The author(s) shown below used Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice and prepared the following final report:

Document Title: Measuring Public Perceptions of Appropriate
Prison Sentences, Final Report

Author(s): Mark A. Cohen ; Roland T. Rust ; Sara Steen
Document No.: 199365

Date Received: April 2003

Award Number: 1999-CE-VX-0001

This report has not been published by the U.S. Department of Justice.
To provide better customer service, NCJRS has made this Federally-
funded grant final report available electronically in addition to
traditional paper copies.

Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect
the official position or policies of the U.S.
Department of Justice.




o | FINAL REPORT R 197365

Measuring Public Peréeptions of Appropriate
Prison Sentences™

October 2002

Mark A. Cohen
Owen Uraduate School of Management
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, TN 37203
mark.cohen@owen.vanderbilt.edu

(615) 322-6814

Roland T. Rust
Robert H. Smith School of Business
. ) University of Maryland
- College Park, MD 20742
rrust@rhsmith.umd.edu
301-405-4300

Sara Steen
University of Colorado—Boulder
Boulder, CO 80303
steen@colorado.edu

* This project was supported by Grant No. 1999-CE-VX-0001, awarded by the National
Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Additional
support for this project was provided from the U.S. Sentencing Commission through N1J.
Points of view in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent
the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice or the U.S. Sentencing
Commission. We are grateful for mary thovghtiil aiscissions ~id comments received
from our Project Monitor, Akiva Liberman {N1J), and from Linda Maxfield (U.S.
Sentencing Commission), neither of whom share any blame for the contents of the report.
Special thanks to the survey team at Roper Starch: Kevin Bray, Project Director; Kathleen
Barringer, Project Manager; Robert Benford; and Nicolas A. Holt, PhD. Additional

‘ research assistance was provided by Gabrielle Chapman, Achintya Ray, Mihir Shah, and

Simon Tidd.

This document is a research reﬁort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



This document is a research re

Measuring Public Perceptions of Appropriate Prison Sentences

1. Background and Literature Review
I1. Study Methodology

A. Survey Design Stage
i) Panel of Experts
i1) Focus Groups
ii1) Cognitive Interviews
1v) Pretest
v) Survey Method
B. Survey Administration
C. Response Rate
D. Sample Demographics and Weighting
E. Survey Bias, Respondent Consistency and Comprehension
i) News Coverage of Crime
ii) Interviewer Bias :
iii) Difficult to Reach Respondents
iv) Comprehension of Questions
v) Interviewer Concern over Respondent Answers
vi) Consistency of Responses

II1. Appropriate Punishment

A. Screener Questions: In/Out and Deportation Decisions
B. Main Scenarios with Alternative Sanctions

1V. Parole Decisions

A. The Parole Decision
B. Parole Decisions versus Appropriate Sanctions

V. Crime Prevention and Control Strategies
V1. Willingness to Pay for Reduced Crime
A. Background on Crime Cost Estimates
B. Methodological Conceins
C. Survey Design
D. Willingness-to-Pay Estimates

VII. Conclusion and Fu_ture Research

VIIIL. Bibliography

ort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. !

This report has not been publisﬁed by the Department. Opinions or points of view
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

27

28
32

42

45
48

51

58
S8
61
63
67
78

82



Table II-1

Table 11-2
Table I1-3
Table II-4
Table II-5
Table II-6

Table I11-1

Tablc I1-2

Table 11I-3

Table 111-4

Table I1I-5

Table I11-6

Table I1I-7

Table 11I-8

Table 111-9

Table I1I-10

Table IV-1

Table IV-2

"TABLES
Survey Response Rate
Survey Response Timeline
Comparison of Survey Respondents to U.S. Population Age 18+
Comparison of Survey Respondent Views to General
Social Survey
Respondents Identified for Follow-up Analysis

Potential Inconsistencies in Responses

Decision to Incarcerate by Crime Scenario (Section B - Screener
Questions) -

Reasons Given for Not Incarcerating by Crime Scenario

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with No Prior Offenses Multiple
Response (Unweighted)

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with Prior Offenses Multiple
Response (Unweighted)

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with No Prior Offenses Multiple
Response (Weighted)

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with Prior Offenses Multiple
Response (Weighted)

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with No Prior Offenses
Single Response (Weighted)

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with Prior Offenses Single
Response (Weighted)

Comparison of Survey Incarceration Rate vs. Felony
Sentences in U.S.

Trade-off of Prison for Fine/Restitution
Estimation of Average Time-Served by Type of Crime

Parole Decision

This document is a research report submitted to the -U.S. Department of Justic%.;
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of viéi
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

12

13

15

17

24

27

30

31

34

35

35

36

38

39

40

46

47



This document is a research reﬁort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view

Table IV-3:

Table IV-4:

Table V-1

Table V-2

Table V-3

Table V-4

Table VI-1

Table VI-2

Table VI-3

Table VI-4

Table VI-5

Table VI-6

Table VI-7
Table VI-8

Table VI-0

Table VI-10

Table VI-11

Comparison of Parole Decision to Appropriate
Sanction (No Priors)

Comparison of Parole Decision to Appropriate
Sanction (Prior Offenses)

Percent of Tax Dollars Allocated to Crime Prevention

Percent of Tax Dollars Allocated to Crime Prevention
By Gender, Race and Ethnicity

Percent of Tax Dollar Allocated to Crime Prevention
by Preferences for More Police and More Drug Treatment

Percent of Tax Dollar Allocated to Crime Prevention
by Preferences for Less Police and Less Drug Treatment

Recommendations of NOAA Panel on Contingent
Valuation Surveys

Crime Definitions

Percent of Respondents Willing to Pay for Reduced Crime
(Unweighted)

Percent of Respondents Willing to Pay for Reduced Crime
(Weighted)

Confidence Intervals- Percent of Respondents
Willing to Pay for Reduced Crime (Weighted)

Calculation of “Willingness-to-Pay”
Armed Robbery

Willingness-to-Pay to Reduce Crime by 10%
Baseline Annual Crime Estimates
Implied Willingness-to-Pay per Crime

Implied Willingness-to-Pay per Crime:
95% Confidence Intervals

Comparison of Implied Willingness-to-Pay to
Previous Estimate of Crime Cost

i1

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

49

49

53

54

56

56

67

68

69

69

70

71

72

73

74

75



.’ iI. Background and Literature Review

Lawmakeré, judges and pérole officers make important public policy decisions
about the le‘ngth of prison sentences for different types of offenses and offender, which
crimes should receive minimum mandatory sentences, and which offenders should be
eligible for early release. Yet, we know little about how the public views these sentences.

The well-known public opinion studies by Wolfgang et al. (1985) and others ask
réspondents to evaluate the relative “seriousness’ of offenses. However, we do nqt know
how the public or policy makers would map “seriousness” into appropriate sentences. |
Although there is likely to be a corresponde‘nce between seriousness and appropriate
punishment, there is no reason to believe that doubling the seriousness score (for
example) leads to a doubling of the sentence. Indeeci, some limited studies based on

. focus groups suggest that seriousness rankings might not be a good proxy for the public’s

view on appropriate punishment for crime.’

A few studies have explicitly asked survey respondents to impose sentences of
incarceration or probation in a series of vignettes (Blumstein and Cohen, 1985;
Zimmerman, van Alstyne and Dunn, 1988; Rossi and Berk, 1995 and 1997). The
approach is similar to that of Wolfgang et al. (1985), since public opinion is measured
through a series of vignettes that vary important dimensions thought to affect the
appropriate sentence length. Rossi and Berk (1995), for example, do not measure
seriousness, but instead ask respondents to impeose a sentence of either “probation,”

“prison less than 1 year,” prison more than 1 year” or the death penalty. In cases of

I See Rossi and Berk (1995: 11) for a discussion of these studies. Cohen (1988b) provides
another method of ranking the seriousness of crime based on the cost to victims.
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‘ prison, respondents were also asked for a length in months (for less than 1 year) of years
(for one year or mbre). The authors then went on to compare the preferred sentence to
that imposed under the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines. The earlier studies by Blumstein and
Cohen (1980) and Zimmerman et al. (1988) examine a limited set of crimes in one county
or state. Among their conclusioﬁs, is the finding that the public generally prefers more
frequent - and lengthier - prison sentences than are actually imposed. Both sets of authors
conclude that one of the problems with this approach is that survey respondents “are
constrained neither by current practice nor by the actual ability of government to provide
jail and prison space” (Zimmerman et al, 1988: 123). |

When asked in a recent public opinion survey, 74% of the public believes that “in
general.. .the courts in this area deal too harshly...with criminals.” (Sourcebook: 1999,

. Table 2.56). Researchers who study public opinion on sentencing often conclude that
public opinion should not be used in sentencing decisioné because they would result in
more punitive sanctions.” However, Roberts (1992: 52) does an exhaustive review of the
literature and concludes, “taken together, these studies do not sustain the conclusion that
the public is overwhelmingly more punitive than the courts.” He argues that this is a
common misperception.

This research project was designed to test several new methodologies for eliciting
information on the public’s preferences téwards sentencing and parole of criminal

offendeis. It partly relies upon the well-established methodology used by Wolfgang et al

? See for example Zimmerman et al. {1988). More recently, Golash and Lynch (1999)

‘ argue against the use of public opinion surveys being used to arrive at appropriate
sentences. However, they acknowledge that the use of such surveys can be of assistance
in determining what sanctions are politically feasible.
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‘ (1985) and others, whereby a sample of the U.S. public is asked to react to a series of
crime vignettes. Although this approach has mostly been used in previous studies on
crime seriousness, a few studies have used this approach to gauge the public’s attitude
towards sentencing. These studies have generally been limited to a few crimes in one
state, and more recently (Rossi and Berk, 1995 and 1997), on federal crimes. One of the
main purposes of these public opinion surveys has been to compare existing sentencing
practice to the public’s preferred approach.

Although the approach taken here is similar to that employed by earlier studies of
the public’s attitude towards sentencing, there are several important differences: (1) this
study focuses on crimes normally encountered by local criminal justice agencies - such as
burgla_ry, robbery and assault; (2) the study focuses on the parole decision in a constrained

. choice setting by providing respondents with a more realistic policy setting in which to

make decisions; and (3) the project will incorporate explicit tradeoffs of various crimes

and sentences in order better understand the true preferences of the public. In addition,
this project has explored two new methodologies designed to elicit information on the
public’s willingness-to-pay for crime prevention and control policies.

The constrained-choice setting used in this study is particularly important, since
previous studies have often concluded that the public’s preferred sentences are
considerably more severe than actual sentencing practice. Previous authors have
hy‘ﬁothesized that the higher sentence lengths demanded by the public are.partly due to
the lack of constraints placed on respondents as compared to those normally faced by
policy makers in the r;él.world. It is easy to call for doubling prison lengths, for

ekample, when you are not expecting to pay higher taxes in exchange for this hypothetical
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‘ answer. This project explicitiy addresses this issue by offering a series of paired

| comparisons from which respondents must choose. For example, respondent were asked
to choose which of two offenders should spend the next year in prison giyen the fact that
only one cell is available. Respondent were also asked to choose between the expansion
of alternative crime prevention programs verses a specified tax rebate. Finally, addpting a
methodology from the environmental eéonomics literature, where similar problems in
valuing public goods are found, we elicited information on respondents’ willingness-to-
pay for crime reduction strategies. By revealing their perceived benefit from reducing |
crime, respondents provided us with new estimates of the‘cost of crime.

The policy relevance of this proposed project is self-evident. Serioﬁsness
rankings based on public opinion surveys have been used extensively in both the
academic and policy arenas: Examples of policy-relevant applications include: Heller and
McEwen (1975), who use seriousness rankings in the process of allocating police patrols;
and van den Haag (1982) who advocates the use of seriousness rankings in determining
apprbpriate sentences for convicted criminals. Estimates of the “cost of crirhe” are being
used in criminal justice policy analysis (see e.g., Cohen, 1998; Rajkumar and French,
1997). Yet, there aré only a few existing studies of the cost of crime, and all of them use
the same methodology that has the subject of some controversy in the literature. This
study utilizes a new meihodology 10 esti@ate the public’s willingness-to-pay for crime

control programs.
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. I1. Study Methodology
Although the research team at Vanderbilt designed all substantive questions of the
survey and maintained full management control of the project, we retained the services of
Roper Starch Worldwide, a professional survey research organization to assist in survey
design and to administer the survey. The Roper Starch division that worked on this
project was formerly the Response Analysis Corporation, which specializes in sociol
research studies. The Roper team included the leaders of the group that collected the data
for the Rossi and Berk (1995) study of the public perception about appropriate sentencing
for federal crimes.” That team has also worked previously on “contingent valuation”
surveys in the en&ironmental area-a methodology that 1s employed in the latter part of
this survey to elicit the public’s willingness to pay for reduced crime. This section is
largely based on a more detailed report, previously submitted to NIJ (Ropef Starch
Worldwide, 2000).
A. Survey design stage
The survey development stage was deemed to be the most crucial part of the
research project. Among the issues that were addressed during this stage were: the
appropriate format for the‘survey (e.g. telephone, mail, or some combination), survey
length, ability of respondents to understand complex questions, ﬁnding appropriate
language for the questions so that the meaning received was the same as intended, and
whethe: the suivey could move from section to section without introducing respondent

bias from previous sections.

S The Roper team included: Kevin Bray, Project Director; Kathleen Barringer, Project
Manager; Robert Benford; and Nicolas A. Holt, PhD.
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. (i) Panel of Experts

After conducting an extensive literature review, an initial draft questionnaire was
prepared for discussion purposes. This questionnaire was sent to a panel of eight experts.
The panel consisted of five academics (one economist, three sociologist/criminologists,
and one public policy professor); two research professionals in the criminal justice field,
and an assistant police chief.* The panel met for a full day in June 1999, in Nashville,
Tennessee. The full Vanderbilt project team and representatives from the Roper team
were in attendance at the panel meeting. Among the issues the panel was asked to address
were: (a) which crimes should be included in the study, (b) what factors should be
included in the crime descriptions, (¢) which factors should be varied versus fixed, (d)
what range of sentencing options should be offered to respondents, and (&) what
demographic and background questions should be asked of respondents. The expert panel
discussed specific wording of questions and how much information to provide
respondents. They also provided input into the format of the tax rebate and willingness-
to-pay questions. Additional discussions focﬁsed on technical/methodological issues such
as sample size and sampling design.

(ii) Focus Groups

Following the expert panel meeting, the questionnaires were revised. Three focus

groups were held to observe participants’ reactions to the revised draft survey instrument

* The panel members were: Prof. Glenn C. Blomquist, Dept. of Economics, Univ. of Ky;
Prof. Colin Loftin, Criminal Justice, SUNY Albany; Prof. Gary F. Jensen, Sociology,
Vanderbilt University{ Dr. Deborah Faulkner, Nashville Police Dept.; Dr. Linda Drazga

. ‘Maxfield, U.S. Sentencing Commission; Prof. Daniel S. Nagin, Public Policy, Carnegie-
Mellon; Dr. Brian Jay Ostrom, National Center for State Courts; and Prof. Mark Warr,
Sociology, Univ. of Texas.
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' and to obtain feedback on how to create a more effective survey. Two focus groups were
held in Gaithersbufg, MD on December 10, 1999 with 25 local residents, 12 in the first
group and 12 in the second. A third group, comprised of 10 participants of Hispanic
descent, was held in New York, NY on December 13, 1999. Representatives of the
Vanderbilt team were in attendance at all three focus groups and were able to observe and

~ interject additional questions (behind the scenes) during the focus group meetings.
Paﬁicipants were screened to obtain a cross-section of the general population. A special
effort was made to include a mixture of rural and suburban residents in the Gaithersburg
groups and an urban, rﬁinority population for the New York City group. Screening also
attempted to include people of all age groupé, household make-up, and an even
distrib_ution of genders.

To approximate the proposed telephone-interviewing methodology, the focus
group moderator read a modified version of the survey instrument to participants.
Participants were asked questions about their ability to comprehend the crime scenarios
and to make an informed judgment about appropriate sanctions. Particular aﬁention was
paid to testing the wording of questions that asked respondents how much they would be
willing to pay for crime control programs. Additional discussion focused on the
participants’ ability to answer the questions honestly, the comprehensiveness of the
response categories and whether or not the participants’ responses would help answer the
research questions at the heart of the project.

(iii) Cognitive Interviews

. - After extensive re:Qisions of the survey instrument based on the feedback we received

A t} ERY s .
from the focus groups, on March 7" and 8™ 2000, eleven cognifive interviews were
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' conducted, each of one-hour duration. Cognitive interviewing allows researchers to test
the structure and content of a questionnaire on a one-on-one basis with the respondent.
During theée cognitive interviews, respondents were asked to “think aloud” while
determining how to answer a qﬁestion. This “think aloud” method allows researchers to
uncover how respondents are interpreting each question. Further revisions to the
questionnaire were made based on the results of these cognitive interviews. .
- (iv) Pretest

The final stage of survey development was to pretest the revised instrument with live
telephone interviews. This formal pretest was held the eveniﬁg of May 4, 2000. A total of
eleven completed interviews were administered, with an average length of 27.5 minutes.
Further modifications were made, primarily to shorten the length of the interview, based
on the eleven completed interviews.

(v) Survey Method
Although originally envisioned as a c‘ombination telephone interview/written

survey, the final decision on the survey fnethod was not made until fully exploring these
issues with the expert panel and focus groups. Ultimately, it was determined that the best
approach - for both quality control and cost-effectiveness reasons - was‘a full CATI
design. The complexity of the survey instrument - including the many decision trees that
needed to be applied - made a written survey much less desirable thanvinritially
_envisionéd. Unlike the traditional factorial design/vignette approach followed by previous

researchers, our approach requires several layers of decision trees.
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. B. Survey Administration

The final survey (reproduced in Appendix A) was programmed for computer
assisted telephone interviews (“CATI""). This approach allowed for complex branches,
single and multiple responses, open-ended text answers, and random rotation of text
insertions for the vignettes. It also reduces the frequency of invalid data by not permitting
answers that are outside the scope of the options provided in the question, while retaining
the ability to allow respondents to answer “other” and specify their answers with text.

Interviewers for this project were professional interviewer staff of the Roper
Starch organization and were selected based on their experience administering similar
questionnaires and on their ability to attain a high response rate. The first training session
for thi§ study was conducted on the evening of May 16, 2000. The session was moderated
by Kathleen Barringer, the Project Manager for Roper Starch. Also in attendance were
Kevin Bray, the Roper Project Director, and Dr. Mark Cohen of Vanderbilt University
(via conference call). Twenty interviewers were trained during the first session. A
subsequent training session involved fifteen édditional interviewers. The training
sessions included background information on the objectives of the study, question-by-
question review of the survey instrument, mechanics of crime scenario rotation,
randomization of dollar amounts, etc., and discussion of problem areas that might arise
during the interview. Before going on-line, interviewers conducted mock interviews
amorng themselves using the CATI questionnaire. Additional writter mateﬁals,were
provided for interviewers to reference during the training and throughout the study.
‘ A number of qilality contro] measures were in place during the interviewing

process to ensure the accuracy of the data. These quality control measures include the
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CATI system that ensured the order and logic of the survey was followed and disallowed

invalid responses, issuing daily production reports, reviewing interim frequencies, floor
supervision, and monitoring interviews. Supervisors were always on hand to respond to

any interviewers questions about how to enter a response.

C. Response Rate

The questionnaire wording was scrutinized to reduce the incidence of introductory
text or questions that could reéult in a respondent refusing to complete an interview.
Thus, the introductory text of the interview mentioned the subject matter of the survey
and the sponsoring organizations, Vanderbilt University and the National Institute of
Justice. Every potential respondent was informed that we were not trying to sell anything
and that their individual responses - would be held in complete confidence.

Once a potential respondent refused to participate, it was left dormant in the CATI
system. As the sample became exhausted, these refusals were re-released into speciél
interviewer pools. These pools were accesSi;tale only to specially chosen interviewers —
interviewers who had proven to be successful at refusal conversions. This sample was
attempted until contact was made with the potential fespondent. If a subsequent refusal
was encountered, the sémple piece was retired. Another effort utilized in an effort to
maximize response rate was leaving messages on potential respondents’ answering
machines. As the sample became exhausted, if un answering machine was encountered,

the interviewer left a brief, scripted, message identifying the study sponsor, the purpose of

- the research and an 800 number that could be called if they would like to participate.
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Calls were placed on weekdays, evenings, and on weekends between the hours of
10:00 am and 9:30 pm, respondent time. On Sunday, calls were not placed before noon,
respondent .time. The sample management systern is able to control for time zones, so
that Pacific Time zone respondents are not called too early, and Eastern Time zone
respondents are not called too late. The sample management system ensured that calls
were placed throughout the day and evening to increase the likelihood of speaking with
hard-to-reach populations. Since there were no maximum attempts limits set on the
sample telephone numbers, many telephone numbers were attempted over 20 times, and
some as many as 40 times.

Telephone interviews were conducted with a sample that is representative of the
entire United States population of adults age 18 or over. The sample includes Alaska and
Hawaii residents in addition to those of thé Continental United States. A random digit
dial sample of 4,966 phone nufnbers yielded a total of 1,300 completed interviews — a
43% response rate. Interviews were conducted between May 16, 2000 and August 8,
2000. This response rate is based on the accepted CASRO (Council of American Survey
Research Organizations) procedure, which is a very conservative approach that was
established to create a uniform formula for measuring response rates for survey research.’
It includes estimates of the ﬁercentage of the sample with unknown usability that would
become usable and the percentage of sample'with unknown eligibility that would become
eligible if time was unlimited and the siudy continued indefinitely. The CASRO.method

does not estimate the percentage of eligible sample with unknown cooperation that would

_cooperate if time were unlimited and the study continued indefinitely. Thus, the
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. denominator in the calculation of response rate is increased by these estimates, but the
numerator is fixed.

Table II-1 calculates the 43% response réte. Care should be taken in comparing this
response rate to other studies that frequently report muéh larger rates using different
methodologies. For example, a common method 1s to compare actual completions to
refusals. In that case, our 1,300 respondents are compared to 928 who refused to
participate, resulting in a response rate of 58% [(1300/(1300+928)) =58%].

As shown in Table II-2, more than 50% of the interviews were completed within
the first two weeks of beginning the interview process, and 75% had been completed by
the end of the 4™ week. It required an additional 7 ¥ weeks to obtain the remaining 25%
of cases, because we did not want to dilute the response rate and instead persisted in

attempting to reach the initial sample pool.

Table II-1
Survey Response Rate
Number Percentage
Total Numbers Dialed 4,966 100%
- Unusable (business, fax, etc.) (1,481) (30%)
- Estimated Unusable (430) (9%)
Estimated Eligible Sample 3055 100%
- Refused (928) (30%)
- Disabled/hearing (23) (0.7%)
- Nobody contacted, unknown status, etc. (804) (26%)
Final Sample 1300 43%

Note: Response rate calculated using conservative CASRO method (see text).
Thus, included in the nonrespondent category is a portion of those who
were never contacted.

> See http//www.cmor.org/hold/cmor. pdf
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. Table II-2

Survey Response Timeline

End of Number of Percent of
Date Week Surveys Total Surveys
Completed '
05-16-00 0 0 0%
05-22-00 1 276 21%
05-30-00 2 731 56%
06-06-00 3 894 69%
06-13-00 4 991 76%
06-20-00 5 1011 78%

[ 062700 | 6 | 1050 81%
07-03-00 7 1108 85%
07-11-00 8 1181 91%
07-18-00 9 1221 94%
07-25-00 10 1245 96%
08-01-00 11 1259 97%
08-08-00 12 1300 100%

D. Sample Demographics aﬁd Weighting

The data are weighted to adjust for probabilities of selection and to adjust for non-
response on specific demographic variables. First, a base weight was applied; it
represents the probability of a household being selected. This was then adjusted using the
number of adults in the household and the number of residential telephone lines that reach
the household. Next, th_e data were adjusted on age, sex, education, and race, using the
three-year Current Population Survey estimate, including 1997, 1998, and 1999. This
adjustment was made using an iterative proporticnal weighting algorithm.® Results of this
study can be projected to the population of people who are 18 years of age or older living

in the fifty United Stat(;s, including the District of Columbia.
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. Table II-3 compares the unweighted and weighted sample population to the U.S.
population. Note that the weighted sample eliminates the statistically significant
differences between our unweighted sample and the U.S. population found for gender,
race and education. There was no statistically signiﬁcaﬁt difference in the age distribution
in the unweighted sample.

Although not part of the weighting protocol, we also compared our sample to
ethnicity and income. As shown in Table II-3, the weights have not corrected for )
differences in the proportion of Latino respondents. Indeed, the proportion of Latinos in
the weighted sample is farther from the U.S. population than in the unweighted sampie.

Whereas 10.0% of the 18 and older U.S. population is Latino, only 6.4% of our sample

(and 4.8% of our weighted sample) is Latino. One part of that difference is apparently

due to language barriers. Sixty-four individuals who were originally contacted through

the RDD sample were deemed ineligible due to language barriers. If all of these

individuals were Latino, for example, that would represent 4.9% of our sample (64/1300

=4.9%), which would bring our sample up to the estimated population ratio.

There is also some noticeable difference in reported household income. The main
difference appears to be in the percentage of our sample that report household income
below $15,000. While 16.5% of the U.S. household population reportedly has an income

under $15,000, only 9.0% of our sample reports that level of income (9.6% of the

weighted sample). Note that the survey was conducied in the summer of 2000, whereas

. 6~<_This is the standard approach to weighting {also known as “raking”} when more than
one variable is used to form the weight, and is used by the Census bureau among other
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‘ Table II-3: |

Comparison of Survey Respondents to U.S. Population Age 18+

Demographic Unweighted Weighted U.S. Population
Sample Sample
Age:
18-34 31.2% 33.2% 31.5%
35-49 , 329 1324 317
50-64 21.0 19.3 19.6
65+ 14.9 1151 17.1 .-
Gender: ‘
Male 42.0% ** 48.1% 47.9%
Female 58.0% ** 51.9% 52.1%
Ethunic/Race: v ‘ ,
White _ ‘ 80.6% * 84.1% 83.6%
African-American 8.9% * 11.8% 11.9%
Latino 6.4% ** 4.8% ** 10.0%
Education: .
< High School 6.9% ** 17.9% 16.9%
High School/GED 61.4% 59.7% 159.9%
College + 31.7% ** 22.3% 23.2%
. Household Income
Median $42 000 $42,000 $40,816
Mean $58,731** $56,090 $54,842
<$15,000 9.0%** 9.6%** 16.5%
$15,001 - $35,000 22.0%** 23.4%* 26.7%
$35,001 - $50,000 23.4%** 23.6%** 15.7%
$50,001 - $75,000 22.3%** 23.20%* 18.5%
Over $75,000 22.8% 20.1%* 22.6%
Urban/Rural
Rural . 20.2%** 22.3% * 24.8%

Source: All U.S. Population estimates taken from 1999 U.S. Census Bureau estimates for
population age 18+ (except urban/rural, taken from 1990 Census).
*p<.05 **p<.01

the most recently available Census data report on calendar year 1999. Thus, to the extent
that income levels have increased over that time period, this would account for some
small amount of this discrepancy. Another potential reason for this difference is that

. 13.8% of our sample refused to provide detailed household income information (as

agencies. See Deming and Stephan (1940) and Brackstone and Rao (1976).
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. ‘compared to the typical refusal rate for most of the questions in our survey that was well
below 5%). If these refusals are clustered at the low end of the income distribution, our
sample might look much ﬁore like the U.S. population. Finally, we note that since the
vlowest income families will bbe those without telephones, and 5.9% of U.S. households do
not have telephones, this could account for the bulk of the difference in our sample.’

In addition to comparing our sample demographics to the U.S. population, we are
able to compare some of their attitudes towards crime and other social ills. Several of the
introductory questions on the survey were patterned after the questions found in the 1998
General Social Survey.8 Thus, we asked respondents whether they thought we were
spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on police and on drug treatment
programs:

We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved

easily or inexpensively. I'm going to name some of these problems, and for each

one I'd like you to tell me whether you think we're spending too much money on

-it, too little money, or about the right amount.
Overall, our sample’s responses are strikingly sirnilar to the GSS responses. However,
some differences do appear. As shown in Table II-4, the proportion of our sample that
believes we are spending too much on police is almost identical (8.1% versus 8.2%)).
However, our sample is less likely to believe we are currently spending “too little” on
police (52.6% versus 56.2%). Our sample is also equally likely to believe that we spend
too much on drug treatment, (11.8% in both surveys). Any differenceé between the two

results should be considered in light of the fact that there is two years difference in the

sampling time frame and the questions differ somewhat. Our question asks about “police

7 Source: Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 2000 (Table 910).
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on the street,” and “programs designed to get people off drugs.” The GSS questions ask

about “spending on law enforcement,” “drug rehabilitation” and “dealing with drug

addiction.”
Table II-4
Comparison of Survey Respondent Views to General Social Survey
INot Sure/
Too Much|About Right [Too Little [Refused

'This Survey: Spending on Police 8.1% 34.2%| 52.6% 5.1%
GSS: Spending on Law Enforcement 8.2% 37.0%|  56.2% 3.7%
This Survey: Drug Treatment |  11.8%!  24.9%| 53.5%| 9.8%
GSS: Drug Rehabilitation 11.8% 30.3%  55.1% 7.8%
GSS: Deal with Drug Addiction 9.0% 28.0%|  58.0% 5.0%

Source: 1988 General Social Survey. Note: Survey responses weighted.

E. Survey Bias, Respondent Consistency and Comprehension
- The survey was designed with several checks to ensure that respondents

understood the questions, could respond with some rationality and consistency, and were
not biased by the wording of previous questions. In this section, we describe some of
these checks.

i) News Coverage of Crime

Surveys of the public can be highly dependent on external factors such as what is
in headlines at the moment and who is actually being surveyed. Thus, we have taken
precautions to ensure that such factors are minimized to the extent possible. As noted
above, the survey was conducted over a fairly long period of time - four months. This was
necessitated by the difficulty of obtaining a nigh response rate and a final sample size of
1300 individuals. Thei_ length of the survey (average time 23 minutes) precluded us from

conducting this over a much shorter time period.

$ See http://www.icpsr.umich.eduw/GSS/.
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. As noted in the previous section, we recorded the date of the interview and can
thus use that date for several checks on possible timing concerns. The first concern is that
some headline grabbing event in the news would bias responses. For example, a mass
school shooting or the gruesome details of é highly publicized murder could bias
respondents to be more severe in their assessment of the appropriate penalty for crime
than they might otherwise be. We conducted an extensive search of the national press and
could find few such events during the May through August 2000 time period in which
this survey was conducted’. Only one sensa(tional crime story captured the national
headlines during this time, when a school shooting occuired in Florida on May 26, 2000,
resulting in one death. One other crime-related story appeared on the national headlines.
On June 21, 2000, the U.S. Senate passed a bill that would have increased the penalties
for hate-motivated crimes. In addition, a few crime incidents made the large cfty Metro
section headlines in New York and Los Angeles. However, these were not national
stories. However, on August 2, 2000, several newspapers announced the “Annual
National Night Out Against Crime,” where l;)cal residents held evening programs on
crime awareness. To assess whether any of these events had a significant impact on our
findings, we constructed dummy variables corresponding to those dates (including the six
days following each dafe) and included them in regression analyses explaining responses.
For example, we estimated a logit regression model where the dependent variable was the

in/out decision on a crime sceiario, and independent variables included demographic

. *? Using the Lexis/Nexis database, we searched for “crime or bomb! or shoot! or violen!”
on AP Wire Archives, CNN Archives, Gannett News Service, Scripps Howard News
Service, New York Times, Washington Post, Los Angeles Times, and Chicago Tribune.
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. ~ characteristics of the respondents and these dates. None of the dates had any significant
explanatory power in these regressions.

ii) Interviewer Bias

Over the life of the survey, Roper used 48 diffefent interviewers. These
interviewers completed anywhere from one to 100 surveys, with the mean being 27 per
interviewer and the median being 20. To test for any potential interviewer bias, we
conétfucted zero-one dummy variables for each interviewer that had completed 10 or
more surveys. To assess whether any particqlar interviewer had systematically different
responses, we included these dummy variables in regression equations explaining
responses. For example, we estimated a logit regression model where the dependent
variable was the in/out decision on a crime scenario, and independent variables included
demographic characteristics of the respondents and these interviewer dummy variables,
None of the interviewer dummy variables had any significant explanatory power in these
regressions. |

iii) Difficult to Reach Respondents

Another sampling issue we explored was the impact of our insistence upon
obtaining a relatively high response rate. In particular, those surveyed at the end of the
time line might differ significantly from those that were surveyed early on. The reason
people were surveyed in late-July and August is because we were unable to make contact
with them despite several earlier attempts. Thus, it is possibie that the demegraphics of
the individuals who were surveyed late would differ. In particular, we would expect the
. - @_arlier réspondents to :be-'those who are home more often - homemakers who do not work

outside the house, the elderly, etc. We would also expect the highest income individuals
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‘ to be among the late respondents, as they are likely to be traveling out of town more
often.

We compared the demographics of the respondents over time. The only
differences apparent were that the late responders were more likely to be in the highest
income category (greater than $75,000 household income) and living in a city.'

Although we have controlled for the time sequencing of responses in some of our .
analyses in order to determine the effect of our sampling design, ultimately, this ‘bias’ is
viewed as a positive aspect of our sample design and these control variables are not
included in any final results. In fact, our results suggest that telephone surveys where only
one or two attempts are made to locate a respondent might bias the results away from
those 1n the highest income categories.

iv) Comprehension of Questions

The survey was also designed with several checks to ensure that the respondent
understood the questions and that the responses followed some reasonable amount of
logic and consistency. This approach is similar to that followed by Rossi and Berk (1995).
A preliminary set of questions was constructed as ‘screeners’ to ensure that the
respondent could understand English and the questions. 50% of respondents received the

following two vignettes:

' We conducted several tests. For example, we estimated the chi-square and relative risk
ratios for sets of zero-one dummy variables where “late” responders were defined to be
those that responded in the second half of the survey time frame. Demographics included
male/female, black/white, Hispanic/non-Hispanic, high income, low income, college, less

. than high school, and various age categories. We also ran several regressions with
continuous age and income variables as independent variables and the day of response as
the dependent variable.
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. (b1) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of robbing a bank at gunpoint and
threatening to kill the teller if she did not give him the money in her
drawer. He escaped with $10,000. Prior to this offense, he had served 2
previous prison sentences each more than a year.
(b3) A 28-year-old single man, a citizen of another country, was convicted of

illegally entering the United States. Prior to this offense, he had never
been imprisoned before.

After each vignette, the respondent was asked, “Should this offender be sent to |
prisoﬁ?” If yes, they were asked “How much time do you believe this offender should
actually spend in prison?” If no incarceration was chosen, respondernts were asked an
open-ended “Why?” that was written down verbatim. Since the first vignette involved a
gun-related violent crime with risk of death, it was expected that most respondents would
choose a harsher penalty for that offender than for the second, an :ilegal alien with no

. known prior offenses. If the respondent’s preferred sanction for the first offender was less
severe than for the second offender, the respondent was asked:

Let me recap what you have just reported. You sentenced the person convicted of

bank robbery to , and the person convicted of illegal immigration to . Can
you tell me why you sentenced the second offender to a more severe sentence than
first one? '

The reméining 50% of respondents received similar choices, although there is
some added complexity. The more “serious” vignette was:

(b2) A 28-year-old single man, a citizen of another country, was convicted of
illegally entering the United States. Prior to this offense, he had served
two previous prison sentences each more than a year. One of these
previous sentences was for a violent crime and he had been deported back
to his home country. |

. . The second “less serious” offense was randomly assigned to one of the following two

vignettes:
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. (b4) A 28—year;old single man was convicted of making $400 of counterfeit

‘ U.S. dollars on his home computer and printer. He tried to spend the
counterfeit money at the shopping mall. Prior to this offense, he had never
been imprisoned before.

(b5) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of making 10 counterfeit driver’s

licenses that had his own picture on them, but used the names and Social
Security numbers of other persons. He was caught before he could use
these fake IDs. Prior to this offense, he had never been imprisoned before.

Although we did not use these screener questions to eliminate any reépondents,
we did analyze them to determine wheiher ihere weie any respondenis who appeaied to
have difficulty answering the questions. Of the 650 individuals who received the bank
robber scenario (b1), only three respondents (1/2 of 1%) sentenced the bank robber to a
lesser sentence than the second scenario. These three individuals appeared to have

" difficulty understahding the questions.'! Although we kept their responses in the survey,
they have been flagged for further data analysis.

Of the 650 respondents who received the illegal alien with prior convictions
scenario (b2), a total of 182 were asked the follow-up question because they either
sentenced the illegal alien to a lighter sentence or did not provide a sentence for that
offender. Of these 182 individuals, 145 responded “don’t know” to the illegal alien
scenario (b2), but were able to provide an answer to one of the remaining scenarios (b4 or

b5). An additional 37 respondents sentenced the illegal alien (b2) to less prison time than

they did to one of the remaining two scenarios {b4 or b5). However, in aimost all cases,

" An additional five individuals who received the bank robber scenario were asked
question b3, because they responded “don’t know” to the bank robber, but gave a positive
prison sentence to the second offender. However, their responses to the follow-up

. guestions were reasonable. For example one respondent sentenced the illegal immigrant
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. the reasons given by respondents were clearly articulated and understandable. Most
simply responded that they thought the illegal alien should be deported or they did not
cause any harm compared to the counterfeiters who were financially hurting people. Ten
individuals indicated that they could not give a reason Why they responded the way that
they did. Two indicated that they did not understand the first scenario (the illegal alien
with prior convictions, scenario b2). These two individuals have been flagged for further
data analysis. Two_individuals explained that they didn’t provide a prison sentence for the
illegal alien because they thought he should be killed, while a third indicated that he
should either be put in prison for life or killed.

v) Interviewer Concern over Respondent Answers

. At the conclusion of the survey, the interviewer was asked, “Did you get the
feeling your respondent was rushing or deliberately answering questions to try and
shorten this interview at any point? If so, please indicate at which part of the interview
you felt this happened.” These verbatim responses by the interviewer were coded as zero-
one dummy variables indicating the point at which the respondent started to become
rushed. Thus, for example, if a respondent became rusﬁed in section 3, variables for that
section, as well as section 4 and the demographic section would be coded 1. Although
not asked directly, in some cases, the interviewer indicated that the respondent had
difficulty understanding questions or didn’t pay attention to the questions. These cases
were also coded with a zero-one dummy variabie. As shown in Table [I-5, these concerns

were rare. For example, only 11 respondents (0.8%) were identified as being rushed

. {scenario b3) to one year in prison but wasn’t sure about the bank robber, indicating, “I
don't know how long maybe five years for the first guy but I really couldn’t sav.”
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. throughout the entire survey. By section 3, that number had grown to 22 respondeﬁts
(1.7%), while 48 respondents (3.7%) were identified as being rushed by the very last
section on demographics. An additional 7 resporidents were identified as having
difficulty answering questions in general. Combined with the 5 respondents identified in
section b as having difficulty ansWeﬁng the screener questions, there were a total of 12

~ respondents identified as having difficulty answering the questions. These 12 individuals
réforesent 0.9% of the respondents. Combined, we have flagged a total of 60 respondents

(4.6%) for further analysis. Note that in the weighted sample, they represent 67 (5.2%) of

respondents.
Table II-5 ,
Respondents Identified for Follow-up Analysis
. » - Unweighted Weighted
_ Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Respondent “rushed” during section: -
A (preliminary)
11 0.8% 10 0.7%
B (screener questions) : 14 1.1% 14 C1.1%
1 (parole decisions) 15 1.2% 14 1.1%
2 (appropriate sentences) 17 1.3% 17 1.3%
3 (allocation of tax funds) 22 1.7% 20 1.6%
4 (willingness-to-pay) 41 3.2% 38 2.9%
Demographics 48 3.7% 45 3.5%
Respondent identified to have difficulty
understanding or taking questions
seriously (by interviewer or by analysis 12 0.9% 22 1.7%
of part b responses).
Combined 60 4.6% 67 5.2%

vi) Consistency of Responses
The survey deéign also included a few consistency checks on respondents. In

particular, in the introductory section, Part A, respondents were asked:
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l We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved
easily or inexpensively. For each of the following, please tell me whether you
think we're spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount.

a. Police on the street?

1 TOO MUCH

2 TOO LITTLE

3 ABOUT RIGHT

7 DON’T KNOW

8 REFUSED
b Programs designed to get people off drugs?
TOO MUCH
TOO LITTLE
ABOUT RIGHT
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~d W N =

Later, in Part 3 of the survey, respondents were asked to allocate a federal
. ' government grant to their local government. Among the programs that they could allocate
morney to were “more police on the street,” and “drug and alcohol treatment programs for
offenders convicted of nonviolent crimes.” Specifically, respondents were asked:
For the next few questions, [ want you to put yourself in the shoes of your local
mayor. The Federal government has given your city {$100, $1,000] per
household. You may spend all or part of that money on crime control or crime
prevention, or you may give all or part of it back to your local residents.
Four different crime control strategies have been recommended to you: one - add
more prisons, two - add more drug and alcohol treatment programs for offenders
convicted of nonviolent crimes, three - add more police on the street, and four -

add more prevention programs to help keep youth out of trouble.

Once again, you have {$100/$1,000] per household to allocate to these programs
or to rebate to local residents.

Would you spend any of this money to.....7

Although not entirely comparable, it would be somewhat inconsistent to respond
‘ that we spend too much on “police on the streets” yet aliocate more money to that same
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' purpose. Similarly, it might be inconsistent to indicate we spend too much on programs
designed to get people off drugs, yet allocate more money for drug and alcohol treatment
programs for offenders convicted of nonviolent crime."? Once again, while we did not
eliminate any such respondents, we constructed dummy variables that identified some of
these potential inconsistencies so that we can empirically examine the consequences of

~ controlling for these cases.

As shown in Table II-6, only 22 respondents (1.7%) said that “too much™ money
is being spent on police in question Ala, yet indicated that they would spend additional
money on police in Part 3 of the survey. An additional 135 respondents (10.4%)
indicated that we spend “too little” on police in question Ala and yet refused to allocate

. | aﬁy new money to police in Part 3. Again, we are less concerned about the latter cases
since it is entirely reasonable to believe we spend too little on police and yei have higher
priorities than spending money on police. Similarly, we identified 49 respondents (3.8%)
who said that “too little” was being spent on drug prevention programs, yet did not
allocate any new funds to drug prograﬁs in Part 3. An additional 108 (8.7%) respondents
thought we spend “too much” on “programs designed to get people off drugs,” yét '
allocated more money to “alcohol and drug treatment programs for offenders convicted éf
nonviolent crimes.” Combining these potentially inconsistent results we'identified 27

respondents (2.1%) who had one such inconsistency in both the police and drug

" We recognize that it is not necessarily inconsistent to answer in these ways. For
example, someone might be in favor of more “police on the streets” yet they mi ght also

. believe that overall we spend too much on police. Similarly, someone might think that we
spend too much overall for drug treatment programs, yet want to spend more for “alcohol
and drug treatment...for nonviolent offenders.”
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. o | Table 11-6

Potential Inconsistencies in Responses

"We "How would you Unweighted Weighted

Row | currently..." allocate...” Number [Percent [Number |Percent
Police] A iSpend too much|Spend more 22 1.7% 28 2.2%
B [Spend too little [Don't spend more 135 10.4% | 143 111.0%

Drugs|{ C |Spend too much [Spend more 49 3.8% 47 3.6%
D |Spend too little [Don't spend more 108 8.7% 113 8.7%

Both | E ["AorB" "C or D" 27 2.1% 29 2.2%

F |Spend too much|Spend more on both
on both 1 0.08% 2 0.12%

questions. Only one individual, however, had both of the ‘worst’ inconsistencies -
. indicating they thought we are already spe;nding too much on police and drug treatment,
yet allocate part of their tax rebate to these two programs.

Our strategy in the analysis stage was to code these potential problem responses
accordingly and empirically investigate whether or not there were systematic differences
in their responses to the other questions in the survey and whether controlling for - or
eliminating - those cases would significantly affect our findings. No significant effect was

found when eliminating these cases. Throughout this report, we include all respondents.

I11. Appropriate Punishment
The survey included 13 different scenarios that were analyzed using the traditional
open-ended approach employed by Rossi and Berk (1995) and previous authors. The first

five scenarios were early screener questions designed to ensure that the respondent could

understand English and the questions (Part B - see Appendix A); and thus the responses
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. were limited to the in/out decision and length of prison (if any). The remaining 8
scenarios included numerous alternative sanction options.

Unlike previous studies that have had extensive factorial designs, we limited the
number of factors to vary in order to increase the sample sizes that can be used for
comparison purposes. Our primary interest is in comparing and contrasting the traditional
open-ended approach to the parole decision, examining constrained choices when there is
fixed prison capacity, and other innovative methods of surveying the public. Thus, we
limited the number of parameters to vary. In all cases but one, the offender was identified
to be a 28 year-old single man. The exception was an instance of Medicare fraud, where
the offender was a 40 year-old single man. These ages were set to the median age of
convicted offenders.

A. Screener Questions: In/Out and Deportation Decisions
Each respondent was asked two of five screener questions:

B1) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of robbing a bank at gunpoint and

threatening to kill the teller if she did not give him the money in her drawer. He

escaped with $10,000. Prior to this offense, he had served 2 previous prison
sentences each more than a year.

B2) A 28-year-old single man, a citizen of another country, was convicted of

illegally entering the United States. Prior to this offense, he had served two

previous prison sentences each more than a year. One of these previous sentences

=was for a violent crime and he had been deported back to his home country.

B3) A 28-year-old single man, a citizen of another country, was convicted of
illegally entering the United States. Prior to this offense, he had never been
imprisened before. ' ’

B4) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of making 10 counterfeit driver’s
licenses that had his own picture on them, but used the names and Social Security
. numbers of other persons. He was caught before he could use these fake IDs.
. ' Prior to this offense, he had never been imprisoned before.
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. B5) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of making $400 of counterfeit U.S.
dollars on his home computer and printer. He tried to spend the counterfeit
money at the shopping mall. Prior to this offense, he had never been imprisoned

before.
These questions were asked with several different goals in mind. First, they were
- used to determine whether or not the respondent could understand the questions (see

Section II E.). Second, the actual scenarios were chosen in response to an expressed

policy interest by staff at the U.S. Sentencing Commisston who were anticipating the

D

need to write and/or modify guidelines in those crime caieguiics. To accommeodats these
differing needs, the randomization process yielded different sample sizes. Thus, 50% of
respondents were first asked e.ither scenario B1 or B2. If the respondent was asked B1
(bank robbery), the second scenario would always be B3 (illegal imimigrant without

’ priors»)ﬂ. If the respondent was first asked B2 (illegal immigrant with priors), then the
second question was either B4 or BS - each with a 50% chance. In all, 50% of
respondents were asked B1, B2 and B3; while 25% of réspondents were asked B4 and
B5. Thus, the sample size for B1, B2 and B3 was approximately 650, while it was 325 for
B4 and BS. Evefy respondent received one of the two illegal immigrant questions; no
respondent received both questions.

Table I1I-1 reports on the results of the five screener questions. All but 5
respondents out of 650 in the unweighted sample chose prison for scenario 1, the bank
robbe; with a prior record. The average sentence length for that offender was nearly 18 %
years. About 2/3 of respondents chose prisoﬁ for the. identify theft and counterfeiting

offenders (neither of whom had prior criminal records), 65.3% and 63.2% respectively.
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. Table 11I-1

Decision to Incarcerate by Crime Scenario
(Section B - Screener Questions) ;

P | Don’t know . o o
tefised | | Bxpected" |
entenc

e (months) | (%) | i
1 — Bank robbery 221.1 17.0 N/A
2 — Tllegal immigration 67.5 2.7 79.5 9.0 19.2
(prior criminal record) ‘

| 3 — Illegal immigration 244 2.2 483 10.4 1.2 35.8

(no criminal record)

4 — Identity theft 6531 12 647 | 413 - N/A
5 — Counterfeiting 63.2 .8 | 544 33.0 1.6 N/A

Note: Weighted sample size: Scenario 1 (657), Scenario 2 (624), Scenario 3 (643),
Scenario 4 (333), and Scenario 5 (302).

? Percentage calculated excluding “don’t know” or refusals.

® Includes only those sentenced to prison. Respondents who indicated sentence lengths of
life in prison or greater than 50 years were recoded to be 600 months.

¢ Includes all offenders, calculated as %Prison multiplied by average sentence length.

‘ 4 Includes individuals sentenced to 600 or more months, life, or death penalty. Percentage

calculated based on total who responded prison. Three individuals chose death
penalty for scenario #1. One individual chose death penalty for scenario #2.

¢ Determined from response to question asked of those who did not respond “yes” to
prison. Percentage calculated relative to overall N.

The average prison length for these offenders was 64.7 and 54.4 months reépectively.
These figures translate into an “expected sentence” of 41.3 months for the identity theft
and 33.0 months for the counterfeiting crime.

A significant number of respondents preferred to depoﬁﬂ1e illegal immigrant
rather than impose a prison senteﬁce.’ For the illegal immigrant without any prior criminal
record, 35.8% chose deportation, 24.4% chose prison, while 2.2% did not respond. The
remaining 37.6% chose neither deportation nor prison. Although no alternative sanctions

‘ were permitted in this section, respondents who answered “no prison” were asked a
\.

follow-up question “why?” As shown in Table [II-2, only a few respondents mentioned
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alternative sanctions for the illegal immigrant. Many indicated they should be allowed to

stay in the U.S. and/or that illegal immigration should not be considered a crime.

For the last two crime scenarios - identity theft and counterfeiting, the largest

percentage of individuals who did not call for a prison sentence suggested that an

alternative sentence would be more appropriate (26.7% for identify theft and 43.8 % for

counterfeiting). Many other individuals indicated that these crimes were “minor” or noted

the fact that they were first time offenders. However, because these were open-ended

questions, we do not know if these individuals would have preferred alternative sanctions

or no sanction at all.

Table -2

Reasons leen for Not Incarceraxtmg by Cnme Suenano _

e S Scenano* ;
eason for Not Sen. 1ng to Pnson E |- B2 B3 e bBa
) (Based on Respondents Preferring “No Prlson”) (%) f(%). e," ) (%) | (%)
Percent of Response: “No Prison” 0.7 32.5 75.6 34.7 36.8
Percent of “Reasons” Given by those who Outof | Outof | Outof | Qutof | Outof
Responded “No Prison” 100% | 100% 100% 100% 100%
Deport 0 55.9 47.0 0 .1
Shouldn’t have to pay to incarcerate 0 2.8 1.1 0 7
Let him stay/everyone has right to be here 0 2.7 2.7 0 0
Land of opportunity/chance for better life 0 8.1 16.2 0 3
Rehabilitation 0 3 7 1.7 1.1
Offense not perceived as a crime 0 6.4 7.1 15.7 1.1
Offense perceived as very minor crime 21.9 2.5 3.8 16.8 9.3
Alternative sentence instead of prison 26.0 .8 2.4 26.7 43.8
Not violent/not dangerous 0 0 5.0 11.8 9.4
First offense/no priors 0 0 3.2 23.9 29.6
Not enough information to answer B 15.7 3.1 2.2 6 4
Other 36.4 1id 4.3 2.2 1.7
Don’t know 0 1.7 1.7 4 2.6
Refused 0 4 0 2 0
No answer 0 4.4 2.7 0 0
N Weighted sample size. (n=6) | (1=220) | @=501) | (0=120) | (n=113)

E Scenarxos Bl=bank robbery with priors B2—1lleoai immigrant with priors; B3=illegal
immigrant, no priors; B4=identify theft, no priors; B5=counterfeiting, nc priors.
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. B. Main Scenarios with Alternative Sanctions: Unconstrained Decisions

The main scenarios used in the survey consisted of eight different crimes. Seven

of these eight scenarios had a factorial design where 50% were written with no prior

offenses, and the remaining 50% had offenders with “two previous prison sentences, each

more than one year.” One scenario involved a physician convicted of Medicare fraud.

Since it would be unrealistic to have a physician with two prior offenses still being able to

practice medicine, that scenarin did not have a prior offense option. These scenarios were:
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1) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of beating a stranger.. No
weapon was used. The victim was seriously injured, but will recover fully.

2) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of possession of 1 gram of
cocaine, worth about $150.

" 3) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted, with several others, of taking

part over a four-month period in selling marijuana. He was caught with 10
pounds of marijuana, worth about $10,000. The offender was a street-level dealer
who bought drugs from a wholesale dealer and sold directly to users.

4) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of robbing a 28 year old male
stranger at gunpoint, stealing $400 from him. The victim was not hurt.

5) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of robbing a 28-year-old
[homosexual, black, Jewish] male at gunpoint, stealing $400 from him. The
victim was not hurt. The offender waited outside a [gay book store, black church,
synagogue] to rob the first [gay, black, Jewish] person he saw.

6) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of breaking into a stranger’s
home and stealing $500 when no one was home.

7) A 40-year-old single male doctor was convicted of submitting $400,000 in false
Medicare claims to the government.

8) A Z8-year-old male was convicted of charging $30,000 on credit cards stolen
from strangers.
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Note that scenario #5 is the identical underlying offense as scenario #4 - armed robbery of
$400 without injury. However, scenario #5 includes additional information indicating that
the offender targeted a minority group for the crime. Thus, scenario #5 has an additional
hate crime component and can be directly compared to scenario #4.

During this part of the survey (Part 2 - see Appendix A), each respondent received
two of the eight scenarios in this format, with the prior/no prior distinction being
randomized."? Thus, the sample size for each of these scenarios was approximately 325
(1300/4). However, for the seven scenarios that had a prior/no prior option, the sample
size would be approximately half that amount. Ultimately, every respondent received
some form of all eight scenarios. However, the remaining six scenarios were already
asked.of each respondent in Part 1 of the survey (see Appendix A) - where the question
focused on the parole decision instead of the appropriate sanction (see Section IV).

In each case, respondents were asked first whether or not the éffender should be
punished. If yes, a follow-up question was asked, “Which punishment or punishments
would you choose?” The respondents were given the choice of, (a) prison, followed by
supervision, (b) Supervision, (c) payment of fine or restitution, or (d) electronic
monitoring & home confinement. If the respondent requested a form of punishment not

listed, this was also recorded."* In the case of prison or electronic monitoring, a follow-up

'3 Although we report on this part of the survey first, as noted below, there was actually
an earlier part of the survey that asked respondents to determine whether or not offenders
should be paroled. That part of the survey - Part 1 (see Appendix A) - is reported on in

Section V of this report:
¥ Note that we did not include a “death penalty” option because none of the crime

scenarios in our study would legally warrant a death penalty. The death penalty was
volunteered only once (the armed robbery scenario) out of 1300 respondents.
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. was asked to determine the length of the éentence. In the case of a ﬁne or restitution, the
respondent was asked for the dollar amount.

Since multiple responses were permitted, there are numerous ways to report the
results. Table I1I-3 reports on the unweighted distribution of preferred sentences for each
of the 8 crime scenarios with no prior offenses, allowing for multiple responses. Thus, for
example, 42.2% of respondents indicated that incarceration was warranted for the first
scenario (assault) withoﬁt prior offenses. The mean prison sentence for those who
imposed one was 39.9 months. These figures can be converted into an “expected” prison
sentence based on the probability of a prisoﬁ sentence and the length of the sentence
conditional on prison. Thus, an offender convicted of the first scenario has an “expected”
prison sentence of 17 months (42.2% x 39.9 months = 17 months).

Table III-3

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with No Prior Offenses
Multiple Response (Unweighted)

Scenario N Incarceration Home Monitor Fine Superv. | Other
months) ' (months)

% Avg. | Exp. % | Avg. | Exp % % %
1 - Assault 185 422 | 399 17 195 | 169 3 27.6 22.2 0
2 — Drug Poss. 154 175 | 768 | 11.8 | 20.1 | 11.8 23 247 37 2.6
3 — Drug Deal. 137 504 | 569 | 278 | 168 | 26.6 4.4 15.3 19.7 1.5
4 - Robbery 150 567 | 38.2 | 214 14 164 23 233 18.7 2
5 — Robbery/Hate Crime | 157 61.8 | 36.8 | 229 | 12.1 | 165 2 223 16.6 1.3
6 - Burglary 145 317 | 29.2 89 | 276 | 109 3.1 40 234 1.4

7 - Medicare fraud 351 38.5 59.5 | 225 ] 103 | 33.2 3.3 53 18.5 34 ‘

8 — Credit fraud 162 432 | 271 |16 | 1731 178 31 519 136 0.6
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This document is a research re

Similar calculations are shown for home monitoring. In the case of assault with no

prior offenses, 19.5% of respondents called for home monitoring, with the mean time

being 16.9 months. Thus, the “expected” time in home monitoring is 3 months. Finally,

27.6% of respondents specified a fine and 22.2% supervision. Table II-4 contains the

same informatton for offenders with prior sentence.

Table 11I-4

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with Prior Offenses

Multiple Response (Unweighted)

Scenario N Incarceration Home Monitor Fine Super. | Other

% Avg. |Exp.| % Avg. | Exp % % %
1 — Assauit 157 | 66.2 67‘.3 4551 134 | 264 35 236 10.8 2.5
2 — Drug Poss. 181 | 50.8 | 446 |215] 19 15.2 2.8 11.6 18.8 1.1
3 — Drug Deal. 144 | 74.3 | 70.7 | 525 11.8 | 24.8 3 12.5 5.6 0
4 - Robbery 158 81 603 | 4841 133 | 324 4 18.4 8.9 0.6
S — Robbery Hate Target 183 | 787 | 645 {506 ) 126 | 17.8 2.1 12.6 10.4 1.1
6 - Burglary 171 | 743 60 4391 94 17.3 1.6 25.1 9.9
8 — Credit fraud 165 1642 | 701 | 442 85 37.5 2.8 352 13.9

Table III-5
Preferred Sentence for Offenders with No Prior Offenses
Multiple Response (Weighted)
Scenario N Incarceration Home Monitor Fine Superv. | Other
months) {months)
Avg. | Exp. % Avg. | Exp % % %

1 - Assault 183 41.6 364 | 155 | 154 | 312 43 27.1 22.9 0
2 — Drug Poss. 163 20.7 58.6 10.3 | 163 | 115 1.9 28.2‘ 364 4.1
3 — Drug Deal. 126 | 32.6 | 60.6 | 309 | 18.7 | 304 5.5 14.5 18.0 24
4 - Robbery 154 | 51.2 | 37.0 | 19.0 | 17.6 | 24.8 4.4 26.1 18.4 1.7
5 — Robbery/Hate Crime 172 599 405 | 244 | %6 15.7 1.4 21.5 15.2 2.8
6 - Burglary | 142 29.1 24.9 7.2 1351 | 103 3.8 38.7 19.9 0.1
7 — Medicare fraud ' 363 | 379 | 639 | 242 | 13.0 | 382 4.9 522 15.6 32
8_‘— Credit fraud 156 432 26.9 114 205 | 184 3.8 49.0 13.2 0.8
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‘ Table TI-6

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with Prior Offenses
Multiple Response (Weighted)

Scenario N Incarceration Home Monitor Fine Super. | Other

% Avg. | Exp.| % Avg. | Exp % % %

1 — Assault 152 | 634 | 583 |389) 148 | 274 4.1 222 13.1 2.0

2 — Drug Poss. 177 | 554 | 464 | 212 21.1 | 158 33 12.7 174 0.6

3 — Drug Deal. 150 | 715 | 64.0 [ 4531122 | 304 3.7 14.1 6.2 0

1 - Robbery | 152 | 763 | 652 |49.1] 16.1 | 410 6.1 15.4 8.1 3

5 —~ Robbery Hate Target 160 | 78.7 | 54.5 |42.6 | 12.6 | 14.2 1.6 15.1 122 | 01

6 - Burglary 173 {704 | 61.2 | 422 | 113 | 185 2.1 233 11.9

8- Creditfraud | 176 | 589 | 79.4 [457 | 113 | 541 | 55 | 408 | 181

Tables I1I-5 and I1I-6 provide identical information using weighted data. No
notable differences exist between the weighted and unweighted data - all results are
‘ within a few percentage points of each other.

Comparing Tables III-5 and III-6, it is clear that the public is in favor of a
substantial increase in both the incarceration rate and the length of incarceration for
repeat offenders. The percentage of respondents who prefer some period of incarceration
is between 1.3 times and 2.7 times as high for repeat offenders as it is for first-time
offenders. The largest difference is for drug possession, where 55.4% of respondents
would incarcerate repeat offenders as opposed to only 20.7% who would incarcerate first-
time offenders. A similar ratio holds for burglary, where 70.4% would incarcerate repeat
offenders compared to only 29.1% who would incarcerate first time offenders.

Similar results are generally found when comparing the length of prison sentences
for first-time versus répeat offenders — with the length of sentence generally being 1.3 to

2.9 times higher. The only exception is the case of drug possession where the first-time
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offender 1s actually sent away for a longer‘ time — 58.6 months versus 46.4 months for the
repeat offender. The reason for this apparent anomaly is the fact that only a small portion
of respondents would send the first-time drug possession offender to prison (20.7%).
However, those who would call for a prison sentence are also among those who would
call for relatively lengthy sentences. For repeat drug possession offenders, the
incarceration rate is now 46.4%, but those additional respondents who would now call for
incarceration prefer much lower sentences. Combining the probability of incarceration
with the length of sentence — to arrive at the “expected sentence” — yields results that are
more in line with expectations. Thus, the ‘,‘e)l(pected” time served for a first-time drug
possession offender 1s 10.3 months, compared to 21.2 months for a repeat violator.

The other notable differences in sanctions for first-time versus repeat offenders is
in the case of home monitoring for burglary (35.1% for first-time versus 11.3% for repeat
offenders), and supervision for both drug Jpossession (36.4% for first-time versus 17.4%
for repeat violators) and drug dealing (18.0% for first-time versus 6.2% for repeat
violators). |

Tables III-7 and III-8 report the preferred sentence based on single responses,
using a hierarchy whereby incarceration is deemed to be the most severe sanction,
followed by home monitoring, fine, supervision and other. Thus, if a respondent preferred
both prison and a fine, only the prison sentence is recorded in these tables. First, we
report on the percentage of respondents that prefer no punishment. For example, 11.0% of

respondents indicate no punishment is needed for the first time drug possession offender.

20.7% of respondents would impose a prisen sentence (and possible other sanctions in
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. combination with prison).!5 Of those who want puni‘shment and who do not want prison,

15.4% indicate home monitoring as the preferred sanction. An additional 20.7% indicate

a fine, 28.8% supervision, 4.1% some other sanction, and 4.1% answered they did not

know what the appropriate punishment should be. Note that if there are two columns

labeled “don’t know.” The first one refers to the question of whether or not any

punishment is warranted. The second “don’t know” refers to individuals who said “yes”

to punishment but could not determine what their preferred punishment should be. Note

that the responses to the questions in Tables I11-7 and III-8 add up to 100% (aside from

minor rounding differences).

Table OI1-7

Preferred Sentence for Offenders with No Prior Offenses
Single Response (Weighted)

Scenario N Punish? Incarceration Home Monitor Fine |Superv.| Other | Don't
{months) (months) Know
%No | Don’t | % Avg. | Exp. % | Avg. | Exp % % % %
[Know %
1 — Assault 183 49 2.2 416 | 364 155 | 143 | 322 4.2 235 15.6 0 0.2
2 — Drug Poss. 163 11.0 0 207 | 586 ['103 | 15.1 2.5 1.4 207 | 288 4.1 4.1
3 — Drug Deal. 126 5.6 0 526 | 60.6 | 309 | 162 | 314 5.2 8.6 133 24 1.7
4 — Robbery 154 32 0 512 | 370 190 | 146 | 273 4.0 177 10.9 1.7 1.4
5 - Robbery/Hate 172 3.6 0.1 599 | 405 | 244 | 95 16.2 13 16.7 6.3 2.8 2.2
Crime
6 — Burglary 142 0.1 0.1 29.1 4 249 7.2 ] 341 | 104 3.7 233 9.5 0.1 3.9
7 — Medicare fraud | 363 3.0 1.9 379 | 639 (242 1 122 | 392 4.7 36.6 7.5 3.2 0.1
8 — Credit fraud 156 0 0 432 | 269 114 | 180 | 15.6 28 29.6 7.7 0.8 1.3
. ‘5 Note that this 20.7% is the same as in Table III-5, since prison is the highest category.
Thus, the percent going to prison is always the same in the multiple response and single

response tables.

This document is a research reﬁort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.

This report has not been publis

ed by the Department. Opinions or points of view

expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

a2




Table 1Ii-8
Preferred Sentence for Offenders with Prior Offenses

Single Response (Weighted)

Scenario N Punish? Incarceration Home Monitor Fine |Superv.| Other | Don't
{months) {months) Know
% No | Don’t | % Avg. | Exp. % Avg. | Exp % % % %
Know %
1 — Assault 152 2.6 2.6 634 | 583 | 389 [ 103 | 244 27 8.4 8.9 2.0 4.5
2 — Drug Poss. 177 6.2 1.1 554 | 464 | 212 | 155 | 11.8 1.9 8.3 14.5 0.6 0
3 — Drug Deal. 150 8.7 0 7151 64.06 | 453 | 8.1 18.3 1.5 7.5 34 0 0.8
4 - Robbery 152 | 0.6 0.6 763 | 652 | 49.1 | 122 | 437 4.8 6.7 39 0.3 0
S — Robbery/Hate 160 | 0.6 0 787 1 545 | 426 ] 9.1 14.4 1.3 32 7.2 0.1 0.6
Crime
6 — Burglary 173 0.3 03 704 | 61.2 | 422 | 76 | 208 1.6 15.1 6.4 0
8 — Credit fraud 176 0 0 58.9 | 794 | 457 | 11.3 | 54.1 5.5 253 44 0 0.1

The results in Tables I1I-7 and III-8 are similar to those in the multiple response

. tables above. However, by removing multiple responses, differences in the non-

incarcerative sanctions become clearer. For example, while 16.2% of respondents would

sentence first-time drug dealers to home monitoring, only 8.1% would impose home

monitoring on repeat violators. This difference is even larger for burglary, where 34.1%

would choose home monitoring as the primary punishment for the first time burglar,

compared to only 7.6% who would use home monitoring for the repeat offender.

Although it is difficult to compare these responses to current sentencing practice

without further details on the offense characteristics and detailed time-served data, it

appears that the preferred sentences by our survey respondents are slightly less harsh than

current practice. Table [1I-9 compares the survey responses to felony sentences in large

urban counties. For example, 41.6% of our respondents would sentence the assault
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‘ Total Prison % Jail %
Incarceration %
No Prior Convictions '
- Violent Offenses (BJS) 72 ~ 40 32
- Assault (scenario 1) 41.6 21.4 19.9
- Robbery (scenario 4) 51.2 29.0 21.0
- Robbery/Hate Crime (scenario 5) | 59.9 42.0 15.2
- Property Offenses (BJS) 39 11 28
- Burglary (scenario 6) 29.1 12.5 14.8
- Drug Offenses - All (BJS) 55 19 36
- Drug Possession (scenario 2) 20.7 10.2 6.8
- Drug Dealing (scenario 3) 52.6 32.6 15.0
Two Prior Convictions/Sentences* v
- Vioient Oiienses (BJS) 51 71 20
- Assault (scenario 1) 63.4 43.6 15.4
- Robbery (scenario 4) 76.3 59.1 11.6
- Robbery/Hate Crime (scenario 5) | 78.7 64.6 9.9
- Property Offenses (BJS) 83 58 25
- Burglary (scenario 6) 70.4 55.4 9.9
- Drug Offenses - All (BJS) 85 55 30
- Drug Possession (scenario 2) 55.4 33.7 14.6
. - Drug Dealing (scenario 3) 71.5 62.5 4.4

Source: BJS: 1999, p. 35. Sentences of 12 months or less are assumed to be “jail” and
those greater than 12 months are prison. “Total incarceration” includes those who
do not specify length of prison; thus last two columns do not add up to the first.

* Actual sentencing data based on offenders with more than one felony conviction.
Survey based on two prior sentences of more than one year in prison.

offender without a prior conviction to prison or jail. However, 72% of first time felony

offenders without a prior conviction receive some prison or jail time (BJS, 1999: Table

35). For violent offenders with two or more prior felony convictions, while 91% currently

receive jail or prison time, only 63.4% of our respondents sentenced the assault offender

with two prior sentences to prison or jail. Respondents are particularly less harsh on drug

offenders. While 55% of all first time drug offenders (including both possession and

dealing) receive a sentence of incarceration, respondents sent only 20.7% of first time
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. drug possession offenders and 52.6% of olffenders With two prior convictions to jail or
prison.
Respondents who specified a prison sentence but did not impose a monetary
sanction were asked a follow up question,
You told me thaf this offender should be sent to prison for  years/months. If
you have the option of reducing that time in prison in exchange for a requirement
that the offender pay a fine or restitution, would you do so?
If the respondent answered yes, they were asked as a follow up how much the monetary
sanction should be and how much they would reduce prison time. Similar questions were
asked of those who imposed a sanction of héme rnonitoﬁng without a monetary sanction.
Table III-10 repdrts on the results of these questions. Overall, a significant peréentage of
respm}dents would be willing to reduce the prison sentence in exchange for monetary
. sanctions - even for crimes of violence. For example, 36.1% of respondents who
sentenced the assault offender (without prior offenses) to prison would be willing to
reduce that sentence in exchange for a monetary penalty. The hi ghest percentage is for
fraud offenses, between 44% and 48% of resﬁondents are willing to offer such a trade-off.
There appeared to be little consistency in the dollar amounts that respondents
would require 1n return for a reduced prison sentf:nce,. however. The implied value per
year in prison ranged from about $100 to $600,000, with the mean being $27,00>O and the
median $3,383. While the mean is strikingly close to the cost of a year in prison, the
range is so large that it wouid be difficult o draw conclusions from these data. In fact,
over half of respondents who indicated they would be willing to make this trade-off
;efused to provide a dollar figure. In many cases, they indicated that the offender should

be made to pay “damages” or they were simply answered “don’t know.”
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Table 01-10

‘Trade-off of Prison for Fine/Restitution

No Prior Convictions Prior Convictions
Respondents Respondents
Initially Respondents Initially Respondents
Imposing willing to Imposing willing to
Incarceration reduce Incarceration reduce
sentence sentence
# # %o # # %
1 — Assault 72 26 36.1 77 22 28.4
2 — Drug Poss. 16 2 15.3 79 12 15.7
3 — Drug Deal. 55 14 25.2 93 24 25.3.
4 -Robbery 69 17 24.4 96 17 17.5
5 - Robbery/Hate Crime o0 23 25.0 103 22 21.2
6 - Burglary 31 6 18.2 102 39 38.6
7 — Medicare fraud 90 40 447 -— -— ——-
8 — Credit fraud 47 23 48.0 79 36 46.3

Note: Based on weighted sample, only those who indicated a sentence of prison and no

monetary sanction such as fine or restitution.

Iv. Pérole Decisions

Sentencing decisions are not made in isolation. Lawmakers or Sentencing

Commissions must consider budgets, prison capacity and perhaps other social problems

that need to be addressed in making budget allocation decisions. Parole officers might

have to consider externally imposed goals of relieving prison overcrowding in deciding

which whether or not to grant early release. Despite these constraints, prior public

opinion surveys have naively asked respondents what the apprepriate sentence should be

irrespective of prison overcrowding, budgetary priorities, etc. According to the authors of

one such study, “Public preferences about punishment are largely unconstrained by the

consequences associated with those choices...no state could afford to pursue a policy of

totally satisfying the public demand for punishment” (Zimmerman et al., 1988: 147).
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Previous studies have an important methodological shortcoming - they ask open-ended




. questions and do not ask respondents to consider many of the tradeoffs inherent in real

world sentencing decisions.

To begin to explore the public’s attitude towards sentencing under more realistic

settings, we asked respondents to consider one of the eight crime scenarios described

above.

However, respondents were also told how long the offender has already served in

_ prison — based on an estimate of the average time served in the U.S. for each respective

crime (see Part 1 of survey - Appendix A):

The cri
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The next series of questions concerns convicted offenders who have spent time in
prison. We want to know if they have served long enough and should be let out.
When they are let out of prison, offenders normally spend time under supervision.
If you need me to repeat any portion of any of the questions, please ask me. We
value your opinion and hope you will be able to answer these questions.

Please consider the following offender and think about whether he has served long

" enough.

CATI: PRESENT SCENARIJO FROM LIST OF MAIN SCENARIOS
Would you let this offender out of prison after serving years?
me scenarios and associated number of years are:

1) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of beating a stranger. No
weapon was used. The victim was seriously injured, but will recover fully. So far
the offender has spent 2 years in prison for this offense.

2) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of possession of 1 gram of
cocaine, worth about $150. So far the offender has spent ! year in prison for this
offense.

3) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted, with several others, of taking
part over a four-month period in selling marijuana. He was caught with 10
pounds of marijuana, worth about $10,000. The offender was a street-leve] deaier
who bought drugs from a wholesale dealer and sold directly to users. So far the
offender has spent 2 years in prison for this offense.
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4) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of robbing a 28 year-old male
stranger at gunpoint, stealing $400 from him. The victim was not hurt. So far the
offender has spent 3 1/2 years in prison for this offense.

5} A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of robbing a 28-year-old
[homosexual, black, Jewish] male at gunpoint, stealing $400 from him. The
victim was not hurt. The offender waited outside a [gay book store, black church,
synagogue] to rob the first [gay, black, Jewish] person he saw. So far the offender
has spent 3 1/2 years in prison for this offense.

6) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of breaking into a stranger’s
home and stealing $500 when no one was home. So far the offender has spent 1
1/2 years in prison for this offense.

7) A 40-year-old single male doctor was convicted of submitting $400,000 in false
Medicare claims to the government.. So far the offender has spent 1 year in prison
for this offense.

8) A 28-year-old male was convicted of charging $30,000 on credit cards stolen
from strangers. So far the offender has spent 1 year in prison for this offense.

In each case (aside from #7, the physician convicted of Medicare fraud), respondents

were randomly assigned to have offenders with either “no prior convictions,” or “two

prior prison sentencing each more than one year.”

The time served written into each scenario are based on the estimated time served

for the average offender who spends any time in prison or jail by type of crime, as shown

in Table IV-1. For example, according to BJS data (BJS, 1999: Table 2 and 4), 30% of

offenders convicted of aggravated assault receive jail time of less than 1 year, while 42%

receive a prison sentence of 1+ years. Thus, of those offenders who are sent to either jail

or prison, xx% are sent to jail [30%/(30%+42%)=41.7%] and xx% are sent to prison

[42%/(30%+42%)=58.3%]. The average time-served for those who receive a prison

. sentence is 38 months. Assuming that the average “jail” term is 6 months, we have thus
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estimated the average time-served for ali offenders who serve time for aggravated assault

to be 24.7 mohths (6 months x 41.7% plus 38 months x 58.3% =24.7 months).'®

A. The Parole Decision

Table IV-2 reports on parole decisions for each of the eight scenarios - separately

" for those with no prior convictions and those with two priors. In all of the street crimes

(scenarios 1-6), more than 50% of respondents would parole the offender without prior
convictions by the stated time served. The smallest percentage - 52.8% of respondents
would parole the drug dealef (scenario 3) after 24 months in prison, while the largest
percentage, 79.8%, would parole the 6ffender who spent one year in prison for drug
possession. In contrast, none of the repeat offenders had a 50% parole rate. Only 22.1% of
respondents would parole the burglar after 18 months, and only 27.3% would parole the
drug dealer after 24 months. The largest percentage was once again for drug possession,
with 42% agreeing to parole the drug possession offender who had two prior convictions

after serving one year in prison.

'® Note that since the time this study was conducted, a more recent study of time-served
in state courts ha been published (BJS, 2001b). We note very little difference in prison
versus jail and in time-served with the exception of robbery. Both the percent sentenced

«to prison has increased (from 73% to 76%) and the time-served has increased (from 48

months to 54 months). The resulting time-served including those sent to jail would thus
increase from 41.2 months to 47.5 months.
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) - Table IV-1
Esumatlon of Average Time-Served by Type of Crime SR .
Scenario | Crime and Percentage | Percentage | Ave. Time | Est. Time Served
Definition Receiving | Receiving | Served for | in Jail or Prison -
o | Jail Time |Prison - |Prison(1+ | (Timeserved
of Less Sentence of | years) - | stated in survey)
| than 1 year | 1 yearor | (months) B () S
: : more o
(@ (©) (d) (c)
| (b) - N DR - ——
1 ‘Aggrav. Assault: 30% 42% |38 24.7 months
" serious bodily injury | ' ‘ R
| or using a dangerous | (2 years)
weapon to threaten :
or attempt to cause
bodily injury | _ B R
2 Drug possession | 41% 29% 16 months | 10.1 months .
| | _ 1 (1 year)

3. | Drug trafficking: 33% 139% 28 months* | 17.9 months* -
manufacturing, : - ‘ -
smuggling, Qyrs)*

‘ distributing, selling o
" 14,5 Robbery: mvolves | 14% 73% 48 months 41.2 months -
- threat of force or ‘ 1 '
actual force . , = (3.5 yrs.) :

6 Burglary: unlawful | 26% 45%. 1 25 months 18.0 months
entrytohomeor |- |

: business _ o (1.5yrs)

7,8 Fraud: forgery, 24% 26% 17 months | 11.7 months

' counterfeit, credit : “ SR
card fraud, (1 year)
.embezzlement -

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Felony Sentences in State Courts, 1996 '

(Table 2, Table 4). See text for discussion of time-served. calculations. -

* Note for drug trafficking. A significant number of drug trafficking cases are

| brought at the Federal level since sentencing guidelines call for mandatory

N . N
, . ,
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minimum sentences. The average time for a drug trafficker in the Federal system
is over six years, compared to about two years in the State courts. Thus, the
estimated time served for drug trafficking is based on a welghted average of the
State and Federal time served and is increased to 2 years. (Source U S. =
Sentencing Commxssnon (2000) : :




‘ e In contrast to the street crimes, the white-collar offenders were less likely to be
paroled after their current time-served.‘As shown in Table TV-2, only 34.2% would parole
the Medicare offender after one year, and 41.9% would parole the first time offender
convicted of credit card fraud after one year. For the credit card fraud offender with prior
convictions, only 14.3% of respondents would grant parole after one year.

Care must be taken in interpreting the results of Table IV-2, since we did not vary
the ‘tlime-served by prior off‘enses.17 Thus, the finding that 74.2% of respondents would
parole a first-time burglar after 18 months does 1ot necessarily mean ihat the pubic
believes current sentencing practice is too harsh. The 18 months is an average over all

burglary offenders - regardless of prior offenses.

‘ , Table IV-2
Parole Decision

.~ ITme | NoPriorConvictions | - PriorConvictions
S Scenano i Served e NG b % e % N L% Y%

i b leeiow” | “Refused | | “Letout” | “Refused

Sllrvey Sl Lor Don’t At e e Of Don,t

Lo e | (months) | - S ,_:{mef" e e Know?
1 — Assault ' 24} 458 63.3% 5.1% 506 27.8% 5.7%
2 — Drug Poss. 12| 483 79.8% 2.9% 476 42.0% 6.9%
3 — Drug Deal. 24 | 527 52.8% 5.2% 498 27.3% 2.7%
4 - Robbery 42| 501 63.8% 5.1% 492 25.0% - 4.5%
5 — Robbery/Hate 42
Crime 498 61.9% 2.9% i . 470 25.8% 4.8%
6 - Burglary 18| 496 74.2% 5.1% 489 22.1% 4.6%
7 — Medicare fraud 121 937 34.2% 2.9% N T —— S
8 — Credit fraud 121 506 41.9% 5.2% 461 14.3% 2.4%

Note: Weighted sample. “% Let Out” is based on those who responded either yes or no.

Y Time-served was held constant in order to reduce the number of parameters that varied
‘across vignettes and respondents. However, future studies that focus on some of these
‘ " issues should attempt to provide more realistic time-served estimates to explore these
issues further.
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‘ B. Parole Decision versus Appropriate Sanctions

Overall, each respondent received all eight scenarios - six in the parole section of
the survey (Part 1 - see Appendix A) and two in the open-ended section (Part 2 - see
Appendix A) asking for an appropriate sanction. Thus, not only are we able to compare
sanctions within each question type, but we can also compare responses across question
types. Table IV-3 compares these responses. For example, when confronted with scenario
1 (serious assault without prior offenses) and a time-served of 24 months, 63.3% of
respondents indicated the offender should be let out. The second half of Table IV-3
repoﬁs on the sentence when respondents arle not told actual time served and instead are
asked for their preferred sentence. When “no incarceration” sentences are excluded, the
median preferred sentence is 24 months - exactly equal to current time-served. The mean
sentence is considerably longer, 36.5 months. However, when all respondents are
included, the median sentence 1s now zero. The mean sentence, 15.5 months, is also
below current time served of 24 months.'® The responses to these two different questions
are fairly consistent. Since (in Part 2) the median sentence deemed to be appropriate is
“no incarceration,” we expect more than 50% of respondents when confronted with the
parole decision (in Part 1) to parole the offender immediately - let alone after 24 months.

Indeed, 63.3% of respondents in Part 1 paroled the first time assault offender.

‘ '* Of course, care must be taken in comparing these figures to current time-served, since
the time-served figures are based on all offenders in that category - regardless of prior
offenses.
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‘ - Table IV-3

Comparison of Parole Decision to Appropriate Sentence (No Priors)

. - Appropriate Sentence Decision -

1 — Assault

2 — Drug Poss. 12 466 79.8 28

3 — Drug Deal. 24 511 52.8 60

4 - Robbery 42 479 63.8 77

5 - Robbery/Hate 42 472 61.9 98

Crime

6 - Burglary 18 471 | " 74.2 39 12.0 24.9 133 0] 7.21
7 — Medicare fraud 12 910 342 133 36.0 63.9 352 0 243
8 — Credit fraud 12 479 41.9 64 24.0 26.9 151 0. 114

Note: weighted sample.

Table IV-4

Companson of Parole Decmon to Appropnate Sanction (Prior Offenses)
: s T Appropnate Sentence Demsmn

et | ente Sentem:e TN Sentence Sentence |

e T By f()u‘t”»'.f_ i f(months) (months) o (mqnﬂls) (months)
1 — Assault 24 477 27.8 90 36.0 58.4 134 12.0 38.9
2 — Drug Poss. 12 443 420 |. 86 24.0 40.4 163 6.0 21.2
3 — Drug Deal. 24 484 27.3 160 60.0 64.0 142 24.0 45.3
4 - Robbery 42 470 25.0 108 - 60.0 65.2 143 24.0 49.1
5 - Robbery/Hate ] 42 | 448 25.8 119 36.0 54.5 153 24.0 42.6

Crime

6 - Burglary 18 467 22.1 113 36.0° 61.2 163 24.0 423
8 — Credit fraud 12 451 143 98 47.2 79.4 170 24.0 45.7

Note: weighted sample.

An apparent inconsistency appears, however, for scenario 7 - Medicare fraud.
While the median sentence (including “no incarceration”) in the open-ended sentencing

decision is zero, only 34.2% of respondents in the parole question would release the

N
<
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’ offender after 12 months in prison. The séme situation arises with credit card fraud,
where only 41.9% would release after one year despite the fact that the median sentence
is “no incarceration.” Moving to Table IV-4 for a moment (offenders with prior
o‘ffenses), a similar inconsistency arises for all but the two fraud scenarios. For example,
the median sentence (excluding “no incarceration”) is 12 months for the assault offender.
Yet only 27.8% of respondents would let the same offender out of prison after 24 months!

It is not clear whether the “no incarceration” sentences should be included or
excluded when comparing responses to the parole decision. If knowing the current time-
served does not affect respondents’ preferrea sentence, then all sentences should be
included in the comparison. However, it is possible, for example, that a respondent who
prefers “no incarceration” for the V“typic‘al” first time offender might consider the fact that

. this particular offender was deemed worthy of incarceration to be evidence that this
offender is worse than “typical.” If so, it would not necessarily be appropriate to include
all of the “no incarceration’ sentences in the comparison.

However, this is apparently not the situation for at least several crimes, since some
inconsistencies also arise when excluding the “no incarceration” sentences. In Table IV-3
(no priors), the median sentence for drug possession is 24 months (in Part 2), yet 79.8%
of respondents would let the offender out after 12 months (in Part 1). Similarly, while the
median sentence for drug dealers is 36 months, 52.8% of respondents wouldklet the drug
dealer out after 24 months. None of these inconsistencies arise in Table V-4 where
offenders have prior convictions.

. . It is not easy tc.>' reconcile the inconsistencies we have uncovered between the two
éifferent methods of eliciting information. Although other explanations seem plausible, it
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ap;ears that some amount of “anchoring” occurs when providing respondents with
current time served. Thus, some individuals who might sentence an offender to less than
one year on an open-ended question might have a different assessment of the same
offender when they are told he has already spent one year in prison. In the case of

Medicare and credit card fraud — where we find some of the most significant

_inconsistencies — it might be an indication that the public’s view on these types of white-

collar crimes is not as well formed as it is for more traditional street crimes. If views are

not as well formed, one is more apt to be susceptible to an anchoring effect.

V. Crime Prevention and Control Strategies

‘ The survey had two sets of questions eliciting “willingness-to-pay” valuations
from respondents. This section analyzes the first set of questions (Part 3 - see Appendix
A), where respondents are asked about their willingness to forego a tax rebate in
exchaﬁge for prograins that are designgd to prevent or punish crimes. The question asks
respondents to put themselves in the shoes of their local mayor who has just received a
grant from the Federal government equal to either $100 or $1000 per household. The
respondent is asked to decide how to allocate that money among four different crime
control programs: (1) more prisons, (2) more drug and alcoho! treatment programs for
offenders convicted of nonviolent cfime, (3) more police on the street, and (4) more
prevention programs to help keep youth out of trouble. A fifth alternative is to return all

or part of this money back to local residents.
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For the next few questions, I want you to put yourself in the shoes of your local

mayor. The Federal government has given your city {$100, $1,000] per

household. You may spend all or part of that money on crime control or crime

prevention, or you may give all or part of it back to your local residents.

Four different crime control strategies have been recommended to you:

(1) more prisons

(2) more drug and alcohol treatment programs for offenders convicted of
nonviolent crimes

(3) more police on the street, and

(4) more prevention programs to help keep youth out of trouble.

Once again, you have [$100/$1,000] per household to allocate to these programs

or to rebate to local residents.

Respondents were randomly assigned either $100 or $1000 to allocate, and the

order of the alternative crime control strategies was randomly rotated to eliminate any

order effects. The two different dollar options were used to control for any wealth effect.

However, a comparison of the responses by those who were asked to allocate $100 versus

$1000,

indicated there were no statistically significant differences between the percentage

of the total that was to be allocated to each program. Thus, only the overall percentages

are rep

orted here.!’

'° In addition, the order of the four different crime control strategies was randomized over

. ‘{espondents. However, this randomization was unlikely to have been necessary, since we
found no statistically significant difference between the percentage allocation to each
crime control strategy by order of the question.
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This document is a research re

After the respondent went through the list, the responses were read back and she was
given an opportunity to change her answer and to make sure that the allocation added up
to 100%. Respondents were allowed to express preferences in either dollars or
percentages. We have combined these responses and reported them here as percentages.
Table V-1 reports on the mean and median percentage amounts allocated to each of the
five options.20 Very little of this money would go to either prisons or a tax rebate. Instead,
the largest percentage - 36.6% - would go to prevention programs designed to help keep
youth out of trouble. Drug treatment and police would each receive between 21%-22% of
the money; 8.4% of the dollars would go to prisons; and 11.9% would go to a tax rebate.
The “median” allocations were 25% each for drug treatment and police, 33.3% for

prevention programs, and zero for prisons and the tax rebate.

Table V-1
Percent of Tax Rebate Dollars Allocated to Crime Prevention
Implied Value
Mean Median |of Program
Prison 8.4% . 0.0% $0.71
Drug Treatment 22.1% 25.0% $1.86
Police 21.0% 20.0% $1.76
Prevention 36.6% 33.3% $3.07
Tax Rebate 11.9% 0.0% $1.00

2% Approximately 4.4% of respondents answered “refused” or “don’t know” to the initial
questions about whether or not they would allocate any money to a particular program.
An addition 0.4% ultimately dropped out due to failure to provide dollars or percentages
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Note: Sample size = 1,234. W eighted sample used. Excludes refusals,
don’t knows, and responses that did not add up to 100%.

The last column of Table V-1, converts the mean percentages into an implied
valuation of each program relative to a tax rebate. For example, since 22.1 cents of every
dollar would be spent on drug treatment, and 11.9 cents on a tax rebate, the value of
$1.00 of drug treatment relative to a $1.00 tax rebate 1s $1.86 (22.1/11.9 = 1.86). Thus,
the average value of a taxpayer dollar is only about 71 cents when spent on prison, but
$3.07 when spent on preﬁention. That is, at the margin, the public is indifferent between a
$1 tax rebate and $3 spent on prevention.

There are only slight differences in these preferences across demographic groups.
As shown in Table V-2, males would allocate more to tax rebates (13.8% versus 10.1%)
and less to drug treatment programs (20.7% to 23.5%) than women. Blacks would spend
less of these funds on prison (4.4% versus 9.0%), less on police (18.1% versus 21.6%),

Table V-2

Percent of Tax Rebate Dollars IAllocated to Crime Prevention
By Gender, Race and Ethnicity

Male Female 'White Black L_atino
Prison 8.5% 8.3% 9.0% 4.4%x** 10.0%
Drug Treatment 20.7% 23.5%) ¥** 22.0% 23.8% 20.0%
Police 21.0% 21.0% 21.6%  18.1%f** 19.5%
IPrevention 36.0% 37.2% 35.7%  44.3%*** 32.3%
Tax Rebate 13.8% 10.1%| *** 11.8% 9.4% 18.4%
Sample size 596 638 1003 144 58

**significant at p < .05

*** gignificant at p < .01

Note: Significance levels refer to t-test comparing Male versus Female and White
versus Black responses. None of the White versus Latino differences were

of the 95% of respondents who fully answered these questions.
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. statistically significant. Additional ANOVA test finds similar significance

levels.
Note: Weighted sample used. Excludes refusals, don’t knows, and responses that

did not add up to 100%.
and less on a tax rebate (9.4% versus 11.8%). However, blacks would spend more on
youth prevention programs (44.3% versus 35.7%). Latinos would spend slightly lower
amounts on drug treatment, police, and prevention programs, and instead spend more
(18.4% versus 11.8%) on a tax rebate. |
Surprisingly, there were virtually no differences among income categories. In fact,
the lowest income levels (under $15,000) had rerarkably similar responses to these
questions as those with the highest income level, over $75,000. This was true both for the
$100 and the $1000 rebate. Only slight differences appear between cities or suburbs and
‘ rural areas. Residents in the cities or suburbs tended to want more money spent on prison
relative to those in rural areas, while those in rural areas wanted a higher percentage of
their funds going to a tax rebate. However, these results were only significant at p <.10.
In the introductory section of the survey (Part A - see Appendix A), t§vo open-
ended questions were asked of respondents about whether they thought the government
was spending too much or too little on “police on the street” and “programs designed to
get people off drugs” (questions Ala and Alb respectively). Table V-3 breaks the sample
up into those who want more spending on police and those who want more spending on
treatment from these earlier questions. Note that those who want more money for police
don’t look dramatically different in terms of the allocation of the rest of the money. On
average, they would s;)end about 2-3% less each on drug treatment, prevention and tax

rebate, with about 7% more going to police. Those who mdicate they want more money
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going to treatment would spend about 2-3% less on police and a tax rebate, and about 5%
more on treatment. They would also spend about 2% more on youth prevention programs.
Table V-3

Percent of Tax Rebate Dollars Allocated to Crime Prevention
by Preferences for More Police and More Drug Treatment

IAll Respondents ore Police More Treatment

Mean edian |Mean [Median Mean edian
Prison 8.4% 0.0% 8.6%  0.0% 7.1% 0.0%
Drug Treatment 22.1% 25.0%| 20.4%)| 25.0%| 27.4%)| 25.0%
Police 21.0% 20.0%| 27.8%] 25.0%] 18.2%| 20.0%
Prevention 36.0% 33.0%; 34.2% 30.0%| 38.0%  22.0%
Tax Rebate 11.9%) 0.0% 83% 0.0% 9.3% 0.0%
Sample size 1234 1234] ' 665 665 669 660

Note: Weighted sample used. Columns refer to responses to Question Ala and Alb.
Rows refer to responses to Questions 7-11. Excludes refusals, don’t knows, and
responses that did not add up to 100%.

| The spending profile look‘s much different, however, when the samples are broken

up into those who would spend leés money on police or treatment. As shown in Table V-

4, people who want less spent on police or treatment (ih Part A of the survey) generally

want more money going to a tax rebate, about 20-25% compared to 11.8% for the sample

as a whole. Those who want less money spent on treatment also want higher amounts

spent on prison (10.9% versus 8.4% for the full sample) and police (27.9% versus 21.0%

for the full sample), and less spent on prevention (30.5% versus 36.6%).

Table V-4

Percent of Tax Rebate Dollar Allocated to Crime Prevention
by Preferences for Less Police and Less Drug Treatment

All Respondents  [Less Police Less Treatment
Mean edian  Mean Median Mean  Median
Prison . 8.4% 0.0%, 6.7%|  0.0% 10.9% 0.0%
Drug Treatment 22.1%|  25.0% 20.5%| 20.0%| 9.6% 0.0%
‘ JPolice 21.0%  20.0% 8.2%| 0.0% 27.9% 25.0%
Prevention 36.6%  33.0% 40.1%| 40.0% 30.5% 25.0%
56
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[Tax Rebate 11.8% 0.0% 24.5%| 15.0% 21.2% 0.0%

Sample size 1234 1234 101 101 147 147

Note: Weighted sample used. Excludes refusals, don’t knows, and responses that
did not add up to 100%. )

Note that a small number of individuals who indicated in Part A of the survey that

they wanted less money spent on police actually allocated some of their money to police

in responding to the question in Part 3. Of the 101 individuals who indicated they would
spend less money on police in Part A, 25 (25%) indicated they would spend some of the
money the federal government was returning to the local government on police in Part 3.
Although most of these amounts were smali, a handful were for a large percentage of the
$100 or $1000 to be allocated. A larger percentage of those who indicated they wanted
less spent on drug treatment actually allocatéd some of their money to drug treatment (61
out of 147, or 41%). These apparent discrepancies do not necessarily indicate irrational
or confused responses. It is quite possible, for example}, that given current tax levels,
someone would prefer less money being spent on police and more on other social ills or
in the form of a tax rébate. However, given a potential tax rebate of $100 or $1000, that
same individual might opt for some of that money going to additional police.
Neyertheless, we have compared the results of the full sample to a sample that excludes
these cases, and find no difference in the basic findings.

To summarize, we asked respondents to choose between receiving a $1A00 or
$1000 tax rebate and four crime prevention programs. We found little support for more

prison space, with less than 10% of the money being earmarked for prisons. The largest

share of the money wés’ allocated to high-risk youth programs (36.6%), followed by

alcohol and drug treatment programs for nonviolent offenders (22.1%). Only 11.9% of
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thé funds would be rebated to taxpayers. These results are consistent over gender, race
and ethnicity categories. It is important to keep in mind that these results are marginal
and do not necessarily represent the public’s view of the appropriate allocation of total
resources for these different programs. Thus, while we know that there is little support for
spending more money on prisons, for example, these findings do not tell us whether the
public believes there is currently too much or the right amount of money being spent on -
prisons. It is also worth noting that these results appear to be consistent with growing
public sentiment towards drug treatment instead of incarceration, as witnessed by passage

of Proposition 36 in California.”’

V1. Willingness to Pay for Reduced Crime

This section reports on the second set of questions eliciting “willingness-to-pay”
valuations from respondents. In the previous section (Part 3 of the survey), respondents
were asked to allocate a transfer of funds from the Federal government to their local
government and could apply all of that money to a tax rebate. In this section (Part 4 of the
survey), respondents are asked to allocate their own additional money to crime
prevention programs. Whereas the purpose of Part 3 was to elicit preferences for
government funding priorities, the purpose of Part 4 is to elicit specific valuation of crime

estimates.

2! «Syubstance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act,” November 2000 (Proposition 36), calls

for increased use of drug treatment in lieu of incarceration.
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. A. Background on Crime Cost Estimatés
Benefit-cost analysis is a well-developed methodology that has become an
important piece of component of regulatory and policy develppment for many
government agencies. Since the early 1980’s, Federal government regulatory agencies
have been required to coﬁduct benefit-cost analyses on major regulatory initiatives.
These requirements have been adopted through Executive Order and implemented by the
Office of Management and Budget.”> Recent proposals in Congress would legislatively
mandate similar reqﬁirements.” Thus, benefit-cost analyses have become a routine tool
in the development of environmental, healths and safety régulations.
Criminal justice researchers and policy makers are beginning to use benefit-cost
analysis as well. Among the authors who have used monetary estimates of the cost of
. crime (including intangible costs) in conducting cost-benefit analyses are: Difulio and
Piehl (1991), Gray (1994), Levitt (1996), and Donohue and Siegelman (1998). Programs
studied by these authors include longer prison sentences, prison overcrowding,
rehabilitation programs, and juvenile intervention programs.
One of the major limitations of benefit-cost analysis in the criminal justice arena
is the paucity of data on the costs of crime (or benefits of crime reduction). Cohen

(1988a) has provided one methodology based on jury awards and economic studies of the

*? President Reagan promulgated the first such requirement in 1981, Executive Order
12291 (46 Federal Register 13193). In 1993, President Clinton issued Executive Order
12866 (58 Federal Register 51735). Although these Executive Orders cannot supercede
statutory provisions, they have had a dramatic effect on the manner in which regulatory
agencies draft and analyze proposed rules.

. *For example, see Senate Bill S. 981, 105™ Congress (1997), which would require ali
major rules to be accompanied by a benefit-cost analysis.
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. value of a statistical life.”* That approach ﬁvas also used in a study commissioned by the
National Academy of Sciences (Cohen, Miller and Rossman, 1994), and in subsequent
NH-funde.d studies (Miller, Cohen and Wiersema, 1996; Coben, 1998) that have been
widely cited in the press. Despite their growing acceptance and use by other researchers,
these earlier approaches vare not without controversy - both on theoretical and empirical
grounds. The main theoretical criticism has been that the previous approach is based on
an “ex post” compensation criterion, whereaé benefit-cost analysis 1s generally cpnducted
on an “ex ante” willingness-to-pay approach. Since the amount people are willing to pay
to avoid a social ill is generally less than theﬁ amount of money they would require to
voluntarily accept it, there is concern that the previous method overestimates the cost of
crime. The main empirical concern with the previous methodology is that it is based

. primarily on jury awards to victims, and hence is subject to the emotional and potentially
irrational behavior of juries. These issues are addressed in more detail in Cohen (2000)
and Cohen (2001).

One of the goals of this research project was to explore the feasibility of an
alternative methodology - a “contingent valuation” survey of crime. The contingent
valuation survey is a methodology developed in the environmental economics literature
and has been used extensively to place dollar values on nonmarket goods such as
improvements in air quality, saving endangered species, and reducing the risk of early

death.

% An alternative approach to valuing crime is to examine differences in property values in
‘ ~ low crime versus high crime areas. Although some researchers have tried this approach
(Thaler, 1978; Hellman and Naroff, 1979 and Rizzo, 1979), they have been unable to
disentangle the costs of individual types of crime. '
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. - There have been literally hundreds of contingent valuation studies, meta-analyses
and textbooks written on the subject.”> Although there is some disagreement on the
reliability of these surveys, they are continually being used in cost-benefit analysis,
natural resource damages litigation, and for other purposes. A distinguished panel of
social scientists, chaired by two Nobel laureates in economics (Arrow et al., 1993) was
commissioned by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to
assess the contingent valuation methodology. This panel was brought together because
NOAA had drafted regulatioﬁs calling for the use of this methodology when estimating
natural resource damages in legal proceedings involving compensation for damaged
public property. The panel concluded that this is a valid approach and provided a set of
guidelines for conducting a reliable contingent valuation survey. Thus, if done properly,

. contingent valuation surveys can be useful policy tools. Although being used in many
different policy contexts, contingent valuation has not generally been employed in

criminal justice research.?

* For an overview of the contingent valuation method, see Mitchell and Carson (1989).
Smith (1996) compared the valuation from two different proposed environmental projects
and found that citizens could make a clear distinction between the two projects.

26 Two recent studies that overlap somewhat with criminal justice were conducted on gun
violence and drug treatment programs. Cook and Ludwig (2000) used this approach to
estimate the willingness-to-pay to reduce gun violence. They estimate that the average
household would be willing to pay about $200 per year to reduce gun violence by 30%,
which translates into about $1 million per injury. Note that not all gun violence is
criminal in nature; these estimates would include suicides and accidental shootings.
Zarkin, Cates and Bala (2000) report on a pilot study in which they use the CV method to
value drug treatment. They estimate that the typical household would be willing to pay
. sbetween $15 and $37 per year for a program that would successfully treat a significant
number of drug abusers in their community. This translates into between $28,000
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B. Methodological Considerations

The NOAA panel identified several features that they believed should be

incorporated into a contingent valuation study to ensure its validity. To the extent

possible, we have attempted to follow the NOAA guidelines in constructing our survey

design. One of the difficulties in fully implementing these guidelines is that our

. contingent valuation survey is necessarily exploratory and is only one part of our research

study. Thus, we could not fully implement every suggestion. Table VI-1 identifies the key |

recommendations of the NOAA panel that apply to our study and how we have attempted

to implement each one.

Table VI-1

Recommendations of NOAA Panel on Contingent Valuation Surveys

NOAA Panel Concern and
Recommendation

Sample Type and Size
- Probability Sample

Study Design to Address Concern

Yes

- Personal Interview
(face-to-face or phone)

Phone

- Pretesting for Interviewer
effects

Less of problem in phone than face-to-face; note
check for interviewer bias (see Section Il E (11)).

- Reporting

All sample design, non-response, etc. reported here.

- Pretesting of Survey

Focus groups and cognitive interviews (See Section
IT A (it) and (1ii). e

Guidelines for Survey
- Willingness-to-Pay Format

Yes

- Referendum Format

Yes

- Accurate Description of Policy

Policy not specified in this survey, only outcome.
NOAA recommendations are in the context of
environmental cleanup efforts that are not as black-
and-white as reducing crime A or B,

- Reminder of Substitutes

Only substitute for crime is “nc crime.”

- Temporal concerns.

No difference in responses over time found (See
Section Il E.

- No answer option.

Not explicitly, but “no answer” option allowed.

. \

approximately $12,500.
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. Follow-up questions were asked to understand why.

- Yes and No follow-ups Yes

- Cross-tabulations Yes

- Checks on understanding and Yes, in focus groups and cognitive interviews.
acceptance. However, respondents were not asked follow-up

questions to gauge acceptance.

- Alternative Expenditure Yes, respondents repeatedly reminded to think
Possibilities : about spending their own money for programs.

The focus groups highlighted several issues that we addressed in drafting the
survey. One of the key concerns was that participants would be able to separate out their
demand for reduced crime from the mechanism by which crime reductions take place. For
example, although everyone might agree that fewer assaults would be a good thing, there
would be significant disagreement over whéther a mandatory life in prison sentence
should bé implemented for third time assault offenders should be implemented if it is
shown to deter assaults. In evaluating preliminary survey questions, some participants

. noted that they had trouble separating their cynicism for the ability of the government to
effectively reduce crime and their willingness to pay. Thus, the ultimate survey was
worded carefully to ensure that a crime prevention strategy had worked last year and that

the program had community support.

C. Survey Design

Respondents were asked if they would be willing to vote for a proposal that would
require each household in their community to pay a certain amount that would prevent
one in ten crimes in their community. They were randomly given three out of five crimes,
and the order of each question was rapdomized. The crimes were: (1) burglary, (2) serious
assaults, (3) armed ro’bbery, (4) rape or sexual assault, and (5) murder. Given the time

. Timitations of our survey, we identified five of the most commonly understoed and
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. important crimes. However, these crimes were not defined for the respondents, and no
information was provided on the prevalence, risk of victimization, average tangible losses
or severity of injuries normally associated with the violent offenses. Instead, respondents
were asked simply to respond based on their understanding of these crimes.”’ The actual
text of the survey follows:

Now I want to ask you how much of your own money you would be willing to pay

to reduce certain crimes. In each case, I am going to ask you to vote “yes” or “no”

to a proposal that would require your household and each household in your
community to pay money ta prevent crime in vour community.

Remember that any money you agree to spend on crime prevention is your money

that could otherwise be used for your own food, clothing, or whatever you need.

Unlike the previous question, where the government was planning to give you

money back, now I want you to think about actually taking more money out of

your pocket.

. Last year, a new crime prevention program supported by your community
successfully prevented one in every ten [INSERT CRIME] from occurring in your
community. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT] per year to
continue this program?

The amounts inserted into the text were randomized between $25 and $200 (in
$25 intervals). The maximum annual cost of $200 was selected based on focus group
discussions that indicated this would be the maximum amount they would consider
paying for such programs. Once an amount was chosen for a particular respondent, that
same amount was used for all three crime types for that respondent. If the respondent

answered “yes” to the amount, the amount was increased by $25 and the reSpondent was

asked, “Would you be willing to pay...?” If the initial answer was “n0,” the amount was

%7 Future studies should attempt to provide more context so that respondents have a
. common and realistic understanding of the risk of victimization and crime definitions.
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. reduced by $25 and the question was asked again. (In the case that the initial bid level
was $25 and the initial answer was “no,” the respondent was asked on follow-up if she
would be willing to pay $10.) Following the second bid level, the respondent was asked,
“And can you please explain why you [would be willing/would not be willing/don’t know
if you’d be willing] to pay $[insert amount]?” The verbatim response was recorded. After

 the first crime question was finished, the following was read:

Now please disregard the crime prevention strategy that we just discussed and
think of this. Last year, 2 new crime preventinn nrogram supported by vour
community successfully prevented one in every ten [INSERT CRIME] from
occurring in your community. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]
per year to continue this program?

The process described above was then repeated for the second and third crimes. Note that

the respondent was specifically asked to disregard the earlier question in order to

‘ eliminate any ‘income effects’ associated with their earlier response. That is, a respondent
might be willing to pay $200 per year to prevent murders and assaults individually, for
example, but might not be willing to pay $400 combined to prevent both. To determine
whether or not we could add the three crime type bid levels together, or if there were any
income effects associated with adding their responses, we asked a final follow-up -
question at the end of the third crime type:

I realize that [ asked you to evaluate each crime prevention strategy individually.
However, now I'd like you to think of adding all of the money you have spent on
each strategy together. You said that you'd pay up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to
prevent one in ten armed robberies, up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in
ten serious assaults, up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in ten burglaries,
up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in ten rapes or sexual assaults, and up

to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in ten murders in your community. Now,
if I were to add all that up it comes to [INSERT AMOUNT]. Would you be

. Since this was a pilot study and only a small part of the entire survey, we were unable to
incorporate these features into our study.
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‘ willing to pay this amount out of your own pocket to prevent all of the crimes we
have just talked about?
Table VI-2 compares the crime types to the terminology normally used in the
criminal justice literature and the actual definition taken from the Bureau of Justice
Statistic’s NCVS and from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports. Note that some ambiguity
might arise with the definitions of armed robbery, assaults, and rape or sexual assault. We
did not’ specify whether armed robbery includes weapons other than firearms. Since
knives are common weapons in armed robberies, whether or not they are included in the
definitions will affect the frequency of armed robberies - and hence the number of vactua‘.
crimes averted with a 10% reduction in armed robbery. Assault is also somewhat
problematic. We used the term “serious” assault, as it is likely to be better understood by
. the general public than “aggravated” assault. Absent further clarifications in the survey,
we assume that the FBI definition of aggravated assault captures the notion of serious
assaults. Similarly, we have not defined rapes and sexual assaulits. The FBI definition
excludes statutory rapes (e.g. consensual sex with a minor) and does not include sexual

assaults. However, the NCVS definition includes sexual assaults.
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Table VI-2: Crime Definitions

Term used Criminal Corresponding NCVS Definition Corresponding UCR Definition
in Survey {Justice Term ' .
Unlawful or forcible entry or Unlawful entry of structure with
Burglary Burglary attempted entry of a residence.  [intent to commit theft.
Armed  [Armed Completed or attempted theft  [Taking (or attempting to take)
Robbery [Robbery directly from a person, or thing of value from a person
property or cash by force or using force or threat of force
threat of force, with a weapon.  with a weapon. (58.2% of
robberies involve weapons.)
Serious  |Aggravated [|Attack or attempted attack with alAttack with purpose of
Assault  |Assault weapon, regardless of whether or finflicting severe or aggravating
not an injury occurred, and attackjbodily injury; otten
without a weapon when serious jaccompanied by weapon.
injury results, .
Rape and [Rape and Forced sexual intercourse Forcible rape or assault with
Sexual  |Sexual including both psychological intent to rape. Excludes
Assault  |Assault coercion as well as physical statutorv rape.
force. Sexual assaults generally
involve unwanted sexual contact;
. may or may not involve force,
and include such things as
grabbing or fondling. Both rape
and sexual assaults include
- attempts and verbal threats.
Murder  Murder and Willful killing of human being.
Nonnegligent |---
[Homicide

Source: FBI (2000) and BJS (2001a).

D. Willingness-to-Pay Estimates

Table VI-3 reports on the unweighted percentage of respondents who indicated

they were willing to pay the specified “bid” amount to reduce each particular type of

crime. Table VI-4 reports the same figures based on weighted responses. As shown in

- Table VI-4, the majority of respondents were willing to pay up to $100 per year for these
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‘ . willing to pay this amount to reduce murder, 69% for rape, 60% for serious assaulfs, and
56% each for burglary and armed robbery. At the highest bid level of $225, rape now has
the highest percentage willing to pay, with 59%; followed by murder, 46%; robbery, 41%;
assault, 35%; and burglary, 27%. Note that we have recoded all “don’t know” and
“refused” responses to be “no.” This is not only a conservative approach to éstimating »
- willingness-to-pay, but it is also consistent with a voting model where a decision on
whether or not to fund a crime prevention program is contingent upon.a majority vote.
Those who do not express an opinion are not counted in such a vote.*®
Consistent with economic theory, the percentage of individuals Willil;g to pay for
reduced crime geherally declined as the bid level increased - although in» some cases they
actually increased. In most cases, these potentially inconsistent willingness-to-pay
. percentages can be explained as being consistent with sampling error. To illustrate this,

Table VI-3
Percent of Respondents Willing to Pay for Reduced Crime
(Unweighted)

nitial  |Armed |Serious

Bid Robbery |Assaults [Burglaries[Rape Murder
$ 25 66% 65% 67% 3% 76%
50 65% 67% 54% 71%|  65%
75 60% 58% 62% 62%| 67%
100 53% 52% 48% 67%  69%
125 50% 50% 36% 49%,  65%
150 50% 52% 50%) 58%]  65%
175 51% 53% 48% 68%| 64%)
200 40% 51% 45%) 60%|  57%
225 40% 40%) 32% STY%|  48%

. 28 The results are only marginally different if we exclude those who respond “don’t
know” or refuse to respond. These individual make up between 2.3% and 3.4% of
respondents for any one question.
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. . Table VI-5 reports on the 95% confidence intervals for the percentage reporting “yes” at

each bid level.

Table VI-4
Percent of Respondents Willing to Pay for Reduced Crime (Weighted)
Initial  |[Armed |Serious '
Bid Robbery |Assaults Burglaries[Rape Murder
$ 25 56% 60%! 56%0 69%|  75%
50 60%) 71%) 59% 61%|  58%j
75 58% 61% 62%) 66%|  77%
100 51% 47%) 44% 56%  73%
125 52% 49% 34% 42%|  59%
150 43% 5874 £0% 59%, 63%
175 - 50%) 51% 47% 72%  61%
200 38%) 57% 51%) 56% 60%
225 41%) 35% 27% 59% 46%

Table VI-5
Confidence Intervals
Percent of Respondents Willing to Pay for Reduced Crime (Weighted)

. ed |Serious
Bid Level | Range [Robbery |Assaults [Burglaries[Rape Murder
325 Low 42% 47% 42% 55% 64%
High 70% 73% 69% 83% 85%
50 Low 46% 59% 46% 47% 46% .
High 74% 83% 72% 75% 71%
75 Low 44% 47% 50% 55% 67%
High 71% 74% 74% 78% 87%
100 Low 37% 29% 29% 39% 60%
) High 65% 62% S9% 72% 85%
125 Low 41% 37% 22% 29% 47%

High 63% 60% 47% 55% 72%
150 Low 33% 42% 37% 46% 49%
High 64% 70% 63% 72% 76%
175 Low 36% 38% 34% 60% 46%
High 63% 64% 61% 84% 75%
200 Low 25% 43% 37% 42% 45%
High 51% 71% 65% 70% 74%

225 Low 29% 22% 16% 47% 33%
‘High 53% 48% 35% 71% 58%
. . To convert these “yes/no” responses to a “willingness-to-pay” estimate, several

assumptions need to be made. Since we do not know the upper bound on willingness-to-

69
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. : pay, only that some people are willing to péy at least $225, we can etther calculate a
“lower bound” or try to extrapolate beyond $225 by assuming a distribution function and
estimating its tail. The simplest method — and the most conservative — 1s to use the lower
bound. For example, Table VI-6 illustrates how this is calculated for murder. 25.3% of
respondents who were asked if they would pay $25 to start, replied no to both that figure
and to $10. Thus, they are assumed to be willing to pay $0. Similarly, one can calculate
the percentage that would be willing to pay at least each amount in Table VI-6. From that
calculation, one can estimate the cumulative density function (CDF) and the probability
density function (PDF). Multiplying the PDI; by the dollar figure, and summing across all
categories, yieldsv an estimate of the minimum willingness-to-pay to reduce armed robbery
by 10% in one year. In this case, it is $137.72. This method can be expaﬁded to account

‘ for the second choices of each question. However, when we did this, the result was

almost identical. This method is spelled out in detail in Haab and McConnell (1997).

Table VI-6
Calculation of “Willingness-to-Pay”
Murder
At least CDF PDF WTP
$ O 25.3% 25.2% $ -
25 32.5% 7.1% § 1.78
50 39.2% 0.8% $ 3.39
125 39.4% 02% $ 020
175 40.4% 09% $ 1.68
200 54.4% 14.0% § 28.01
100.0% 45.6% $102.66
1060.0%| $137.72

Note: Weighted estimates used. Numbers may not add due to rounding.

. . Table VI-7 repoﬁs the mean willingness-to-pay and 95%  for each of the five

crimes. The mean willingness-to-pay ranges from $83 annually per household for a 10%
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. : reduction in burglary to $138 for a 10% reduction in murder. The 95% confidence |

intervals around these estimates are generally plus or minus 10-20%.

Table VI-7
Willingness-to-Pay to Reduce Crime by 10%

Mean Confidence Interval
Burglary $83 568 $98
Armed robbery $101 $90 $111
Serious Assaults $104 $86 $121
Rape and Sexual Assault 120 $109 $130
Murder $138 $126 $149

Note: Weighted estimates used.

These figures can be converted into an implied “cost per crime” based on the number of
crimes and households in the U.S. However, to do so, we first nced to estimate the

‘ numbér of baseline crimes from which a 10% reduction is calculated. Table VI-8
estimates the baseline number of crimes. Murders are taken from the FBI’s Uniform
Crime Reports, which are thought to be close to 100% complete at the national level.?’
Since the FBI only records crimes that are reported to police, other crimes are taken from
the NCVS. Howeyer, the NCVS still undercounts crimes to some extent. The survey
excludes crimes against children under age 12. Since NCVS is a household-based survey,
it also omits the homeless and others not attached to traditional households. NCVS is also
thought to understate the number of armed robberies and assaults (Cook, 1985). In
addition, the widely reported NCVS estimates exclude “series” victimizations - those that

occur several times against one victim where the victim does not describe them each in

. 39 See Wiersema, Loftin and McDowall (2000) and Riedel (1999). Although the UCR
figures are very close to data from national vital statistics data, according to Riedel, the
FBI data are somewhat smaller and undercount a small portion of homicides.
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. , detail. However, “series” victimizations are available in the detailed NCVS statistical
tables, and have been included here in our estimates of crime rates. We have also adjusted
NCVS figures to account for crimes against children under age 12, based on the approach

used in Miller, Cohen and Wiersema (1996).3 0

Table VI-8
Baseline Annual Crime Estimates, 1999

MNCVS Estimated

Estimate Offenses,

(UCR for [NCVS 95% Confidence[Victims Under |[Estimated 95%
Crime Murder) Interval Age 12 Confidence Interval
Burglary 3,711,970 | 3,435,241 | 3,988,699 - 3,435,241 | 3,988,699
'Armed ' '
robbery 486,808 399944 | 573,672 Unknown 399,944 573,672
Serious

‘ Assaults 1555870 | 1377765 | 1733975 +14.3% 1,574,785 | 1,981,933

Rape and
Sexual
|Assaults 407950 329908 485992 +34.2% 442,736 652,200
Murder 15,533 14,750 16,300 - 14,750 16,300

Sources: BJS (2000, 20001) and FBI (2000). Confidence intervals taken from BJS
(2001a) except for Murder, which is estimated here to be +/- 5%. _

Note: Armed robbery based on estimate of 58.2% of robberies involving firearms (FBI,
2000).

These figures can be converted into an implied “cost per crime” based on the

number of crimes and households in the U.S. Table V-9 calculates the implied

30 Miller, Cohen and Wiersema (1996, Table 7), estimated there were 315,000 child rape
and 187,000 child sexual abuse victimizations for ages 0-11, compared to 1,467,000 rape
and sexual assaults against adults (Table 1). Thus, child rape and sexual assault cases
under age 12 add approximately 34.2% to the NCVS estimates. Similarly, there were an
- estimated 139,000 assauilts with injury and 194,000 cases of physical child abuse,
‘ ‘compared to 2,327,000 NCVS assaults with injury. Thus, assaults have been increased by
14.3%.
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‘ : willingness-to-pay per crime. To calculate this amount, we start with the 10% reduction
in crime, for example, 371,197 burglaries. Since the average household is willing to pay
$83 for a program that reduces burglaries by 10% and there are 103 million households in
the U.S., collectively $8.5 billion would be spent on such a program ($83 x 103 million =
$8.5 billion). Dividing this figure by the 371,197 crimes averted yields willingness-to-pay
per crime of $23,000. Similar calculations yield estimates for serious assaults ($60,000),
armed robbery ($213,000), rape and sexual assaults ($225,000) and murder ($9.1
million). The last two columns of Table VI-9 report on the 95% confidence intervals for
these estimates. Table VI-10 calculates the 55% confidence intervals for these estimates.

Note that these figures are based on a 10% reduction in one crime type. Due to
wealth constraints and diminishing marginal utility, it is not clear that respondents would
Table VI-9
Implied Willingness-to-Pay per Crime

10% Crime| WTP for
Reduction 10%  |Implied WTP

Crime Reduction| per Crime
Burglary 371,197 $83 $ 23,000
IArmed robbery 39,994 $101 |$ 213,000
Serious Assaults 177,836 $104 |S$ 60,000
IRape and Sexual : ‘

Assaults 54,747 $120 |$ 225,000
Murder 1,553 $138 |$ 9,100,000

Note: See text. Crime rates based on first column of Table VI-8, plus additional
crimes against children age 0-11 from column 4. Number of households
estimgted to be 103 million in 2000 from Census data.

_ Table VI-10
. _ Implied Willingness-to-Pay per Crime: 95% Confidence Intervals
) 10% Crime WTP for 10%
Crime Reduction Reduction Implied WTP per Crime
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‘ . Low | High | Low | High Low High
Burglary 343,524 | 398,870 $68 $98 1% 17,5001 % 29,000
IArmed
robbery 39,994 | 57,367 $90 $111 |5 162,000{% 285,000
Serious
ssaults 157,475 | 198,193 $86 $121 |$ 45,000( $ 79,000
Rape &
Sexual 44274
IAssaults 65,220 $108 $130 |$ 172,000{$ 303,000
. Murder 1475 1630 $126 $149 [$ 8,000,0001% 10,400,000

Nofge: See text. Crime rates based on first column of Table VI-§, plus additional crimes
‘ against children age 0-11 from column 4. Number of households estimated to be
103 million in 2000 froui Census data. :
pay the same amount per crime for larger reductions. As detailed earlier, the survey
specifically told respondents to view each of the three (oﬁt of five) crimes they were
asked.about independently and to ignore any money they indicated they would be willing
. to pay for the earlier crime type. However, after the third crime, they were asked if they
would be willing to pay the sum of the three amounts they settled on for all three (or two
if they were only willing to pay for two) programs. 81.0% of respondents indicated they
would be willing to pay the sum of all three; 16.2% said no, and 2.8% respohded that they
did not know. The percentage of yes respondents did not vary by either the total bid
amount or income of the respondent.
Table VI-11 cofnpares these estimates to prior cost of crime estimates, based on
combined victim costs from Miller, Coheh and Wiersema (1996) and criminal justice-

related costs from Cohen (1998) inflated 2000 dollars *' In all cases, the estimates from

3! An inflation factor of 1.27 was used for 1993 to 2000 dollars for victim costs and 1.12
. sfor 1997 to 2000 dollars for criminal justice costs, based on the growth in hourly wages

for the typical hourly worker in the U.S. as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,

(http://www bls.gov/webapps/legacy/cesbtab4.htm). Admittedly, this is a relatively crude
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the contingent valuation survey are highér than the prior estimates, ranging from 1.5 to 9
times higher. The estimates for serious assaults, rape and sexual abuse, and murder are
between 1.5 and 2.5 times higher. Armed robbery and burglary are between 5-9 times
higher. Note that the estimate for mur.der ($8.0 to $10.4 million) is at the upper end of the
range of Viscusi’s (1998) most recent range for the value of a statistical life, between $3

million and $9 million.

Table VI-11
Comparison of Implied Willingness-t~-Pay to Previous Estimate of Crime Cost
: Ratio
Crime Prior Estimates Current Study (Current to Prior)
Victim Criminal
: Costs | Justice Costs | Total Cost Low High - Low High

Burglary | $1,780 $2,580 $3,360 - [$ 17,500{$  29,000f 5.2 8.6

Armed

robbery | $24,100 $7,730 $31,800 {$ 162,000|{$ 285,000{ 5.1 9.0
‘ [Serious

|Assaults | $30,480 $5,150 $35,600 |$ 45,000{5  79,000] 1.3 2.2

Rape and

Sexual

Assaults [$110,490|  $3,250 $114,000 |$ 172,000{$ 303,000| 1.5 2.7

Murder ($3.7 mil.| $183,000 $3.9mil. |$ 8,000,000{5 10.400,000] 2.1 2.7

Note: Victim costs taken from Miller, Cohen and Wiersema, updated to 2000 doliars.
“Armed robbery” is based on the “Robbery with injury” category in Miller, Cohen
& Wiersema, and “Serious Assaults” is based on the “Assault with injury”
category. Criminal justice costs are based on the probability that an offender will
be detected and punished, and are based on Table 3 of Cohen (1998). See text.

Theoretically, some economists have argued that the WTP estimates should be
smaller since they are based on ex ante estimates and they are willingness-to-pay,

compared to prior estimates that are ex post compensation (willingness-to-accepr)

approach to updating the cost of crime estimates - since it assumes the distribution of
injuries in the crimes committed during the 1987-90 time period used by Miller, Cohen
and Wiersema (1996) is unchanged in 2000, In addition, while the inflation factor is
based on wages, a portion of the cost of crime in Miller, Cohen and Wiersema includes
medical losses and lost quality of life.
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. : measures (see Section VI A of this Repoﬁ). At this point, we can only conjecture why the
implied WTP estimates are significantly higher than previous cost of crime estimates.
Part of the reason might simply be due to lack of information by survey respondents about
the magnitude and severity of current vcrime rates. Thus, for example, if the typical survey
respondent overestimated their risk of being a crime victim, they would tend to overstate
their willingness-to-pay to reduce crime. Future studies should provide more background
information and context to ensure that the responses truly reflect public opinion.

Another possible explanation for the higher estimates using the contingent
valuation method, however, is that prior estimates were too small. As Nagin (2001a and
2001b) has noted, the prior estimates of Cohen (19882) and Miller, Cohen and Wiersema
(1996) are based on the cost to one individual - and thus ignore the external social costs

. associated with crime that are endured by people other than victims. In particular, they
ignore the reduced quality of life to ﬁeighborhoods, non-victims, and society in general.
Since the survey asked people to consider a 10% reduction in crime - not a siﬁgle crime -
respondents might reasonably consider the external benefits to non-victims. A study by
Anderson (1999) estimates and aggregates many of these external costs, including the
cost of the criminal justice system, private security costs, the opportunity cost of time
spent by people in locking homes and other prevention measﬁres, etc. Anderson estimates
the aggregate burden of crime to be between $1.1 and $1.7 trillion, compared to the $450
billion of victim costs estimated by Cohen, Miller and Wiersema - about three to four
times victim costs. Thus, the per-crime figures estimated here are plausible and consistent

with the Anderson study and Nagin critique of earlier crime cost estimates.
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. : o Although we are reiuctant to use the new WTP estimates as the definitive “cost of
crime” in policy analysis, until further refinements improve upon the estimates reported
here, researchers should conduct sensitivity analysis using both the prior estimates in
Miller, Cohen and Wiersema (1996) and those presented here. Such a sensitivity analysis
is important because one can otherwise draw incorrect policy conclusions. For example,
Cohgn (1998) estimated that a high risk youth that goes down a life of crime on average
causes $1.3 to $1.5 million (1997 dollars) in crime-related costs including victim costs,
productivity losses and criminal justice related costs. Using the WTP estimates from this
study instead of the crime cost estimates used in Cohen (1998), we calculate that this
figure would increase to between $2.8 and $3.3 million (2000 dollars) using the point
estimates, or $2.1 and $4.4 million using the 95% confidence intervals.

. Existing cost-benefit analyses often use the victim cost figures in Miller, Cohen
and Wiersema (1996). For example, Levitt (1997) found that increased hiring of police
reduces crime. However, based on the cost of hiring a sworn officer and the monetary
value of crimes averted, he concluded that only in one of his model specifications did the
benefits unequivocally exceed the costs. Thus, while Levitt was particularly cautious
about drawing policy conclusions from his analysis, the case for more police officers
would be significantly strengthened if these new crime cost estimates were substituted in
his benefit-cost ratios.

Perhaps more importantly, this prujoct has demenstrated the viability of using the
contingent valuation method for estimating the costs of crime. Further refinements should
focus on clearly articéia’ting the risks and consequences of victimization to survey

N\
“.

respondents, and in expanding the scope of crimes.
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VII. Conclusion and Future Research

This study tested several new methodologies designed to elicit meaningful public
input on criminal justice policy issues such as the appropriate sentence for convicted
offendérs, the parole decision, allocation of government funds towards crime prevention
programs, and the public’s willingness to pay to reduce crime. While the study objectives
were largely to pilot test new approaches to eliciting meaningful information from public
surveys — and were not focused on broad policy conclusions — we found several
overriding themes that cut across our surve;/ findings and have broad policy implications.
Overall, we found strong support for spending more money than currently to reduce crime
below current levels.”® Much of that support is for increased prevention programs

‘ targeted at high-risk youth, more police on the street, and for drug treatment programs for

nonviolent offenders, as opposed to more prisons. The public lérgely concurs with current
sentencing decisions about incarceration and sentence length - with the exception of
certain crimes — paﬂiéuiarly drug offenses (which the public believeé are dealt with too
harshly) and certain white collar crimes (which the public believes are not dealt with
harshly enough).

More specific policy relevant implications we can draw from our nationally

representative sample of 1300 U.S. residents, include:

°% This support is evidenced by the findings in Part 4 of the survey, where the majority of
- the public is willing to pay their own money to reduce the crimes of rape, armed robbery,
. ‘burglary, serious assault, and murder. It is also consistent with Part 3 of the survey where
individuals would put the bulk of a proposed tax rebate into crime prevention prcvrdms
instead of their own pocket.
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The public’s preferred incarceration rate for most street crimes
appeared to be largely consistent with - but slightly less harsh ‘than
current practice.

The public’s preferred incarceration rate for drug crimes appeared to be
consistently lower than current practice.

There was little support for enhancing the sentence of a hate-crime
motivated robbery beyond the punishment for a generic robbery.

There was little support for the imprisonment of illegal aliens who do
not have a prior criminal ;ecord in the U.S. Only 24.4% of respondents
deemed prison to be an appropriate punishment. 35.8% of respondents
called for deportation.

Offenders without any prior criminal record who are convicted of
crimes of identity theft and counterfeiting of currency are deemed
worthy of prison, with about 2/3 of respondents calling for prison terms
of an average length between 4 and 5 years.

When confronted with the option of a tax rebate or spending more on
crime prevention programs, the majority of respondents would allocate
money to either high-risk youth programs (36.6%), drug treatment for
nonviolent offenders (22.1%), or police (21.0%). Little additional
money would be spent on prisons (8.4%). Only 11.9% would be
allocated to a téx rebate.

Th; typical household would be willing to pay between $75 and $150

per year for crime prevention programs that reduced crimes by 10% in
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their communities. In the aggregate, these amounts imply a willingness
to pay to reduce crime of about $23,000 per burglary, $60,000 per
serious assault, $213,000 per armed robbery, $225,000 per rape and
sexual assault, and $9.1 million per murder. These figures represent
average values across the U.S. and might not necessarily apply to the
value that members of any one community might place on crime in

their area.

The study raised numerous questions for future research. While previous authors
have found open-ended questions on the appropriate sentence for convicted offenders to
result in sanctions that were overly punitive, we found responses to be largely in line with
current sentencing practice. We also designed a series of questions focused on the parole
decision in order to make the scenario more realistic. This approach yielded mixed
results. Although the parole decisions were largely consistent with the open-ended in/out
decisions, some inconsistencies were noted. In particular, there appears to be an
anchoring effect for some crimes - whereby the sentences are lengthened beyond current
time-served. For example, while a majority of respondents might not want to impose
incarceration on a first time fraud violator, a majority would refuse to parole a fraud
offender who has already spent 12 months in prison. This suggests that future studies
need to carefully specify the details of the crime and offender as well as provide more
contexts for the sentencing decision.

The results of“fhe pilot s‘tudy of willingness-to-pay provide support for continuing

this line of research. Respondents appeared to be able to distinguish between crime types
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. : aI¥d vary their willingness-to-pay accordingly. Preliminary estimates of the cost pér crime
using this methodology appear to be reasonable. However, since this was a pilot stud}-/, it
could only elicit information on broad crime categories and was unable to provide details
on each crime. Future studies that attempt to refine the contingent valuation methodology
should pay close attention to providing clear definitions and some understanding of the

baseline risks and consequences for each crime type evaluated.
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APPENDIX A
APPROPRIATE PRISON SENTENCES

QUESTIONNAIRE
SCREENER:
Hello, my name 1s , and today we’re conducting a study on crime and punishment

for Vanderbilt University and the National Institute of Justice. I would like to ask you a few
questions. Your opinions are very important to us, and they will become part of our report to the
government on America’s view of crime and punishment. Please be assured that your responses
are totally conﬁdentlal and we will not try to sell you anything.

S1.  May I speak with the adult in your household who is over 18 and who has had the most
' recent birthday?

1 SPEAKING WITH PERSON — CONTINUE

2 NOT AVAILABLE - ASK FOR NAME AND ARRANGE A CALLBACK. IF
"ANEW RESPONDENT GETS ON LINE, REPEAT INTRODUCTION ABOVE.

SECTION A: PRELIMINARY BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Al.  We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or
inexpensively. For each of the following, please tell me whether you think we're spending
too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount.

a. Police on the street?
1 TOO MUCH
2 TOO LITTLE
3 ABOUT RIGHT
7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED

b Programs designed to get people off drugs?

1 TOO MUCH

2 TOO LITTLE

3 ABOUT RIGHT
7 DON’T KNOW
8

REFUSED
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A3.

How much do you personally worry about you or a loved one becoming a victim of a
crime? Would you say that you worry. . .7

o0 ~1 W o »

A lot,

Some, or

Not at all
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

Next, I'd like to ask you about the amount of influence or power different groups have.
Let's start with . . .

2)

b)

Minority groups in the Tnited Stater and their Civil Rights. Wonld von eay that
they have too few Civil Rights, about the right amount, or too many Civil Rights?

1 TOO FEW

2 ABOUT RIGHT AMOUNT
3 TOO MANY

7 DON’T KNOW

8 REFUSED

And how about people accused of serious crimes and their legal rights? Would
you say they have too few legal rights, about the right amount, or too many legal

1 TOO FEW

2 ABOUT RIGHT AMOUNT
3 TOO MANY '
7 DON’T KNOW

8 REFUSED

And how about police departments and the freedom that they have in
investigating crimes? Would you say they have too little freedom, about the right
amount, or too much freedom?

1 TOO LITTLE

2 ABOUT RIGHT AMOUNT
3 TOO MUCH

7 DON’T KNOW

8 REFUSED
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. SECTION B: TEST SCREENER

Bl. Please consider the following crimes. I am going to ask you if the offender should serve
time in prison and if so, for how long.

CATI: PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF B1 SCENARIOS
Bla. Should this offender be sent to prison?

YES

NO-GOTOBIc

DON’T KNOW - GO TO Blc
REFUSED - GO TO Blc

o0 3N

B1lb. How much time do you believe this offender should actually spend in prison? -

MONTHS
YEARS
94 94 OR MORE YEARS
95  LIFE
() 9  DEATH

97 DON’T KNOW
98 REFUSED

GO TO B2
Blc. Why?
CATI: IF SCENARIO #2 IS BEING ASKED ABOUT CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO
B2
Bld. INTERVIEWER: DID RESPONDENT SAY “DEPORT”?
YES
NO-GO TO B2

DON’T KNOW - GO TO B2
REFUSED - GO TO B2

00 -3 b —
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. Ble. Should the offender spend time in prison before being deported?

1 YES - RETURN TO B1b
2 NO

7 DON’T KNOW

8 REFUSED

CATI PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF B2 SCENARIOS. IF SCENARIO #2 IN Bl
THAN PRESENT SCENARIO #4 OR #5. IF SCENARIO #1 IN B1 THEN PRESENT #3]

- B2a. Should this offender be sent to prison?

YES :

NO-GO TO B2c

DON’T KNOW - GO TO B2c
REFUSED - GO TO B2c¢

00 ~J D ==

B2b. How much time do you believe this offender should actually spend in prison?

MONTHS

. YEARS

94 94 OR MORE YEARS
95 LIFE

96 DEATH

97 DON’T KNOW

98 REFUSED

GO TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE B3

B2c. Why?

4
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. CATEL IF SCENARIO #3 IS BEING ASKED ABOUT CONTINUE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO
INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE B3.

B2d. INTERVIEWER: DID RESPONDENT SAY “DEPORT”?

YES

NO-GO TO B2

DON’T KNOW - GO TO B2
REFUSED - GO TO B2

00 ~3 N =

B2e. Should the offender spend time in prison before being deported?

YES -RETURN TO B1t
NO ‘

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~3 DN v

CATI: IF THE PRISON TIME IN B2b IS GREATER THAN THE PRISON TIME IN B1b,
CONTINUE, OTHERWISE GO TO PART 1.

. B3. Let me recap what you have just reported. You sentenced the person convicted of [bank
robbery; being an illegal immigrant to [YEARS&MONTHS/94 OR MORE YEARS/
LIFE/DEATH], and the person convicted of [making counterfeit drivers licenses; making
counterfeit dollars; illegal immigration] to [YEARS&MONTHS/94 OR MORE
YEARS/LIFE/DEATH]. Can you tell me why you sentenced the second offender to a
more severe sentence than first one?

5
This document is a research reﬁort submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice™”
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



‘ PART 1: IMPRISONMENT DECISIONS

The next series of questions concerns convicted offenders who have spent time in prison. We
want to know if they have served long enough and should be let out. When they are let out of

_ prison, offenders normally spend time under supervision. If you need me to repeat any portion
of any of the questions, please ask me. We value your opinion and hope you will be able to
answer these questions. :

CATI: RANDOMLY ASSIGN EACH RESPONDENT TO EITHER Q1 OR Q2. ASK EACH
QUESTION THREE TIMES — THREE SETS OF TWO SCENARIOS.

Please consider the following offender and think about whether he has served long enough.
CATI: PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF MAIN SCENARIOS — OFFENDER ONE]
Qla. Would you let this offender out of prison after serving [INSERT YEARS] years?
YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~ b =

. Now, please consider a second offender and think about whether he has served long enough.
CATI: PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF MAIN SCENARIOS — OFFENDER TWO]
Q1b. Would you let this offender out of prison after serving [INSERT YEARS] years?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~J DN

CATL

IF Q1A OR Q1B IS “YES” (1) GO TO NEXT SET OF SCENARIOS OR PART TWO
IF Q1A AND Q1B ARE “NO” (2) ASK Q1C

OTHERWISE ASK Q1D

6
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. Qlc. Irealize you would prefer to keep them both in prison longer. However, now I want you
to consider that the state only has bed space for one of the two offenders and one must be
let out. Which prisoner should be let out? If you need me to repeat any of the details of
their crimes, I will be happy to do so.

1 OFFENDER ONE, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
2 OFFENDER TWO, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
3 BOTH

7 DON’T KNOW

8  NEITHER (REFUSED)

CATI: GO TO NEXT SET OF SCENARIOS OR PART TWO

Q1d. Please consider that the state only has bed space for one of the two offenders and one
must be let out. Which prisoner should be let out? If you need me to repeat any of the
details of their crimes, I will be happy to do so.

OFFENDER ONE, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
OFFENDER TWO, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
BOTH

DON’T KNOW
NEITHER (REFUSED)

00 3 W N —

CATI: GO TO NEXT SET OF SCENARIOS OR PART TWO

Please consider the following offender and think about whether he has served long enough. To
keep this offender in prison another year will cost the government $25,000. It would cost the

average household $25 next year to keep offenders of this type of crime in prison for one more
year.

CATI: PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF MAIN SCENARIOS — OFFENDER ONE

Q2a. With this in mind would you let this offender out of prison after serving [INSERT

YEARS] years?

1 YES

2 NO

7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED

. \‘
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Now, please consider a second offender and think about whether he has served long enough.
Remember, that to keep this offender in prison another year will cost the government $25,000
and it would cost the average household $25 next year to keep offenders of this type of crime in
prison for one more year.

CATI: PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF MAIN SCENARIOS — OFFENDER TWO

Q2b. With this in mind would you let this dffender out of prison after serving [INSERT

YEARS] years?

1 YES

2 NO

7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED

CATL 1

IF Q2A OR Q2B IS “YES” (1) GO TO NEXT SET OF SCENARIOS OR PART TWO
IF Q2A AND Q2B ARE “NO” (2) ASK Q2C

OTHERWISE ASK Q2D

Q2c. [Irealize you would prefer to keep them both in prison longer. However, now I want you
to consider that the state only has bed space for one of the two offenders and one must be
let out. Which prisoner should be let out? If you need me to repeat any of the details of
their crimes, I will be happy to do so.

OFFENDER ONE, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
OFFENDER TWO, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
BOTH ‘

DON’T KNOW

NEITHER (REFUSED)

OO0 =1 W DI =

Q2d. Please ‘consider that the state only has bed space for one of the two offenders and one
must be let out. Which prisoner should be let out? If you need me to repeat any of the
details of their crimes, I will be happy to do so.

1 OFFENDER ONE, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
2 OFFENDER TWO, WHO WAS CONVICTED OF
3 BOTH

7 DON’T KNOW

g NEITHER (REFUSED)

CATI: GO TO NEXT SET OF SCENARIOS OR PART TWO

8
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. PART 2: CRIMINAL RESPONSE DECISIONS

CATI: ASK Q3 THROUGH Q6 FOR EACH OF TWO SCENARIOS

Q3. Now I would like you to think about each of the following possible crimes and help us
determine the appropriate punishment. If you decide that punishment is needed, you may
choose between one - prison followed by supervision, two - supervision where he is
monitored by the courts and must keep out of trouble, three - payment of fine or
restitution, or four - confining the offender to his home using electronic monitoring.

CATL PRESENT SCENARIO FROM LIST OF MAIN SCENARIOS
Do you think the offender of this crime should be punished?

YES ‘

NO —- GO TO NEXT SCENARIO.OR Q7

DON’T KNOW — GO TO NEXT SCENARIO OR Q7
REFUSED - GO TO NEXT SCENARIO OR Q7

00~ N =

Q4.  Which punishment or punishments would you choose? Would you choose . . .

‘ 01 Prison, followed by supervision
02 Supervision
03 Payment of fine or restitution

04 Electronic monitoring & home confinement
05 DEATH PENALTY
95 OTHER (SPECIFY):
97 DON’T KNOW

98 REFUSED

CATL IF DEATH PENALTY IS CHOSEN IN Q4, DO NOT ALLOW OTHER RESPONSES
AND GO TO NEXT SCENARIOS OR Q7. -
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CATI: ASK Q5aIF “PRISON” (01) AND/OR “MONITORING” (04) CHOSEN IN Q4, ONCE
FOR “PRISON” AND ONCE FOR “MONITORING.”

Q5a. How much time do you believe this offender should actually spend [in prison/being
electronically monitored]?

MONTHS
YEARS
94 94 OR MORE YEARS
95 LIFE
97 DON’T KNOW
98  REFUSED

CATI: ASK Q5b IF “PRISON” (01) AND/OR “MONITORING” (04) CHOSEN IN Q4 AND
“FINE OR RESTITUTION” (03) OR “OTHER?” (95) IS NOT CHOSEN IN Q4 AND Q5a WAS
NOT ANSWERED AS “DON’T KNOW” (97) OR “REFUSED” (98). ASK ONCE FOR
“PRISON” AND ONCE FOR “MONITORING.”

Q5b.  You told me that this offender should be [sent to prison for/electronically monitored for]
(INSERT YEARS AND MONTHS/94 or more years/life). If you have the option of
reducing [that time in prison/the time electronically monitored] in exchange for a

‘ requirement that the offender pay a fine or restitution, would you do so?
1 YES
2 NO
7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED

CATI: ASK Q5c IF Q5b IS “YES” (01)

Q5¢c. Instead of [INSERT YEARS AND MONTHS/94 or more years/life], how [long a prison
time/much time electronically monitored] would you impose?

MONTHS
YEARS
94 94 OR MORE YEARS
95 LIFE
97 DON’T KNOW
98

This document is a research re
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REFUSED
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CATI: IF YEARS AND MONTHS IN Q5c¢ IS < OR = TO Q5a REMIND THE RESPONDENT
. THAT IF HE/SHE WANTS TO REQUIRE THE OFFENDER TO PAY MONEY, THE TIME
\ SERVED IN PRISON MUST BE REDUCED.

CATI: ASK Q5d IF Q5b IS “YES” (01)
Q5d. How much money should be paid?

RESPONDENT GIVES PAYMENT AMOUNT — RECORD AMOUNT
THE AMOUNT OF THE MEDICAL BILLS

THE AMOUNT STOLEN

THE AMOUNT OF DAMAGES

OTHER (SPECIFY):

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

00~ Ui B WD —

CATI: ASK Q5d1 IF Q5d IS “DON’T KNOW” (7)

Q5d1. What more would you need to know to give me an amount?

@ A ASKQSeIF QSIS “YES” (01)
Q5e.  Should that money go to the government, or to the victim?

GOVERNMENT
VICTIM

BOTH

OTHER (SPECIFY):
DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

0 1 L W N

CATI: ASK Q5el AND Q5e2 IF Q5¢ IS “BOTH” (3)
Q5el. How much money should go to the government?

PERCENT

97 DON’T KNOW
98  REFUSED
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. Q5e2. How much should go to the victim?

PERCENT

97 DON’T KNOW
98 REFUSED

CATI: ASK Q5f IF “PRISON” (01) AND “FINE OR RESTITUTION” (03) ARE CHOSEN IN
Q4

Q5f.  Many offenders are unable to pay a fine or restitution. If this offender could not pay the
fine or restitution, would you change the prison sentence of [YEARS & MONTHS/94 or
more years/life]?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~3 N

CATI: ASK Q5g IF “YES” (1) IN Q5f

‘ Q5g. Previously, you told me the offender should spend (YEARS & MONTHS/94 or more
years/life) in prison. Now that you know he is unable to pay the [fine/restitution], how
much time do you believe this offender should actually spend in prison?

MONTHS
YEARS

94 94 OR MORE YEARS
95 LIFE

97 DON’T KNOW

98 REFUSED

CATI: IF AMOUNT IS < AMOUNT GIVEN IN Q5, REMIND RESPONDENT THAT THIS
AMOUNT SHOULD BE EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN THE AMOUNT THEY
PREFERRED WHEN THE OFFENDER COULD PAY THE FINE/RESTITUTION.
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CATI ASK Q6a AND Q6b IF Q4 IS “FINE OR RESTITUTION” (3) ONLY:

.

Q6a. How much money should be paid?

RESPONDENT GIVES PAYMENT AMOUNT -RECORD AMOUNT
THE AMOUNT OF THE MEDICAL BILLS

THE AMOUNT STOLEN

THE AMOUNT OF DAMAGES

OTHER (SPECIFY):

DON’T KNOW -

REFUSED

00 ~1 WD b L b =

CATI: ASK Q5al IF Q6a IS “DON’T KNOW” (7)

Q6al. What more would you need to know to give me an amount?

Q6b.  Should that money go to the government or the victim?

GOVERNMENT
VICTIM

BOTH

OTHER (SPECIFY):
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~3 L W N —

CATI: ASK Q6b1 AND Q6b2 IF Q6b IS “BOTH” 3)
Q6bl. How much money should go to the government?

PERCENT

97 DON’T KNOW
98 REFUSED

Q6b2. How much should go to the victim?

PERCENT

97  DON’T KNOW
9¢  REFUSED
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PA.RTM3; CRIME PREVENTION DECISIONS
CATIL INSERT EITHER $100/$1000 FOR PART 3

For the next few questions, I want you to put yourself in the shoes of your local mayor. The
Federal government has given your city [$100, $1,000] per household. You may spend all or part
of that money on crime control or crime prevention, or you may give all or part of it back to your
local residents.

Four different crime control strategies have been recommended to you: one - add more prisons,
two - add more drug and alcohol treatment programs for offenders convicted of nonviolent
crimes, three - add more police on the street, and four - add more prevention programs to help
keep youth out of trouble.

Once again, you have [$100/$1,000] per household to allocate to these programs or to rebate to
local residents.

CATI: ROTATE Q7 THROUGH Q10. KEEP THE SAME ORDER FOR THE FOLLOW UP
QUESTIONS. '

Q7. Would you spend any of this money to add more prisons?

YES

NO :
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

e R

Q8.  Would you spend any of this money to add drug and alcohol treatment programs for
offenders convicted of nonviolent crimes? '

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00~ N

Q9.  Would you spend any of this monéy to add more police on the street?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED-

0 ~J DN
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‘ Q10. Would you spend any of this money to add more prevention programs to help keep youth
out of trouble?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ) N =

Q11. Would you give any of this money to taxpayers in your city?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

o0 N -

CATI: IF MORE THAN ONE STRATEGY IS “YES” CONTINUE, OTHERWISE GO TG
PART 4.

Now thinking about the strategies that you have approved, I would like you to think about how
much of the [$100/$1000] you would spend on each program. The strategies you approved of

' were:

[IF Q7 IS YES DISPLAY: “Add more prisons™]
{IF Q8 IS YES DISPLAY: “Add more drug and alcohol treatment programs for offenders
convicted of nonviolent crimes”]

[TF Q9 IS YES DISPLAY: “Add more police on the street”]
[IF Q10 IS YES DISPLAY: “Add more prevention programs to help keep youth out of trouble”]
[IF Q11 IS YES DISPLAY: “Give money to taxpayers in your city”]

You can give me $ numbers or percentages.

1 CONTINUE
2 ALLOCATE MONEY EVENLY — GO TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q17
7 DON’T KNOW - GO TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q17

Would you prefer to give your answers in numbers or percents?

1 NUMBERS
2 PERCENTAGES
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CATI: BEFORE EACH OF Q12 THROUGH Q15, PRESENT THE STATEMENT, “OK, that

. icaves $ / %.” IF IT IS THE LAST OPTION PRESENTED, PRESENT THE
QUESTION AS FOLLOWS. “Would you then give the remaining $ / % to [INSERT
STRATEGY]?

12

L.

13.

14.

16a.

How much would you give to add more prisons?

DOLLARS
PERCENT

How much would you give to add more drug and alcohol treatment programs for
nonviolent offenders?

DOLLARS
PERCENT

How much would you give to add more police on the street?

DOLLARS
PERCENT

How much would you give to add more prevention programs to help keep youth out of
trouble?

DOLLARS
PERCENT
Would you then give the remaining $ / % to local iesidents?
1 YES
2 NO
7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED
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CATI: TF Q16a OR QUESTION FOR LAST STRATEGY IS IS “NO” (2) DON’T KNOW” (7),
. OR “REFUSED” (8), ASK Q16b, OTHERWISE, GO TO INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE Q17

16b. Where would you like me to allocate the remaining $ / %?
ADD MORE PRISONS
$ / %

ADD MORE DRUG AND ALCOHOL TREATMENT PROGRAMS FOR OFFENDERS
CONVICTED OF NONVIOLENT CRIME

$ /%
ADD MORE POLICE ON THE STREET

$ B / %

ADD MORE PREVENTION PROGRAMS TO HELP KEEP YOUTH OUT OF TROUBLE
$ /%

GIVE TO LOCAL RESIDENTS

$ /I %
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‘ PART 4: HOW MUCH WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO PAY?

CATI: ASK ONLT THREE OF Q17 THROUGH Q21 AND ROTATE THE ORDER. FOR
MONETARY VALUES, USE ONLY $25 THROUGH $225 FOR RANDOMIZATION. FOR
INCREASE THE MONETARY INCREMENT BY ONE FOR Q17a, Q18a, Q19a, Q20a, AND
Q21a. DECREASE THE MONETARY INCREMENT BY ONE FOR Q17b, Q18b, Q19b,
Q20b, AND Q21b. USE $10 TO DECREASE FROM $25 AND $250 TO INCREASE FROM

$225.

Now I want to ask you how much of your own money you would be willing to pay to reduce
certain crimes. In each case, I am going to ask you to vote “yes” or “no” to a proposal that
would require your household and each household in your community to pay money to prevent

crime in your community.

Remember that any money you agree to spend on crime prevention is your money that could
otherwise be used for your own food, clothing, or whatever you need. Unlike the previous
question, where the government was planning to give you money back, now I want you to think

about actually taking more money out of your pocket.

Q17. Last year, a new. crime prevention program supported by your community successfully
prevented one in every ten armed robberies from occurring in your community. Would

you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT] per year to continue this program?

‘ YES

NO - GO TO Q17b
DON’T KNOW — GO TO Q17b
REFUSED - GO TO Q17b

00~ N =

Q17a. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES - GO TO Q17¢
NO - GO TO Q17¢

DON’T KNOW — GO TO Q17¢
REFUSED - GO TO Q17¢

00~ N =

Q17b. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 1 N =~

Q17¢c. And can you please explain why you [would be willing/would not be
willing/don’t know if you’d be willing] to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?
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Now, please disregard the crime prevention strategy that we just discussed and think of this.

Q18. Last year, a new crime prevention program supported by your community successfully
prevented one in every ten serious assaults from occurring in your community. Would
you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT!] per year to continue this program?

YES

NO - GO TO Q18b

DON’T KNOW - GO TO Q18b
REFUSED - GO TO Q18b

00 NN

Q18a. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES - GO TO Q18¢c

NO - GO TO Q18¢

DON’T KNOW — GO TO QI8¢
REFUSED — GO TO Q18c

00 ~3 N —

Q18b. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT}?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00~ N =

Q18c. And can you please'explain why you [would be willing/would not be
willing/don’t know if you’d be willing] to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

Now, please disregard the crime prevention strategy that we just discussed and think of this.
Q19. Last year, a new crime prevention program supported by your community successfully

prevented one in every ten burglaries from occurring in your community. Would you be
willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT] per year to continue this program?

1 YES

2 NO-GOTO Q1%

7 DON’T KNOW — GO TO Q19

8 REFUSED - GO TO Q19

Q19a. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES - GO TO Q19¢

NO - GO TO Q19¢

DON’T KNOW — GO TO Q19¢
REFUSED - GO TO Q19¢

00 ~J N rme
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W

. Q1%b. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

o0 ~J O =

Q19c. And can you please explain why you [would be willing/would not be
willing/don’t know if you’d be willing] to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

Now, please disregard the crime prevention strategy that we just discussed and think of this.
Q20. Last year, a ncw crime prevention program supported by your community successiully

prevented one in every ten rapes or sexual assaults from occurring in your community.
Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT] per year to continue this program?

1 YES
2 NO-GOTOQ20b
7 DON'T KNOW — GO TO Q20b
8  REFUSED - GO TO Q20b
[ Q20a. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES - GO TO Q20c

NO - GO TO Q20c

DON’T KNOW — GO TO Q20c
REFUSED — GO TO Q20c

[o BN I N

Q20b. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00~ o~

Q20c. And can you please explain why you [would be willing/would not be
willing/don’t know if you’d be willing] to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?
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. Now, please disregard the crime prevention strategy that we just discussed and think of this.

Q21. Last year, a new crime prevention program supported by your community successfully
prevented one in every ten murders from occurring in your community. Would you be
willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT] per year to continue this program?

YES

NO - GO TO Q21b

DON’T KNOW - GO TO Q21b
REFUSED - GO TO Q21b

00 ~J BN

Q21a. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES - GO TO Q21c

NC - GO TC Q21c

DON’T KNOW - GO TO Q21c
REFUSED - GO TO Q21c¢

00~ M

Q21b. Would you be willing to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~Q DN =

Q21c. And can you please explain why you [would be willing/would not be
willing/don’t know if you’d be willing] to pay [INSERT AMOUNT]?

Q22. Irealize that I asked you to evaluate each crime prevention strategy individually.
However, now I’d like you to think of adding all of the money you have spent on each
strategy together. You said that you'd pay up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in
ten armed robberies, up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in ten serious assaults, up
to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent one in ten burglaries, up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to
prevent one in ten rapes or sexual assaults, and up to [INSERT AMOUNT] to prevent
one in ten murders in your community. Now, if I were to add all that up it comes to
[INSERT AMOUNT]. Would you be willing to pay this amount out of your own
pocket to prevent all of the crimes we have just talked about?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~J D =
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Q24.

Q25.

Q26.

Q27.

This document is a research re
This report has not been publis

00 1 DN =

‘Has someone ever broken into or somehow illegally gotten into your home or apartment?

YES

NO-GOTO 25

DON’T KNOW - GO TO 25
REFUSED - GO TO 25

Did this event in any way affect the way that you answered the questions in this,

interview?
1 YES
2 NO
7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED

Has someone ever taken something directly from you or a member of your household by
using force — such as a stick-up, mugging, or threat?

o0 ) N —

YES

NO-GOTO 27

DON’T KNOW - GO TO 27
REFUSED - GO TO 27

Did this event in any way affect the way that you answered the questions in this

interview?

1 YES

2 NO

7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED

Have you or a member of your household ever been a victim of any other kind of crime?

00 3 N

YES

NO-GOTO29

DON’T KNOW - GO TO 29
REFUSED - GO TO 29
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‘ Qis.
Q29.

Q30.
Q31.

Q32.

00 1O

Did this event in any way affect the way that you answered the questions in this
interview? ‘

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

0~ b e

Have you ever served on a jury in a criminal trial?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

Have you ever reported a crime to the police?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~3 DO =

Have you ever testified as a witness in a criminal trial?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

o0 1N -

Have you ever been arrested?

YES

NO - SKIP TO Q.34
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00~ NI
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‘ Q33. Have you ever served time in jail or prison after having been convicted of a crime?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 ~J N =

Q34. How old were you on your last birthday?
YEARS

97 DON’T KNOW
98 REFUSED

Q35. INTERVIEWER: RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT. IF UNSURE, ASK: “T am
required to ask, are you male of female?”

MALE
FEMALE
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

0o ~3 BN -

Q36. Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish descent?

YES

NO

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

0~ b

Q37. Which of these racial/ethnic groups best describes you?

White

Black or African-American
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander

Other (SPECIFY):
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00~ L BN
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’ Q38. What is the highest grade or year that you completed in school or college?

Less than 12 years,

12 years/High school graduate/GED,

1 or 2 years of college or junior college degree,
3 or more years of college but no degree,
College graduate, or an

Advanced degree?

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

[e IR e S R A

Q39. Are you currently . . .? (RECORD ALL MENTIONS)

Working full-time,
Working part-time,
Unemployed,
Retired,

Keeping house, or
A student

DON'T KNOW
REFUSED

O~ AN B W~

Q40. Are you currently . ..?

Married,
Separated,
Divorced,
Widowed, }
Or have you never been married
DON’T KNOW
'REFUSED

00~ W B W N ==

Q41. Counting yourself, how many adults age 18 or older live in this household?
NUMBER

11 MORE THAN 10
97 DON’T KNOW
98 REFUSED
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' Q41a. How many children age 17 or younger live in this household?

NUMBER

11 MORE THAN 10
97  DON'T KNOW
98  REFUSED

Q41b. How many of these [NUMBER FROM 41a] children are age 9 or younger?
NUMBER

11 MORE THAN 10
98 REFUSED

Q42. Do you live in a city, suburb, small town, or rural area?

1 CITY

2 SUBURB

3 SMALL TOWN
‘ 4 RURAL AREA

7 DON’T KNOW

8 REFUSED

Q43. Are there any other residential telephone lines used in this household? Please do not
include phone numbers used for computers, faxes, or cell phones.

YES - CONTINUE
NO-GOTO 44

DON’T KNOW - GO TO 44
REFUSED - GO TO 44

00 3 DN ==

Q43a. Including this one, how many residential phone lines are there?

NUMBER
7 DON’T KNOW
8 REFUSED
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Q44. Thinking of the income that your household earned or received from all sources in 1999,
. was the total amount before taxes and other deductions $35,000 or more?

YES, $35,000 OR MORE — GO TO Q.44a

NO, LESS THAN $35,000 - GO TO Q.44b
DON’T KNOW — THANK AND TERMINATE -
REFUSED - THANK AND TERMINATE

00 ~1 DN =

Q44a. Please stop me when I read the category that your household income falls into. Is it?

1 $35,000 up to $49,999,
2 $50,000 up to $59,999,
3 $60,000 up to $74,999, or
4 $75,000 or more?
7 DON'T KNOW
8 REFUSED
GO TO Q45

Q44b. Please stop me when I read the category that your household income falls into. Isit .. .?

Less than $15,000,

-~ $15,000 up to $19,999,
$20,000 up to $24,999, or
$25,000 up to $34,999?
DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

00 3 H WK w

Q45. And finally, may I please have your name for verification purposes?

NAME:

Thank you for taking the time to participate in our study! Have a nice day.

Q46. INTERVIEWER: DID YOU GET THE FEELING THAT YOUR RESPONDENT WAS
RUSHING OR DELIBERATELY ANSWERING QUESTIONS TO TRY AND
SHORTEN THIS INTERVIEW AT ANY POINT?

1 YES
2 NO

- CATIL: ASK Q47 IF Q46 1S “YES” (1), OTHERWISE END INTERVIEW.

Q47. Please indicate at which part of the interview you felt this happened.

. \‘
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B1 SCENARIOS

1) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of robbing a bank at gunpoint and threatening to kill
the teller if she did not give him the money in her drawer. He escaped with $10,000. Prior to
this offense, he had served 2 previous prison sentences each more than a year.

2) A 28-year-old single man, a citizen of another country, was convicted of illegally entering the
United States. Prior to this offense, he had served two previous prison sentences each more than
a year. One of these previous sentences was for a violent crime and he had been deported back

to his home country.

B2 SCENARIOS

3) A 28-year-old single man, a citizen of another conmtrv, was convicted of illegallv entering the
United States. Prior to this offense, he had never been imprisoned before.

4) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of making 10 counterfeit driver’s licenses that had
his own picture on them, but used the names and Social Security numbers of other persons. He
was caught before he could use these fake IDs. Prior to this offense, he had never been
imprisoned before.

5) A 28-year-old single man was convicted of making $400 of counterfeit U.S. dollars on his

‘ home computer and printer. He tried to spend the counterfeit money at the shopping mall. Prior
to this offense, he had never been imprisoned before.

MAIN SCENARIOS

1) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of beating a stranger. No weapon was used.
The victim was seriously injured, but will recover fully. [So far the offender has spent 2 years in
prison for this offense.] Prior to this offense, he [had never been imprisoned before/had served 2
previous prison sentences each more than a yearj.
“beating a stranger”

2) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of possession of 1 gram of cocaine, worth about
$150. [So far the offender has spent 1 year in prison for this offense.] Prior to this offense, he
[had never been imprisoned before/had served 2 previous prison sentences each more than a
year].

“possession of 1 gram of cocaine, worth about $150.”

3) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted, with several others, of taking part over a four-
month period in selling marijuana. He was caught with 10 pounds of marijuana, worth about

$10,000. The offender was a street-level dealer who bought drugs from a wholesale dealer and
sold directly to users. [So far the offender has spent 2 years in prison for this offense.] Prior to

28
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this offense, he [had never been imprisoned before/had served 2 previous prison sentences each

‘ more than a year].

“selling marijuana, and was caught with 10 pounds, worth about $10,000.”

4) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of robbing a 28 year old male stranger at
gunpoint, stealing $400 from him. The victim was not hurt. [So far the offender has spent 3 1/2
years in prison for this offense.] Prior to this offense, he [had never been imprisoned before/had
served 2 previous prison sentences each more than a year].

“robbing a stranger at gunpoint and stealing $400 from him.”

5) A 28-year-old, singlé man has been convicted of robbing a 28-year-old [homosexual, black,
Jewish] male at gunpoint, stealing $400 from him. The victim was not hurt. The offender waited
outside a [gay book store, black church, synagogue] to rob the first [gay, black, Jewish] person
he saw. [So far the offender has spent 3 1/2 years in prison for this offense.] Prior to this
offense, he [had never been impriscuned before/had servod 2 previous prison contences each
more than a year].

“robbing a [homosexual, black, Jewish] male at gunpoint and stealing $400 from him.”

6) A 28-year-old, single man has been convicted of breaking into a stranger’s home and stealing
$500 when no one was home. [So far the offender has spent 1 1/2 years in prison for this
offense.] Prior to this offense, he [had never been imprisoned before/had served 2 previous
prison sentences each more than a year].

“breaking into a stranger’s home and stealing $500.”

7) A 40-year-old single male doctor was convicted of submitting $400,000 in false Medicare
claims to the government. [So far the offender has spent 1 year in prison for this offense.] The
offender has never been imprisoned before.

“submitting $400,000 in false Medicare claims to the government.”

8) A 28-year-old male was convicted of charging $30,000 on credit cards stolen from strangers.
[So far the offender has spent 1 year in prison for this offense.] Prior to this offense, [he had
never been imprisoned before/had served 2 previous prison sentences each more than a year].
“charging $30,000 on stolen credit cards”

‘ \.
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