simplified. For example, probation, community 

services orders, restitution are included in the category "penalty other 

than imprisonment" as is the penalty of a "fine" when that is not a separate 

category. More detailed results and the penalties prescribed in law can be 

obtained by referring to the main body of this paper and the Appendices. 

THE COMMUNITY SENTENCE 

The penal.ties suggested by our participants indicate to some extent the 

attitude of the community to three fundamental and perennial criticisms of the 

criminal law. Firstly that the law has no place in enforcing morality 

(e.g. gambling, drugs c abortion, homosexuality, prostitution) on t.he 

individual. Secondly that the penalties prescribed by the l~w are too severe 

to enable rehabilitation of the criminal and thirdly that severe penalties 

have not proven effective deterrents against the prevalence of crime. It is 

interesting to consider the results of the survey in terms of these criticisms. 
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In the tables below the questions or "crime vignettes" put to the 

people in the s'tudy are grouped into the following categories: violent 

crime, property crimes, misuse of drugs and victimless crimes. 

Violent crime attracted not surprisingly, the most severe penalties, 

although the offences described in the questions are not the most violent 
,! 

or repugnant that can occur. They are the more common offenc~s of this 

type. 
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TABLE A 

VIOLENT CRIMES 

NO 
PENALTY LESS THAN 1- 2 YEARS· 2- 5 YEARS 5 -15 YEARS LIFE 

OFFENCE OTHER 1 YEAR 
immISONMEN'I 

DEl'.T11 
PENALTY IrHAN PRISON PRIsei<' PRISON PRISON FRISON 

;-. 

1\ 
Q.9 The offender is a man who kills 

his wife during an argunent O.B 5.2 3.4 4.2 15.1 40 23 B.3 

'. / 

Q. Zl The offender is a 30 year old man 
who rapes a 19 year old woman 0.7 3.B 7.1 6.7 15.7 47.5 14.2 4.1 

Q.13 The offender is a' man who 
deliberately stabs his wife 
during a fight; she does not die 0 4.9 9.B 9.4 IB.B 44 12 1.1 

Q.26 The offender is a person who 
bashes a stranger 0.4 7.2 27.6 20.5 24.2 19.4 0.4 0.4 

Q.1 The offender is a man who robs 
a store with a gun 0 3.B 9.B B.3 25.B 4B.1 3.4 1.5 

Property Crime is separated into two categories, traditional and what has 

become known as 'White collar crime'. White collar crime can simply be described 

as stealing from a position of some privilege or public responsibility, although 

part of the problem of defining such crimes is the difficulty in distinguishing 

between smart business practice and stealing as we traditionally understand. 

Community attitude~. to this difficulty of defining an activity as !3tealing or 

not can be gau~ed by the relatively high proportions of people who consider that 

some of these behaviours ought not be penalised, yet no one indicated that 

traditional stealing ought not be penalised. The results also indicate preference 

for sanctions other than imprisonment for the white collar criminal. 

'l. 
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TABLE B 

CRI~S AGAINST PROPERTY 5 

(1) Traditi<lnal. 

PENALTY LESS TIIAN 1- 2 YEARS 2- 5 YEARS 
PENALTY 

NO FINE 1 YEAR GREATER'lHlti OFFENCE PENALTY OTHER TIIAN PRISON PRISON 
PRISON PRISON 5 YEARS 

Q.2 The offender is a man who breaks into a 
4.B neighbour's home to steal money 0 6 14.6 46.4 15 13 

Q.18 The offender is a man who steals property 
3.1 (value over $100) from a stranger 0 7.9 24.9 52.5 10.6 9.1 

Q.5 The offender is a man who steals property ~ 

(value less than $50) fran a stranger 0 18.5 34.3 37.8 4.2 . 3.0 2.4 

Q.6 The offender is a young boy who steals an 
20.7 1.1 1.9 automobile 0 3.0 70.3 3.0 

The predominant preference that a penalty other than imprisonment for the young 

car thief shows the recognition in the community that juvenile offenders ought 

not be subject to ·the full weight of the law and in particular an aversion to 

imprisonment. 

TABLE B 

CRJMRS AGAINST PROPERTY 

(2) "White collar crime" 

NO PENALTY LESS TIIAN 
1- 2 YEARS 2- 5 YEARS MORE THAN OFFENCE FINE OTHER THn 1 YEAR 5 YEARS PENALTY PRISON PRISON PRISOi~ PRISON PRISON 

Q.7 The offender is a businessman who attempts to 
bribe government officials to iIlbtain a lucrative 
($10,000,000) gove~ment bui1di~g contract for his 
company 4.9 9.4 5.3 15 15 15.7 33.7 

Q.22 The offenders are presidents of four major 
petTOleum companies who illegally conspire to 
raise the price of petroleum and gasoline products 
in order to increase profits 4.2 18.7 8.1 19.1 10.3 D.4 26.3 

Q.10 The offender is an executive of a 
corporation who knows that his corporation must 
puchase land, he purchases the available land . 
and sells it for a $100,000 gain 26.8 16.1 13.4 10.B 7.7 12.6 12.7 

Q.14 The offender is an auto mechanic who charges 
you $300 for major engine repairs, when in fact 
he only replaces the spark plugs 2.6 25.2 29.7 25.5 6.4 6.4 4.2 

Q •. 3 The offender is·an individual who 
intentionally fails to report $5,000 in earnings 
to the 9'Jvernment and thus pays no taxes on his 
income 8.2 49.8 16.9 16.9 4.1 2.6 1.5 

White collar crime - advertisin2 MORE THAN 

Q.16 The offender is the manager of a department 
2 YEARS 

store who advertises that prices on all items have 
been reduced by 50\ wh£n in fact no such price 
reductions have taken place. 8.7 49.8 18.5 15.5 3.0 4.5 

Q.20 The off.ender is an executive who is 
responsible for an advertisement which makes false 
and extravagant claims about thQ quality of his 
company's pxoduct 3.8 47.1 15.2 25.5 4.2 6.2 
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False advertising which until fairly recent times was not a subject of much 

concern to the law or seldom prosecuted attracts like tax evasion the 

preferred sanctions of financial penalty. 

Misuse of drugs arid 1,lse of drugs in our society has attracted in recent years 

a great deal of attention from legislators, the media and law enforcement 

officials. Community attitudes have been fr.equently portrayed as very 

severe and the laws passed some of the most punitive and severe. Tabl.e C 

shows that the community attitude is perhaps not so severe especially when 

compared to the drunk driver and the pharmaceutical manufacturer. 

TlIBLE C 

(l) MISUSE of DRUGS 

PENALTY LESS THAN MORE THAN 
1- 2 YEARS 2-5 YEARS 5 YEARS NO OTHER THAN· 1 YEAR FINE PRISON PRISON OFFENCE PENALTY PRISON PRISON PRISON 

Q.11 The offender is a person who uses 
9.8 marijuana 34.4 21.8 ~O.8 4.5 ' 4.1 4.5 

Q.23 The offender is a person who ~ses 
24.8 21.4 7.4 10.9 10.5 heroin 19.5 4.3 

Q.8 The offender is a person who 
sells marij uana 7.2 6.8 9.0 13.0 8.2 15.0 37.8 

Q.17 Th.. offender is a person wht" 
1.2 4.5 .2.2 '1.5 72.1 sells heroin 0 0.7 

Q.4 The offender is an executi ve of 
a drug company w!lo allows his company 
to manufacture and sell a drug knowing 
that it may produce harmful side 
effects for most individuals 3.0 3.8 4 5.3 4.6 18.0 57.1 

, 

(2) MISfSE of DR/GS - THE MOTORIST , 

" . 
.' 

Q.27 The offender is a drunk uri ver 0 27.2. 19.4:.) 39.4 4.9 :5.3 !l.5 

Q.12 The offenclar io ,a man who hits 
and kills a little girl while driving 

6.9 9.5 14.0 58.7 his c3r~hen drunk 0.4 0.8 4.6 

DEATH 
PENALTY 

I 
0.4 I 
1.2 I 
3.u 

11.9 

3.2 

0.4 

5.3 

Very severe sanctions, in fact the most severe, were suggested for the 

heroin seller. Moral out·'1age against this offence can be compared with 

murder. 

"Victimless" Crimes, sometimes refer~ to as "moral crimes" attracted the 

least severe sanctimls and penalties. These are offences for which perhaps 

community attitudes have changed the most since our criminal code was framed 

at the turn of the century. The offence of abortion (the author does not 

necessarily imply that this is a "victimless" crime) attracts like 

homosexuality and prostitution a good deal of pUblic controversy yet the 

results show that the community is reluctant to view the enforcement of 

private morality as a function of the criminal law. 

TlIBLE E 

VICTIMLESS CRIMES 

, !..;"r 
'NO PENALTY LESS THAN OFFENCE 

1- 2 YEARS 2- 5 YEARS 

Q.24 

Q.15 

Q.25 

Q.19 

PENALTY OTHER THAN 1 YEAR 
" PRISON PRISON PRISON PRISON 

The offender isa female who solicits moOley 
in return for providing sex 

64.9 2·~.4 6.9 1.5 1.9 

The offenders are two males who engage in sex 
together 

84.7 9.3 4.4 0.4 0.8 

The offender is a person who attempts ~uicide 71.2 22.3 3 1.2 ---
The offender' is 'I' ' {, ::-:. 

a woman .. ht> had an illegal 
abortion 

79.1 11.4 5.7 1.1 0.4 
: " 

The offence of attempting ~uicide was removed from the Western Allstralian 
~; \ 

Criminal Code in 1972. 

1./ : 

\\ 
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MORE THAN 
5 YEARS 

PRISON 

0.4 

1.6 

2 

2.3 
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POLICE, COURTS AND PRISONS 

In addition to asking people's views on the kinds of penalties they would 

attach to a variety of crimes we also asked them to express their opinion 

on a variety of statements about the operation of the criminal Justice 

system. Participants were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement 

with these statements. This was a d~fficult task and many of our respondants 

were undecided ~about their viewpoint. The results show the degree of 

contradiction and disagreement in our community about the objectives of 

our criminal justice system and the effectiveness of the agencies responsible 

for the administration of justice. In fact the amount of inconsistency 

in the responses makes it difficult to id~ntify any dominant trend or 

overall viewpoint. The statements are grouped 'into three headings for 

consideration: the police, Courts and Prisons. 

POLICE 

Our attitudes to the police who are responsible for the apprehension 

and prosecution of offenders are very important. 
The police rely on the 

goodwill of the community they serve and the relationship between the 

police and the community can determine to a large extent the success of. 

many police operations and ~unctiq~s. ~he results show a reluctance to 

extend police power and a desire that complaints against them be dealt with 

by a body th~t is seen to be independent. 

While most feel the police are fair, disenchantment is"widespread 

and with regard to this, At.gust Vollmer (1929) (former police chief 

and foundation Professor of police Science) cogently observed "The 

PoZiceman is denounced by the pubZic., criticized by preachers, ridiauZed 

in the movies, berated by 

posess the quaZifications 

educator" • (Morris, N., 

thene7Pspapers •.• "yet"... supposed to 
, I) 

of a soLdier, doctor, J.,a7Pyei·~'j dipZomat and 
'~ 

u k· G 19'10. P 89) '\\ na7P -z.ns,. ~ 
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THE POLICE 

DISAGREE UNCERTAIN AGREE 

The Police are fair 17.1 33.1 49.8 

The Police victimize individuals 28.2 40.6 31.2 

The Polies should have more power 56.9 22.3 20.8 

Police and prisori officers should be more 
highly trained 13.4 20.9 65.7 

Police and prison wardens should be directly 
under gove:rnment control rather than a union's 18 22.1 59.9 

Complaints against the police and prison 
wardens should be investigated by an 
independent body 6.4 ,1.9 91. 7 

Recent studies elsewhere have shown that respect and regard for police 

forces in general has b d l' , een ec 1n~g. Much of this decline has been 

attributed to changes in our l'f t 1 1 es yes, traditional family relationships 

and attitudes to authority. In addition police forces are now a good deal 

more specialized, more remote and less visible than before. There is in any 

event a good deal of mutual suspicion between the public and the police 

t e 1solated and infrequent based on thepr'edominantly n.egative nature of h' . 

_ 1 e proved public contact that occurs between the public and police.' Wh'l im 

relations and education are f tl ' requen y pb1nted ~o as solutions, the priority 

these important police functions enjoy are low. Indeed the re-evaluation of 

what ~ole police play in our community and cr~~e control h _~ as only recently 

.been hes~tantly posed - police force or police serVice? 

= 

, . 
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THE COURTS 

The judicial system provides the mechanism through which guilt and penalty 

is determined, here also lie the safeguards to individual liberty. The 

results to the first three statements seem to echo the popular sentiments 

S 4nce Becaria, a pioneer in criminology caustically wrote expressed ever ... 

. d and the obscurity of law. Now as then in 1762 of the venality of JD; ges 

the discretion afforded magistrates and JU ges . d to decide penalty (as distinct 

from guilt), even if within prescribed limits, remains a principle source 

of complaint, misunderstanding and concern for equity. 

THE CQURl'S AND SENTENCES 

DISAGREE UNCERl'AIN AGREE 

Judges and courts are fair 33.5 30.1 36.4 

Judges should have more first hand experience 
of prison 10.S 19.3 69.9 

Sentences handed out by the courts are too 
lenient 9 23 ' 6S 

All penalties should be increased 37.S 33.7 
i, 

2S.5 

There should be more use of imprisonment as 
a penalty rather than fines, work orders and 
good behaviour bonds 51 lS.7 30.3 

Crimes of violence should ge~erally %~ci.eve 
harsher penalties than non-v101ent cr1mes 1.9 2.2 95.9 

Where a fine is imposed as a penalty the fine 
should be proportional to the offenders 
income rather than a flat rate 26.S U.6 61.6 

"There should be lower penalties: fO.r all. . 
offences where there is no vict1m (no o~e 1S 
affected against their wishes, eggamb11ng, 
prostitution, drug taking) lS.3 U.6 60.1 

~z:ison sentences shou1d be reduced and the. 
money 's,,,ved spent on helping the offender 1n 
the =nununi ty 50.6 25.2 24.2 

Crimes whexe there is no victim should be 
punishable by imprisonment in some cases lS.9 17.1 64 

---------

('L' 

(i 
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The results show a hesitant and inconsistent attitude to punishment; 

courts are too lenient but we should use imprisonment less and alternatives 

more. The attitude to proportional fine illustrates the problem; the 

problems of equity and discretion are perceived to be resolved by the 

application of a formula based on the means to pay principle. Judges 

strive to strike a balance bebleen competing "harms" and "benefits", 

and it is difficult to apply a rule or set of rules with regard to penalty 

without sometimes producing' more harm for the sake of an elusive "ideal" 

equity. Needless to say this inherent conflict does not imply an 

abandonment of the development of sentencing based on rational criteria 

and guidelines. Judges and the legal profession as a whole have in the 

past opted to process and manipulate the law as if it were apart from the 

community and in doing so tended to convey expectations of infallibility 

bound to disappoint, obscure and mystify public understanding and participation. 

PRISONS 

Prisons and the use of them as the principle means of punishment are a 

relatively new phenomena. Like t~e organization of disciplined Police Forces 

or Services they began developing in the early part of the last century. 

Theirgrowth and central place in the notion that criminals and others can 

be deterred and changed by incarceration is a consequence of the quest to 

reduce crime and for more humane methods of punishment. Public attitudes to 

prison and imprisonment have been variously described as fickle, uncaring, 

horrified, ashamed. Almost the full range of human emotions has been used 

to describe this form of punishment. Our attitudes to prisons have also 

been described a s cyclical moving from periods of sig~ificant demand for 

improvement to periods of neglect and repression and then back to reform and 

so on./Prisons have also recently joined popular culture generating its own 

particular mythology and story, in much the same way the popularity of 

detective and courtroom dramas attracted the public's imagination. 
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PRISONS 

DISAGREE UNCERTAIN 

Prisons should be made tougher 21.9 16 

We should send a person to prison only as a 
last resorl: 50 10.1 

Prison provides the community with the most 
effective deterrent to crime 34.5 17.3 

Prison reha!lilitates prisoners 44.9 41.2 

Imprisonment fails to prevent crime 26 25.9 

As a society we should strive towards 
alternatives to prison 26.9 14.6 

Sending a person to p=ison will teach him 
a lesson 35.4 29.9 

Prisoners should be provided with m?re 
help when they are released from pr~son 6.7 ~9.3 

Prisoners learn more about.b~ing.a cr~inal 
than being a good citizen whkle ~n pr~son 10:8 25.2 

In no circumstance~ should prisoners be 
able to have sexual contact with their 
spouse 38.6 21.6 

12 

AGREE 

62.1 

39.9 

48.2 

13.9 

48.1 

58.5 

34.7 

84· 

64 

39.8 
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COMMUNITY ATTITUDES AND CRIME 

What emerges from a survey designed to seek out a public viewpoint on law 

and punishment is that there is a very high degree of variation in the 

attitudes expressed 1 that agreement about what is a crime or not and what 

kinds of punishment are appropriate or not is more fragile and changeable 

than perhaps we have allowed ourselves to consider. In fact the only general 

conclusions based on these resUlts that one could safely make is that we 

should approach pronouncements on what constitutes ·the community's attitude 

with considerable reservation and care, particularly before we choose to 

sanctify our viewpoint with the force of the law. 

While agreement may well exist as to what constitutes the bulk of behaviour 

that can be defined criminal, how to approach control and punishment of crime 

is highly contentious and fundamental to the survival of a society. Laws, 

governmental and judicial intervention in the area of crime has been long 

regarded as essentially an exercise in consensus. Public policy-makers 

should appreciate the delicate arid changeable nature of this consensus and if ~~ 

are uncertain of where and hOTA to wage the "war against crime" our chances 

I of minimizing the harmful effects of· crime are reduced to" Symbolic gestures (Ii 

1 and expediency. 

./ 

Here again the results of the survey reveal the impact of the mixed images c.-:
i 

conveyed by the media, tradition and experience. Prison is the most effective 

deterrent to crime yet it fails to prevent crL~e or rehabilitate prisoners. 

Prisons need to be tougher and need not be a place of last resort. It seems 
" 

as if even while we recognise as a community that imprisonment is highly 

J.·neffectJ.·ve it is tempting to conclude that there undesirable and probably 

in prisons rather than with the idea of is something wrong with what happens 

prison asa form of punishmento 

Ou~ attitude to those responsible for the administration of the law, policemen, 

judges and prison officials is determined by many ractors, the most important 

of which is our perception of them as "them". 
Set apart from the community, 

their roles and functions and prob~:~ms are poorly understood and our 

(J 
expectations often unrealistic and unsupportive. To a large extent this 

situation is a creation of the nature of those roles themselves, and a preference 

..... 



fear of Criticism, in the attitudes of those for secrecy and a 

administering the criminal law. 
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t imes have identified a general mood of recrimination Many writers in recent 

d the crl.11\' inal J'ustice system and those working in it. and denigration towar 

cons~dered the effect of this criticism on those Some commentators have • 

the most significant crisis working within the criminal justice system as 

, While this recrimination is facing those administrating criminal just~ce. 

rema~n, the criticism is frequently generalized, understandable for. abuses • 

f 1 h' k' For the hard misdirected and often combined with plain wish u t ~n ~ng. 

J'udge and prison officer, "It is unjust because those pressed policeman, 

deaUng 'With crime and criminaZs are constantZy beset by diZemmas which 

society as a whoZe has Zeft unresoZved~ dependent upon resources that 

society has Zeft inadequate. It is dangerous because peopZe with the 

quaUties and quaUfica"/;ions needed for these responsibiUties are hard 

A ~ons~ant barrage of criticism and discouragement may to find and keep. v v 

d b .,.,. ~o undertake such onerous weZZ Zeave us with onZy rascaZs an uvv~es v 

350) Stagnation, abuses and tasks" (Radzinowicz and King: 1977, P • 

safeguards are the qualitative aspects of corruption are realities, our 

to whom we entrust these responsibilities. the people 

\ 
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THE RESEARCH - ABSTRACT 

This study aims to measure public attitude to various crimes (cr'!:me 
seP1:ousness ratings) and justice in general and to relate these to 
information and cultural variabZes. These variables are examined in the 
context of the crime control system and a model (adapted from Wilson and 
Brown~ 1973) is proposed to integrate the main observations. A measure 
of public attitude to 1:ndividual crimes (moral. indignation or crime 
seJ:i.ousness rating) used in a cross-cult?.:ral study by Scott and AZthakeb 1977 
was empZoyed. A sampZe of 279 Western Australians completed questions asking 
them to suggest penalties for 27 crime vignettes. A moral. indignation 
score (average number of days in jail)~ was then calculated and reZated 
to other variables such as information about prison~ general attitude 
toward justice (punitive vs non punitive) and demographic factors. Results 
showed considerable variance in penalties for aZl crimes except those 
defined as victimless (where the suggested penalty was predOminantly 
"no penalty"). The sample produced levels of moral indignation (averaged 
for all crimes) higher than those reported by Scott and Althakeb for 
other western countries. The general attitude groups were found to be 
related to moral indignation. Information about prisons was independent 
from moral. indignation and general attitud~. These results support the 
findings of earlier studies and are discussed in terms of the model 
proposed~ the role of the media and crime control agencies on the formation 
of public attitude is emphasised. 

r------~-=-_--___________ _ 

",. I. - ...... """' "JOIl"l ... 

'Ie ... - c:&lITOOCIR. 

'Ie ... - 0, 1U1QQ. t. .......... 

. ----_._----------
THE IMAGE OF 
THE CRIMINAL 

"Cl'iminaZ types", from 
th4 1887 fr'ench edition 
of "L'Uomo deZinquente" 
by Cesare Lombroso (1876), 
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The study of criminology del?end~ directly on the 'labelling and definition 

of certain behaviour as crime. Tfiis identification process is often 

a.ssumed to reflect community attitudes to tfieslk behaviours and is the 

goal of moral indignation studies, Scott and Althakeb (1977): Wilson and 

Brown (1973):: and crime seriousness rating studies, Sheley (1980): Sebba 

(1980): Walker (1978). Sheley (P123) suggests that this field has 

become "a fairl,y important concern in the fiel,d of criminol,ogy" and that 

"as research into the deterrence of crime Erickscn~ et :al, (1977): Sil,berman 

(19?6): and moral, commitment to societal, norms (Hirschi (1969) increases~ 

the use of crime seriousness ratings wil,l, al,so increase." Also as Sebba 

,'lrites "since the pUbUcation of BeUin and Wol,fgang's "The Measurement 

of Del,inquency" (1964) much schol,arship has been devoted to the topic of 

seriousness scal,es." Some of the stUdies have emphasized the validity 

and reliability of the scales while others have raised doubts about their 

methodology and usefulness, Walker (1971): McClintock (1974). Sebba looks 

at the effect of mental attitude of the offender on crime seriousness 

scales,and finds support for the hypothesis that respondants view "crime 

vignettes" as attributing intentionality of tIle offender; however the 

mitigation of mens rea is not assumed to operate as a powerful factor in 

most crime seriousness studies of "traditional"crirnes. 

The present study suggests the factor of first offence in the context 

of crime seriousness (study) should likewise be examined. In the Western 

Australian context variation of the racial description of the offender 

in "crime vignettes" would be worthy of additional '.investi:gat±on 'aJ:ong 

the line developed by Walker (1978) for social class in the U.K. Walker 

in a study of crime seriousness varied the descriptions of offenders by 

social class and generally found all measures were used consistently. 

oi 
I 
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Hypothesis: 

This study employed the crime seriousness d ' 
measure eVl.sed by 

Scott and Althakeb, and crime seriousness or moral indignation is 

operationalis~d as suggested sentences. Th 
e present study also measures 

the perception of crime seriousness (i.e. the assumed sentences for 

crimes) and the level of informatl.'on b t' , 
a ou l.mprl.sonrnent. The following 

hypotheses were explored: 

1. 

2. (i) 

(ii) 

3. 

That more knowledge or information about imprisonment would 

relate to a lower moral indignation score, (information 

is operationalised as correct answers). 

That more generalized attitudes to ttle Crl.'ml.'nal J ' 
ustl.ce System 

would relate to moral indignation, in that attitudes defined 

as punitive (D'AnJ'ou (1978» *1 would 1 t t 
re a e 0 a higher moral 

indignation score, and 

would be less informed. 

That demographic factors such as age, sex, marital status, 

education, income, source of information, political preference, 

re+igious preference and experience with the law as a 

lawbreaker would relate to moral indignation and information. 

It was assumed that in general terms the community would be ill informed 

about the Criminal Justice System, thus our information measure sought 

also to determine the extent of information known about imprisonment. 
It 

was speculated that the difference between assumed and suggested sentences 

would measure the degree of agreement or consensus. 

'. 
1: D'Anjou defines punitive as preference for maximum suffering to the offender, " 
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Literature: 

Crime seriousness studies a~e important in examining the relationship 

of current laws and sentences to community attitudes. Community attitudes 

are frequently an active component of government or public policy which 

directly a ec s persons ff t convl.' cted of those behaviours defined as crimina.l. 

Moral indignation measures 'may be relevant not only in the development of 

criminal statistics, for which they were designed initially, but also for 

the decision making processes" (Sebba 1980, p 124). Further, Moral 

Indignation may be considered as an important attitude variabl'~' in its own 

right (Sheley 1980) and may help in understanding the effect of legislation 

(Nesdale 1980). Moral indignation studies have been applied and utilized 

by police forces (Charles 1980; Hel1eret a1 1973) and considered with regard 

to media processes (Fishman 1978; Winnick 1978). 

A number of studies attempt to investigate the relationship between a range 

of crime attitude measures and other variables. Jayewardene, et al (1977) 

looks at the relationship between knowledge of crime and punishment and 

attitude towards it and concludes that they are independent. Nesdale (1980) 

examines the effect of legislation on attitudes towards drug use. Gibbs 

& Erickson (1978) analysed the relationships between perceived and objective 

certainty of arrest, the crime rate and moral indignation and found that only 

when the variable (moral indigation) social condemnation was controlled was there 

no significant relationship between certainty of arrest either objectively or 

suggested and the crime rate. 

D~Anjou (1978) defined punitiveness as a specific preference for 

legal sanctions inVOlving the maximum SUffering of the offender; 

present study operationalised punitiveness as the preference for the 

the 

use of imprisonment. Punitiveness is an outcome of fear in a model 

~': 
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proposed by Wilson and Brown and their dichotomy between "fear" and 

*2 "concern" is not easily distinguished empirically. Becker's (1963) concept 

"moral enterprise" integrates and defines the two dimension "fear"/ 

"concern" as either directions of " ••• the creation of a new fragment of 

the moral constitution of society." Needless to say, the outcome of many 

non punitive alternatives to imprisonment have on evaluation been often 

more effective in increasing the use of imprisonment and validating its 

utility. 

As moral indignation and attitudes toward crimes are similar and 

suggested as important, it would seem useful to atterr~t to understand 

this measure and study its relationship with other relevant factors such 

as information, perceived current legal practice, victimization, crime 

rates, imprisonment rates and other demographic factors. This is the 

purpose of the current exploratory study, to examine crime seriousness 

in Western Australia. 

Measures of the attitude towards crime differ in orientation but 

basically attempt to tap respondents differential response, in seriousness, 

to a range of crimes. These studies are generally described as crime-

seriousness rating scales (Sheley (1980): Walker (1978): Sebba (1980) or 

moral indignation studies (Wilson and Brown (1973): Scott and Althakeb 

(1977» 0 Significant cross cultural differences and similarities are 

reported in attitudes towards c:t;:'ime (Scott and Al:::hakeb (1977): Newman 

(1976» as are demographic factors within cultural groups, such as age, 

sex, marital status, educational level and income leveL {Nesdale (1980): 

Braithwaite and Biles (1980): Wilson and Brown (1973». To this extent 

crime seriousness studies reflect more or less decision-making processes 

(from reference points learned) calibrated against a (series) range of 

permissable and legal control measures. Sheley.(l980) p133, however, 

2 
Cohen (1973) pll described the source of the concept arising from the 
sociology of law "Soaiologists such as Beckel' and Gusfield have taken 
the cases of the Manjuana Ta:r: .4ct and t:1le Proohibition laws I'BSpectiveZy 
to shou hOIJ publ.ia aonceron about a pal'tiuulal' condition is generated, 
a ' symbol.ia cl'usade' mounted. which with pubZicity and tile actions of 
cel'tail! interest gl'OUps. res14Us in uhat Beckel' ,9aZZs 'mopaZ , , 
entel'prise", , , the creation of a new fpagment of the mOl'aZ aonstt.tutt.on 
Of society,' Elsewhere Becker uses the same analysis to deal with the 



concludes that "if cr'iJne seriousness attitudes are similar to other 

attitudes the present findings suggest that attitudes are more concrete 

and less malleable (at least by questionr~ire methods) than many social 

scientista believe ••• it can be legitimately argued that attitudes about 

crime seriousness differ from attitudes on other issues. They do not 

represent, likes or dislikes •• so much as they reflect a set of learned 

rights and wrongs for which there is little room for debate." 

There have been few studies examining the relationship of this 

variable crime seriousness to knowledge of crime and punishment o~more 

general attitude. Jayewardene, et aI, (197'7) eXaI1lined the'relationship 

between attitude and knowledge and found no relationship, and his sample 
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consisted of high school students undertaking a course designed to increase 

their knowledge of the law and criminal processes. Fagan (1978) examined 

the relationship between knowledge about the Criminal Justice and pro­

Criminal Justice System sentiment and found no significant i~lationship. 

A slight relationship between high!if' education and income and more 

kno\,lledge was noted, as was the tendency for this relationship to reduce 

the rate of extremely positive responses for St',;,'port of the Criminal 

Justice System. In addition, Fagan found in his sample that thepubllc 

was more informed about the correctional system than ~out Courts and 

the police. *3_" The relationship of moral indignation to knowledge and 

general attitude may be important in the area of pUblic education and, 

communi~y awareness or consciousness-raising (Van Dijk (1978» concerni~g 

issues of crime and punishment (D'Anjou, (1978)) crime reporting by the 

media (Fishman (l978» a.nd at the neighbot:rhood level (McPherson (1978». 

Proponents of reform and abolition "of the Criminal Justice System 

argue that increased knowledge and understanding will lead to less" 

punitive and more eclectic community responses to the complex social and 

3 . t (f ) was, ,highe,r for the cO,urts and police than pris,?ris. Fagan found ~~11c suppor or 
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personal conflicts represented by criminal behaviour. Doubts raised 

about the efficacy of. modern law enforcement, sentencing and imprisonment 

in particular (Tomasic and Dobinson (1979): Mitford (1976): Fogel (1976): 

Mathieson (1976» has led to a search for.alternatives to the orthodox 

deterrent-punishment model of social control. Public opinion is ill­

defined in this context and when reported has been described as punitive 

and supportive of the deterrence-punishment approach. In addition Singh 

and Jaywardene (1978) suggest that respondents to attitude questionnaires 

display philosophical inconsistencies in response to questions that reflect 

reformatory or retributory orientations. Their results (p 183) "lend 

support to the finding in other attitudinal survey studies of a COGNITIVE 

INCONSISTENCY* in the opinions expressed."; and they concluded, 'tttha"t; the 

adoption of'a philosophically consistent or inconsistent position is the 

perogative of neither thOse retributopy oriented nor those reformation 

oriented. These orientations appear gerendent on factors other then 

rational consideration of the desirable societal reactions to crime". 

There is also no evidence to suggest that the capacity of the Criminal 

Justice S¥stem to change the behaviour of the criminal, despite particular 

"rehabilitation" programmes, is significant in reducing crime (Lipton, et aI, 

(1975» *4. 
j 

Similarly there is 'little evidence to suggest that public- attitude can 

be influenced so that the most punitive and counter-productive aspects of the 

deterrent-punishment approach can be changed (Bureau of Crime Statistics 

N.S .W. Report ·No,. 17, 1974). It is plausible to a:r:gue that the crimina'! 

Justice System ill-functions through the repetition of set responses, which do 

not allow for learnirig in the crimirial, the Criminal Justice bureaucracy, or 

~ecommunity, so that we may assume it is self-enforcing. 'In ~ community 

sense, the sendirig of a person labelled' or identified criminal to prison 

* Emphasis added by Author ' 

4 
This is. not to say, that some rehabilitation progranunes are not important in 
prevenUng sOllleP':l.SOners from ret~ning to 'gaol •. Most rehabilitative progranunes, 
regardless.of thE!:r externa~,goal, have v<!rying.ut.i,lity in adjusting prison~rs 
to the envJ.ronm~n .. and ,pr~v1ding somestr~<::tuJ:~ for avoiding the worst features 
of a purely pun1shment-deterrent model. A utility that is frequently challenged 
as counter-productive and superficial by radical criminologists. 



is satisfying, regardless of the other consequences. 

It is generally perceived that the crime rate rises unabated and 

prison systems fail,sometimes spectacularly 'as in Attica in the U.S.A., 

Portland in the U.K.,and Bathurst in N.S.W., while redividism remains 

high and imprisonment rates prove difficult to reduce. ~5 
This has led to efforts to examine crime in the context of the 

wider society rather than the clientele of the Criminal Justice System 

and "crime control" is seen as a system of power, authori.ty, control and 

exploitation (Ditton (1979): Wilson and Braithwaite (1978): Mathieson 

(1976): Pearce (1976». As well it has led to concerted efforts on 

internal reforms such as management sponsored changes to correctional 

programmes, custodial strategies, training and individual "treatment". 

The roles of the mass media and politico-legal processes have been 

seen as important factors in the determination of what is crime and what 

are appropriate responses to it (Ditton (1979) and Winnick (1978): 
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Mathieson (1976): Wilson and Brown (1973». Although there is uncertainty 

about the importance and precise role of media interaction in the 

criminalization process from both the methodological and theoretical 

aspects,there are also strong ideological differences as to the emphasis 

to be placed on these factors (Schichor (1980): Ditton (1979». These 

factors affect and are affected by commun~ty attitudes and the avail-

ability of information on crime. The role of jury service as the actual 

and symbolic representation of moral indignation has not ,been the subje~t 

of much research and as an avenue of community parti~ipation and consensus 

little explored. The "jury" is strongly criticized and the role of 

community attitude or public 'opin~on' ignored by Police Forces in , 

particular (Hain,et al,(1979» .*5 yet is is a treasured symbol of justice. 

" 
(See for example W.A. Imprisonment Inquiry (1981) and Parliamentary All-Party 
Affairs Group (1980» "Too Many Prisoners". 

(Hain, et al, (197!1) p4) "The attaaks on the ;jury system spearheaded by ,the poZiae 
have been pal'tiaularly distwobing. Sir Robert MaJ'Ik argued blhen he lJat1Met1'opoZitan 
PoUae,_ COlTUTlissioner that ;juries aaquitted t;oomany defendents - froin blhiah he 
aoncluded that the ;jza>y system lJa8 fauUy." 
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Figure I shows this study's adaptation of Wilson and Brown's model of 

community attitudes relationship to crime and other factors. The model 

suggests public attitudes to crime originate from either a "fear of 

crime" or "concern about crime" and that these positions are sources of 

"moral enterprise" with essentially different consequences; in particular 

the "fear" response leading to a punitive attitude, high moral indignation 

and an increased use of imprisonment. 

"Low MoraZ 
Indignation" 

NON-PUNITIVE 
VALUES 

" 

i; 

FIGURE 1 

INSTITUTIONS 

"Legal Penalties _---_ 
INCREASE IMPRISONMENT InCl'eased" MORE 

"Control" or "Crime" Waves 
(Ditton I 1979) 

PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE 
AND ATTITUDES 
TO CRIHE/OPINION 

SEVERE 
SANCTIONS 

ego 
"Moral 
Panics" 

PUNITIVE 
VALUES 
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ego calls for 
"Decrunina l­

CONCERN FEAR 

Cohen (1973) Becker (1963) 
"MORAL ENTERPRISE" 

High Moral 
Indignation 

izati n " 

1/ 
'/ 

If 

"Amnesty" REDUCE IMPRISONMENT 

"Remission" INSTITUTIONS 

In Figure I Wilson and Brown's model is adapted to focus on the values 
t . f " s cmm~ng rom moral enterprise", (Cohen (1973), Becker (1963) arising 

from a fear/concern. of crime. The role of knowledge and attitudes is 
developed and mediated by information sources and the media· for example 
"e' w " (. , . . r~me aves .,D~tton (1979): Fishman (1978» and official statistics. 

--- ~.--- ._------- -----'--'~~~-~ 



McPherson (1978) examined fear of crime in relation to perception of crime, 

actual victimization and attitudes to the police. He found that fear of 

crime related to actual incidence of crime and the provision of accurate 

information had a high potential for reducing fear. Policies designed to 

reduce crime, concluded McPherson, should simultaneously reduce fear. 

Althnllgh Jaywardene, et aI, (1977) attempted to relClte attitude to 

knowledge or information accuracy, there is little understanding of the 

relationship of moral indignation to attitude or information: Fagan (1978) 

was not able to confirm a dependent relationship between knowledge and 

suppprt for the Criminal Justice System. As Van Dijk (1978) reports, in 

the case of the Netherlands the relationship between fear of crime and 

actual victimization is not as strongly connected as suggested by other 

studies. For levels of fear are high, despite the relatively low crime 

rate and fear of crime was not expressed uniformly or universa~ly. Van 

Dijk found high levels of fear mostly amongst women, the middle-aged and 

those with conservative political affiliations. 

Ditton (1979)argues that "crime" is principally revealed through the 

activities of the control agents, the Criminal Justice institutions and 

agencies and that "crime waves" are (including statistical error) measures 

of the control agencies rather tha.n crime "real" or actual. The media 

responds to the incidence of crime predominantly through control agency 

information sources. Criminal Justice officials frequently cite community 

support for action and policy, yet the media response to crime distorts 
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the information available to the community (I!'ishman (1978) iind Humphries (1981» 

*7 on which public policy might evolve. 

7 
See Eysenck H.J. and D.K.B. Nias (1980) for a fairly comprehensive review of 
research connecting television with violence and crime. Winnick (1978) and others 
report a large percentage of television broadcast or newsprint content is given 
over to the incidence of crime and the crimi rial Justice process. 
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A survey of knowledge and attitudes to crime and punishment in Western 

Australia is pertinent in view of the high rate of imprisonment compared 

to other Australian states*, the h~gh rate f b . . l' . • 0 a or~g~na ~mpr~sonment**, 

a higher rate of reported victimization than other states (Braithwaite 

and Biles (1980» and it remains the only Australian state to retain the 

death penalty (for 43 offences). In,terms o,f the above discussion, these 

factors are related to the deterrent-punishment model derived from a 

punitive attitu~,e stemming from active "moral enterprise". Further, much 
", ) 

publicity has b~en given to recent calls for the implementation of the 

death penalty, changes to the legislation affecting drug use and capital 

offenders, recent indUstrial strife within the prison service and a 

report.ed over-crowding in prisons.*** 

If, as Scott and Althakeb tentatively concluded, the level of moral 

indignation does not relate to correctional practice or. government 

policy as perhaps measured by imprisonment rate, but to actual risk of 

victimization, then we would expect a high level of moral indignation in 

the Western Australian sample based on the findings of Braithwaite and 

Biles (1980». Moral indignation might also reflect attitudinal positions 

despite governmental practice, policies or changes. Therefore it was 

speculated that a high level of moral indignation might also reflect a 

high rate of imprisonment as well as a high level of victimization. 

M~thodology: 

The pr,esent stucJ.y was desigl1ed specifically to survey the level of 

suggested p.enaZty in a sample ,of Western Aus,1;:ralian, voters and to attempt 

to measure the level of information apd relate the~e measures. Also a 

separate generaZ attitude (severity to arime) measu;('e was developed to 

(~ 
-~~"~~~----~~~~----~,--~~~~--~~-----~--

* Australian Institute of Criminology Statistical Reports (1980) 

** Annual Report, Department of Corrections: (1978-79), (1977-78) 

*** Annual Report, Department of Corrections: (1978-79), (1977-78) 

25 

- ----,-, -~-~---



, - • 

26 

allow the formation of punitive and non punitive attitude groups 

and to test their relationship with moral indignation and knowledge 

scores. 

A measure of assumed penaZty was taken to allow further analysis of 

the meaning of moral indignation scores, information and the non punitive, 

punitive groupings. The moral indignation scale used was designed by 

Scott and Althakeb to allow ,a comparison with a range of cultural samples. 

This measure related to the Wilson and Brown (1973) crime attitude survey 

in the Eastern'Australian States, though the results are not directly 

comparable. 

Western Australian voters formed the population surveyed, and was 

derived by randomly generating 1,000 electoral roll numbers from all 

federal electoral divisions in Western Australia, except Kalgoorlie. 

The survey questionnaire was pre-tested by fifty students and clerical 

assistants; alterations to the instructions were made inviting 

respondents' to "guess" as questions were expected to be difficult in 

Section I - I,nformation, in response to the 'reluctance of our pi1pt 

sample to submit possible 'incorrect' answers to questions. It was 

estimated that between 45 minutes - 60 minutes was required on average 

to complete the questionnaire. (Quesionnaire completion time ranged 

from 15 minutes to orie hour and 45 minutes) • 

A comprehensive questionnaire consisting of 143 items (see Appendix I) 

was mailed out to the sample with a cover note requesting co-operation and 

enclosing a postage paid reply envelope. The response rate of 27.9% 

completed questionnaires was achieved six weeks after post out date. A 

follow up sample of 90nort.;.,respondents was undertaken in order to compare 

non-respondent scores with respondent scores. The sample of non-respondents 

f< i 
, 1 

(ft 

did not significantly differ in the moral indignation score or other 

factors measured *8 

SEX 

EDUCATION 
LEvEL 

INCOME 
LE\ri' 

MARITAL 
STATUS 

TABLE I 

COMPAJUSON OF DEMOGRAPHIC QUALITIES 

SAMPLE WITH W.A. CENSUS FIGURES 

MALE 

FEMJ\LE 

PRIMARY 

SECONDARY 

TERTlJIRY 

TECHNICAL 

LOW 

MEDIL'M 

HIGH 

SINGLE 

WIDOW 
DIVORCED 
SEPARATED 

MARJUED 

SURVEY 
SAMPLE W.A. 

H.B 50 

55.2 50 

4.7 3 

55.5 70 

26.6 B 

13.3 19 

38.3 53 
t--

48.0 44 .-
B.7 3 

12.0 . 26 

10.0 11 
-.-

77.0 63 
-.--- ------- " "0 .. -~ 

UNDER 26 15.1 16 
~.--.-"-

26 - 35 29.B 20 
AGE 

35 - 50 27.1 29 
l-

OVER 50 27.9 34 \, 
~ f 

Table I shows the demographic composition of the respondent sample against 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (A.B.S.) figures derived from the 1976 

Census. Although the survey sample seems in general terms comparable 

to the A.B.S. figures, the sample consists of more female respondents; 

mor~ tertiary educated and highe~ income individu~ls; less single and 

e, Details and Breakdown 

RETURN RATE, 

279* ' completed' questionnaires 
22 incomplete questionnaires 
42 ret~rned undelivered 

44 completed questionnaires 
3 intompletequestionnairs 

390 qu~stionnaires accounted for 

initial survey response 

non-respondent survey response 

It was noted that the female ,bias in the completed questionnaires 
returned by the non-respondents was further amplified I, 

*235 persons indicated willingness to participate in follow up study 
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more married people. The sample closely approximated the age variable 

except for a bias toward the 26-35 age group. In view of the mail out 

strategy, complexity of the questionnaire and relatively low response 

rate, the sample bias shown in Table I is consistent with problems 

associated with the mail-out strategy. Generalization from the sample 

therefore requires caution; perhaps the sample could be described as 

being slightly biased towards the more educated and presumably the 

informed and concerned within the community. 

QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY AND DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS 

The questionnaire booklet containing 143 items consisted of:-

(see Appendix I for full details) 

INFORMATION: 

A. (25 multichoice questions) 
correct answers 

SENTENCING ATTITUDES: 

B. (Moral Indignation) 
suggested pena.l ty 

SENTENCING INFORMATION: 

C. (Assumed Penalties) 

OPINION: 

(27 crime vignettes) 

(the same 27 crime vignettes) 
(as in moral indignation ). 
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Do General Attitude 
(Severity) 

(4l statements, 5 point scale, 
strongly agree strongly disagree) 

OPTIONAL: 

E. Demographic 

A. INFORMATION: 

(14 items 
age, sex, through to political 
preference and experience with 
the law) 

Developing a relevant and objective knowledge questionnaire in the area 

of criminal Justice and imprisonment was problematic in view of the paucity 

of reliable statistically accurate and definable data. However an attempt 

was made to include items that may tap areas of misinformation and may be 

(, : 
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important in the formation of attitudes toward crl.Il\' e and punish.ttlent. 

The information section consisted of 15 multichoice and 10 scale questions. 

The sample was asked to provide the correct answer to a range of ques.tions 

dealing with the knowledge of imprisonment. Answers were score.d right or 

wrortg on Ql-15, except on Q13 where an adjusted closest correct answer was 

provided in view of the initial nil correG~ 
~ response rate. Scale questions 

(Q16-Q25) were scored correct on a ±10% toleranc.e *'9. Each individual 

was assigned a score representing his number of "aoY'peat an81J)eY's" on the 

basis of those tolerances. The f f requency 0 alternative responses for 

each answer was calculated. *10. " 
In1t1ally, lower tolerances were set 

for some of the scale questions (variation:tolerance at ± 5'% d + 1 an _ 0%), 

and Table II shows the accuracy t th 1 a ese ower tolerances, for each 

question and overall,as well as the adjusted accuracy'score after calculat­

ing the chances of getting the c.orrect answer if picked at random. The 

number of correct answers for each question and in total was cross­

tabulated with the Suggested Penalty score (B) I Assumed Penalty score (C), 

General Attitude (Severity) (D) and the Demographic data (E). 

B. MORAL INDIGNATION - (SENTENCING ATTITUDE) 

Section 2 of th~\~estionnaire consisted of a two part response, the 

first asking respondents to indicate the suggested sentenae (or penalty) 

for 27 crimes presented in vignette style, by the question "What sentence 

do you think he or h s e should get?" and secondly asking respondents to 

indicate what they assumed the penalty to be (see C). The scale measured 

the respondents attitude to the ,crimes listed. by asking them to suggest 

the appropriate penalty or sentence. 

This penalties measure is a crime seriousness or moral indignation scale, 

9 

10 

I~·shoUld ~e ~oted that Q23 "What percentage of crimes or offences are reported 
to the pol~ce could not be scored in this way except quite arbitrarily, 
Respondencs were scored correct if their "answer" or estimate fell in the 
range 60' ±l0,. ' 

In a proposed furthe: s~udy the hypotheSis suggesting a relationship between 
knowl~ge and moral ~nd~gnation is to be examined in relation to the definition 
of Wcr~tical knowledge", that is those questions in which the non punitive group 
was more C04rect than the punitive group. 
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TABLE II 

INFORMATION 

AVERAGE ACCURACY FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 

I I 

" 
)' 

(Items are ra\nk ordered from the item with the lowest level of accuracy to the highest) 
The overall r~w accuracy scale for all knowledge questions is 27.28% 
Number or frequ~ncy of right questions expected is 5.48 questions right (random) 

Question No. 

7 

11 

14 

6 

23 

1 

25 

3 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

No. Item Content 

Previous occupation of most prisoners 

Accurately described parole •• 

Rate of imprisonme'nt in W.A. compared to other states 

Time in Fremantle Prison visits allowed 

%' of crimes or offences are reported to police 

Superintendent must be at least ••• 

% of prisoners sent to prison are unemployed 

Length of time prison warders are trained for 

20. 

12 

9 

9 

10. 

11 

What % of prisoners' offences are directly relatea to alcohol 

What is the average length of time most prisoners spend in prison 

How old are most prisoners 

18 12 

21 13 

5 14 

24 15 

4 16 

1.9 17 

16 18 

.2 19 

8 20. 

10. 21 

17 22 

22 23 

15 24 

13 25 

, of prisoners are aboriginal 

, of prisoners' offences are driving offences 

How much does it cost to keep a prisoner in jail 

% of reported crimes that are solved 

Average number of prisoners in W.A. jails 

, of prisoners' offences are directly related to drugs 

A prisoner's changes of returning to prison 

How many prisons are there in W.A. 

Offences most prisoners are in prison for 

How many offences were reported to the police 

Number of women in prison 

Number of prisoners actively employed in prison 

Number of escapees 

Ratio of staff to prisoners 

.' . 

'oil • 

() 

--
.) .J ) ;: 

~1 

-, 
Raw Avera2e Adjusted Avera2e 
Accurac:l % Accurac:l % 

84.8 64.8 

75.1 50.1 

46.5 13.2 

44.2 28.2 

43.1 23.1 

41.6 21.6 

37.9 27.9 

37.9 21.7 

31.2 21.2 

30..5 5.5 

30..1 10..1 

28.6 18.6 

27.5 17.5 

26.8 10..8 

23.4 13.4 

21.6 5.6 

19.3 9.3 

17.5 7.5 

18.2 2.2 

13.8 -11.2 

i~.6 - 3.4 

11.9 1.9 

9.7 0..3 

8.6 - 7.4 

0. -14.3 
(\ 

--------~~.,-~--
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as used by Scott and Althakeb (1977) who r.,ad 24 crimes in vignette style. 

r r 
For the present study a further three questions were added (Q25-Q27). 

Question (Q25) "The offender is a person who attempts suicide" was included 

to provide a control measure for the moral indignation score. Suicide is 

not an offence in Wes'cern Australia, but 25 respondents recommended 

imprisonment for it. This may measure the degree to which bias forming 

r the assumption "if a behaviour is defined as criminal then it is worthy of 

imprisonment" is present in the responses. Two hundred and thirty four 

people did npt recommend imprisonment for this now defunct statute. 

In Scott and Althakeb'sstudy, eleven penalties were provided ranging 

from no penalty to execution. ~n our questionnaire this range. was expanded 

by the addition of five extra penalties: should not be a crime (Wilson and 

Brown's (1973) category): one weekend in prison: restitution: cownunity 

service order: probation. 

For some analyses the 27 crime vignettes were grouped into ca.;bpgories 

as shown in Table IlIa • An individual's suggested sentences for each 

category were converted to a single moral indignation score by taking the 

median score in days for each penalty advocated and averaging over the 

vignettes in the category. Each individual's assumed penalty was treated 

similarly. No penalty and the five extra penalties mentioned above W9re 

all treated as advocating zero days in prison. The other penalties were 

scored as follows: on9 weekend .in gaol = 2 ~ays: thirty days or less = 

16 days: 5-515 years = 3650 days (10 years): life imprisonment' ='7300 days 

(20 years) : execution::; 9125 days (25 years). 
, 
,', 

The placement of crime vignettes was randomised in order to reduce .;~ 

, 
content effects, although SheJ.ey (1980) p133 reports "veryJ 'kittle evidence. t 

r t. 
t 

is found to suggest that questionnaipeform and genepaz, and immediate item 
/;-

aontext distoI't al'ime sepiousness pairings mope than minimaZZy." Some fl 
U 
i~ 

allowance was made to v"aryanci allcw for' "mens pea'" (Sebba(1980}) although, 
h 

C "" ,. 

not all "crime v;ignettes" specified or referred to the intentions of the 
:j 
, 
~ 



TABLE IlIa 

OFFENCE 
(Vignette nwnber 
in brackets) 

PRESENT STUDY 
1981 

Average 
No of 
Days in 
prison 
** 

Murder (9) 4064 

Rape (21) 3311 

Robbery (1) 2321 

Aggravated Assault (13) 2859 

Drunken Driver - Kills(12 3597 

(Break and) 
Burglary (Enter ) (2) 

Larceny (Steals >100) (18) 

Larceny (Steals <100) (5) 

Auto Repair Fraud (14) 

495 

353 

204 

317 

Bribery (7) 1587 

Oil Price Fixing (22) 1288 

Negligent Drug Co (4) 3131 

Illegal Lana Deal (10) 677 

False Advt - Cost (16) 155 

False Advt - Quality (20) 230 

Tax Evasion (3) 146 

Marijuana Sale (8) 

Heroin Sale (17) 

Marijuana Use (11) 

Heroin Use (23) 

suicide (25) 

Prostitution (24) 

Homosexuality elf;) 
Illegal Abortion (19) 

2123 

5007 

316 

769 

204 

71 

100 

171 

% of 
Sample 
Wanting 
Imprison­
ment 

94 

96 

96 

95 

94 

79 

67 

47 

42 

79 

69 

88 

43 

23 

3?l 

25 

77 

98 

34 

5l 

6 

10 

I; 

9 

CROSS-CULTURAL STUDY 
(Scott & Althakeb) 1977 
Excluding Kuwait, 

Minimum 
Number 
Of Days 

1616 Sweden 
Denmark 

798 Holland 

842 SWeden_ 

708 Finland 

Denmark 
270 Norwl:<:r' 

133 Sweden 

133 Sweden 

675 Sweden 

1010 sweden 

1263 Norway 

424 Norway 

169 Holland 

165 Norway 

168 Norway 

0' 

1206 Holland 

1384 Holland 

116 Denmark 

175 Sweden 

'Sweden 
,51 Denmark 

5 Norway 

24 Sweden 

Maximum 
NUInber 
Of Days 

4106 USA 

2654 USA 

1800 UK 

2019 UK 

902 USA 

565 USA 

285 UK 

1475 UK 

1445 Denmark 

2776 UK 

791 UK 

376 Denmark 

284 Finland 

348 Denmark 

1600 UK 

3189 USA 

282 Norway 

570 USA 

278 USA 

203 USA 

214 USA 

~' 

Auto Theft (6) 

Bashes Stranger (26) 

Drunk Driver (27) 

144 

1119 

576 

27 

92 

59 

465 sweden 265 Holland 

Total 
Average 

'25574 
1162 

**Moral Indignation Scale (Raw Score) 

\' 

NO DA A AVAILABLE 
ON TH SE ITEMS 

Average number of days in gaol represents the average 
"suggested sentence" for each crime vignette 

(I 

( I 

i 

i 
I 

\ 
Wi 

I 

TABLE IlIb 

MORAL INDIGNATION 

"SUGGESTED PENALTIES BY COUNTRY" (including Kuwait) 

c~By average nUInber of days in prison for each crime) 

1981 1977 

CRIME Aust. USA UK Finland Sweden 

Murder 4064 4106 2994 2569 1616 

Rape 3311 2654 1806 1051 930 

Robbery 2321 1341 1800 1122 842 

Aggravated Assault 2859 1701 2019 708 1149 

Burglary 495 902 628 488 318 

Larceny 353 565 394 334 133 

Auto Theft 144 149 78 87 46 

Auto Repair Fraud 317 184 285 283 133 

Bribery 1587 1037 1475 874 675 

Oil Price Fixing 1288 1171 1266 1270 1010 

Negligent Drug Dist, 3131 2097 2776 1813 2129 

Illegal Land Deal 677 453 791 743 525 

False advert - Cost 155 213 232 285 211 

" " - Quality 230 257 260 284 178 

Tax Evasion 146 325 224 293 257 

Marijuana Sale 2123 1181 1600 1415 1551 

Heroin Sale 5007 3189 2695 1879 2229 

Marijuana Use 316 126 211 122 124 

H'eroin Use 769 570 226 197 175 

Prostitution 71 278 254 121 51 

Homosexuality 100 203 153 148 '63 

Illegal Abortion 171 214 71 66 24 

TOTAL 25574 22916 22238 16152 14369 

AVERAGE 1162 1042 1011 734 653 

NO.OF CRIMES 22 22 22 22 22 

33 

Denmark Holland Norway Kuwait 

2255 1719 2665 5457 

798 1434 798 3143 

1057 1114 1057 2280 

1756 1506 1756 790 

270 " 469 270 984 

294 394 294 517 

107 265 107 489 

212 261 112 524 

1051 837 703 1821 

1445 1116 1096 

2063 1663 1263 3437 

658 546 424 1239 

376 169 158 288 

260 187 165 390 

348 353 168 

1495 ;1.206 1838 4203 

2840 1384 2519 3975 

116 292 282 1574 

227 350 509 1634 

, .. 
51 86 80 2826 

40 
',l 

1130 5 2718 

~6 83 29 1540 

17755 15614 16298 39829 

807 709 740 1991 

22 22 22 22 

\' 
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offender. Walker's (1978) variance of the description of the offender in 

terms of social class was not used as, in concert with Walker's findings, 

this was thought not to be useful discrimination. In view of the high rate 

of aboriginal imprisonment a variation on the racial description of the 

f ", "" t t ' I" *11 o fender m1ght prove more pert1nent 1n Wes ern Aus ra 1a. • 

Scores calculated using the Scott and Althakeb conversion were also 

compared with other countries for all 27 crimes - see Table IlIa - and the 

results are summarised in Table IIIb, including Kuwait. 

C. SENTENCING INFORMATION: ,(ASSUMED PENALTIES) 

Using the same crime vignettes and penalty range as in the moral indignation 

scale, respondents were asked to indicate "what sentence do you think he or 

she does get now?" This question provides an indication of what the 

assumed or expected sentence would be for each crime and in total. This 

enabled a comparison between the suggested sentences (Moral Indignation) 

and knowledge of sentences or assumed sentences to be made. Assumed 

sentences were converted to days in gaol' ~12, as per Scott and Althakeb. 

The assumed sentence (C) measure used as an adjunct to the suggested 

sentence (B) provides for a calculation of respondents' expectations of 

current sentences or penalties for the crimes listed. In addition it 

allows the co:r;-relation between Information (A), Moral Indignation (B), 

Attitude (D) and Demographic Data (E) to be further explored. 

Do GENERAL ATTITUDE (SEVERITY) 

General attitude towards crime and punishment was measured on 41 

statements concerning crime and punishment. They were scored on a five-

point Leichhardt scale from strongly agree (5), agree (4), uncertain (3), 

disagree (2) to strongly disagree (1). These were drafted to accord with 

11 

12 

For example of the,problem of interpretation alone see Wilson, P.R. "What is 
Deviant Language?" in Wilson, P.R., Braithwaite, J., eds. ~o Faces of Deviance, 
University of Queensland Press, St Lucia, 1978. 

Assumed sentences could not be assessed for accuracy ~s consistent current actual 
, sentencing data is not available - see Oaunton-Fear (1977) Rate of IlIIPrisolllllent. (1981) 

Inquiry. The problem is further compounded by the difficulty of equating each 
crime vi~nette with the appropriate WA Criminal Statute. HOW0ver it is possible 
to explore this additional parameter by scoring "assumed sentence" right or wrong. 
if you choose to nominate the mid point for statute minimum and maximU1ll penalty 
as the correct answer. Appendix II sUlDlllarizes the penal ties possible under West 
Australian Statutes (and the Customs Act) • 

f' , 

I 

'( 

some conm~n assertions about crime d" t" 
an JUs 1ce and were balanced for both 

strength and attitude (punitive non punitive d *13 , . " , an. neutral) Thus 

there were 16 Pu~itive valued, 16 non Punitive yalued, and 9 neutral 

statements, and they were positioned so that 
. nO,two items of the same 

valence were pI d ~ ace ;/}~ogether •. 
i 

Punitive valuei statements 
were scored 1-5 strongly disagree _ strongly 

agree and non punitive valued statements were 
, scored in reverse 0 An 

individual's total score was calculated and then placed into one of three 

groups: a punitive group (score> 101): 
a non punitive group (score < 91): 

and a neutral group (score>91<101). h 
T e punitive group consisted of 83 

(40.7%) respondents d t'h' 
an e non punitive group of 121 (59.3%) ,; repondents. 

This was a refined 
group consisting of those respondents left after neutral 

statements and scores closest to the 
mean score of 96 were removed. 

(Prior to refinement, th ". 
e or1g1~al breakdown Consisted of 112(45.2%) 

persons in the punitive group and 136 (54 8%) in the " " 
• non pun1t1ve group) • 

The general attitude (or " 
sever1ty, non punitive/punitive) result was then 

cross-tabulated with the number f 
o correct answers (A), Moral Indignation 

(B), Assumed Sentences (C), and th e Demographic Data (E). 

E. DEMOGRAPHIC: 

Demographic data was Collected on fourteen items 
by providing an optional 

section on the back page of the questionnaire booklet. 
In addition an' 

allowance was made for respondents to volunteer general 
comments or 

suggestions. A selection of these comments a' nd' " suggestions is' reported 
in Appendix III. 

Demographic data was collected in order to determ~ne 
- representativeness 

and to examine six demographic var1.".~les (location, sex, 
maritial status, 

education level and political preference), treated as factors in an 

analysis of variance in relation to the other 
measures. A rating of 

13 
: Allocation of attitude was baaed on our operating definition of puniti • 

as selecting imprisonment as preferred measure of control. veness. 

35 



various national problems was also incltided (adapted from the Wilson and 

Brown (1973) study), in order to see the 'importance of crime in relation 

to other issues such as inflation, unemPloyment, etc. (see Table IV) • 

Crime did not rate as highly as in previous studies. 

Other data collected was occupation, source of information and religious 

preference. 

TABLE IV 

NATIONAL ISSUES 

*1 The sample was asked to rank order the issues from the most ,important ~ 1 
to least important - 7. The scores wera addRd and the total for each 
issue was then used to rank order the issues for the total sample. 

" . . th W 'lson and Brown • s study is not possible as respondents *2 Compar1.son W1. 1. ff i i 1 d d i the 
were not asked to rank order, nor was foreign a a rs nc u en. 
range of issues provided by the study; 

. ta d Rank ordered in terms of:uapor nce " 

ISSUE 

Unemployment 

Inflation 

Education 

Crime 

Race Relations 

Foreign Affairs 

Poverty 

W.A. (1981) 

unemployment 
Inflation 
Poverty 
Education 
Crime 
Foreign Affairs 
Race Relations 

RANK ORDER' 
FOR SAMPLE 

48.4\ 
20.6 
11.9 
8.7 
4.8 
4.4 
1.2 

100.0' 

1 

2· 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

SUM OF*l ' OF fiAMPLE 
SCORES INDICATING 

ISSUE AS MOST 
IMPORTANT 

l8~ 48.4 

315 20.6 

428 8.7 

437 4.8 

538 1.2 

574 4.4 

583 11.9 
---
100.0' ---

Wilson' Brown (1973)*2 

Education 
crime 
Race Relations 
Poverty 
inflation 
Unemployment 
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Results: 

An important objective of this study was to examine the relationships 

between an individual's knowledge of the, prison system and his relative 

punitive attitude. For the ana~ysisof the present data set this can be 

operationalised as testing for the presence of correlations between the 

number of correct questions, the person's suggested and assumed sentence 

for each crime category (51. •• 57, AI ••• A7) - see Table IIIa, and his 

severity (punitive/non punitive attitude}. These correlations might be 

expected to be modified, possibly strengthened or weakened, by the effects 

of the six demographic factors location, age";:lsex , marital!;tatas, 

educational level, political preference. 

(i) Information: 

The number of correct questions was found not to be significantly affected 

by any of the six demographic factors or by punitive/non punitive attitude, 

except that males scored significantly more (9.6/25 correct) than females 

(8.7/25 correct). The number of correct answers was normally distributed 

around a mean of 9.1 _with a standard deviation of 2.4 questions. It was 

found to be significantly (p < 0.01) correlated with suggested sentence 

for each crimecategory~ and the correlation was negative, i.e. more 

correct questions were associated with lower suggested sentences. However 

although these correlations were statistically significant they accounted 

for a very small percentage of the variation observed; I the most accounted 

for was 11% for tertiary educated people"when cOrrelating suggested 

sentence for serious crimes with the, number of correct questions. Thus 

the number of correct questions has very little predictive power for 

suggested sentence. 
", 

, i 

The two least known information items were to do with staff ;ratio 2~d, 

escapes. People thought the ratio of prisoners to staff to be much greater 

than it actually is~ Not one of the 279 respondents correctly estimated 

the answer to this question. Likewise respondents gave responses to suggest 
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an expectation of much fewer escapes than there actually are. (See 

Appendix IV for details) • 

(ii) Sentencing information - sugg:ested and assumed: 

Suggested sentence was significantly positively correlated with assumed 

sentence for most crime categories, but again the percentage of variance 

accounted for was extremely small. 

The effects of the demographic factors on suggested and assumed 

sentences were assessed by analyses of variance, 'sometimes after a log or 

square root transform, and sometimes on subsets of the data {e.g. for 

victimless crimes~ see later}. One curious point noticed immediately was 

that 11 individuals of unknown age in the sample caused a significant age 

effect in seven out of twelve analyses. These individuals always suggested 

or assumed considerably higher sentences than the others, who'usually did 

not differ significantly, although young people consistently suggested and 

assumed higher sentences than old. 

Senteaces suggested tended to be much higher .thanin other western 

countries (see Table IlIa). The overall level of moral indignation was' 
(: 

in fact higher than in any other country measured except Kuwait. On 

crimes of rape, rObbery, aggravated assault and heroin sale, the level of 

suggested sentence exceeded all countries including Kuwait, which is 

usually the most severe on each crime. On two crimes, tax evasion and 

false advertising regarding costs, the sample overall suggested sentence 

was lower than all other countries measured. 

Suggested sentences for category 1 (Serious crimes) also differed 

according to education, politics and severity~ the mean suggested sentences 

in days (with the number of individuals contributing to th~t mean in brackets) 

T 

is outlined in Table Va below. 

I 
@ 

\

t" 

TABLE Va 

SUGGESTED SENTENCE: SERIOUS CRIME (1) 

Educational level political preference Severity 

av no av no av riO 
of days of days of days 

I 
primary (1'1) 3300 Liberal (107) 2500 Non punitive (119) 2400 
Secondary (140) 2900 Labour (76) 3200 Punitive (81) 3100 
Technical (32) 2600 other (30) 2500 Neutral (62) 3000 
Tertiary (67) 2300 Unknown (SO) 2800 
Unknown (13) 3500 

Nate ·the downwar,d ".trend evident·fur ,eiduca1i::Lon. The standard error of one 

of these observations is 4500 days, so the standard error of the primary 

education mean for example is 4500/~~ 1400 days. Except for the 

category "unknown ages", assumed sentences did not differ for demographic 

factors or punitive/non punitive. The average assumed sentence was 1400 

days, and the standard error of one assumed sentence was 900 days. 

Sentences for victimless crimes was an instance for which the data was 

analysed in two subsets. 233 people suggested less than 30 days for this 

group, with the mean number of days suggested actually being less than two 

days~ the remainder, 24 of them, suggested an average of 1100 days. There 

were no significant effects of the other factors, and in particular non 

punitive people's average score was not different from the punitive group. 

For this category, 189 assumed less than la days sentence; the other 70 

averaged about 70 days. 

Drug users (Cate<;Jory 5) were also analysed in this way: 133 people 

suggested less than 30 days, the average actually being less than 2 days~ 

the remaining 129 suggested a median sentence o~ 500 qays. 

There was a sign~ficanteffect of severity in this category. 93% of 

non punitive, but only 82% of punitive, sqggested less than 30 days. 

Assumed sentence averaged 400 days. 

By contrast Drug Sellers were assumed to attract sentences averaging 

1500 days" .. while suggested sentence was much higher (3540 days); an 

individual's standard error was 2000 days. There were marital, political 

39 
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and severity effects (p < 0.01) in the suggested sentences: 

TABLE Vb 

SUGGESTED DAYS DRUG SUPPLIERS (6) 

politica~ days Marital status days severitl': Gro~ dal':s 

Liberal (107) 3600 Single (28) 2400 Non punitive (119) 3000 

Labour (76) 3600 S-D-W (25) 3500 pUnitive (82) 4400 

other (30) 3300 Married (143) 3eOO Neutral (62) 3700 

Unknown (50) 4000 Unknown (17) 4200 

The discrepancy between assumed and suggested sentences revealed a 

tendency to want harsher penalties than already perceived. This was 

greatest for the crime involving the drug company executive selling a 

drug with known side effects. However for t1'lefollowing .crimes .an overall 

reduction of penalty was indicated. These are, in order of magnitude 

calculated, prostitution; homosexuality~ abortion~ using heroin; tax 

evasion and using marijuana. 

(iii) Attitudes - (Tables VIa and VIb) 

The punitive/non punitive distinction (based on the scores on the 32 

valued items) produced a greater number of respondents in the non punitive 

category as might be expected in view of the general acceptability of 

these statements. The most popular attitude statements were "crimes of 

violence should generally receive harsher penalties than non-violent 

crimes" and "size and scope of compensation schemes for ~rictims . should 

be increased". Fourth on the list was "people do not know enough abou·t 

prisons". The most unpopular statements were IIprisoners should have the 

right to forma union"~ "our treatment of offenders should be less harsh"~ 

"the community is sufficiently informed about prisons
il

; "I am satisfied 

with the criminal Justice system"; and "the police should have more 

powers". Table VIa shows the overall mean and subset mean score for some 

attitude statements. 

{i • 
" 1 

( .•. 

ir,. \ 
~t 

1 
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TABLE VIa 

GENERAL ATTITUDE: SUMMARY 

General Attitude mean scores are provided for 
ord7r 7d for popularity (l-4l) and mean scores 
pun2t2ve and non punitive. 

the sample overall, rank 
for the severity sub-groups 

1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = uncertain; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly a9xee 

Statement 
Number 

1 

26 

8 

2 

12 

32 

16 

36 

3 

7 

25 

39 

10 

Statement 

Prisons should be made tougher 

Police should have more power 

Judges and Courts are fair 

We should send a person to 
prison only as a last resort 

Prisoners shoUld be provided 
with more help when they are 
released 

Complaints against the police 
and prison warders should be 
investigated by an ind~pendent 
body 

Prisoners should have the right 
to form a union 

In no circumstances should 
prisoners be able to have 
sexual contact with their spouse 

We should increase the size and 
scope of compensation for victims 
of crime 

Our treatment of offenders should 
be less harsh 

Judges should have.more first 
hand experience of prison 

I am more afraid of crime than 
interested in it 

p:ison provides the community 
w2th the most effective deterrent 
to crime 

Rank 
Order 

(IS) 

(37) 

(28) 

(31) 

(7) 

(S) 

(41) 

(24) 

(2) 

(40) 

(11) 

(26) 

(22) 

Overall Punitive Non 
Mean Mean Punitive 

Mean 

3.6;3 4.37 2.99 

2.57 3.12 2.14 

2.98 3.17 2.93 

2.88 2.14 3.5 

3.97 3.66 4.3 

4.18 3.73 4.36 

1.90 1.34 2.33 

3.02 3.67 2.47 

4.25 4.2 4.35 

2.05 1.67 2.3 

3.74 3.47 3.89 

3.00 3.00 2.99 

3.16 3.58 2.59 

-----~~-~--------------------~'~----
---"~-- -~-----.-------------



TABLE VIb 

~ 

No 11 - Use No 18 - No 15 - No 19 - No 23 -
Harijuhana Steal >100 Homosexual Abortion Use Heroin 

Non puni ti ve 24 69 3 7 42 

Punitive 45 60 11 13 53 

Total sUggested 
Imprisonment 69 (26~) 129 (48\) 14 (5\) 20 (7\) 95 (35\) 

Total in sample 269 269 269 269 269 
I 

Numbers (and percentages in brackets) of people suggesting one or more days 
imprisonment for selected crime vignettes. 

Of ,~ariance w:e:r::e conducted for the attitude Cross-tabulation and analysis 

't' ) by each attitude statement. groups (puntive/non pun~ ~ve The results of 

the analysis of means showed t a our h t Predicted or assumed attitude groups 

w=re appropr ia te except for seven 0 our f statements where the Ita pT'iori" 

the analysis of variance of means. The attitude group was not confirmed by 

, imprisonment for some of the crime percentage of the sample suggest~ng 

vignettes is shown in Table VIb, broken down by severity attitude. There 

was a significant effect of severity (X2, p < 0.05) for each of these 

vignettes. 

(iv) Demographic Factors 

t to indicate their main The results to the question asking reponden s 

d · as almost the only source source of information shoW3d clearly the me ~a 

th C . inal Justice System. of information most people (96%) had about e r~m 

Political preference and re ~g~ous 1 ., preference showed no significant 

relationship with other variables. It should be noted here that more 

(109 or 50%)were identifieq with the l.i.ber~J? party. respondents 

The demographic qualities of the severity groups, punitive and non 

1 b h' quare analysis; on sex punitive, differed significant y y c ~-s 

. to be less pun€ive than (chi-square p =<.02) with females (35/108) tend~ng 
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< 01) wi thsingle and separated males (42/84); marital status (chi-square p = • 
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respondents tending to be non punitive. Income was significant with 

poorer (chi-square p = .05) people tending to be less punitive, and 

education (chi -square p = .05), with the higher educated people tending 

to be less punitive, approached significance at the 5% level. 

Discussion: 

A significant relationship occurred between the Subgroups punitive and 

non punitive and the suggested sentences, indicating that repondents who 

f " had a generally punitive attitude as defined by our general attitude 

~. 

-t_; 

statements, reflected this in their higher overall score for number of days 

in gaol on the 27 crime vignettes. The reverse also occurs with the non 

(. 
~O punitive group showing a lower overall suggested sentence score. Support 

i· 
i'" 

for our hypothesis is therefore evident in that generali.sed attitudes to 

the Criminal Justice System would relate to moral indignation, and 

f' 
; that the section of the sample defined as punitive would suggest higher 

sentences. 
;B 
, 

:eo 

While the overall trend supports this comparison, individual crimes 

~. ~(:( 
, 

vary someWhat. With victimless crimes and drug use the overall tendency 

i ~. was also for punitive people to suggest lower penalties. 

Both the punitive and non punitive groups scored around the same 

overall in the assumed sentences (or knowledge of sentences). The differ-

ence in suggested sentences between the non punitive and punitive attitude 

group is thus not a result of differences in what they assume to be the 

penalties for the crimes as SUCh, although a slight tendency for those who 

suggest lower sentences to assume higher sentences is noted. Perhaps it 

is because those who favour a non punitive approach may see the Criminal 

Justice System as harsher than those who hold more punitive values. It 
I • 

was not Poss~ble to measure the level of moral indignation as expressed by 

court action. It was possible, however, to establish a moral indignation 

score for the legislativeexpre!3sion of the conununity's measure of crime 

'(I 

~i 
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seriousness * 14 The value of moral indignation measured in this way 

in western Australia was higher than the overall average moral indignation 

(suggested sentence) score for the sample. Thus there is not indicated in 

the response a need for a legislative increase in the penalty overall. 

There is a strong indication that some penalties are considered inadequate 

(e.g. violent crime) and some too severe (e.g. victimless/moral crime) • 

A close relationship was not found to exist between (lower) suggested 

sentences and the number of correct answers, although a significant 

tendency in this direction was noted. There also did not exist a 

relationship between attitude expressed by the punitive/non puntive groups 

and knowledge based on the number of correct answers, yet again there was 

a tendency for the non punitive group to be correct more often. The 

relationship between correct answers (knowledge) and assumed sentences 

was also not close, and therefore our first hypothesis that more accurate 

information would relate to moral indignation is not supported strongly by 

the results; while there is a tendency for more correct answers to relate 

to lower suggested sentences the degree of variance does not allow 

confident prediction. 

Both Fagan's (1978) and Jayewardene ' set al (1977) results are 

therefore confirmed, yet like Fagan a tendency for knowledge to relate 

to attitude was observed. The relationship between knowledge and attitude 

also cannot be expressed through the strong relationship between suggested 

sentence (moral indignation) and general attitude to the criminal Justice 

System. This survey's results do suggest that further examination of the 

14 By calculating the mid point of each crime against the relevant W.A. statute, for 
example the maximum sentencE! tor the, first crime was calculated' as seven years in 
prison which is the midpoint of the possible maximum for the offence - 14 years. 
There are problems with this method~ yet it can be s~id that such a conversion 
might measure a c;omparable level of moral indignation ijas defined'by the "politico­
legislative process. Such is the underlying assumption of the discrepancy score 
(defined by the ~id point for each statute). In this ca&e the mean of the 
"legislature" score would be assumed more accurate. Insufficient knowledge 
of actual court statistics is available at present. In fact some of the crimes 
are seldom evoked therefore penalties would not be measureable in any case 
despite occasional incidents. . 
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relationship between knowledge and general attitude is warranted in crime 

seriousness studies. The difficulties encountered in preparing and inter-

preting an adequate knowledge questi ' . onna~re, the general low accuracy rates 

and weneral low response rate make it very difficult to explore a presumed 

relationGhip between knowledge and moral indignat~on ' ~ us~ng survey method-

ology. In view of the importance of this variable , knowledge, to fear and 

~ more sensitive its possible relationship to crime seriousness, a w~der and 

knowledge measure will be required than was provided in the present study. 

The lack of a stable and agreed set of values very much affects the quality 

of information available. A 't' " s ~ ~s, reliable and objective" data is 

limited and not generally available or ~s open ~ to misinterpretation. 

Significant relationships between demographic factors and other 

variables occurred, with higher ed t' uca ~on and sex particularly relevant to 

correct information and moral indignation. h T ey support our hypothesis, 

that these factors would be related to moral indignation and information, 

as would be expected given the results f ' , o s~~lar surveys elsewhere. 

~ e.g. elev~sion, daily press, radio) The strong reliance on the med~a ( t ' 

~ punishment for our as the principle sources of information on cr~me and 

~ in the development and respondents further implicates the role of the med~a 

vsrification of attitudes to crime. In a community where the ownership of 

media is concentrated in a few hands the diversity of information sources 

is thus limited, additional responsibilites for the dissemination of more 

accurate and contextual information about crime and punishment falls elsewhere. 

While distortion of news is a recognised consequence of selection p criteria 

for selection is seldom able to be appraised. (Humphries, 1981) *15 

15 ~e~ f?,r exam~lcs of media representations involving selection and distortion: 
T~mc ~gaz~ne (Mar:h 30, 1981) which features amongst others, crime statistics 

as soar~ng, blood dr~pping graphs: and see "The Daily News" (Wednesday June 3 
1981) headlines "Tighter Dl'Ug L(]JJS Urged" as the results of a gallop poll a k~ 
the u .t· Old h' k s ~ng .q es ~on 0 you t ~n that the use of each of these should be more or Zess 
str~~:1y.contro~~ed by law :han at present, about Tobacco, Alcohol, Marijuana, 
und n .. l ... n.lI~ Hasn'/.sh. Cannab'/.8 and other hal'd dl'ugs." * Not surprisingly 90\ of 
respondc~ts wanted more strict legal cont,rols for the last category "hard drugs". 
Inter~st~ng1y some 60\ of respondents thought more strict leg"l controls on the 
~s.:!.o[ alcohol (an increase) was required than at present and 70\ thought more 
strlct lega~ controls on the use of marijuana was required at present· no increase 
from .1 prevl.ous survey. I 

"Author's emphasis. 

-----~----------------------"----------. ....-'~----
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Overall general attitude when polarized into punitive and non punitive 

strongly to moral indignation and in turn moral indignation groups relates 
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is independent of assum sen ences. ... ... ed t Th~s ~s useful as the values expressed 

assist in distinguishing the disagreement within our community. 

Identifying a profile of attitudes that relates to lower imprisonment or 

higher imprisonment is the necessary precursor of community education 

programmes aimed at sensitizJng public attitude to the problems involved 

in confronting crime and punishment in the community and ultimately 

reducing the rate 0 ~pr~sonmen. f " t The general attitude statements and 

the division of the respondents into punitive and non punitive groups was 

therefore helpful and could be refined considerably in further studies of 

this type. 

One trend that emerges out of the rank ordering of attitude statements 

is that the sample feels that the community Obesnot know enough about 

prisons and the Criminal Justice System and they are cautious of the 

*·16 police, and opposed to increases in their power· • Generally the 

sample, based on the results of the opinion section, wants. harsher 

sentences (as was indicated in the difference between assumed and suggested 

sentences), and are prepared to accept this despite the likelihood of 

increasing the chances of the offender committing more crime. (See 

Appendix IV for details of general attitude results) ~ 

It is preferable that additional crime seriousness studies incorporate 

a T,/easure of the fear/concern dichotomy more specific t?an used by the 

current study and that such investigation also occur at the neighbourhood 

level, as it is probable that state-wide surveys do not apply to local level 

(Lewis and Maxfield (1980); McPherson (1978) crime prevention strategies. 

16 Despite "For the fact the general public has a rosy view of the ~oli~e force _ 
a "Z-Cars" image - which has little to do with real life, and thl.s Vl.ew is 
reflected in most writing about British Police, where the dominant strandpoint 
is one of legitimizing their role, rather than questioning, analyzing and 
challenging it" Pf>t'er Hain IIPoUeing the PoUae": Vol 1 (1979) p 1. 

- I ,'J ',- , "", , 

~: . 
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One of the most important limitations, apart from the paucity of 

the appropriate objective data, of generalizing from the present moral 

indignation study is the restricted ~easure moral indignation provides, 

and this is particularly so as the study was designed for cross-cultural 

purposes applied to a fairly homogenous setting. Significant "crimes" 

were omitted from the ques~ionnaire (e.g. pollution, safety regulation 

Violations; official brutality and/or incompetence; professional 

malpractice; acts of terrorism, and so on). 

A moral indignation scale that does not attempt to account for these 

wider factors conrines itself to the examination of the traditional 

definitions of cr~~e. The pres t t d . th 
~.. en s u y ~s us considerably restricted 

in its measure of crime ser~ousness. 

In general terms the survey provided important data on the community's 

attitude, moral indignation and knowledge of the Criminal Justice System. 

The results enabled some very generalized comparisons to be made with other 

countries. 
The uniformity of moral indignation on crime often purported 

to exist was not evident, particularly in terms of victimless crimes and 

drug offences. These crimes are exemplified by the large variances 

noted and low scores. The overall result indicates that the community 

in general was PUnitive, but that the punitiveness was directed toward 

very serious crime (particularly those of violence). 

In addition what is known by the community about the Criminal Justice 

System is not the preserve of anyone set of attitudes. PerhCipS the 

relationshiV between knowledge, correct information and moral indignation 

might become signifi~ant with increased accuracy on the part of respondents, 

the community. Narrowly based "objective" type knowledge questionnaires are 

inadequate measures of community knowledge. The availability of factual 

information itself may not bear on the community's attitude to punish or 

not, yet so little is available that SUch, a conclusion does not allow 

for the potential. If, as Sheley (1980) comments 
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Studies "attitudes l'efiect a set of l,earned in regard to Crime Seriousness 

l'ights and 7.JJl'ongs ~ then the " role 'of knowledge and accuracy of information 

involved in a person s mora ~ ~ ~ , 1 ~nd~gnat~on score becomes important. If, as 
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McPherson (1978) has demonstrated, educational programmes at the neighbour­

hood level can reduce fear by providing people with more accu,rate informa­

tion, then the possibility exists also for the mitigation or reduction of 

extremes in moral indignation. 

The point is that Cr~me Ser~ousness , , Studies can represent an important 

link in the necessary investigation of crime and the development of 

appropriate social control measures. The data shows that considerable 

differences exist between what people want and what they think is 

occurring. In relation to crimes where consensus is fragile, the 

application of criminal sanctions or the use of imprisonment or the 

failure to use imprisonment represents a strongly felt dissatisfaction 

with the Justice System as it is seen to stand. 

Crime Seriousness or moral indignation in a community should ideally 

represent a uniformity of consensus and a consistency of action, yet 

in this study this picture cannot be drawn. A number of findings suggest 

that our adaptation of Wilson and Bro~' s "model of public opinion ,and crime 

is viable. The attitUde groups did however significantly relate to moral 

indignation suggesting that this was the more relevant variable. It is 

or attitude measured by the moral likely that the kind of punitiveness 

indignation scale is different from that measured by our punitiveness 

h th ' measure ma' y be more relevant to information accuracy. scale, and t at ~s 

This indicates that information accuracy and the presentation 

.17 information are factors that should be examined further. 

of crime 

The mo~el shows 

action and attitudes ow~ng ~ f1 ' from e~ther a' fear or concern about crime, 

17 

( 

f' 

summarized by the concept of "Moral Enterprise". It seems plausible to 

view our sample's predOminant response as stemming from both fear and 

concern, ,reliant on information made available through the media and 

personal experience. 

The utility and value of Crime Seriousness Studies such as the present 

remain (beyond the intrinsic purposes) controversial. Sebba (1980) p135 

writes "The impUaations of studies of the measurement of offence 

seriousness have beaome acutely l'el,evant in contemporary al'iminal, policy 

in light of the trend away from rehabiUtation toward a more l'etl'ibutional 

justice model, ofsentencing~ with its emphasis on Pl'opol'tionaZity between 

the gravity of the offence and the severity of the sentence". 

Attributing Some relevance to the meaning of moral indignation and 

its effect on sentencing depends on the value attached to public opinion 

in the determination of judges and legislatures. BUchner (1979) shows 

that many factors are taken into account by judges determining the 

degree of severity in a sentence, especially the eff,ect on the offender 

and the u;\=ility of the institutions to which ultimately Offenders are 

temporarily disposed, yet little is known of the value judges attach 

to public opinion, although it is ,frequently referred to in decisions of 

]'udges *.18 S th 1 f I' 
o e va ue 0 ' pub ~c opinion or public moral indignation 

can take a significant role. 

The considered view however is expressed aptly by Schulhoper (1976) 

(in Seeba (1980) p135j "unless it can be shoum that a depa:P.tul'e from 

EMPHASIS ON RESULTS* would substantiaZZy undel'17line respect for the l,aw~ 

it would seem popular attitude as such should be ignol'ed~ and the 

approach should be one that is qonsidel'ed [?ound in principle". Such was, 

for example, the l;'easoning behind Britain's refuSal to re-introduce 

* Emphasis added by author 

18: In view of Western Australia's strong statutory basis (a code state) for 
criminal law, current public attitude may play only a minor role in judge's 
decisions (see Herlihy,J.M., Kenny,R.c. (1978) yet may playa more 
important role in lower courts and by Justices of the Peace. 
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capital punishment despite strong public opinion favouring the retUrn of 

the law. 

The clear problem is that on occasion the law fails to have popular 

support or community consensus and therefore respect for the law is 

jeopardized. Acceptance of the notion that laws need frequent changing 

was high and non-partisan in our sample, and in cases where un.popularity 

of certain laws lessens respect of the law, the redefinition of some 

"crimes" as not criminal and defining other activities as "crimes", has 

the effect of reflecting concerns and fears (as they change) of society 

seeking justice. Popular support for some of the crimes measured in the 

present study might be considered low 'enough or high enough to justify 

change in law and its administration. 

Sheley (1980 p133) noting the high standard deviations on the ratings 

of less serious crimes (e.g. homosexuality, marijuana use, loitering, 

prostitution, abortion, pornography, etc.) in a range of surveys, concludes 

that "it is clear that they are behavioups about which there is little 

consensus in society and Zittle direction fram socialization~ media and 

Zaw". This finding however should be modified in the light of our data. 

In fact the distxibutions of suggested sentences for victimless crime 

including drug users, clearly split into two groups, ohe suggesting lower 

sentences, the other much smaller group suggesting very high sentences. 

The high variance noted by Sheley is'entirely caused by a few individuals 

suggesting extremely high sentences in contrast to the main body of the 

sample (see Appendix IV for distributions of suggested sentences). 

Despite these exceptions with regard to the less serious offences 

Sheley (l98()) argues that "the socialization pi'ocess~ media reportings 

and general knowledge of the penaZties foX' vaP'lous crimes may render 

surveys of crime sezaiousness attitudes merely tests'of infoi!mationknoum 

by respondents - no matter what instructions precede the suP1,Jey". 
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The present stUdy cannot SUp,nort th~s 
r • proposition entirely as 

assumed ~entence differed as expected from the moral ' 
~ndignation or crime 

seriousness of r d 
espon ents, and the specific measure for information 

showed that crime e ' . 
s r~ousness studies are not likely 

information, perhaps reflective of the socialization 
to be mere tests of 

process. 

Community attitudes, if reflected by th' t d 
~s s u y, are more uncertain 

and ill-informed in general than perhaps f 
requently represented, and in 

some specific crime cat ' th 
egor~es 'e discrepancy between assumed and 

suggested sentences indicates at least a 
perceived removal of the Justice 

System from the moral indignation of the 
community. Whether this dis-

crepancy can be arguably seen as a measure 
of consensus o~ a measure of 

moral enterprise as hypothesized cannot be ff 

study alone, although th ' 
e ectively ascertained by this 

e s-uggest~on that it can has been made, and the 

results of this stUdy indicate such a conclUsion. 
Scott and Althakeb (1977) 

had concluded that correctional change did not need to 

and yet they report that even countries that have very 
be tied to opinion 

low imprisonment 
rates (for example the Netherlands) are described as hav~ng 

• moderate levels 
of moral indignation rather than a low or "liberal" view of crime. 

It 

cannot therefore be strongly suggested that high moral indignation relates 

to higher rates of imprisonment, yet the general 
~endency of lower incarcer-

ation rates and 10 . '19 
wer crxme seriousness scores is observed * . 

Incarceration-- rates may more truly reflect the activities of control agents 

rather than criminality in the community or . 
commun~ty attitudes to crime and 

therefore We would not expect a cl,.,ose rela.t~onsh~p t . 
• • 0 v~ctimization and moral 

15 Rates of Incarceration bY.·Jurisdiction/10D,000 Residents (f:;c>m Scott 

and A1thakeb 1977) 
Country Incarcerated population/ Moral Indignation 

100,000 (days in prison) 
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Netherlands 

Norway 

Sweden 

Denmark 

Finland 

England 

Western Australia 

AUstralia 

22 

51 

62 

71 

90 

110 

120 

70 

270 

709 

740 

653 

807 

734 

.10ll 

1162 

The criminal justice systmn is inherently 
conlp1ex and Bowker (1981) warns "an!l 
COl'l'eZation of Pates produced by two of 
the system eZementB in isoZation is bound 
to be spurious and misZeading." 

Ohio (USA) 
1042 

-.-
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*20 indignation. 

Scott and Althakeb suggest that the level of moral indignation does 

not directly relate to actual correctional p~actice but rather actual 
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victimization rates. We can observe that in a State where"the imprisonment 

t~, other states and where the victimization rate is rate is high compared v 

states there J."s also a high level of moral indignation. higher than other 

While it has been argued that increased punitiveness is a reasonable 

and ethical response to increases in crime the 'available empirical evidence 

is insufficient to support this conclusion. Bowker (1981) warns policy 

makers "when the e1Jidence is weak. and contradictoPlJ it is foo lish to 

plunge ahead as if the direction for sensible social policy were clear" 

Western Australia's level of moral indignation can therefore be 

placed in the context that Braithwaite and Biles (1980) place Western 

Australia's high rate of imprisonment and victimization. "It would be 

foolish to assert a causal connection between. the high Western Australian 

imprisonment rate a t.g vt.c urn.za" .L • H, J nd h " h "t" " t~on ~ate ~7evertheless. what we. Can 

say is that if the citizens of Perth think that they are protected from 

criminals because they have locked them away in gaol, then they are 

mistaken." 

Conclusion: 

It has been several years since Wilson and Brown (1973) published 

"Crime and the Community" and .it is surpr;i.sing that their work d;i.d not 

generate more study, research and discussion in Australia. Our conclusion 

some several years later with regard to Community Attitudes to Crime 

Seriousness in Western Australia does not differ significantly from their 

pessimistic conclusion (pl07) that "Unless public fear of crime is reduced, 

*20 The tendency to attribute public attitud~s or fear of crime principally 

or solely to the activities of control agents should be avoided (Bayer 1981) 
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frustration will grow among those troubled by crime, and demandS for 

invidious repression and curtailment of civil liberties will ensue" and 

"should this be allowed to happen, Australians wi ZZ disQover just how fear 

of crime could substantially affect the quality of life in this country." 

While there have been encouraging endeavours with community education 

and participation in the Criminal Justice process in other countries, there 

is little evidence that mUch has been achieved in Australia. There has 

been little co-ordination of effor~~t~ allay fear or to provide accurate 

information for the community in Western Australia or other States. This 

is partly due to the Criminal Justice System's lack of internal consistency 

and inter-agency co-operation which is frequently illustrated by the 

conflicts between police and correctional agencies in the way in which the 

'criminal' is represented to the public., 

Co-operation in providing information on the Criminal Justice System 

as a whole is only intermittently addressed to the problem of fear within 

the community and rarely undertaken as a goal for its own sake. Add to this 

the effect of distortion caused by media and official selection and 

categorization, (information accuracy is low,) and the generation of "control 

waves" or "crime waves" is possible (Ditton (1979), Cohel1 and Young (1973». 

Organi.sational ends usually override the need to direct concern and allay 

public fear or to arrest the counter productive effects of moral enterprise. 

Fear and concern of crime is exploited to increase budgets and staff 

allocations. The sometj~es justifiable needs of Criminal Justice agencies need 

not be rationalized by resort to stimulating public fear, as such tactics 

or 'appeals' are rarely co-ordinateq and jeopardiZe the detacnment of these 

agencies to make cons.idered decisions and set appropriate priorities over the 

long term. 
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Criminal Justice agencies are not the sole elements prone to exploit 

crime. "PoZiticians have been prepared to exploit fear of crime" as well 

and "few political leaders or academics have undertaken the difficult task 

of reassuring the public that crime is not necessarily the product of 

social change. Indeed the absence of social change rather than its 

presenoe is more likely explanation for the high incidence of orime in 

our societyr, (Wilson and Brown (1973) p 106). It is the filtered version, 

the exploitive view of crime that tends to be promoted by Criminal Justice 

agencies and politicians and is what is most likely to constitute the 

infOl."111at,ion transferred to the community by the media. This information is 

tben to a very large extent reinforced by the selective reporting of the 

incidence of various crimes in concert with official versions and priorities 

which determine a significent proportion of the information or "news" that 

reaches the community (Fishman (1978» and on which the community is almost 

solely reliant. The desirability of man:i.pulating public attitudes and 

repugnancy as a supportive and useful factor in crime prevention must be 

set against the enhancement of wide-spread fear and concern of crime that 

tends to increase the reliance upon punitive sanctions. Exaggeration and 

amplification of 'the probability of victimization increase fear and concern 

and mitigates against the effective role of the community in the implementation 

and control of justice. The meaning of "public opinion" and its measurement 

remains relatively unexplored in the context of the Criminal Justice System. 

The challenge of crime in the community therefore lies not simply in 

its active repression by ever increasing numbers of officials and exp~rts 

assigned the onerbus and powerful responsibility for its control, but the 

community itself on whom, after all, the effectiveness of Criminal Justice 

agencies depend. The community is, by and large, a peaceful one and need 
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not be driven into fear in an effort to control the 
unpredictability of 

fear itself and the ecological ' 
s2tuations that lead to traditional violent 

crime. The quality of life in 't' 
commun2 2es is dependent on factors other 

then these. 
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APFENDIX I 

~ W 
EDUCATION AND JUSTICE 

Community Research Project ffl~ 
INFORMATION AND ATTITUDE SURVEY Univenity 01 Wntern Australi. 

This survey is divided into three sections: information, sentencing (penalties) and opinions (attitudes). 
It is important that all questions are answered so that results can be calculated fairly. 

It is likely that you will find many questions difficult to answer, in these cases please make a guess 
anyway and don't worry about it - your response is just as valuable. 

All questions refer to conditions in Western Australia for 1980. Questions about prisons concern the 
adult jails and not the juvenile institutions. 

If you would like to help by participating in a follow up survey please enter your name and address 
here, or even just your address. (I n order to ensure privacy all names will be coded for statistical 
PUrposes and then destroyed at the completion of the survey). 

Name: ......................................................................... . 

Address: .......... " ............................ " ...... " ........ " ............ . 

Section 1 
INFORMATION 

Here are a number of questions about prisons and crime in Western Australia. Please put a cross or 
a tick in the box next to the answer you think is correct. Example: [><J 
1. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

To become a Superintendent (Governor) of a 
prison a person must be at least? 

A person qualified in the field of human 
behaviour 

A person with a University degree 

A senior prison warden with many years 
experience 

An ex-commissioned officer in the armed services 

Don't know 

2. How many prisons are there in WA? 

o 24 

o 17 

o 12 

o .6 

o 3 

o Don't know 

3. What length of time are prison warders usually 
trained for before commencing duty? 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

24 weeks 

12 weeks 

6 weeks 

3 weeks 

1 week 

No training at all 

4. What is the average number of prisoners in all 
WA prisons at anyone time? 

o 2800 

o 1900 

o 1400 

o 1100 

o 800 

o 500 

5. How much does it cost to keep a prisoner in prison 
each day? 

o $53 

o $39 

o $26 

o $18 

o $13 

o $9 

6. How much time are prisoners in Fremantle prison 
allowed for visits from relatives or friends? 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

one, 40 minute visit per month 

one. 40 minute visit per week 

one, 60 minute visit every 3 months 

one, 30 minute visit per day 

one 60 minute visit per week 

no time allowed Please turn OVt". _ 
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7. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
8. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
9. 

o 
.=J 
o 
o 
o 
10. 

o 
o 
D 
D 
o 
o 

11. 

D 

D 

D 

o 

What is the previous Occupati,!ln most common for 
those people sent to prison? 

skilled tradesman 

unskilled labourer 

self-employed 

semi-skilled tradesman 

clerical workers 

Most prisoners are in prison for offences relating 
to: 

violence to persons 

property (theft etc) 

drugs (excluding alcohol) 

against good order (eg traffic offences, 
drunk and disorderly etc) 

How ohi are most prisoners? 

under 25 

26 -34 

35-44 

45-54 

over 55 

How many offences were reported to the police in 
1980? 

87,000 

71,000 

63,000 

54,000 

46,000 

37,000 

Which of these statem~nts most accurately 
describes the parole system. 

a system where an off~nder m~kes a contract 
to be good instead of gomg to pnson 

• by which an offender reports regularly a ~y5,em '" 
to the authorities instead of gomg to prason 

t m which ensures prisoners are released a sys e , f' . h d 
before their sentence has lOIS e 

by Which a prisoner is released on a' a system , ' . 
good behaviour basis from prason_ 

12. What is the average length of tlme most prisoners 
serve in prison? 

o less than 12 months 

o between 12 - 24 months 

D between 2 ,years andA years 

o more than 4 years 

13. What is the ratio of prisoners to prison staff 
(Staff: Prisoners)? 

o ':9 

o 1 :7% 

o 1:6 

o 1:4% 

o 1:3 

o 1 :1% 

o 1:1 

14. 

o 
o 
o 
15. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Per head of populati~n the number of people 
imprisoned in WA compared to other states IS-

higher than other states 

lower than other states 

about the same as other states 

How many prisoners escaped from prisons in WA 
in 1980? 

241 

190 

143 

128 

96 

37 

" 

f' 

,-: 
,: 
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For the next questions mark your answer on the line with a cross. Example: 

o 10 20 30 

16. A prisoner's chances of returning to prison are 
about? 

L" I I I • I I I I , ! , I , I , I 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

17_ What percentage of prisoners are women? 

I 
o I I I I I I I I 0, I I I I I I I I I J 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

18. What percentage of prisoners are aboriginals (full 
blood and halt caste)? 

I I I I I I I I I , • 

60 70 80 90 100% 

21. What percentage of prisoners offences are driving 
offences. 

L I I I I I I I I I I I I t I I , I I I , 

o 1 0 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

22. The percentage of prisoners Who are not actively 
employed in prison institutions is 

I I I I t I I I I I t I I I , J I I • , / o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

23. What percentage of crimes or offences are reported 
to the police? 

I I I I I 
1 ! I I , t I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I j 

60 70 80 90 100% 
o 40 50 60 70 80 90 o 10 20 30 10 20 30 40 50 100% 

19. What percentage of prisoners offences ere directly 
24. What is the percentage of reported crimes that are related to drugs (excluding alcohol)? 

solved? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I J I I I I I I I I I I I' I I I I I I I I I 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

20. What percentage of pr:;oners offences are directly 
25. What percentage of persons sent to prison are 

related to alcohol? 
unemployed at that time? 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I IJ I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
, 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

Please numbl~r the following problems faCing Our country to show Us how important you think they 
are. (1 = most important, 7 = least important). 

Foreign Affairs 

Poverty 

Inflation 

Education 

Crime 

Race Relations 

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

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

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

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

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

.................. ,. ...................... .. 
Unemployment ....•••.••....• _ ..... . 

Thank YOII. COllld YOIl plp..1,~e tl1rn rhl' 11./11" .111r/ rnfJrillll!' wirh S/"-'" It! .? 

-----.:..-~ 

" 



£ 
~ 

... 
PC -

Section 2 
SENTENCING -INFORMATION AND ATTITUDE 

Please think about the crimes listed here 0-':27). First decide what you think the offender should be 
given as a sentence or penalty. Then indicate what sentence you think he or she would receive under 
our present laws. I ndicate the sentence by using a letter from the key given here (A-P). 

For example, if the crime was shoplifting and you think the offender should be fined enter the letter 
C in the first column. You then put a letter in the second column to show what you think the penalty 
would be if the offender went to court today. 

A= Should not be I crime at all .. 1 month to 6 months in prison 

B No penalty J co 6 months to 12 months in prison 

C '"' Restitution K - 1 year to 2 years in prison 

D A fine l .. 2 years to 5 years in prison 

E '" Probation M'" 5 years to 10 years in prison 

F '" Community Service Order (ie offender N- 10 years or more in pri:son 
must do some prescribed work in the 
community) 0-= Life imprisonment (15 year~ or more. 

G '" 1 weekend in prison P '" Execution 

H '" Up to 30 days in prison 

CRIME 
What sentence do you What sentence do you 
think he or she should think he or she does 
get? get now? 

1. The offender is a man who robs a store wlth a gun. 

2. The offender is man who breaks into a neighbour's home 
to steal money. 

3. The offender is an individual who intentionally fails to report 
$5,01)0 in earnings to the Government and thus pays no 
tax.!~.;)n his income. 

4. The offender is an executive of a drug company who allows 
his company to manufacture and sell a drug knowing that it 
may produce harmful side effects for most individuals. 

5. The offender is a man who steals property (value less than 
$50) from a stranger. 

6. The offender is a young boy who steals an automobile. 

-
7. The offender is a businessman who attempts to bribe govern· 

ment officials to obtain a lucrative ($10,000,000) government 
building contraCt for his company. 

7, ,'" 

"" ' ~, I - ) 

I 
I 

(il 

:-

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

;, 

26. 

27. 

CRIME 

The offender is a person who sells marijuana. 

The offender is a man who kills his wife during an argument. 

The o~ender is ~nexecutive of I corporation who knows 
tha~ hiS corporation must purchase land; he purchases the 
available land and sells it for a $100,000 gain. 

The offender is a person who uses marijuana. 

T~e. off~!lder is a man who hits and kills a little girl while 
drlvmg hiS car when he is drunk. 

Th.e offender is a man who deliberately stabs his wife during 
a fight; she does not die. 

The of!ender . is ana~to mechanic who charges you $300 
for major engme repairs, when in fact he only replaces the 
spark plugs. 

The offenders are two males who engage in sex together. 

The ~ffender is the manager of a rjepartment store who 
advert~ses that prices on all items have been reduced by 50% 
when 10 fact no such price reductions have taken place. ' 

The offender is a person who sells heroin. 

The offender is; a man who steals property (value ~er $100) 
from 3 stranger. ' 

The offender is a woman who has an illegal abortion. 

The ~ffender is an executive who is responsible for an 
advertisement. which. makes false and extravagent claims 
about the quality of tus company's product. 

The offender is a 30 year old man who rapes a 19 year old 
woman. 

Th.e offend~rs are presidents of fouf inajor petroleum compo 
anles wh? Illegally conspire to rais! ilhe price of petroleum 
and gasoline products in order to inc~ase profits. 

The offender is a person who uses heroin. 

The .o!fender is Ci female who solicits money in return for 
prOViding sex. 

The person is an offender who attempts suicide. 

The offender is a person who bashes a stranger. 

-

The offender is a drunk driver. 

Whit sentence do you 
think he or Ihe should 
gel? 

--

--

Whit sentence do you 
think he or she does 
get now? 

f---

" " 

---

------ _.-

Please turn the pa ge-
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Section 3 

OPINIONS 

ill 
W 

In this section there are a number of statements about prisons, crime and justice. Please tell us your 
opinion by placing a cross in the space that best indicates your feelings. 

For eXdmple, look at the first statement, if you strongly feel prisons should be made tougher put a 
cross under the box for "strongly agree", if you are unsure about it put a cross in the middle box 
(uncertainl and if you thought prisons were really too tough already put a cross under "strongly 
disagree" to show that you thought the opposite of the statement given. If you have an opinion but 
don't feel so strongly about it use the "agree" or "disagree" boxes. 

STATEMENT Strongly Strongly 
Diragree Disagree Uncertc:in Agrea Agree 

Prisons should be made tougher. 

We should send a person to prison only as a last resort. 

We should increase the size and scope of compensation 
for victims of crime. 

Sending a person to prison will teach him a lesson. 

As a society we should strive towards altE:rnatives to 

prison. 

Crime has been getting worse in modern times. 

Our treatment of offenders should be less harsh. 

Judges and the courts are fair. 

Prisoners learn more about being a criminal than a good 
citizen while in prison. 

Prison provides the communitY with the most effective 
deterrent to crime. 

People don't know enough about prisons. 

Prisoners should be provided with more help when the\' 
are released from prison. 

1----
Sending., person to prison will reduce the chances of him 
committing more crimes. --
Laws need frequent changing. 

--. 
Senter\?,:s~handed out by the courts are too lenient. 
----
Prisoners should have the right to form a union. 

" 

.- . .- --- -
The police are fair. 

There should be lower penalties for all offences where 
there is no victim (no one is affected against their wishes 
eg, gambling, prostitution, drug taking) 

·f· 
~ t,', }l 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

. 25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

STATEMENT Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disligree Uncertain Agree Agree 

Crimes where there is no victim should be punishable 
by imprisonment in some cases. 

Prison sentences should be reduced and the money saved 
spent on helping the offender in the community. 

The community in general is sufficiently informed about 
the criminal justice iystem. 

-. 
There should be more use of imprisonment as a penalty 
rather than fines, work orders and good behaviour bonds. 

Police and prison officers shOUld be more highly trained. 

Offenders should still ,be sent to prison even if it does not 
help them. 

Judges should have more first hand experience of prisons . 

Police should have more power. 

More effective methods of dealing with crime need to be 
deveioped. 

Crimes of violence should generally receive harsher 
penalties than non·violent crimes. 

All penalties should be increased. 

Psychologists should have more say in the sentencing and 
management of offenders. 

Offenders should still be sent to prison even if it will 
increase the chances of them committing more crimes. 

Complaints against the police and prison warders should 
be investigated by an independent body. 

Prison rehabilitates prisoners. . 
-

Where a fine is imposed as a penalty the fine should be 
proportional to the offenders income rather than a flat 
rate. 

----
The police victimize individuals. 

In no circumstances should prisoners be able to have 
sexual contact with their spouse. 

Imprisonment fails to prevent crime. 
---

I am interested in the issue of crime, jUstice and punish-
ment. 

--
I am more afraid of crime than interested in it. 

--
Police and prison warders should be directly under govern-
ment control rether than a union's. 

I am satisfied with our present criminal justice syste~. 

" 

Please turn the page , 
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OPTIONAL SECTION 

The following information will help us understand the survey results, however, if you feel thaf they 
are personal just leave them blank. 

Your.ge 

Your main source of information 
about crime justice pnd prisons 

Your Educational level 

Your Political preference 

Have you had any personal 
experience with the police 
as a lawbreaker7 

o under 26 Sex Q 
o 

male 

0 26.- 35 

0 35 - 50 

o over 50 

female 

Marital status .................................. ... 

Occupation •••..•••..•..•...•..•••••••..••.•.••••.• 

o media (TV, radio, new5papers) 

o independent reading or study 

o .personal contact (what you've heard) 

o personal experience 

0 Primary School Your Income level 0 Under $10,000 pa 

0 Secondary School 0 $10,000 - $20,000 pa 

0 Tertiary 0 over $20,000 pa 

0 Technical· 

0 Liberal Your Religious 0 No religious practice 
preference 

0 labour 0 Christian . 
0 Other 0 Other religion 

0 Yes Hav!!youhad any 0 Yes 
personal experience of 

0 No prison7 0 No 

GENERAL COMMENTS OR SUGGESTIONS: 

................................................................................................................................ oo ........ 

............................ .. 
.................................. , ............................................................................... ·0· ....... .. 

......................................................................................... 'oo ............. 'OO .......................... 'OO .............. .. 

.................. .. ........................................................... OO," .......... 'oo oo, ............. oo' ... c ...... oo ......... .. 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . -" ........................................... .. 

.......... .. ...................... .. .. .. .. .. • .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ~ .................. ," ... ., ......... 'oo ., .. ., .' ..... ., .... ,. .. 

,_. 

( 

~\ 

,,-
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APPENDIX II SUI/.//AHY OF S'l'IITU'i'F.S APPLICABLE TO EACH CRIUE VIGNETTE 

1. The offender is a man who robs 
a store with a gun 

2. 

3. 

The offender is a man who breaks 
into a neighbour's home to steal 
money 

The offender is an individual 
who intentionally fails to 
report $5,000 in earnings to 
the Government and thus pays 
no taxes on his income 

4. The offender is an executive of 
a drug company who allows his 
company to manufacture and sell 
a drug knowing that it may 
produce harmful side effects 
for most individual a 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 
1913 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 
1913 

INCOME TAX ASSESSMENT 
ACT 1936-1979 

HEALTH ACT 1911-1973 

If a person using the drug dies as POISONS ACT 1964-1970 
a direct result of such use, which 
can be proved, D might be charged with 
criminal negligence. If convicted D 
would be guilty of manslaughter 
(penalty; life, S 287). However the 
state of the law under the code in reg~ 
ards to criminal negligence is unclear. 
At the least, one must prove that D owes 
a duty of care to V, and that he has show~d 
such a disregard for the safety and life as 
to amount to a crime against the state 
(callaghan v The Queen (1952) 87 CLR 115/ 
Howard, Criminal Law • 

One might argue along the lines of criminal 

S 393 

S 401 
(Kote: D cannot 
elect for summary 
trial: S407A) 

5 223 
(failure to furnish 
return) 

5 227 
(false return or 
statement) 

S 230 
(understating income) 
S 231 
(fraudulent avoidance 
of tax) 

S 226 (2) 
(additional tax) 

S 251 

S 227 
(if D had advertised 
the drug as being 
safe and/or having 
no harmful side 
effects) 

S 232 A + 5233 (1) 
(sale of deficient 
product) 

5 38 
(Sale without proper 
classification by 
Commissioner. This 
is vague considering 
the facts given) • 

negligence where V suffers bodily harm or 
grievous bodily harm. However, this is only 
a suggestion. The point is moot. 

D c defendent 
V = victim 

MIN PENALTY 

Without wounding 
14 years 

If done in day: 
14 years 

$4 

$4 

S50 

S50 

MAX PENALTY 

Nith wounding or in 
comp~ny or use 
person~l violence: 
Life imprisonment 

If at night: Life 

S200 

S400 

$4,500 

Sl,OOO 

Liable to pay additional tax equal to doubl 
the difference between what D should have 
paid and what he did pay 

Penalties not to relieve D's liability to 
pay tax 

First Offence: (S 241 (a» $40 

Subsequent: (5 241 (b» S100 or 
6 months 

ibid 

$200 (5 40) 
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5. The offender is a man who steals 
property (value less than $50) 
from a stranger 

6. The offender is a young boy who 
steals an automobile 

Note: 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 1913 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 1913 

5 378 (5) (a) 

If over $100 
5 371 (10) 

Much depends on the age of the boy. 
If under 7 years he is not criminally responsible for his action (5 29 Crim code) 

If under 14 years he is not criminally responsible for his actions ubless it can 
be pro\'ed he knew he should not have stolen the car (5 29) 

The Children's Court can impose a prison sentence on the child only if he is 16 
years or over, and tilen only for a maximum period of 3. months, irrespective of 
the number of offences (5 34A). In lieu of imposing a sentence the Children's 
Court can either (A) Place the child under control of Dept of Welfare 

(B) Order parent to give security 
(C) Dismiss the case or adjourn it 
(D) Release child on probation 
(E) Recognizance' 
(F) Impose a fine not greater than $500 

7. The offender is a businessman who 
attempts to bribe government 
officials to obtain a lucrative 
(SlO,OOO,OOO) government building 
contract for his company 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 1913 

8. The offender is a person who sells POLICE ACT 1892-1970 
marijuana 

NOTE: Provisions to be 
raplaced by Misuse of Drugs 
Act (1981). Penalties similar 
except quantum is now 100 g 
at which sale is assumed. 

POISONS' ACT 1964-1970 

CtlSTOMS ACT 1901 

5 82 (2) 
(official corruption) 

5 61 
(Bribery. of ,l~ember of 
Parliament) 

5 94 B(2) (b) 
(sale of cannabis) 

5 94 B(2) (c) 
(if 0 has more than 
25g) 

5 41 A(3) 
(sale of cannabis) 

543 A 
(If 0 authorised to 
sell but sells to 
person without 
prescription + not 
authori~ed to possess) 

548 
(Hawking poisons) 

55 223 B(l) (b) (f).; 
(If marihuana imparted, 
or exported, or sought 
to be imported or 
exported or reasonably 
suspected of being 
imported) 

}lIN PENALTY 

62 

MAX PENALTY 

If 0 elects not to be 
tried summarily, or if 
court refuses to allow 
o to be tried summarily 
(5 426 (l) (2): 

14 years 

If 0 el~cts to be tried 
summarily 
(5426 (l»: 

6 months or 
$500 fine 

7 years, however as 
offender is a child, 
see Child Welfare Act, 
1947-1977 

7 years + fine at 
Court's discretion 
(i.e. quantum) 

7 years 

$.4000 and/or 10 years 
(5 95 B(5) (b) 

$2000 and/or 3.years 

$4500 and/or 10 years 

$100 

$2000 and/or 2 years if 
less than 25g: 
(5 235 (1) (c) 
$4000 and/or 10 years il 
'more than 25g 
(5 235 (1) (d) 
NotelLesser penalty 
imposed with regards 
to cannabis 
(R. Douglas, W.A. 
C of CA (1976) 
unreporte<l) 

9. The offender is a man who kills 
his wife during an argument 

10. The offender 1S an executive of a 
corporation who knows that his 
corporation must purchase landJ 
he purchases the available land 
and sells it for $100,000 gain 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

Note: Elements of III 
(2) 
,(3) 

and/or (4) 
(5) 

will have effect 

COMPANIES ACT 

S 278 
(with intent to kill 
(Wilful Murder» 

5 279 (l), (3) 

MIN PENALTY 

(if 0 intends to cause 
grif)VOus bedily harm. If 
reckless (Some d~ubt see 
Vallance v R (1961) lOB CLR 56) 
(Murder) 

S 280 
(where killing is not 
excused, justified, 
or authorised by law 
but where circumstances 
do not amount to wilful 
murder or murder have 
manslaughter) 

ProvocaC10n (5 2Bl) 
Automatism 
Insanity 
Intoxication 
Compulsion (5 31) 

of reducing sentence 

S 124 (2) 

63 

MAX PENALITY 

Death 
5 2fl2 (a) 

Life 
S 2B2 (b) 

Life 
S 2B2 (b) 

Life 
5 2B7 

$2000 fine.Liable to 
Company for profit 
Liable to Company 
for any damage suffered 
by it 

----------.. - -- '-- .,--------1 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

The offender is.a person who 
uses marijuana 

NOTE: To be replaced by 
provisons of the Misuse 
of Drugs Act (1981) 

The offender is a man who hits 
and kills a little girl while 
driving his car when he is 
drunk 

POLICE ACT 1892-1970 

POISONS ACT 1964-1970 

CUSTOMS ACT 1901 

ROAD TRAFFIC ACT 1971.1 

5 94 B A 
(if D in possession 
of money or security 
from sale) 

5 94 B (1) (g) 
(smoking cannabis) 

5 36 

S 41 A(3) 
(if D has cannabis 
plant in his 
possession) 

5 233 B(cl, (d) 
(if cannabis is 
imported) 

5 59 

Note: If there •• l.·s a" element of intent to cause harm to a child, see ~ at Q 9. 

The offender is a man who 
deliberately stabs his wife 
during a fight. she does 
not die 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

CRIMINAL CODE Acr 

55 553, 279 
(attempt ~o murder 
i.e. if D intends to 
kill V or to do him! 
her grievous bodily 
harm) 

S 297 
(grievous bodily harm) 

5 301 (1) 
(unlawful wounding) 

5 317 
(assault occasioning 
bodily harm) 

5 322 (5) (a) 
(aggravated assault) 

MIN' PENALTY 

64 

MAX PENALTY 

$3000 and/or 3 years 
(5 94 E(l» 

$3000 and/or 3 years 
(5 94 E(l» 

$200 (5 40) 

$2000 and/or 3 years 

$2000 and/or 2 years 
if less than 25g 
(5 235 (~.) (c» 

$4500 and/or 10 years 
if more than 25g 
(5 235 (1) (d) 

If D elects to be tried 
summarily 
$2500 fine or 18 months 

If D elects to be 'tried 
on indictment 
$5000 or 4 years 

7 years 

7 years 

3 years 

3, years 
D can elect to be 
tried summarily. Then 
6 months or $500 fine 
(S 324 A) 

If tried summarily -
1 year. If D elects 
ir.dictment - 2 years 
(5 322 (2» 

{ 

l 

01 
i 

;',-
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14. The offender is an auto 
mechanic who charged you $300 
to major engine repairs when 
in fact he only replaced the 
spark plugs 

15. The offenders are two males 
who engage in sex together 

16. The offender is the manager 
of a department store who 
advertises that prices on 
all items have been reduced 
by 50\ when in fact .'10 such 
price reductions have taken 
place 

17. The Offender is a person who 
sells heroin 

18 

19. 

To be replaced by Misuse of Drugs 
Act 1981. 
Maximum penalty 25 years and/or 
$100,000. 

The offender is a man who 
steals property (value OVer 
S100) from a stranger 

The offender is a WOman who has 
an illegal abortion 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

TRADE PRACTICES ACT 
1974 

TRADE DESCRIPTION 

POLICE ACT 1892-1970 

POISONS ACT 

CUSTOMS ACT 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

5 409 (a) 
(False pretences) 

5 184 

5 409 (1) 
(False pretences) 

5 53 (e) 1 
(false statement as 
to price) 

5 56 (1) or (2) 2 
(bait advertising) 

5 8 (1) (a) or (bl 
(false advertising) 

5 94 B(2) (b) or (c) 

5 94 B A 
(if D in possession of 
money or security from 
sale) 

5 48 
(hawking) 

S 233 B (a) - (f) 

S 378 (5) (a) 

S 200 

MIN PENALTY 

65 

MAX PENALTY 

If D elects to be tried 
summarily - $500 fine 
or 6 months 

If D does not so elect 
3 years 
(5 426 (f» 

3 years 

If D elects to be tried 
summarily - $500 or 
6 months 

If D does not so elect 
3 years 
(S 426 (f» 

$10,000 
(5 79 (1) (all 

ibid 

First offence: $200 and/or 6 months 
(58 (6) (a» 
Second offence: $500 and/or 12 months 
(58 (6) (b) 
Third and subsequent offences _ 

$500< x <$1000 
and/or 12 months 

$4000 and/or 10 years 
(5 94 B (5) (bl ) 

$3000 and/or 
(5 94 Ell» 

$100 

See for Q 8 

years 

If D elects to be tried 
summarily - 6 .months or 
$500 fine 
(S 426 (J,» 

If D elects to be tried 
on indictment or if 
Court refuses D's 
election SUPRA then 
14 years ------
(S 426 (1) (2) 

7 years 

,: ,. 
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20. The offender is an executive 
who is responsible for an 
advertisement which mak~s 
false and extravagant claims 
about the quality of his 
company's product 

21. The offender is a 30 year old 
man who rapes a 19 year old 
woman 

22. The offenders are presidents 
"'f four major petroleum 
co(,'panies who illegally 
conspire to raise the price 
of petroleum and gasoline 
products in order to 
increase profits 

23. The offender is a person 
who uses heroin 
To be replaced by Misuse 
of Drugs Act 1981 

24. The offender is a fe!llille who 
solicits money in return for 
providing sex 

Notes Q20, Q16 

TRADE PRACTICES ACT 
1974 

TRADE DESCRIMINATION 
AND FALSE ADVERTIS­
MENTS ACT 1936-1973 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 

TRADE PRACTICES 

POLICE ACT 

POISONS ACT 

POLICE ACT 
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~ MIN PENALTY MAX PENALTY 

5 53 (a) 3 
(False representation) 

5 8 (1) (a) (i) 
(False advertising) 

or 

5 8 (1) (a) (ii) 

5 6 (1) 
(failure to give 
proper trade description) 

5 35 

5 328 
(indecent assault) 

5545 A(l), 45 
or 

45 (2) (a) or (b) 

5 94 B (2) (a) 

5 36 

5 76 (f) (1) 

5 59 

$l.O,OOO 
5 79 (1) (a» 

Supra-16 

First offence: $200 
Second offence: $50< 
Third offence: $100 < 

(5 14) 

Life 
(5 326) 

4 years 

x < $200 
K < $400 

Fine not exceeding 
$250,000 
(5 76 (1» 
Note: Criminal 
~eedings do not lie 
against Os for breach 
of the sections in 
pt iv of the T.P.A.(S76) 

$2000 and/or 2 years 
(5 94 B(5) (a» 
$200 (5 40) 

$100 fine. or 6 months 

$40 fine or 1 month 

1,,2,3 Although such penalties can be brought against individuals rather than the responsible corporation, such 
prosecutions are difficult to sustain, and to succeed in. Recent cases where director/executive 
prosecuted s~ccessfully in addition to the company itself, (see 1979-80 Annual Report of Trade Practices 
Commission were. Barter Shoes Pty Ltd and Dunlop Australia Ltd (548)/. 

~. The Commission rarely prosecutes an individual of the company concerned. Relevant factors are. 

(i) how blatant the act was of the person 

(H) his position in the Company, i.e. are the Company's 
actions hi~. does he hold a responsible position in 
the Company or is he a small cog in the wheel? 

" I 

;t •. 

25. The person is an offender who 
a ttempts suicide 

26. The offender is a person who 
bashes a stranger 

67 

MIN PENALTY MAX PENALTY 

NOT A CRIME. 5 289, CRIMINAL CODE ACT, which previously made an attempt an 
offence has been repealed by NO. 21 of 1972 5/0 

CRIMINAL CODE ACT 5 317 
(assault occasioning 
bodily harm) 

(defined 5 1) 

5 322 (5) 
(aggravated assault 
- if stranger a 
woman or male under 17) 

5 313 
(minor assault) 

3 years. 0 can elect to 
be tried summarily I 
penalty then is -
$500 fine of 6 months 

If 0 elects trial on 
lndictment, penalty is 
2 years 
5 322 (2» 

If summarily convicted _ 
court is empowered to 
impose heavier penalty -
$ 200 or 1 year 
(5 322 (3» 

2 years 
If D elects t.o be tried 
summarily -

Note: That if a crime was not attempted to be committed at time of assault, and no question as 
to title of land arises, then the court is empowered to convict without imposing a 
penalty (5 321) 

$100 fine or 6 months 
(5 320 - 1) 

27. The offender is a drunk driver ROAD TRAFFIC ACT 
1974-1979 

ROAD TRAFFIC ACT 

5 63 
(if so under the il1fluence 
alcohol as to be incapable 
of having proper control of 
the vehicle (if , alcohol 
in blood >0.15) 
(5 63 (5» 

5 63 

First offence: (5 63 (2) (a) 
$200 + 6 months $400 or 4 months 
suspension 

Second offence: (5 63 (2) (6» 
$400 + 2 years $600 or 6 months 
suspension 
(5 63 (2) (c) 

Third offence. 
$600 + permanent $800 or 12 months 
suspension 

51000 

Fourth and Subsequent offence. 

(5 63 (2) (d) 
$2000 or 18 months 

S 64 
(Driving with alcohol 
in blood > 0.08\) First offence. (5 64 (2, (d) 

$100 + 3 months $300 
suspension 

Second offence and Subsequent. 
(5 64(2) (b) 

$200 + 6 months $500 
suspension 
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APPENDIX I;rI A SAMPLE OF RESPONSES (TO OPEN COMMENT) 

Married Male 26-35 
I believe that offenders charged with pack rape, cold blooded murder, drug 
peddling, child molesting should be execut@d. 

Married (Manager) 26-35 
Generally crimes of violence should be punishable by strict prison sentences. 
Other non violent crimes should be graded from nil punishment to medium 
punishment. 

Married Female 26-35 
I feel the judges should be harder in punishment. The execution should be 
brought back (used) in cases of wilful murder. The drug scene sh~uld be 
clamped down on and if the penalties were a lot harder perhaps th~s would 
deter more people. Alcohol: Drunk drivers who kill someone should go for 
wilful murder (Life - not the rope). The punishment for drunk drivers 
should be a lot harder. We need more police and more warders and a lot more 
understanding from the public. 

Married Female, under 26 
I have enjoyed thinking about this and also have discussed it with others 
(following my answers): I would be interested in knowing how my 'results' 
compare with the average. I feel that some of the questions need a few 
lines to give a short explanation as it would help to justify the answers. 

Single Male, under 26 . " 
One must try and fit in punishment the best way poss~ble, tak~ng ~nto . 
consideration the severity of the crime and the circumstances. More publ~c 
awareness must ,be sought. The only way problems can be solved is by facing 
them, rather than having the public stick their heads in the sand. 

Married Female, over 50 
It is very difficult to give a blanket judgment on some of these qu,::!stions. 
I do believe in capital punishment in some circumstances 8 would rec'ommend it 
for drug pushers, and would remove vehicles when drunken driving charges are 
proved. I do believe that in many cases community service orders shou7d be 
applicable, but they should be supervised till the period of sentence ~s 
finalised. I also believe strongly in abortion on demand and 'consent~n~ 
adult' male or female sex offenders should not be harrassed, though the ~dea 
makes me squirm personally. 

Married Female 26-35 
Prisoners should have less luxuries in gaol. I think the penalties for 
criminals should be a lot harsher. Capital punishment should be re-introduced 
and used for all people guilty of killing or seriously maiming other people. 
Police should be given a lot more freedom in arresting people and should be 
backed by their senior officers when charges against them arise. 

Divorced Female 35-50 
I strongly advocate that drug users (not pushers) sho~ld be put to work a~ 
ornerlies in clinics or hospitals where people suffer~ng,from ;he effectg . 
of drugs ar.e under treatment. This cou,ld prevent young users from beco~ng 
hopeless addicts. 

One question not raised here of a particularly nasty nature - child rape - is 
surely important enough for inclusion. My opinion re penalty would be 
execution, because the victim and other potential victims must be protected. 

i 
i 
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Married Male over 50 

I am of the opinion that a survey of this nature is a good thing if the 
results are used to influence the appropriate authority to improve the present 
position. It seems fairly obvious from press reports that the severity of 
sentences presently imposed are far too lenient for many offences. 

Married Female 35-50 

My husband and I feel perhaps more help and attention should be given to 
the ',victims' of crime than is given at the present time. 

Married Male 26-35 
1. I believe in capital punishment 
2. Much more severe sentences for drug pushers 
3. Death sentence for hard drug pushers 
4. There is a place for corporal punishment 
5. A life sentence should be for the rest of their natural life 

Married Male 35-50 

Fines should be proportional to the act: i.e. the executive who steals 
vast sums should not expect to be on equal par with a petty thief. 
Deliberate killing whether direct or indirect (ie drugs) should not be 
allowed life or parole. 

Married Male 26-35 

I believe two males who want to engage in sex should not advertise it. 
I do not believe also in 10-16 year old girls having a baby. A ch~ld has 
to be brought up in a happy and mother and father, environment. 

Marr ied Male over 5,0 

I found it hard to answer some of the ~~astions without wanting to qualify 
them, e.g. extenuating circumstances. I would find it very difficult to 
punish someone for stealing food to feed his children. 

Married Male 26-35 

If the penalties for non-viOlent crimes were made so much more harsher 
there would be less violent crimes and also all prisoners should be compelled 
to go to church services (Chapel) and be taught the true meaning of Christianity. 

Single Female under 26 

Capital punishment should be a thing of the past. Rapists should receive 
much harsher penalties in all cases. Police should be able to intervene in 
domestic strife. Prison conditions should be tougher - no luxuries (eg TV etc) 
Vandalism is an increasing problem today and offenders should receive a 
community service order plus imprisonment. In rape cases the majority of 
members of the jury should:be women. 

Married Female 25-45 

Hanging should be reintroduced. Prisons should emphasise punishment rather 
than be an attractive place of rehabilitation. 

Marrj,ed Female 26-35 

I feel the majority of people, like myself, are not very well informed 
about prisons. I think most people would like to see the death penalty 
brought back for murderers, sex crimes against young children and similar 
offences but would not like to be the one responsible for sentencing the 
criminal. We only know what the authorities let us know through the media. 

" 
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APPENDIX IV - SUPPLEMENTARY RESULTS 

(Courtesy: Culver) 

APPENDIX IV 

A. KNOWLEDGE •••••••••••••••• ····P 71 

B. SENTENCING ••••••••••••••• ····P 75 

..., OPINIONS ••••••••••••••••••••• P 79 
~. 

D. KNOWLEDGE AND SENTENCES •••••• F 84 

E. ATTITUDE GROUPS ••••••••••.••• P 85 

APPENDIX IVA KNOtvLEDGE 

Q3 What length of time are prison warders usually trained for before 
commencing duty? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

24 weeks 48 18.0 

12 weeks (correct answer) 102 38.2 

6 weeks 56 21.0 . 
3 weeks 28 10.5 

1 week 17 6.4 

None 16 6.0 

Missing cases , 2 

Q4 What is the average number of prisoners in all WA prisons at any 
one time'? 

Number of 
Persons 

Adjusted 
Frequency % 

2800 75 28.3 

71 

1900 63 23.8 
~-----------------------------.--------------~'-,------------~------------------------~ 

1400 (co~rect answer) 58 21.9 

1100 39 14.7 

800 16 6.0 

500 14 5.3 

Missing ca,es 4 

Q6 How much time are prisoners in Fremant1e prison allowed for visits 
from relatives or friends? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

One 40 minute visit per month 36 13.5 

One 40 minute visit per week * 119 44.7 

One 60 minute visit every 3 months 2 .8 

One 30 minute visit per day 26 9.8 

One 60 minute visit per week 83 31.2 

Missing cases 3 

* Correct answer 

... 
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APPENDIX IVA -KNOWLEDGE (cont) 

QIO How many offences were reported to the police in 1980? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons FrequerLcy % 

87,000 23 9.0 

71 ,000 (correct answer) 34 13.3 
" 

63,000 64 25.0 
r--

54.000 62 24.2 

46,000 33 12.9 

37,000 40 15.6 

Missing cases 13 

Q13 What is the ratio of prisoners to prison staff (Staff:Prisoners)? 

Number. of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

1:9 120 45.8 

1:7~ 21 8.0 , 

1:6 
, 

80 30.5 ; 

1:4~ 18 6.9 

1:3 23 8.8 

lotIissing cases 7 --
Correct answer l:l~ - no correct response 

',,' 

Q16 A prisoner's chances of returning to prison are about? 
,.-

Number of Adjusted 

\) Persons Frequency % 
~. 

'-\ 
10-20% 25 9.4 

, 
20-40% 79 30.7 

40-60% 82 30.8 

60-80% ii' 69 26.0 

80-100% 11 3.3 

Missing cases 3 

" 
Mean 49.94 % 

\1 
'. \ ',I 

'\", 

Ii 
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APPENDIX IVA - KNOWLEDGE (cont) 

Q18 

5-20% 

20-40% 

40-60% 

60-80% 

80-90% 

What percentage of prisoners are aboriginals (full blood and 
half caste)? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

51 19.2 

101 38.2 

85 32.0 

24 9.1 

4 1.5 
Missing cases 

4 

Q19 

5-10% 

10-20% 

20 30% 

30-40% 

40-85% 

Missing 

Q20 

5-10% 

10-20% 

20-30% 

30-40% 

40-50% 

50-90% 

Mean 39.92 % 

What percentage of prisoners' offences are directly related to 
drugs (exclusing alcohol)? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

57 21.3 

63 23.6 

72 26.0 

46 16.4 

29 10.9 
cases 

2 

Mean 25.73 % 
, .. _-----' 

What p~rcentage of prisoners' offences are direct'ly 
alcohoi? ' related to 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

.. -._-
33 12.4 

- 55 20.7 

58 21.8 

42 15.8 

38 14.3 

40 15.0 -
" 

Mean 33.82 % 
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APPENDIX IVA - KNOWLEDGE (cont) 

Q21 What percentage of prisoners' offences are driving offences? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons II11'requency % 

5-10% 112 42.4 

10-20% 69 26.2 
-'( 

" ,', 
20-30% 43 16.2 

30-40% 22 S.4 

40-S5% IS 6.S 

Missing 5 
Mean 19.50S % 

Q23 What percentage of crimes or offences are reported to the police? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

10-20% 17 6.4 

20-40% 53 19.5 

40-60% S4 30.6 

60-S0% 93 34.1 

SO-95% 20 7.5 

Missing 3 
-

Mean 56.S0 % 

Q24 What is the percentage of reported crimes that are solved? 

Number of Adjusted 
Persons Frequency % 

10-20% 15 5.6 

20-40% 45 17.0 

40-60% 6S 2S.3 

60-S0% lOS 40.6 
-, 

SO-95% ?O 7.5 

Missing 3 

Meal'l 58.3S " % 

APPENDIX IVB SENTENCING 

Penalties: 

A = Should not be a crime at all 

B = No penalty 

C Restitution 

D = A fine 

E = Probation 

F = Community Service Order (ie 
offender must do some prescribed 
work in the community) 

G 1 weekend in prison 

H = Up to 30 days in prison 

CATEGORY 1 - Serious Crime 

Rape (No 21) 

I = 

J 

K = 

L = 

M = 

N 

0 

75 

1 month - 6 months in prison 

6 months - 12 months in prison 
1 year to 2 'years in prison 

2 years to 5 years in prison 

5 years ,to 10 years in prison 

10 years or more in prison 

Life imprisonment (15 years 
or more 

Penalty No of people No of people 

A-F 

G-H 

I-J 

K-L 

M+ 

CATEGORY 2 - Property Crime 

Break and Enter (No 2) 

, 'Penalty 

A-F 

G-H 

I-J 

K-L 

.. M+ 

I. 

" 

CATEGORY 3 - White Collar Crime 

Tax Evasion (No 3) 

Penalty 

A-B 

F=-
-, ----- --, -----

C-F 
- ----

G-H 
~ - ------- - - - -- ---

I-J 

K+ 

Suggest 

12 

2 

17 

60 

176 

No of people 
Suggest 

55 

35 

S9 

75 
" 

13 

No of people 
Suggest 

14 
----

31 

22 

Assume 

10 

2 

46 

144 

56 

No of people 
Assume 

SO 

IS 

129 

32 

3 

No of people 
Assume 

3 

193 :;.------
9 

40 

IS 

.. 
'". 

-_-"C 
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CATEGORY 1 - Serious Crime 

Murder (NO 9) 

Penalty No.suggesting 

A-F 16 

G-K 0 

I-K 20 

L~M 98 
; 

N-O 109 

p 22 

Missing 4 

CATEGORY 3 - White collar Crime 

False Advertising (NO 16) 

Penalty No.suggesting 

A-B 23 

C-D 150 

E-F 31 

G-H 13 

I-J 28 

K+ 20 

Missing 4 

CATEGORY 7 - other crimes 

Drunk Driver (NO 27) 

penalty No. suggesting 

A-B 1 

C-D 57 

E-F 49 

G-H 48 (i 
" . ~\ 

" 56 \\ I-J II 

K+ 53 

MiSSl."g 5 

Assume 

0 

0 

30 

130 

89 

1 

10 

Assume 

85 

135 

13 

4 

12 

8 

12 

Assume 

0 

155 

11 

25 

52 

14 

12 

76 
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APPENDIX IVB 

CATEGORY 6 - Sell Drugs 

Sells Marijuana (NO 8) 

penalty No. Suggesting Assume 

A-F 61 31 

G-H 6 4 

I-J 29 81 

K-L 62 116 

M+ 109 30 
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SUMHARY OF OPINION SECTION 

% respondants 
STATEMENT Strongly Strongly Disagree Disagr(le Uncertain Agree Agree 

Prisons should be made tougher. 5.2 16.7 16.0 33.8 28.3 
We should send a person to prison only as a last resort. 11. 7 38.3 10.2 29.7 10.2 
We should increase the size and scope of compensation 

1.5 3.0 7.4 45 43.1 
for victims of crime. 

Sending a person to prison will teach him a lesson. 
6.3 29.1 29.9 28.4 6.3 

As a society we should strive towards alternatives to prison. 4.1 22.8 14.6 44.2 14.2 
Crime has been getting worse in modern times_ 

1.9 8.2 11.9 40.1 37.9 
Our treatment of offenders should be less harsh. 25.3 53.6 13.6 5.7 1.9 
Judges and the courts are fair. 8.6 24.9 30.1 33.1 3.3 
Prisoners learn more about being a criminal than a good 

1.1 9.7 25.1 48.3 15.7 
citizen while in prison. 
-.-
Prison provides the community with the most effective 
deterrent to crime . 5.6 28.9 17.3 39.8 8.3 
People don't know enough about prisons. 0.4 1.9 3.0 66.9 27.8 ------ -
Prisoners should be provided with more help when they 

2.2 4.5 9.3 62.1 21.9 
are released from prison. 

Sending a person to prison will reduce the chances of him 
7.4 36.1 30.1 21.2 5.2 

committing more crimes. 
- -.-

Laws need frequent changing. 
1.1 13.4 14.1 51. 7 19.7 

Sentences handed out by the courts are too lenient. 1.1 7.9 23.0 40.8 27.2 -----
Prisoners should have the right to form a union. 43.9 34.6 10.8 8.9 1.9 - - - --- -
The Police are fair. 

-- --
There should be lower penalties for all offences where 
there is no victim (no one is affected against their wishes 
eg, gambling, prostitution, drug taking) 

5.9 11.2 33.1 42.8 7.1 

4.1 14.2 11.6 30.6 19.5 

Numbers in brackets, ( ), rank order 
most popular 
statements • 

Rank 
Order 

(15) 

( 31) 

(2) 

(27) 

(19) 

(6) 

(40) 

(28) 

(13) 

(22) 

(4) 

( 7) 

( 33) 

(10) 

( 8) 

(41) 

(20) 

(14) 



19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

STATEMENT 

Crimes where there is no victim should be punishable 
by imprisonment in some cases. 

Prison sentences should be reduced and the money saved 
spent on helping the offender in the community. 

The community in general is sufficiently informed about 
the criminal justice system. 

There should be more use of imprisonment as a penalty 
rather than fines, work orders and good behaviour bonds. 

Police and prison officers should be more highly trained. 

Offenders should still be sent to prison even if it does not 
help them. 

Judges should have more first hand experience of prisons. 

Police should have more power. 

More effective methods of dealing with crime need to be 
developed. 

Crimes of violence should generally receive harsher 
penalties than non-violent crimes. 

All penalties should be increased. 

Psychologists should have more say in the sentencing and 
management of offenders. 

Offenders should still be sent to prison even if it will 
increase the chances of them committing more crimes. 

Complaints against the police and prison warders should 
be investigated by an independent body. 

Prison rehabilitates prisoners. 

Where a fine is imposed as a penalty tt"ie fine should be 
proportional to the offenders income rather than a flat 
rate. 

The police victimize individuals. 

In no circumstances should prisoners be able to have 
sexual contact with their spouse. 

Imprisonment fails to prevent crime. 

I am interested in the issue of crime, justice and punish-
ment. 

I am more afraid of crime than interested in it. 

Police and prison warders should be directly under govern-
ment control rather than a union's. 

I am satisfied with our present criminal justice system. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

3.7 

8:2 

24.6 

9.4 

2.6 

9.0 

1.1 

13.0 

1.9 

0.4 

4.5 

11.3 

7.9 

3.4 

9.7 

8.2 

5.6 

10 

4.9 

0.4 

5.6 

4.9 

7.9 
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-
Strongly 

Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 

15.2 17.1 59.5 4.5 

42.4 25.3 20.1 4.1 

53.7 10.1 9.3 2.2 

41.6 18.7 25.1 5.2 

10.8 20.9 46.3 19.4 

27.6 19.0 37.7 6.7 

9.7 19.3 53.5 16.4 

43.9 22.3 14.9 5.9 

2.2 3.3 54.3 38.3 

1.5 2.2 38.2 57.7 

33.3 33.7 22.5 6.0 

29.8 24.9 27 • .5 6.4 

31.1 25.1 29.2 6.7 

3.0 1.9 55.4 36.3 

35.2 41.2 12.0 1.9 

18.7 11.6 43.7 17.9 

22.6 40.6 26.3 4.9. 

28.6 21.6 28.3 11.5 

21.1 25.9 41.4 6.8 

5.3 15.8 66.4 12.1 

37.3 15.7 34.3 7.1 

13.1 22.1 35.2 24.7 

46.8 31.8 11.2 2.2 

L 
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Rank APPENDIX IVC - OPINIONS 
Order 

(17) 
PRISONS SHOULD BE MADE TOUGHER 

(35) 
No of people % 

(39) 

(34) 

(12) 

Strongly Disagree 
14 Disagree 5.2 

Uncertain 45 16.6 
Agree 43 16.0 

Strongly Agree 91 33.8 
76 28.3 

(23) 

(11) 

(37) 
JUDGES AND COURTS ARE FAIR 

( 3) No of people % 

(1) 

(30) 

( 32) 

Strongly Disagree 
23 Disagree 8.6 

Uncertain 67 24.9 

Agree 81 30.1 

Strongly Agree 89 33.1 
9 3.3 

(29) 

(5) PRISON PROVIDES MOST EFFECTIVE DETERRENT 

(36) IJ 
:' '" 

No of people % 

(18) 

(25) 

(24) Q 

Strongly Disagree 
15 Disagree 5.6 

Uncertain 77 28.6 
Agree 46 17.1 

Strongly Agree 106 39.4 
22 8.2 

(21) 

(9) 

(26) ~t , 
PRISONERS SHOULD HAVE RIGHT TO FORM A UNION 

":.. 
!:, 

(16) No of people % 

C' 

(38) 

1. 

Stro~gly Disagree 
118 43.9 Disagree 

Uncert.ain 93 34.6 

Agree 29 10.8 

Strongly Agree 
24 8.9 

5 1.9 
l : 

1 
(t" \ }> 

F-

I l· 
i 
~ 
t 
~ 
t 

~. 
@ ~ -r ) ,\ 

t" < 
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APPENDIX IVC - OPINIONS (CONT) 

APPENDIX IVC - OPINIONS (CONT) 

POLICE SHOULD HAVE MORE POWER 
; 

COMPLAINTS AGAINST THE POLICE AND PRISON WARDERS SHOULD BE INVESTIGATES' No of people % 
INDEPENDENTLY 

, 
No of people % 

Strongly Disagree 9 3.3 
Disagree 8 3.0 

Strongly Disagr~e 35 13.0 Disagree 118 43.9 Uncertain 60 22.3 Agree 40 14.9 Strongly Agree 16 5.9 
Uncertain 5 1.9 
Agree 148 55.0 
Strongly Agree 97 36.1 

PRISO~ERS SHOULD NOT HAVE SEXUAL CONTACT WITH THEIR SPOUSE 

No of people % ./ 

JUDGES SHOULD HAVE MORE EXPERIENCE OF PRISON 

'~ No of people % 
\ 

Strongly Disagree 3 1.1 
Disagree 26 9.7 

Strongly Disagree 27 10.0 Disagree 77 28.4 Uncertain 58 21.6 Agree 76 28.,,3 Strongly Agree 31 11.5 
Uncertain 52 19.3 
Agree 144 53.5 

q'. '.' 

Strongly Agree 44 16.4 

SATISFIED WITH PRESENT CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

No of people % 
THE POLICE ARE FAIR 

No of people % 

Strongly Disagree 16 5.9 
Disagree 30 11.2 

Strongly Disagree 21 7.9 Disagree 125 46.8 Uncertain 85 32 8 Agree 30 11. 2 
Strongly Agree 6 2.2 

Uncex-tain 89 33.1 
Agree 115 42.8 
Strongly Agree 19 7.1 c 

0 

" THE POLICE VICTIMIZE INDiVIDUALS 

No Of people % 

C,RHm IS WORSE 

No of people % 
" 

Strongly Disagree 5 1.9 " 
Disagree 22 I 8.,2 

Strongly Disagree 15 5.6 'Disagree 60 " 22.6 
Uncertain 108 40.6 
Agree ~ 70 26.3 
Stron,gly Agree 13 4.9 

Uncertai~l 32 ' . , 11 .. 9 
D 

108 40.1 Agree 
Strongly Agree 102 37~9 

(. 

,'. 

".' 



r r 

, . 

II1N 
... CD 
Ill'" ...'" III •• 

bllll ... 
(:: ...... 
bl C C 
Z" .. 
Cl .. .. 

:: j;1 ~ 
.!>! ! 
:;!., 111 
U ...... 

C C 
~"" 
~a I! 

~
gg ...... .. .. 

-~ir 
III ...... 

!i: C C !;! ...... 
Z .. ., 
o u U 
IIIUU 
:;!CC 
'" :! !l :0: C C 
.. U U 

""., " 
0"" 
cr:~", 
bl ., II 

e~§ 
5"'111 
Z"III 

lIIoC 

19 

18 

17 

16 

APPENDIX IVD 

FIGURE i 

MORAL INDIGNATION (SENTENCE) BY 'KNOWLEDGE 

J(£Y: 

SU99~sted number 
of imprisonments' 

AsslDled number 
or imprisonment5 

--~-----------T--r-~~~~-31~------~~~----~----------~------------~---------------------
15 \ ~ "~35 

I I , 
I, \ 
J: , 
3 \ ~o 

14. ______ ---- --- - - ----~-.;.---\- - - -.l\-. 
\ . I \ . 
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11 1 4. 5 6 7 8 
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9 10 .11 
No cotrectanswers 
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\ 
, I 

~ 
10 

13 

8 

~ 
I \ 

/ \ 
I \ 

I \ 

, 
14 16 .~ 

KNOWLEDGE (MAX 25) ~UESTION,NAlRES 

No of questions expected 
by chance. 5.5 questions 
right, .. 

Figure 1 shows the tendency for people with more correct information.to be .less punitive 
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~~HAL INDIGNATION CR1MF. 23 (Tnn off~ndcr is a pp.rson who uses hp.roih). 

~ = overall sample 

r=J - punitive attitude group 

~"> 
<t 

~ ~ non-punitive attitude group 

60 r PI" 50 <! 

~ 
40 t>'" .-t 

\ of sample 
jo ~ wanting imprisonment 

~. by 
20 

10 

attitude group 0 
:-. .... 

"' ... .4'" 4'" 4'" 0 ."," .... 
,:f'''' -,.,,'" 

:-.'" ;><1-i:?· q p. 
0<1-.. 

<' 
:-.'" 

"'"a ~ 

corrected chi-square 

significance 

17.14149. IDf 

.0000 

APPENDIX IVE- Figure 1b 

:~OAAL INDIGNATION CRIME 11 (The offender is a person who uses marijuana) 

60 

50 

40 

, of sample 
~anting imprisonment 30 

by 

20 

10 

.sttltude group 

.', 

overall sample 

punttive attitude grQuP 

non-punitive attitude' group 

Corrected x2 , 25.2l269,lDf 
(\ 

Signlficance .0000 
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MORAL INDIGIlATIOII CRIME 18 (The off('nder steals property greater than >$100) 
86 

10 ~ - overall sample 

90 E:] - punitive attitude group 

!30 ~ _ lion-punitive attitude group 

10 ~ 
,."" 
~ 

60 

50 

40 

\ of sample 
30 wanting imprisonment 

by 20 

attitude group 

I\PPENDIX IV E- Figure:Z TTITUDE (punitive, non-punitive by male, female). 
DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS BREAKDOWN BY 11 

100 

\ of sample, 

male" female 

by 

90 

80 

70 

_ 5 37765 with Id.l. 
corl;ected chi-square • 

p •• 0204 

:",' 

,. 
NB. ..les are equallY 
divided 50 .. 50 in the 
attitude group" 

o 
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