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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

For many centuries our English system of criminal
’jurisprudence stressed the guilt determination process over
the sentencing process and the sentence which followed a
guilty verdict. 1In many cases the sentencing problem was
resolved by the accused's failure to survive the ordeals
which comprised the guilt determination process. The pun-
ishment for the convicted felon who survived was typically
severe and could involve death for seemingly minor offenses

such as pickpocketing.

During the twentieth century a growing social revul-
sion with the death penalty coupled with the idea that
convicted criminals could be rehabilitated into law-abiding
citizens produced changes in the sentencing process. Judges
and criminal justice authorities were granted a broad lati-
tude of discretion to tailor the sentence to the situation
and needs of the offender, within certain legislative and
constitutionally imposed standards. The original seﬁtence
of the judge was in many cases inconclusive or indetermin-

ate, because prison administrators and parole boards could



further modify the sentences depending on the behavior of
the offender over the time of his incarceration or parole.
Sentencing was not merely a decision, but an ongoing

process.

The perceived ineffectiveness of this individualigzed
exercise of discretion in the sentencing process and the
continued ranking of crime as one of the primary concerns of
the general public created political pressure for changes
which have recently emerged in the courtroom. Most clearly
manifest of these changes are the current trends toward
determinate sentencing and sentencing guidelines as means of
improving the exercise of judicial discretion. These
changes represents a reaction to two specific problems with
the exercise of a highly individualized sentencing process:
(1) Inconsistency or disparity, in that similar cases are
treated differently by different decisionmakers (e.g., Fran-
kel, 1973; Diamond, 1981), and (2) Ineffectiveness, in that
the goals of rehabilitation of offenders and protection of
the public have not been well achieved by current practices’

(e.g., Martinsen, 1974).

Perhaps under the belief that the cure must fit the
cause, the sentencing process has been intimately connected

with the problem of the origins of the criminal act. Cer-



tain causes like duress and undue influence lead otherwise
criminal acts to be defined as non-criminal. Other causes
influence the sentencing decision importantly, but in a less
formal way. Assuming otherwise identical facts, we would
expect a criminal act motivated by utter poverty to be
treated differently than one motivated by sheer greed, or
would we? Are these meaningful categories for understanding
the causes of crime as they relate to the sentencing

process?

Both legal scholars and social scientists have long
recognized that sentencing of offenders is to a large extent
determined by the individual perceptions and attitudes of
the judge. As early as 1938 Gaudet (Gaudet, 1938) studied
the individual differences in sentencing tendencies of
judges and concluded that "social attitudes" and the per-
sonality of the judge had a primary influence on sentencing.
In a 1940 article in the Boston University Law Review,
McGuire and Holtzoff (McGuire and Holtzoff, 1940) argued
that differences in sentencing were substantially due to
"diverse attitudes" among judges, and that severity of sen-

tences depended largely on the personality of the judge.

More recent studies have reached similar conclusions.

Hogarth (1971), for example, studied sentencing by magis-



trates in Ontario, Canada using multivariate techniques and
reached the conclusion that while only nine percent of the
variation in sentencing could be accounted for by objective-
ly defined facts of the case, fifty percent of the variation
could be accounted for by background characteristics of the
judge. Similar sources of disparity have been found in the
United States (Frankel, 1973; Partridge and Eldridge, 1974;

Diamond and Herhold, 1681).

This disparity in sentencing has been found to arise
in part from differences in goals or objectives in senten-
cing. A judge who wants to punish an offender is expected
to produce a different sentence than another judge who seeks
to rehabilitate the offender. These differences in goals
may arise from certain personality or ideological differen-
ces among decisionmakers, or they may arise from differences
in evaluating the facts and information available in the
decisionmaking context. In any case, the need for empirical
data in a systematic assessment of sentencing goals is
recognized by criminologists as a necessary precursor to the
understanding and structuring of judicial discretion (Hood

and Sparks, 1971; Forst and Wellford, 1981). .

In this research we will examine the way in which an

‘attribution theory based analysis of the causes of crime as



well as certain personality characteristics systematically
relate to sentencing goals. We propose that sentencing
goals are part of a coherent set of beliefs about what
"causes" people to commit crimes and how to "correct" these
causes. Thus, adherence to a particular sentencing goal
arises because a judge believes this approach will address
the real problem of the causes of crime, just as a doctor
prescribes medicine to cure disease when possible, in pre-
ference to merely relieving symptoms. Theoretically, the
present study is an attempt'to put intuitive relationships
among attributions of crime causation and sentencing goals
into an conceptual framework worthy of future study. Meth-
odologically the present study is pilot work aimed at de-
veloping a questionnaire which can be used to reliably
assess individual differences in sentencing goals, attri-
butions of crime causation and the relationships among these

sets of attitudes.

Sentencing Goals

Attitudes toward the disposition of offenders have been
characterized as "penal philosophies" (Hogarth, 1971), "pur-
poses of punishment," (LaFave, 1972), and ‘"sentencing
goals" (Forst and Wellford, 1981). Judges, for example,

will differ on the degree to which they adhere to punish-



ment, rehabilitation, incapacitation, or deterrence as the
goals of their sentencing decisions. There is substantial
evidence that preference for a particular goal will strongly
determine the actual sentence imposed. McFatter (1978)
asked subjects to sentence offenders based on one of three
sentencing goals and found that a general deterrence orien-
tation produced very harsh sentences, while a rehabiliatiaon
orientation produced longer sentences for petty crimes, but
shorter sentences for serious crimes than did a punishment
orientation. Over 757 of 26/ federal judges surveyed by
Richardson (1980) believed that the goals of deterrence and
incapacitation made sentences more severe, and the goal of

rehabilitation made sentences more lenient.

A review of the criminological and social psychologi-
cal literature suggests that as many as eight theoretically

distinct sentencing goals may underlie sentencing decisions:

Rehabilitation - The attempt to give new training to a
malleable offender and convert the offender into a use-

ful and productive citizen.

Punishment (also called retribution or "just deserts") -
The attempt to hurt the offender in order to maintain
the morality of the social order, regardless of whether

this is helpful to the offender.



Incapacitation - The attempt to protect society for a

period of time by removing the offender from the commun-

ity into prison.

Individual Deterrence - The attempt to choose the par-

ticular sentence most likely to deter the offender from

repetitive criminal acts.

General Deterrence - The attempt to sentence an of-

fender in order to discourage similar acts by others in

the general public.

Education - The attempt to demonstrate to the public

what is socially defined as improper behavior.

Improvement of the Criminal Justice System - The attempt

to minimigze crime through increased efficiency or quali-

ty in the administration of justice. ¢

Security
sentence

criminal

Attributions

of the Criminal Justice System - The attempt to
offenders in order to demonstrate that the

justice system is strong, fair and stable.

of Crime Causation

We hypothesize that the above sentencing goals are

directed at presumed. causes of crime. In short, a judge's



beliefs regarding the causes of a crime will suggest whether
one or another goal, or some combination of goals, is the
most effective strategy to use in responding to the crime.
Causal analysis also underlies many formal variables in the
sentencing process, including concepts of mens rea‘(inten-

tionality), excuse and mitigation.

Social psychologists have studied ideas about crime
causation in both the public and among expert criminal
justice decision makers. Major causes of crime mentioned in
public opinion polls include: (a) parental upbringing and
the breakdown of family life; (b) bad environment, (c)
leniency in the laws and the criminal justice system, (4)
drugs, (e) mental illness, (f) permissiveness in society,
and (g) poverty and unemployment (Erskine, 1974). Carroll
(1978) found that parole board members attribute the causes
of crime to a variety of factors not dissimilar to those
found in the public opinion polls. Seventy-five percent of
crimes were attributed to ten causes: (a) drug abuse
problem, (b) alcohol abuse problem, (c) greed, (d) need for\
money, (e) victim precipitation, (f) drunk at time of crime,
(g) influence of associates, (h) lack of control, (i) mental

problems, and (j) domestic problems.

Scientific criminological theories typically focus



either on the biological or psychological abnormalities of
the offender or on factors in the environment or social
milieu of the offender which promote crime (Schrag, 1971).
For example, contrast a psychiatric view that criminal beha-
vior is the product of an underlying mental condition with a
sociological view that criminal behavior is a product of

differential association with criminal role models.

Attribution theory, a more general theoretical frame-
work originating with the work of Heider (1958), suggests
that the causes of crime offered by the public, criminal
justice experts, and social scientists can be organized in a
three dimensional framework which distinguishes: (1) causes
internal to the offender versus external causes in the
environment; (2) stable or long-term causes versus unstable

or short-term causes; and, (3) intentional or controllable

causes versus unintentional or uncontrollable causes

(Weiner, 1974; Carroll, 1979). Variations in these dimen-
sions tend to produce concomitant variations in subsequent

judgments.

According to the logic of attribution theory, when a
judge or other criminal justice decisionmaker is confronted
with an offender, his or her evaluations and judgments of

the offender, most importantly the sentencing decision, will
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be guided by conclusions as to the causes which underlie the
offense. In our framework we propose that these causal
analyses in some systematic fashion are predictive of the

goals for disposition of the offender.

The most striking parallel between attribution theory
and the criminal justice system is the concept of intention-
ality as a causal element. In the criminal justice system,
intentionality plays a major role in both the determination
of guilt and the determination of the sentence. Culpability
for crimes is classified according to dimensions of inten-
tionality: a criminal act may be done intentionally, with
knowledge, recklessly, negligently, or through ignorance or
mistake. One or more of these dimensions of intentionality
will be required for conviction of a crime as specifically
stipulated in the criminal statutes. 1In this manner a
formal causal analysis of the offender's act will directly
influence the determination of guilt and the sentence im-
posed. Attribution theory attempts to reorganize this
important causal analysis in a more cognitive or intuitive
framework, and suggests that sentences and sentencing goals
will be structured in a framework largely determined by

causal attributions asscciated with the crime.

Some of the relationships between the attribution
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dimensions and sentencing goals can be suggested. Carroll
and Payne (1977), for example, produced evidence that attri-
butions of crime to internal factors, particularly internal-
intentional factors, leads to a more negative evaluation of
the offender and a more punitive correctional orientation.
Attribution of crime to more stable causes produces greater
expectancies of recidivism and should produce an increased
emphasis on incapacitation of individual offenders (Carroll

and Payne, 1977; Carroll, 1978).

Additional Measures

Intuitively it appears likely that the relationships
between attributions of crime causation and sentencing goals
are not independent of more general characteristics of an
individual. For this reason, shorténed versions of several
standardized and widely accepted personality and attitude
measures which have been utilized in previous research on
punishment of hypothetical offeﬁders are included in the
present research. The additional measures assessed Locus of
Control (Collins, 1974), Stage of Moral Development (Rest,
1979), Radicalism-Conservatism (Comrey and Neﬁmeyer,'1965),

and Dogmatism (Rokeach, 1956).

The Locus of Control scale (Collins, 1974) is expec-

ted to correlate highly with the attributions of crime
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causation. "Locus of Control" refers to the perceived
source of motivation for a given behavior, in our research
the criminal act. The motivation may originate from factors

internal or external to the person being judged, the offen-

der. Examples of internal factors include greed, mental
problems, recklessness, alcohol and drug intoxication. Ex-
amples of external factors include parental upbringing, bad
environment, criminal associates, leniency in the criminal

justice system, etc.

Locus of Control judgments are thought to reflect the
decisionmaker's determination as to whether outcomes in his
own life are due more té his own effort (internal factors)
or more due to things over which he has no control (external
factors). If the decisionmaker views his own behaviors to
be more the result of his own efforts, he would theoretical-
ly also be more likely to conclude that the defendant's acts
were the result of the defendant's own efforts. There is
evidence that crimes attributed to internal sources (i.e.
offender—originated) lead the decision maker to have a more
punitive sentencing goal orientation toward the offender
(Sosis, 1974). Similarly, if the Locus of Control séale
indicates that the decisionmaker percieves his own behaviors

to be more the result of external factors, we would expect a
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more externally oriented evaluation of the causes of a

defendant's act.

The decision to include a moral development scale
(Rest, 1979) was based on the legal socialization research
of Tapp (e.g. Tapp and Kohlberg, 1977) and others which
indicate a strong correlation between stages of moral devel-

opment and attitudes toward rules and laws.

At the lower levels of moral development (Kohlberg's
stages 1 and 2) behavioral judgements are simplistic and
rule oriented. You disobey, you are wrong, and you are
punished. Scores at the the lower levels of the Rest (1979)
moral development scales would be expected to correlate more
highly with a punitive sentencing orientation toward the

defendant.

Although we might expect lower levels of moral de-
velopment to be associated with a punitive orientation, the
relationship of higher levels of moral development to sen-
tencing goals is not clear. Higher levels of moral develop-
ment lead to more complex analysis which may bear some
consistent relationship to the the attribution dimensions.
This more complex causal analysis suggests that the specific
nature of the crime would be more determinative of the

sentencing goal than any simple rules of the decisionmaker.
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Under such a rationale we might not expect higher levels of
moral development to be significantly associated with any
particular or consistent causal attributions or sentencing

goals.

Miller's (1973) thesis that views of the criminal
justice system are based on more general ideological beliefs
led to inclusion of the Comrey and Newmeyer (1965) Radical-
ism-Conservatism scale. The Radicalism-Conservatism scale
includes items relating to thirteen subject areas on which
radical and conservative opinions are thought to differ
(e.g. pacifism, welfarism, unionism, moral censorship,
treatment of criminals). The radicalism-conservatism items
should specifically test for a relationship between these
broad socio-political factors and any specific sentencing
goal orientation, partiéularly the hypothesis that conserva-

tism leads to increased severity in sentencing disposition.

Finally, the extensive body of research on the rela-
tionship of authoritarianism to attitudes toward crime
(e.g., Mitchell and Byrne, 1973; Hagan, 1975) suggested that
inclusion of the Rokeach (1956) Dogmatism scale would help
to characterize individual differences among sentencing

goals. The dogmatism score of an individual theoretically

reflects the open- and closed- mindedness of belief systems.
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Higher dogmatism scores could reflect a tendency toward a
more simple causal structure and clearer implications for
sentencing goals, and may also indicate a punitive or incap-

acitative orientation.

In addition to the sentencing goal, attribution; and
personality data, background demographic information on the4
subjects in the sample was also obtained, including age,
sex, level of education, parents' level of education, mari-

tal status, race, academic major, and prior victimization.

In summary, this study is concerned with relation-
ships among three sets of variables: (1) attributions or
causal analysis of criminal acts; (2) certain personality
and demographic characteristics of the decisionmakers; and
(3) sentencing goals for the disposition of convicted crimi-
nals. The attribution, personality and demographic scales
which emerge will be compared with the sentencing goals to
see if any predictive relationships emerge. For example,
our most likely prediction might be that a conservative,
dogmatic person (personality characteristics), with prior
personal criminal victimization experience (demograpﬁic
characteristic) judging a criminal act to be motivated by
greed and malice (attribution factors) would be more in-

clined toward a punitive sentencing goal.



CHAPTER II
METHOD

Subjects

A total of 730 §tudents were successfully solicited
in classes at four Chicago area law schools and three
Chicago area criminology prdgrams to complete a question-
naire at home and return it by mail for pay. Three hundred
and thirty four students (45.7%) did not return question-
naires'and twelve others (1.7%) returned questionnaires that
were excluded from the analysis due to substantially incom-
plete responses. Thus, 384 (52.6%) students returned usable
questionnaires. Of these respondents, 43.2%7 were female and
56.8% were male. Academically, 35.4% were law students;
46.17 were undergraduate criminal justice majors; and 18.57%
were undergraduates enrolled in criminal justice classes. A
summary of demographic characteristics of the sample is

included in Appendix A.
Materials

The questionnaire, titled "Attitudes Toward Crime

Survey," included a total of 290 questions and took approx-

16
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imately one and one-half to two hours to complete. The
entire questionnaire was comprised of three sub-quesﬁion-
naires or forms with alternate orders among forms and both
forward and reverse random orders within forms to counter-
balance any potential order effects. Each form included a
detailed cover sheet with instructions on how to properly

record responses.

The first form, titled "Attitudes Toward Crime Survey
- Crime Items - Forms A and B" included 160 attribution and
sentencing goal items and is reproduced in Appendix B.
Attributions of crime causation items were initially selec-
ted from a large pool of items written to reflect each of
the dimensions under study. General questionnaire develop-
ment procedures were followed, and items from the pool were
selected on the basis of their clarity, concretenesé, and

representativeness.

The final form of the questioﬁnaire included 56 at-
tribution items spread evenly across 8 categories resulting
from factorial combinations of internal vs. external, stable
vs. unstable, and intentional vs. unintentional attribution
damensions. Similarly, 104 sentencing goal items were se-
lected from a larger pool of items and were divided evenly

across the eight categories of sentencing goals.
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In an attempt to help clarify relationships among the
sentencing goals and attribution factors which might emerge
from the data, the sentencing goal items included items
designed to reflect the way attributions of crime causation
relate to current performance of the criminal justice systme
in sentencing as well as to more abstract "goals" for what

the system should be striving to do.

Responses to the attribution and sentencing goal
items were indicated on Opscan Sheets according to a seven-
point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly

disagree.

The second form was titled "Attitudes Toward Crime

Survey - Background Information - Form X" and is reproduced
in Appendix C. This form included 19 items from the Comrey
and Newmeyer (1965) Radicalism-Conservatism scale; 16 items
from the Rokeach (1956) Dogmatism scale; and 20 items from
the Collins (1974) Locus of Control scale. Because of the
overall length of the questionnaire, shortened versions of
these scales were used. Items were selected to provide an
approximately even distribution of the highest loading ques-
tions on each of the factors or dimensions from each of the
scales. Form X also contained demographic infdrmation,

including age, sex, level of education, mother's and fa-
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ther's level of education, marital status, race, acadenic
major, and victimization scales for personal and property
crimes. Responses to all but the demographic questions on
Form X were obtained using the same Likert format as used

for the attribution and sentencing goal items.

The third form, reproduced in Appendix D, was titled
"Opinions About Social Problems" and included three of the
six stories from the Rest (1979) Moral Development Test:
"Heinz and the Drug," "Student Take-over," and "Escaped
Prisoner." Responses were indicated directly on the form
according to the standardized format of the test. Research
indicates that shortened versions of the test correlate

highly with the overall test (Rest, 1979).
Procedure

The three forms of the questionnaire ware inserted
with Opscan Sheets and #2 lead pencils in large preaddressed
and postage paid envelopes. Fach envelope and Opscan sheet
was coded with a predétermined number indicating order of
forms and questions within forms. In addition to a cover
sheet describing the "Attitudes Toward Crime Survey" and
indicating how to return the completed questionnaires, the

subjects received legal-sized envelopes to address for mail-
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ing of their compensation.

Cooperation in distributing the questionnaire was
gsolicited from professors in local law schools and crimi-
nology programs. Cooperating professors were asked to
briefly identify the test administrators and the purpose of
the visit at the beginning of a class session and to allow
five to ten minutes for the solicitation of subjects and

distribution of the questionnaires.

Graduate students in the Applied Social Psychology
program at Loyola University of Chicago who administered the
questionnaires described them as preliminary forms of an
instrument designed to assess attitudes of professionals in
the criminal Sustice system toward crime and the disposition
of offenders. The students were offered a small amount of
money for their assistance in testing and developing the
instrument. The forms, length, and content of the question-
naire were briefly described. At first, subjects were so-
licited at $?.OO but the pay was later increased to $4.00 to

encourage a greater response rate. Within one week after

return of the questionnaires the subjects were mailed their

pay.

" Data obtained from the Opscan sheets were machine

coded on data cards and the data obtained from the Moral
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Development test was scored and coded on data cards indivi-
dually. A computer program was written to put data from all
forms in like order, and missing values were replaced with

means for each itemn.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Data from the 160 combined sentencing goal and at-
tribution items (Forms A and B) were initally factor ana-
lyzed as a group using orthogonal rotation. By eliminating
items with final communality estimates below .1 in this
initial analysis, we attempted to eliminate the least pre-
dictive of the newly written items from further analysis and
thereby reduce the overall variablility in the subsequent
analysis. Data from a first group of 47 remaining attrib-
ution items and a second group of 87 remaining sentencing

goal items were then individually factor analysed.

Sentencing Goal Factors

The sentencing goal factors were determined by first
examining preliminary eigen values for the first six poten-
tial factors in the unrotated solution. These eigenvalues:
9.35, 7.73, 4.60, 2.49, 2.19, and 1.96, were compared with
the marginal change in percent of variance accounted for by‘
each potential factor and the number of items loading on the
factors. After this comparison, and after an examination of

mnultiple n-factor solutions, a three factor solution was

22
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selected for orthogonal rotation. The three factors respec-
tively accounted for 44.1%, 36.1%Z, and 19.8% of the variance

in the rotated solution.

This factor analysis of the sentencing goal factors .
indicated that subjects had three major categories of sen-
tencing goals for the disposition of criminal offenders, the
first of which initially may not seem like a sentencing

goal. These three factors were labeled: (1) Satisfactory

Performance - an attitude that the criminal justice system

does its job reasonably well, is trying hard, and seeks

improvement; (2) Punishment - an attitude that the criminal

justice system is too lenient with criminals and that in-
creased penalties will produce fewer crimes; and (3) Rehab-
ilitation - an attitude that more and better rehabilitation
programs, diversion, and scientific research will result in
fewer cfimesf The columns of Table 1 indicate the original
sentencing goal category of the item, the items, factor
loadings, means, and standard deviations. Summary variables
for each of the three factors were constructed from additive
combinations of the items loading on each factor in the
table for later use as dependent variables in multipie
regression analyses. The cutoff point for item inclusion
was a minimum factor loading of .5, however this cutoff was

lowered to .45 for the third factor because of the close



TABLE 1 - OSENTENCING GOAL FACTORS

Goal Category, Items, Factor Loadings, lleans, Standard Deviations

GOAL CATEGORY

ITEM

CJS Security
Ind. Deterrence

CJS Improvement
Rehabilitation

CJS Improvement

Ind. Deterrence

Punishment

Punishment

Incapacitation
Ind. Deterrence
Gen. Deterrence

Punishment

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Improvement

FACTOR 1 - SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE

The criminal justice system works reasonably well the wav it is now.

The criminal justice
to preventing people

system presently devotes much of its energy
from repetitive criminal acts.

The criminal justice system is constantly finding better ways to
combat crime. :

The criminal justice system is trying hard to find better ways to
rehabilitate criminals.

Police, courts, and corrections are constantly seeking ways to improve.

Police, courts, and correction systems attempt to show each criminal
the futility of criminal behavior.

FACTOR 2 - PUNISHMENT

Many new correctional procedures are too lenient.

Most of those who advocate lenient treatment of criminals do not
attach sufficient weight to the seriousness of the crimes they commit.

More emphasis should be placed on keeping criminals behind bars.
Authorities should adopt a "get tough" attitude with repeat offenders.

If lawmakers would make tougher laws against crime we wouldn't have
so many criminals.

Criminals should be punished for their crimes in order to make them
repay their debt to society.

FACTOR 3 - REHABILITATION

More and better rehabilitation programs for prisoners should be
developed.

If judges would divert more people from prisons into rehabilitation
programs there would be less criwve.

The current trend in diverting pzople from prison to rehabilitation
programs should be continued.

We're wrong to think the only thing we can do for criminals is throw
them in jail.

If social scientists and lawmakers would get together more often we
would have an improved criminal justice system.

FACTOR LOADINGS  MEANS S.D.
{FACTORS)

1 2 3
.61 -.04 -.13  2.83  1.49
.57 -.04 -.09  3.37  1.57
.56 .02 .03  3.47  1.39
.53 .08 -.04  4.08  1.35
.53 .06 .02  3.95  1.52
.53 .12 .04  3.82  1.54

-.04 .67 -.11  4.72 1.41
.06 .66 .01  4.69  1.57
.09 .62 -.32  3.95  1.66

-.05 .59 -.06  5.54  1.37
.10 .57 -.08  4.00 1.71
.09 .56 -.19  4.89  1.53
.11 -.13 .64  5.56 1.34
.12 -.28 .57  3.97  1.54
.07 -.39 .56  5.09  1.41
.02 -.31 .49  5.60 1.4l
.07 -.01 .48  4.75

l.43|
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proximity of two items loading at .49 and .48 to the cutoff

point and because only three items were above the .5 cutoff.

Attribution Factors

The factor analytic process by which the sentencing
goal factors were selected was repeated for tﬂe attribution
factor analysis and all other factor analyses in the study;
In this analysis, the unrotated sentencing goal factors
indicated preliminary eigen values of 5.81, 4.21, 2.12,
1.75, 1.72, and 1.62, for the first six factors. Again,
based on the marginal change in percent of variance accoun-
ted for, the number of items loading onrthe factors, and
after an examination of multiple n-factor solutions, the
first three factors were selected for rotation. The prelim-
inary examinatibn of multiple n-factor solutions greater
than three factors indicated that "insanity" and "drugs"
might have emerged as additional causal factors, however the
relatively small percentage of variance accounted for by
these factors in, the solutions indicated that subsequent
analyses would be necessary to clarify their significance.
In the rotated solution the three factors which were in-
cluded accounted for 51.0Z, 35.37%7 and 13.77 of the variance

respectively.

The results of the factor anaiysis of items reflec-
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ting attributions of the causes of crime indicated that
subjects generally attributed crime to three groups of
causal factors. These three factors were labeled: (1)

Social Causation - crime comes from family problems, crimin-

al associates, and drugs; (2) Economic Causation ~ crime

comes from social conditions of poverty and inequality; and

(3) Individual Causation - crime comes from lazy, irrespon-

sible, and uncaring individuals.

Table 2 indicates the attribution categories from
which the items were originally constructed and the items,
factor loadings, means, and standard deviations for each of
the items which loaded highest on each 6f the factors.
Summary variables for each factor were constructed from
additive combinations of the items indicated in Table 2.
These factors were not quite as strong as the sentencing
goal factors, so items with factor loadings above .4 were
included in the additive combinations. These additively
combined summary variables were used as both predictors and
dependent variables in subsequent multiple regression anal-
yses. In terms of the attribution dimensions from which the
items were originally constructed, Social Causation is gen-
erally unintentional; Economic Causation is generally exter-

nal; and Individual Causation 1s generally internal, stable,



TABLE 2 - ATTRIBUTION rACTORS
Attribution Category, Items, ractor Loadings, Means, Standard Deviations

ATTRIBUTION
CATEGORIES* ITEM FACTOR LOADINGS MEANS S.D.
(FACTORS)
1 2 3 FACTOR 1 - SOCIAL CAUSATION 1 2 3
E S U At the root of much crime are early family problems. .55 .05 -.14 5.05 1.29
E U U Drugs are a factor in many crimes. .51 .01 .07 5.06 1.46
E U U Pegp%e learn to be criminal from associating with people who are .45 .04 .16 5.08 1.18
criminal.
E U U Drugs and a%cohol cause crime because people can no longer control .45 .20 .08 4.00 1.54
their behavior.
E U U who a person associates with has an influence on whether he will .44 -.01 .14 5.52 1.05
commlit a crime.
E S U Many people who become criminals were neglected by their parents. .43 -.02 -.02 4.52 1.41
FACTOR 2 - ECONOMIC CAUSATION
u Poverty and ingquality in society are responsible for much of crime. .25 .62 -.10 4.15 1.62
. € . . .
E S U Mapy'crlwes are more the result of flaws in society than any basic -.15 .58 -.14 3.97 1.79
criminality in the offender.
E U U People_who commit crimes are usually forced to by the situations -.05 .55 .03 3.97 1.79
they find themselves in. .
FE S U Equitable d1§tF1but10n.of wealth in society is the only way we can -.09 .51 .06 2.95 1.59
expect to eliminate crime.
F U I People need to survive, and sometimes crime is the only alternative. .12 .48 -.11 4.55 1.79
FACTOR 3 -~ INDIVIDUAL CAUSATION
1 s 1 People who are too lazy turn to crime. .20 -.05 .60 3.58 1.54
I s 1 Most criminals deliberately choose to prey on society. .05 -.17 .49 3.91 1.55
I s 1 Criminals are people who don't care about the rights of others or _
their responsibility to society. -25 -.28 .44 4.60 1.56
I s 1 Once a-criminal, always a criminal. -.02 -.06 .42 2.38 1.48
LS U On Fhe who!e, welfare measures.such as unemployment insurance and .05 .09 .40 3.73 1.57
social assistance have made crime worse.

* Attribution Categories: Internal, L = kxternal
Stable, - U = Unstable
intentional, U = Unintentional

ee on o

—
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and intentional. The variations in attribution categories
within each factor may be due in part to ambiguities as to

the causes of crime in the statements themselves.

Locus of Control Factors

The Collins (1974) Internal-External Locus of Control
Scale produces four dimensions or factors under which sub-
jects interpret the control they have over their lives.
Factor analysis of the twenty items included from the Col-
lins scale indicated the same four factors as in the Collins
analysis, but in slightly different order. These four fac-

tors in the present order were: (1) Difficult-Easy World -

life is largely a matter of luck and uncontrollable forces;

(2) Predictable-Unpredictable World - effort and not chance

determines events; (3) Politically Responsive-Unresponsive

World - individuals can influence government decisions and

world events; and (4) Just-Unjust World - people get what

they deserve.

In the orthogonally rotated solution the factors ac-
counted for 40.9%, 29.8%, 17.5%, and 11.7% of the variance
respectively. The identity of factors 1is interpreted és
indicating substantial continuity with the original 47 item
scale. As in the previous factor analysis, a factor loading

cutoff point for item inclusion of .4 was selected, and
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additive combinations of items loading at or above .4 on
each factor were used to construct summary variables for
later use as predictors in the multiple regression analyses.

Table 3 describes the Locus of Control factors.

Radicalism-Conservatism Factors

The Comrey and Newmeyer (1965) Radicalism-Conserva-
tism Scale consists of two parallel forms of thirty items
each intended to be additively combined to yield a single
radicalism-conservatism score. This overall score is consi-
dered to be composed of five second-order factors. A total -
of ninetéen items from both forms were-includea in the
Attitudes Toward Crime Survey - Form X, with no attempt to
selectively include or reproduce the second order facths

from the Comrey and Newmeyer scale.

Factor analysis of the nineteen items from the
Radicalism-Conservatism Scale indicated preliminary eigen
values of 3.55, 3.20, 1.70, 1.11, 1.05, and 0.95. Based on
the selection criteria specified in the above factor anal-
yses, the first three factors in this analysis were selected
for orthogonal rotation. These three rotated factors ac-
counted for 52.9%, 28.4%, and 18.7% of the variance respec-
tively. TItems loading on each of the three factors greater

than .4 were additively combined into three summary variab



TABLE 3 - LOCUS OF COHTROL #ACTO

_—
"o

itews, Factor Loadings, HMeans, Standard Deviations

ITEM

FACTORQEOADINGS MEANS S5.D.
(FACTORS)

FACTOR 1 - DIFFICULT-EASY WORLD 1 2 3 4
It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out _ -
to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. -53 -.00 -.08 .03 3.12 1.48
Without the right breaks one can not be an effective leader. .51 -.19 -.08 ~-.03 3.45 1.54
Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled 41 -.09 -.06 07 4.35 1.35
by accidental happenings. . - - - - : s
As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are victims of forces
we can neither understand nor control. -41 .14 -.31 .16 4.43 1.66
FACTOR 2 - PREDICTABLE-UNPREDICTABEE WORLD
There is really no such thing as luck. .03 .69 .05 -.06 3.00 1.47
In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with 1luck. -.17 .51 -.04 .20 4.33 1.57
Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing -.09 46 04 29 4.39 1.69
to do with it. : * . . o -
FACTOR 3 - POLITICALLY RESPONSIVE-UNRESPONSIVE WORLD
The average person can have an influence in government decision. -.20 -.,12 .57 -.01 4.38 1.58
With enough effort we can wipe out political cofruption. .02 .11 .48 .06 3.92 1.75
By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can -.01-.04 47 .14 4.36 1.42
control world events. : : . * : o
FACTOR 4 - JUST-UNJUST WORLD
Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of 07 01 -.02 53 3.91 1.67
their opportunities. . : : T * ’
Peoples misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. .02 .07 -.05 .47 3.95 1.34
In the long run, the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the -1s 02 07 42 4.57 1.43

good ones.

‘

0¢
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les for later use as predictors in the multiple regression
analysis. These items are reproduced, along with their

sumnary statistics, in Table 4.

The radicalism-conservatism factors which resulted

from this analysis were labeled: (1) Moral Conservatism -

restriction should be placed on objectionable books, sexual

relations, and pornography; (2) Punitiveness - sentences are

too light, criminals should be punished severly; and (3)
Wwelfarism - the government should meet basic human needs of
its citizens and go into debt if necessary to do so. The
Pﬁniti&eness and Welfarism factors were directly analogous
to the "punitiveness" and "welfare-state" second-order
factors from the Comrey and Newmeyer (1965) scale. The
Moral Conservatism factor was composed of items from the
"nationalism", "religion", and "racial tolerance" second

order factors.

The puniti&eness factor from the Radicalism-Conserva-
tism scale was found to be substantially identical (r=.64)
with the Punishment factor from the sentencing goal factor
analysis. The clear redundancy of the measurement reduced
the interpretability of preliminary regression analjsis and
the Radicalism-Conservatism punitiveness factor was not

included in subsequent analyses.



TABLE 4 - RADICALISNM-CONSERVATISM FACTORS
Ttems, Factor Loadings, Means, Standard Deviations

ITEM FACTOR LOADINGS
{FACTOREY
FACTOR 1 - MORAL CONSERVATISM 1 2 3
Every city should ban the sale of objectionable books. .60 .16 .08
A woman who has sex with a man for money should go to jail. .59 .06 -.11
If a man is showing a sex movie to friends in his own home, the police
i .58 .00 .00
should stop it.
Motion pictures which offend any sizable religious group should be banned. .58 .08 .21
It should be against the law to do anything the bible says is wrong. .56 .16 .09
More restrictions should be imposed to prevent young people from having 44 16 o1
sexual relations before narriage. * : -
Birth control devices should be made available to anybody who wants to -.46 11 26
use them. - - "
Marriages by persons of different races should be soically .acceptable, -.46 -.18 .29
FACTOR 2 - PUNITIVENESS
In our country, the sentences handed out to criminals are usually too light. .09 .69 -.05
Our laws give too much protection to criminals. .15 .65 -.02
A mentally ill man who attacks and kills a little girl should be executed. .23 .45 -.03
Teenage hoodlums should be punished severely. .13 .44 -.03
FACTOR 3 - WELFARISM
The government should guarantee every citizen enough to eat. -.07 -.11 .62
If the government must go deeper into debt to help people it should do so. .17 -.20 .61

MEANS

5.00
4.21
3.04
4.00

4.97
3.78

1.20
1.51

1.52
1.75
1.78
1.57

1.70
1.77
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Dogmatism Factors

Form "E" of the Rokeach (1956) Dogmatism scale
contains 40 items intended to be additively combined to give
a single dogmatism score. Sixteen of these items were
included in Form "X" of the Attitudes Toward Crime Survey.

A factor analysis of these items produced initial eigen
values of 3.04, 1.51, 1.17, 1.12, 1.02, and 0.98. Based on
the criteria specified in the prior factor analysis, it was
decided to retain two factors from this analysis, accounting

for 75.4% and 24.6% of the rotated variance, respectively.

Thus, our factor analysis of the items from the
Rokeach (1956) Dogmatism scale indicated two factors: (1)
Dogmatism - there is only one correct view and we should not

compromise our beliefs; and (2) Helplessness - there is not

enough time to deal with a fearful future. As in the prior
factor analysis, items loading highly on these factors were
additively combined into summary Qariables for further
analysis. Fo enhance interpretability of the results the
factor loading cutoff point for item inclusion was lowered
from .4 to .35 for the second factor (only two items passed
the .4 cutoff). Table 5 indicates the Dogmatism factor
items, their factor loadings, means, and standard

deviations. : Coy

‘\)»- ——



TABLE 5 - DOGHMATISHM FACTORS
Items, Factor Loadings, Means, Standard

Deviations

ITEM

FACTOR 1 - DOGMATISM

Of all the different philosophies in the world there is probably only
one which is correct.

There are two kinds of people in this world, those who are for the
truth and those who are against it.

When it comes to differences of opinion, we must be careful not to
compromise with those who believe differently from the way we do.

The United States and Russia have just about notheing in common.

The present is too full of unhappiness, it is only the future that counts.

FACTOR 2 - NELPLESSNESS

There is so much to do and so little time to do it.
It is only natural for a person to be fearful of the future.

Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

FACTOR LOADINGS MEANS S.D.
TFACTORS)
1 2
.64 .08 2.14 1.34
.58 .12 2.79 1.53
.47 -.01 2.87 1.67
.44 .03 2.30 1.30
.44 -.05 2.28 1.22
-.04 .56 4.15 1.66
.12 .46 4.60 1.55
.27 .35 3.43 1.41

49
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Moral Development

According to the standard procedures associated with
the Rest (1979) Moral Development scale, a "Principled Mor-
ality Score" was constructed for each subject by adding
together scores from levels 5A, 5B, and 6 of the scale for
each of the three stories: "Heinz and the Drug," "Student
Take-Over," and "Escaped Prisoner."™ Principled Morality
Scores in the sample ranged from O to 26, with a mean of

12.5 and a standard deviation of 5.32.

Relationships Among the Measures

In order to examine the manner in which the persbn-
ality characteristics and perceptions as to the causes of
crime relate to specific sentgncing goals, the scores on the
three sentencing goal factors were each compared to (regres-
sed against) the attribution factors, personality scores,
and demographic'variables using multiple regression. A
second multiple regression was used in order to compare the
personality scores and demographic variables to the attribu-
tion factors alone. These analysis would be expecte@ to
result in a general framework for understanding the way in
which attributions of crime causation would predict a par-

ticular sentencing goal.
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The results of the first multiple regression analysis

indicated that subjects tended to believe in Satisfactory

Performance of the criminal justice system if they were less

educated, had fewer crime victimization experiences, and
were at a lower level of moral development. Subjects be-

lieved in Punishment if they believed in Individual Causa-

tion, were younger, at a lower level of moral development,
believed in a Just World, and 4id not believe in Welfarism.

Subjects believed in Rehabilitation if they believed 1in

Economic Causation, Social Causation, did not believe in
Individual Causation, were older, higher in moral develop-
ment, and believed in Welfarism. The results of this multi-
ple regression appear to indicate that the attributions of
crime causation, in addition to several of the personality
and demographic variables, bear some consistent relation-

ships to sentencing goals.

Some of the variables worked better than others. The
demographic and personality scales which were not signifi-
cantly predictive of any of the sentencing goal factors
included: Moral Conservatism, Difficult-Easy World, Politi-
cally Responsive-Unresponsive World, Dogmatism, Helpless-
ness, parents' education, marital status, race, acadenic

program, sex, and personally estimated knowledge of the
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criminal justice system. Statistically significant (p<.01)
beta coefficients and multiple-R scores from these analyses

are presented in Table 6.

In the second multiple regression run we attempted to
see the manner in which the personality and demographic
summary variables were predictive of each of the three
attribution factors. As evidenced by the lower multiple-R
scores, the predictive relationships for the attribution
factors were not as strong as those of the sentencing goal

factors.

Subjects' belief in Social Causation was signifi-

cantly predicted only by the Just-Unjust World and Difficult
Easy World factors from the Internal-External scale. That
is, subjects who believe in Social Causation tend to also
believe that life is difficult and people get what they

deserve in the end. Peaple who believe in Economic Causa-

tion tend to strongly believe in the concept of Welfarism,
that the government should provide a certain minimum stan-
dard of living regardless of ability to pay. It is interes-
ting to note that the only other significant predictor of
Economic Causation was status as a law student; law students
significantly disagreed with the concept of economic causa-

tion. Individual Causation, in contrast to Economic Causa-
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tion, was negatively predicted by the Welfarism factor.

That is, people who think crime is caused by greedy indivi-
duals disagree with welfarism, and people who think crime is
caused by general economic conditions agree with welfarism.
Individual Causation was also significantly predicted by the
Just-Unjust World factor and the Moral Conservatism factor,
such that we might infer that self-righteous people with
strict moral attitudes believe that crime originates from
greedy individuals who accordingly must be punished. The
statistically significant (p<.01) beta coefficients and
multiple-R scores from this analysis are presented in Table

7.

A summary of the correlations among the attribution
factors and sentencing goals is presented in summary form in
Table &. Simple correlation coefficients for all summary
variables and demographic variables were constructed and are

presented in their entirety in Appendix E.
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TABLE 6 - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF ATTRIBUTION FACTORS,
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES ON SENTENCING GOALS
Statistically significant (p.<.01) beta coefficients and multiple-R scores

SENTENCING GOAL FACTORS

PREDICTORS SATTSFACTORY

PERFCRMANCE PUNISHMENT REHABILITATION
SOCIAL CAUSATION .19
ECONOMIC CAUSATION .23
INDIVIDUAL CAUSATION | 57 | -.19
EDUCATION LEVEL -.20
AGE -.1 .15
PRIOR VICTIMIZATION -.15
MORAL DEVELOPMENT -.12 -.20 .13
WELFARISM -.16 .39
JUST-UNJUST WORLD | 4
MULTIPLE-R 279 .652 .562
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TABLE 7 - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC

AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES ON ATTRIBUTION FACTORS

Statistically significant (P.<.01) beta coefficients and multiple-R scores

PREDICTORS

LA STUDENT
WELFARISM
JUST-UNJUST WORLD
DIFFICULT-EASY WORLD
MORAL CONSERVATISM
MULTIPLE-R

ATTRIBUTION FACTORS

SOCIAL ECONOMIC INDIVIDUAL
CAUSATION CAUSATION CAUSATION
-.15
.31 -.18
17 T4
.20 |
.26

269 397 346
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TABLE 8 - SIMPLE CORRELATTIONS
ATTRIBUTION AND SENTENCING GOAL FACTORS

SENTENCING GOAL FACTORS

ATTRIBUTION SATISFACTORY
FACTORS PERFORMANCE  PUNISMENT REHARILITATION
SOCIAL

T CAUlSATION 124 .158 .190
.2'23
ECONOMIC

.205 CAU|SATION .035 -.102 .337
-.1?2

| INDIVIDUAL
CAUSATION .053 .571 -.308

P |

.035




CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Sentencing goals, which presumably guide judges in
their determination of sentences imposed on defendants, as
well as many other discretionary responses to criminals,
appear strongly related to attributions about the causes of
crime. Our results suggest that if a decisionmaker views

any of a wide range of external/unintentional factors,

including famil& problems, drugs, criminal associates,
poverty, or social inequality as a significant cause of the
criminal act, the judge will have a rehabilitative orienta-
tion toward the offender. We might expect this rehabilita--
tive orientation to result in less severe sentences as well
as an inclination toward diversion and rehabilitation

programs.

On the other hand, if a decisionmaker views the

criminal act as a result of internal/intentional factors,

such as laziness, greed, or deliberate lack of consideration
for others, the response of the decisionmaker would be
expected to be much different. Our results suggest the
judge will be inclined toward a severe response along the

lines of punishment, deterrence, and/or incapacitation. The

42
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nature of these relationships may be clarified by relating
the data back to the theoretical constructs from which the

items were constructed.

Sentencing Goal Theory

The results of the factor analysis of sentencing
goals were generally unexpected. What happened to our
original eight theoretical categories of sentencing goals?
OQur factor analysis of the items constructed to evenly
reflect each of these categories resulted in only three
factors, only two of which related back to the original

categories.

The Satisfactory Performance factor was gquite unexpec-
ted. It does not correspond to any of the originai eight
theoretical categories of sentencing goals from whiéh the
items were originally constructed. It is uncorrelated with
either the Punishment or Rehabilitation factors (r=.072,
r=.035, respectively), and is not significantly related to
any of the crime causation factors'(r=.12,’r=.03, r=.05,

respectively).

One interpretation of this Satisfactory Performance
factor is that the major sentencing goal in this study (in

terms of percentage variance accounted for in the factor
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analysis) is not related to judgements of the causes of
crime. Another interpretation is that two of the original
eight categories of sentencing goals "Improvement of the
Criminal Justice System" and "Security of the Criminal Jus-
tice System" may not have been will operationalized as
sentencing goals in the original construction of the items.
A third potential explanation for the results is that the
factor resulted from inclusion of a number of sentencing
goals itéms having been written to reflect the current

performance of the criminal justice system, rather than

goals for sentencing offenders.

This factor appears to be basically a general perfor-
mance evaluation of the criminal justice system, a cohesive
set of beliefs apparently more strongly held than any par-
ticular sentencing goal. Our interpretation of this factor
is that a general good/bad orientation toward the criminal
justice system certainly exists, but is theoretically and
conceptually quite distinet from specific sentencing goals.
Although relevant to understanding our results, the factor
does not appear useful in analysing our theroetical frame-

work of sentencing goals.

A theoretical exclusion of the Satisfactory Perfor-

mance factor from our interpretation of the data leaves us
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with two sentencing goals which stand in sharp contrast to
each other (r=—.478), punishment and rehabilitation. The
punishment versus rehabilitation dichotomy has a well estéb-
lished place in criminological thought and literature, and
the emergence of punishment and rehabilitation as signifi-
cant factors in the sentencing goal factor analysis is not
surprising. However, it is surprising that none of the

other six potential sentencing goals survived the factor

analysis.

There are several potential.explanations for such a
result. Initially, their‘absence suggests that the goals
underlying sentencing decisions may be more simple than our
original eight categories would seem to indicate. The re-
sults here suggest that individual deterrence, general de-
terrence, and incapacitation tend to merge under a more
general punitive orientation. It may be that, although
these dimensions are objectively distinguishable (e.g., the
distinctions between individual deterrence and mere punish-
ment), from a subjective perspective they do not function as
operationally distinct concepts. Another possible explan-
ation is that those who believe in one "punitive" goal tend
to believe in others. In short, the goals are theoretically

distinct but empirically covary. A collapsing of punitive-
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type goals was also found by Hogarth (1971) and Forst and
Wellford (1981). Still another pontenﬁial explanation might
be a lack of validity in the measures. The scales used may
not have accurately reflected the theoretical distinctions

we were attempting to reflect in item construction.

From another perspective, the simplicity of the pun-
ishment versus rehabilitation dichotomy seems to conflict
with data collected from expert criminal justice decision-
makers. The judges and prosecutors interviewed by Richard-
son (1980) responded that a wide range of sentencing goals
are important to their decisions and that differences among
these goals would produce different decisions. Along these
lines, a noted criminal justice expert, LaFave (1972) has
suggested that many judges may utilize a "collusive" theory
of sentencing goals, whereby the various sentencing goals
are intellectually combined through an unclear process to
reach the most appropriate sentenée for an individual defen-
- dant. Further support for a broader theoretical perspective
of sentencing goals comes from a laboratroy study by
McFatter (1978) which produced substantial differences in
sentencing decisions between subjects assigned punitive and
general deterrence sentencing goals across a broad range of

crimes.
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The analysis here, then, should not be interpreted as
evidence that such distinctions among sentencing goals do
not exist or are not meaningful, but rather that these
sentencing goals are finer details that color the fundamen-
tal distinction between punishment and rehabilitation as
sentencing goals. Judges and other expert decisionmakers in
the criminal justice system might be expected to make finer
distinctions among these sentencing goals. Further research
snould help to define‘and clarify these other important
sentencing goals and the factors which tend to result in

their increased significance in sentencing decisions.

Additional research on the impact of the punishment
versus rehabilitation sentencing goal orientation on senten-
cing decisions is also appropriate. To the extent that such
broad orientations are consistently manifest in sentencing
decisions, such processes may be subject to additional scru-
tiny for conformity with prevailing judicial or pélitical
policies. Turning from an understanding of decisionmakers
to an understanding of specific sentences, punishment and
rehabilitative sentencing goals, along with other sentencing‘
goals, would be included in a more specific evaluation
including offender variables, crime causation variables, and

specific dispositional alternatives.



48

Attribution Theory and The Causes of Crime

A closer examination of the attribution factors which
emerged from the factor analysis, along with a very brief
review of criminological theory, indicates that the three
factors which emerged from the factor analysis consistently
covary according to the three attributional dimensions from
which the items were constructed while simultaneously encom-

passing mainstream schools of criminological thought.

The Social Causation factor was perhaps first labeled
by Gabriel Tarde (1912) as the "Social Imitation" theory of
crime causation. A more recent example is the "differential
association" theory of Edwin Sutherland (1949). Another
similar concept is Robert Merton's (1957) notion of social
"Anomy" or social disintegration as a source of crime.

Thus, this Social Causation factor includes a cohesive
group of theories which focus on crime as originating from
social disintegration of individuals and small groups
through family problems, criminal associates, and related

social processes.

The Social Causation factor and these theories consis-
tently view crime as external, unstable and unintentional in
attributional terms, and these consistent attributions

generally tend to suggest that a rehabilitative orientation
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would be the most desirable and productive sentencing goal.

The second crime causation factor, Economic Causa-
tion, seems to parallel a group of criminological theories
most generally referred to as the "ecological" theories of
crime causation (e.g. Shevky and Bell, 1955; Quinney, 1964).
Also known as "cartographic" or "areal" view of crime caus;
ation, these theories locate the origins of crime in very
broad and widespread social flaws, usually poverty, unemp-

loyment, and related social ills.

These attributions of crime causation, like the Social
Causation factor, are consistently external and
unintentional, although the stability of this factor is
unclear. Here again, we find a external, unintentional
factor suggesting a rehabilitative sentencing goal for the

disposition of the offender as most appropriate.

The third factor, Individual Causation, is attribu-
tionally quite the opposite of the other two factors.
Individual Causation is internal and intentioﬁal, while
Social Causation and Economic Causation are external and
unintentional. In the criminological literature, individ-
ualistic theories of crime causation are perhaps the most

well established, particularly as developed in the works of
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philosopher Jeremy Bentham (1923) and criminologist Cesare
Beccaria (trans., 1968) in the eighteenth century. These
theories view crime as originating in the minds of utilita-
rian hedonists who balance the pros and cons of crime and
make deliberate choices based on individual motives for
personal gain. The positive school of criminology
(Lombroso, 1911) and the more recent economic-gain theories
of crime (Becker, 1968) are quite similar. While Economic
and Social Causation tend to result in the belief that
rehabilitation is the most appropriate sentencing goal,
Individual Causation is very strongly connected with the
notion that severe punishment, incapacitation, and deter-

rence motivations should guide imposition of the sentence.

The way in which these attribution factors tend to
encompass such a broad range of criminological theories may
have implications for criminological theory. First, we
night ask how does our data fit these theories, or vice
versa. Generally, each of the traditional criminological
theories mentioned in the above review seems appropriate for
understanding only one of several apparent and different
dimensions of crime causation--pieces of a broader puzzle in
need of completion. An attributional perspective on crime
causation theories does a good job of clarifying the puzzle

without specifying a complete solution. Similarly, other
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formal "multicausal" criminological theories exist (e.g.
Glueck, 1968), but as yet are neither well developed nor
well researched in criminological circles. Our attribution-
ally-based data strongly suggests that a clarification of

crime causation theories is in order.

Like the factor analysis of the sentencing goal
items, the factor analysis of items reflecting attributions
of crime causation should not be taken as a complete explan-
ation of crime causation factors. Consider insanity, for
example, as a generally acknowledged cause of at least some
criminal behavior. Although a potential insanity factor
accounted for too little variance to be included in our
factor structure, our data suggest that more attention to-
ward inclusion of items specifically reflecting attitudes
toward’insanity could produce a sufficiently cohesive factor
for further analysis. Insanity as a cause of crime fits
none of the Social, Economic, or Individual causation fac-
tors from a criminological (substantive) or attributional
perspective. It is attributionally similar to Individual
Causation in that they are both viewed as internal factors,
but Insanity is also similar to Economic and Social Causa-
tion in that they would all be classified attributionally as

unintentional crimes. Do internal-unintententional attribu-
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tions lead toward punishment or rehabilitation as the most
appropriate sentencing goal, or perhaps even a more specific
goal such as inca?acitation? We might also ask more pre-
cisely what is the effect of variations of stability of

causal factors on sentencing goals.

From a more pragmatic perspective, we might be
inclined to ask which of the available theories is most
appropriate for the study and understanding of actual
sentencing decisions. Or, we might ask in what ways do
criminological theories correspond and differ from actual
decisionmaking and decisionmaking theories applied in crim-
inological contexts. If our ultimate goals are to alter
judicial decisionmaking to increase effectiveness and to
decrease diéparity, these distinctions must be more clearly

understood.

A Comment on Personality and Demographic Variables

Most of the demographic and personality variables did
not emerge as statistically significant predictors of the
sentencing goal factors. Those that were significant appear
to cluster in two groups that are only vaguely defined by
the available data. The first group includes subjects at
higher levels of moral development who believe in welfarism.

These subjects tended toward rehabilitation as a sentencing
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goal. The second group includes subjects who scored at
lower levels of moral development, were morally conserva-
tive, and disagreed with welfarism. These subjects tended

toward a punitive orientation toward offenders.

From these results and the work of others who have
studied the influence of ideology on attitudes toward crim-
inals (e.g., Miller, 1973) it appears that in the general
public there are broad biases toward rehabilitation or pun-
ishment, and similar preferences may also influence actual
sentencing decisions. The utility of these and other gener-
al ideological, demographic, or personality measures in
controlling disparity in sentencing would be in their abil-
ity to distinguish significant bilases in expert or potential
expert criminal justice decisionmakers. These analyses,
along with the more specific analysis of offender and crime
specific variables suggested above, would seem to be the
best way to understand the cognitive processes which lead to

a specific sentencing decision.

Conclusion

The problems of disparity and'ineffectiveness in
expert criminal justice decisionmaking were addressed

through a study of the manner in which perceptions as to the
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causes of crime and certain personality characteristics

relate to sentencing goals for offenders.

In the general context of criminal justice decision-
making it appears that certain combinations of personality
characteristics and causal attributions influence the deci-
sionmaker toward either more punitve (more severe) or more

rehabilitative (more lenient) sentencing orientationms.

If we generally extrapolate from perceptions as to
the cause of the crime to sentencing goals (more generally,
dispositional preferences) for the offender, our results
suggest that the response to a crime attributed to internal-
/intentional factors (e.g., selfishness, greed, lack of
concern for others) would be strongly influenced by a goal
to punish the offender. In a judicial context this could be
more severe sentences imposed (e.g., longer prison tern,
prison term more likely to be imposed). Responses to crimes
attributed to external/unintentional factors influence the
decisionmaker toward a more rehabilitative orientation. A
rehabilitative sentencing goal would be associated with less
severe sentences being imposed (e.g., conviction of a lesser
offense, shorter prison term or probation in lieu of-a

prison term).

These general conclusions are based on data acquired
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from questionnaires administered to criminal justice and law
students. The utility of the general attributional frame-
work presented here depends on the extent to which expert
decisonmakers utilize a similar framework when confronted
with individual decisionmaking tasks. At the very least,
it seems apparent that future research on decisionmaking in
the criminal justice system would find it useful to collect
data on pase-specific causal attributions and dispositional

decisions.

These results also suggest the outlines of an
approach which might be useful in reducing disparity in
sentencing and other forms of expert criminal justice deci-
sionmaking. The first step might be, in the selection and
evlauation process, to specifically look for anomalies in
personality characteristics and attributioal biases which
might influence later decisionmaking. Judges and others who
manifest strong biases in conflict with stated policies
could be identified and the problems addressed on a case-

specific basis.

A more ambitious step might be to alter decision-
meking policy and procedure (e.g., sentencing guidelines) to
formally integrate and collect data on a broad range of

specific causal conclusions (among other data) and the cor-
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responding expert decisions. Such data would inclued the

specific factual cause, certain personality measures of the
decisionmaker, other pertinent crime specific data available
to the decisionmaker, the decisonmaking options available to

the expert and longitudinal data on outcome effectiveness.

Sentencing and other policy guidelines, which attempt
to identify and implement policies of goal priorities, might
be continually refined through the integration and analysis
of such measures to increase uniformity and decrease

disparities in criminal justice decisonmaking.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE
384 SUBJECTS

AGE
Under 18 1 .3 2
18 to 20 _ 126 32.8 2
21 to 23 129 33.6 2
24 to 26 51 13.3 %
27 to 30 24 6.3 %
31 to 35 19 4.9 2
36 to 40 6 1.6 %
41 to 45 2 5%
Over 45 1 .3 Z
Missing - 25 6.5 %

SEX
Male 204 '53.1 %
Female T152 39.6 %
Missing 28 7.3 %

RACE
Minority 105 27.3 %
Caucasian 279 72.7 %

MARITAL STATUS
Never Married 304 79.2 %
Currently Married 61 15.9 %
Divorced 19 4.9 %
SUBJECT'S EDUCATION

Freshman 51 13.3 %
Sophmore 67 17.4 %
Junior 46 12.0 %
Senior 53 13.8 %
1st Year Law 60 15.6 %
2nd Year Law 48 12.5 %
3rd Year Law 19 L.9 7
Over This 17 bed 7
Missing 23 6.0 %



CURRENT EDUCATIONAL STATUS

Undergraduate

Criminal Justice 177
Law Student 136
Other 4 71

FATHER'S FORMAL EDUCATION

=W
[¢ 0B 0 1 W ¢
[ ] * *
Ui ps =
83939

Grammar School 36
Some High School 42
Finish High School 80
Some College 86
College Degree ' 58
Beyond 4 Years 59
Missing 22

MOTHER'S FORMAL EDUCATION

Grammar School 39
Some High School 33
Finish High School 130
Some College 81
College Degree 50
Beyond 4 Years 30

Missing 21

- AN S
VT ) O 20
J P00 NP

39 39 39392929 58

39 392 393932 3459
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ATTITUDZS TOWARD CRI!L SURVEY

Introduction

The Attitudes Toward Crime Survey contains about 290 items. It should take
1% to 2 hours to commlete.

The cuestions are divided into three cuestion sets. labeled "Crine Items,”
“Oninions about Social Problems, and “Backcround Information.” Each
question set includes its own instructions. Please be sure to comnlete
the three sets in the order in which vou <ind them in vour envelone.
There is no need to complete all three forms at one sittinc, hut please
make sure to complete them in the nromer order. Please use the 2 pencil
»rovided in yvour envelove to indicate vour responses in the manner
described in the instructions for each cuestion set. 'Then you have
commleted all three forms »nlease put all forms and answer sheets in the
accormanying envelone, and return them at the desicnated time and nlace.
Please do not fold or stamle the answer sheets.

If you are interested in receiving results of the cuestionnaire, indicate
your name and address on a senarate sheet of »armer and insert this into
the envelore tthen returning the survev. ’

You will be maid 34.09 unon return of the commleted survev.

Thanizt vou for narticiratinai

2077 70 RETURN YOUR COMPLETED NUESTIOIMAIRD

Please nut your name and adédress on the enclosed small envelone. Tthen
vou have commlaested the rmuestionnaire, nut all the materials in the large
envelone, szal it. and drop it in any mailbox.

tThen e ‘receive vour comoletes ~uestionnaire. we’ll »rommtlv send you
$4.00 for your assistance. If you'd also lile a cony of the results of
the study, please put your name and address on a senarate sheet of paner
and enclose it also.

Please return the materials to us within the next 10 davs.

Thank you very much!



ATTITUDES TOWARDS CRILME SURVEY
CRIME ITEMS
FOR!IS A and B

This setconsists of 160 multiple-choice rating scales. The items are di-
vided into two groups labeled as "A" items or, 'B' items. When answering the
questions, please be sure to use the answer sheet labeled “A” or "B" which cor-
responds to the question set.

Please use the #2 pencil provided in your envelope to indicate your responses.
Blacken in the entire box which corresponds to your choice on the answer sheet.
Do not fill in the identifying information at the top of the answer sheet. In-
dicate your answers on the scales ranging from strongly disagree to strongly a-
aree according to the following diagram:

strongly mildly mildly - strongly ' cannot
disagree disagree disagree neutral agree agree agree respond
1 2 3 I 5 6 T 10

For these questions, do not enter any mark into boxes numbered 8 or 9. Check box 10
if you do not understand or cannot answer the question. Use 10 as little as you
can, only for questions you have serious problems interpreting or responding to.
Please make sure that you fill in completely the box that represents your chosen
response.

Vihen you have completed this form, please return the questions and the answver sheet
to the folder and proceed to any forms which may be remaining. o
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ATTITUDES TCYIARD CRIIE Form L Fage 1
A lot of money is wasted trying to improve the criminal justice system.

Heither the threat nor the apolication of penalties is a deterrent to potenti:zl
offenders.

iost inmates of penal institutions would he reformed if they took advéntage of
the vocational and occupational facilities which now eaxist. -

Some paople commit crimes because of situational vressure from their delinguer:
peers.

Many violent crimas are an exprescion of resentment toward people that
offenders have come in contact with.

Criminals shculd be punished for their crime in ordar to require them to
repay their debt to society.

Equitable distribution of wealth in societv is about the only way we can
expect to eliminate crime.

A great deal of effort is presently beinc directed toward discouraging °*
recidivism.

People who commit crimes are usually forced to by the situaticns they find
themselves in.

One of the goals of the legal system is to savolve as society evolves.

Many simple burglariss are done by pecple under the belief that the crime will
solve much broader problems with their life.

w and

[
f

Thg criminal court's main function should be to instill respect for
order. .

Criminals are being mollycoddled by the correczional agencies.

As the unezployment figure ¢ets hignher, the crime rate gees up.

The criminal justice svsten punishes criminals equitably accordin~T &2 the
gravity of their crires.

Many srograms in corrections that are sponsored by the federal covernment £y
to promote new wavs of combatting crime.

There should be wmore discirpline in penal institutions,

It is the criminal who chocses and is ultimately resconsible for his crimin:l
. L ]
ktehavior.

Poorle who cormmit crimes are usually lackine in intellicence.
Police, ccures, and prisons zare constantly seeliing wavs o improve.
Crimes are often due to unpredictable factors acting on the indiwvidual.

As a basic ané fundamental goal, the criminal justice systam sheuld attempt
to eliminate recidivism.
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24A.

2Sa.

26A.
27A.

23A.

29A.

30A.

32A.
33a.
34a.

35A.

36A.

37A.

451,

46A.

Ferm A Paga 2

It's high time for basic changes in the criminal justice svstem.

70

When people are high on drugs or alcohol, they are more likely to commit crime.

One of the major purposes of the criminal justice system is to keep those whn
are dangerous separata from others.

The criminal justice system is constantly finding better ways to corbat crzime.
Drugs are a factor in many crimes.

Convicted criminals generally receive approoriats punishment for the crire
they have committed.

More emphasis should be placed on keeping criminals behind bars.

Many crimss are more the result of flaws in society than any basic criminality
in the offender.

The main objective in the sentencing of offenders should be to deter poten:ial
offenders from committing crime.

The various agencies of our legal system suypport one another.
Chance opportunity more often plays a part in crime than careful planning.
More sericus crimes get more punishment.

Most of those who advocate lenient treatrment of criminals do not attach
sufficient weight to the seriousness of the crimes the? commit.

The criminal justice system works rsasonably well the way it is now.

Qur system is organized around exacting a payment from those who break thz2
law.

The sentence of the court should alwavs ewpress an erphatic denunciatisn by
the community of the crime.

Folice, courts, and correction systems attarnt to shew each criminal the
futility of criminal behavior.

Usually there are psychological problems at the rocot of criminal behavinr.

Law enforcement agencies try to oresent criminals as bad people so that
others will not imitate them. ¢

L]
Pecple who commit crimes have noor self-centrol.
Alcoholism is a cause of crime that should he treated, not puniched.

The criminal justiza systom persctuat2s itself at the exvense of daaling with
crize.

In sentencing, the courts should try to uphold the moral standards of decent
people.

Most criminals wind up in prison where they cannot do any harm.
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54A.
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38A.

59A.

S6A.

G7A.

384,

71

Form A Page 3

Many peonle who commit crimes don't just conmit one, and the criminal jusiic-
system should be directinc iore of its attention to these people.

There are a number of people in prison who Zdon't deserve to be there.

The mood of the criminal often influences his decisions about criminal behavior.
ilore and better rshabilitation prograins for prisoners should ke developed.
Where justice is weak, crime tends to become rampant.

8y seeing how criminals are nunished, many are discouraced f£rom ever atiemptinc
a crime.

The primary concern in a judee's mind should be o determine the proper lengtix
of incarceration.

Among their other goals, the various organizations in the criminal justice
system try to work tocether smoothly.

Laws are there to discourage people from getting into criminal activities in
the first placs.

Judges and prosecutors ara largely concerned wvith ways to make convicted
criminals becoma productive mambers of society:

Criminals often £Zind that they can make a better living in crime than &t an
honest job.

In planning their activities, criminals take into account the lenizncy of
the criminal justice systea.

Our system is not doing enough in the way of discouraging peorle f£rom cormiss-
ing crimss. ¢

Judges oiten impose harsh sentaences to deter othars from cormitting crim=:.

If lawmakers would make Lougher laws against crime we wouldn'®t have <o manw
criminals.

At the root of much crims are early family problems.

Only by increazsed attention to alternative ways of doing its job will ti
crimincl justice system avar work.

any poor people cormit crires on immulse.

The way our laws ar: 2nforced is sufficiant to discouracs peonla Sren cormite-
ing cxires.

person associates with has an influence on whether he will commis a
If social scientists and lawmakers would cet together more often we would
have an improved criminal justice system.

Jost criminal procedures are designed with retaliation in mind.
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71A.

72A.

73A.

774A.

78A.

79a.

30A.

2B.

3B.

4B.

73.
<B.

9s2.

10B.

118.

72

Form p Page 4

The most irpor:iant single consideration in datermining the sentence to impose
should be the nature and cravity of the crire.

People learn %0 be criminal from associating with peorle who are criminal.

People get into trouble with the law vhen they don’'t have enouch worthwhile
activitiaes to Keep then busv.

viany new correctional procedurzs are too lenient.

The current trend in diverting people from prison to rehabilitation nrograms
should bz continued.

We need to hold criminals up to public scorn.

wa're wrong to think the only thing we can do for criminals is throw them in
jail.

rugs and alcohol cause crime because neople can no longer control their
behavior.

Even in the best ormganized sociaties, some veople will be criminals.

Great emphasis has been placed on incapacitation as a solution to criminal
problems.

-

A person becomes a criminal when the criminal justice system labels the persnr
a criminal.

It is important for our legal systaem %o aprear strong and fair.
sany people plan their criminal activities guite thoroughly. Form 2 Paqge 1

Law enforcerant officials work hard to maintain a strong criminal justice
system.

Criminals are neople who don't care about the richzs of others or thair
responsibility to society.

A major goal cf the criminal justice system should be to separata criminals
fxon evervbody else.

The majority of potential offenders are deterred by the threat of ounishment.

Considerably more public money should be spent in previding tresatment
facilities for offanders.

People who are tco lazy to work turn to crima.
Jowadavs courts are just trving to put convicted criminals away in Prisen.

The deteriorazion of religious values in a ganeral way is ressonsitle for much

of our crire.

“hen judges decida what zo do with a convicted cffender, they ars generally
trying to dacide on an appropriate punishment.

¥any criminals don't have enough moral_training zo stay cut of troubleo.
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Form 2 Page 2
?r‘.sgn administrators ars devoted to makine prisons wori: betiar.
Once a criminal, alwavs a crininal.
D2uGs ars a factor in wmany crires.
One of the worst thincs a nerson can be called in socie