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Abstract

This thesis focuses on how citizens engage in the punishment of criminals in their
everyday lives through means that seem neutral and largely invisible. It is at a distance that
citizens are able to voyeuristically make sense of punishment, while using their position of
privilege to engage in individualistic judgment. The consumption of punishment by everyday
citizens is often experienced in a variety of forms, such as watching television, navigating the
internet, playing video games, reading periodicals, and touring prisons. These experiences
amount to a set of practices that tend to both exclude and punish. Each of these practices provide
opportunities for the researcher interested in understanding penal spectatorship to observe the
everyday consumption of punishment. The focus of this research project seeks to untangle the
extent to which citizens engage in multiple forms of penal spectatorship in their everyday lives.
One media form which encompasses aspects of the penal spectatorship theory is a mug shot
newspaper called The Slammer. This project asks specific questions about The Slammer, in
addition to more general questions about penal spectatorship. Specifically, I utilize content
analysis to provide a descriptive context regarding the perceived gender and race among mug
shots on the front cover of the magazine. Second, a survey was administered to 15,000
undergraduate students at Kansas State University for the purposes of measuring their exposure
to mug shot newspapers, understanding of how citizens perceive the legitimacy of mug shot
newspapers, their overall engagement in penal spectatorship avenues, whether the citizen feels
punishment is justified and necessary for individuals who commit crimes, and finally citizen’s
opinions regarding the media portrayal of life in prisons and criminals and their crimes. In
addition, the survey is comprised of three versions in order to conduct an experiment. Depending
on the version of the survey, respondents were either given accurate, inaccurate, or no
information pertaining to the mug shot individuals name and charged crime. The experiment
seeks to measure respondents’ perceptions of the individuals portrayed in The Slammer mug
shots and the factors that may influence their perceptions. Furthermore, I work to develop
composite indicators of key theoretical concepts developed among cultural criminologists. The
results provide empirical evidence consistent with theorized overall growth in penal

spectatorship.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction and Statement of Purpose

In February of 1893, African American, Henry Smith was accused of the murder of
white, four year-old, Myrtle Vance in Paris, Texas. The facts of the death of Myrtle were
exaggerated evoking public support for Smith’s immediate and violent death. The white
community claimed that Smith had brutally assaulted Myrtle before he allegedly killed her, but
individuals who had seen Mrytle’s body reported observing minimal abrasions and discoloration.
The strategy had prevailed because “the white Christian people of Paris, Texas and the
communities thereabout had deliberately determined to lay aside all forms of law and inaugurate
an entirely new form of punishment for the murder” (Wells 1892: 88). People came from nearest
counties to “to see the unparalleled punishment for an unparalleled crime” (Wells 1892: 97).
Once Smith was captured, he was transported back to Paris to await his fate at the hands of his
accusers and their supporters gathered into a crowd of over 10,000, “in a wild frenzy of
excitement” (Wells 1892: 90). Smith was positioned upon a scaffold, within the view of massive
crowd. He was then tortured with red hot iron bands on all parts of his body, drenched in
kerosene, and set on fire. As Smith groaned in agony, the crowd responded with cheers. “The
people were capable of any new atrocity now, and as Smith's yells became more and more
frequent, it was difficult to hold the crowd back, so anxious were the savages to participate in the
sickening tortures” (Wells 1892: 103). Even children were present for the lynching and tried to
push through the crowd for a better view.

This public torture of Henry Smith and the large crowd that assembled to witness and
cheer on the incident is only one example of how citizens practice what Michelle Brown has
called, “penal spectatorship;” the consumption of punishment of another individual but from a
distance (Brown 2009: 4). Opportunities for the engagement in punishment have been abundant
in the everyday lives of citizens throughout much of modern history, yet typically have required
that one be proximate to the punished. The proliferation of crime and punishment into the media
sphere has allowed law-abiding citizens to keep a safe distance as they leer with fascination into
this realm traditionally kept invisible to most citizens. The use of media sources has allowed
citizens to quickly engage in the voyeuristic land of criminality and punishment. Films,
television, games, the internet, and printed media are just a few examples of media forms citizens

use to construct their understanding of crime and punishment from a distance. By believing they
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are truly glimpsing inside a real world, penal spectators unintentionally reinforce misconceptions
about crime and ultimately substantiate policy measures and other initiatives driven by fear
(Brown 2009).

According to this theory, this exaggerated fear of crime may contribute to legitimating
our national commitment to mass incarcerate and may exclude individuals who are labeled as the
“other” and as the “dangerous class” of society. Further, fear and anger of being the victim or
having a family member or friend experience victimization by a criminal ignites citizens. It
becomes easy and natural to lose trust in others, especially if those others are distant, unknown
individuals who are seen as suspicious (Brown 2009). Importantly, these experiences yield an
“us versus them” mentality which quickly becomes engraved into the normative views and
opinions of citizens. The result is citizen encouragement and support for tough security measures
in combating crime even though by nearly all measures crime, particularly violent crime, has
decreased (Brown 2009). This thesis aims to do two things. On the one hand, I work to provide
empirical evidence directly relating to the theoretical concepts of penal spectatorship. Then, I
examine one particular and readily available form of penal spectatorship, 7The Slammer, a weekly
newspaper bejeweled with mug shots of those recently arrested in the area. In particular, I ask
questions about who is depicted and how people experience The Slammer as part of their lurid
diet of consuming punishment. Such questions speak to larger matters that surround the rising
culture of punishment and the development of disproportionately aggressive incarceration
strategies to address crime.

Among scholars of the US criminal justice system, it certainly comes as no surprise that
the United States has the highest rate of imprisonment of all post-industrialized countries. While,
most western European countries have experienced increases in their incarceration rates, none
come close to the rate in the United States (Western 2006). This massive growth is worth
reviewing, however, as it stands as a mountain of empirical evidence that there is a rising
punitive culture. Recent scholarship has shown that American prisons in the last third of the
century experienced dramatic increases in population following paramount transitions within the
criminal justice system. For example, following a 12 percent population decrease in state and
federal penitentiaries in the 1960s, prison populations skyrocketed beginning in the 1970s. So,
while in 1970, the state and federal penitentiaries had populations under 200,000 (Wacquant
2009), by 2009, state and federal penitentiaries housed just over 1.6 million prisoners. This
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nearly 800 percent increase in the prison population was not, however, a response to rising crime
(Bureau of Justice Statistics 2010a).

Rather, most research indicates that the explosion of incarceration rates had more to do
with ideological matters than actual crime (Garland 2001). In fact, as much of this research
shows, the primary targets of the new aggressive imprisonment policies were what we might
think of as “castaway categories” of people that are presumed to be inherently criminal. These
groups labeled as castaways are often of the lower class, racial minorities, immigrants,
delinquents, the mentally ill, with many residing in inner city neighborhoods. African Americans
have been most affected by the mass imprisonment strategies emerging since the 1970s. Between
1970 and 1995, black prisoner population statistics increased sevenfold, despite experiencing a
seven percent decrease in prison population in the 1960s. For some, the most likely explanation
rests in the deindustrialization that occurred in our inner cities beginning in 1970. During this
process unskilled men suffered when urban labor markets took a beating. Following the
relocation of jobs away from inner cities, many young men found themselves either unemployed
or drawn into informal economies including the drug trade. The combination of unemployment
and drug involvement made it easier for law enforcement to supervise those that lingered among
the streets (Wacquant 2009). Also within the criminal justice system, previously popular
rehabilitation efforts were increasingly seen as unsuccessful. With the abandonment of
rehabilitation efforts, the warehousing of prisoners soon became the norm (Wacquant 2009).

This “war on crime” as it came to be called, emerged during the 1970s and was
politically feasible in part because of the movement of working-class white citizens toward the
Republican Party. For some this was a reaction against the perceived connection between civil
rights activism and Blacks who took part in violence in the inner cities. Prior to the 1970s,
Blacks were not systematically supervised nor incarcerated by the criminal justice system.
However, the era of mass incarceration, which began in 1975, produced a harsh reality for black
Americans, whom at the end of the twentieth century were eight times more likely to be
incarcerated than their white counterparts (Wacquant 2009) despite being only 13 percent of the
United States population (US Census Bureau 2000). The systematic incarceration of black males
has created a pathway for which imprisonment is a more common life trajectory milestone than
serving in the military or completing a college education (Western 2006). In 2009, black inmates
accounted for about 40 percent of prison and jail populations and were incarcerated at a rate of
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4,749 per 100,000 US residents. Hispanics have also been subjected to intense criminal justice
focus. In 2009, Hispanics represented about a fifth of the prison and jail population and were
incarcerated at a rate of 1,822 per 100,000 US residents. The least affected are white inmates,
who were incarcerated at a rate of 708 per 100,000 US. At only 33 percent, the white prison
population is far from being equivalent to its 77 percent proportion of the US population (US
Census Bureau 2000; Bureau of Justice Statistics 2010c).

The authority of the state to enforce extensive punishment in the form of mass
incarceration provides evidence of power and inequality. The enforcers of punishment tend to be
those of the majority in race and class and the recipients of punishment often times are marginal
and minority in race and class. These marginal and minority groups are seen as disposable and
deserving of isolation from society through imprisonment. The rationalization stems from
majority classes who perceive minority groups as being involved in disproportionate amounts of
serious crime in the United States (Brown 2009).

This thesis will describe how a certain type of media is being used to encourage penal
spectatorship, by providing opportunities for the consumption of punishment. I first begin my
discussion by explaining the theory of penal spectatorship and how it relates to, and serves as, a
mechanism of social control. Then, I present a discussion about how the fear of crime and the
rise of the victim have been used to create a perception of the need for increased social control
mechanisms. I discuss how the extension of media sources impact the way citizens see crime and
punishment. I introduce the concept of racial formation and how race has become a meaningful
category in its consequences for those who are not seen as White. I will discuss how race is
formulated and how the consequence of racialized othering leads to prejudice attitudes. Finally, I
introduce gender theory and utilization in understand crime.

In the Chapter 3 methods section, I describe my study of a modern tabloid newspaper,
The Slammer, which displays local offender mug shots as a form of entertainment and
information. I describe a multi-method approach that will be used to identify the appearance of
meaningful categories and citizens reactions to these categories on the front cover of The
Slammer. Content analysis will be used to analyze The Slammer’s mug shots. I will be coding
based on the categories of gender and race in order to provide descriptive context on who is
generally displayed in these newspapers. The survey section will focus primarily on measuring
citizen’s engagement in the punishment of offenders. A variety of questions will expand on
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topics such as citizen’s extent of exposure to mug shot newspapers, citizen’s overall reactions to
mug shot newspapers, to what degree do citizens engage in media centered around crime and
punishment, whether the citizen feels punishment is justified and necessary for individuals who
commit crimes, and finally citizen’s opinions regarding the media portrayal of life in prisons and
criminals and their crimes. Also within the survey was an experiment that called for a three-
version survey design. Depending on the version of the survey, respondents were either given
accurate, inaccurate, or no information pertaining to the mug shot individuals name and charged
crime. The experiment sought to measure the respondents’ perception of the individuals
portrayed on The Slammer and to untangle whether the severity of the crime governed their
responses or whether race and gender may have been contributing factors. Overall, I build on
Michelle Brown’s work and argue that these mug shot newspapers represent a case of penal
spectatorship through which citizens consume offenders’ punishments, much like the frequent
lynching events at the end of the nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth century, but
from a distance (Brown 2009).

In Chapter 4, I analyze the results of the content analysis. Next, a comprehensive analysis
of the Axio Survey will be completed. Frequency results will be presented according to the major
topics represented in the survey, cross tabs will be used to disentangle how the affects of race,
Hispanic origin, and gender influence respondent’s opinions on topics of punishment and
criminality. Then finally, the third section of the analysis will provide an overview of the results
from the mug shot comparison study.

Finally in Chapter 5, I provide conclusions drawn from the analysis of the research

project and how these results can be utilized to understand the concept of penal spectatorship.



Chapter 2 - Literature Review

Penal Spectatorship

In The Culture of Punishment, Michelle Brown provides a definition of the prison culture
as “a society committed to the construction of prisons and the warehousing of mass numbers of
people with little regard for the complexities of their lives, the lives of those hired to confine
them, and the communities that surrounded them” (Brown 2009: 3). The rise of the prison
culture has reflected an increase in punitivity of criminal offenders within the criminal justice
system and within free society, so much that there are increasing opportunities for everyday
citizens to consume punishment outside the traditional formal institutions. The consumption of
punishment by everyday citizens is often experienced in a variety of forms, such as watching
television, navigating the internet, playing video games, reading periodicals, and touring prisons.
These experiences amount to a set of practices that tend to both exclude and punish. Each of
these practices provide opportunities for the researcher interested in understanding penal
spectatorship to observe the everyday consumption of punishment. Such practices are ways in
which citizens engage in the punishment of criminals outside the prison context and within
public social spheres that appear inherently neutral and free from the direct punishment
associated with formal institutions (Brown 2009).

Through these practices, Americans are entangled with punishment but from a distance.
People are able to construct knowledge about the “reality” of punishment through the use of
these practices but yet do not directly experience the “social realities and the social facts that
define mass incarceration” (Brown 2009: 4). The distance afforded to these citizens allows them
to be a penal spectator, an observer, and for some a voyeur, who is capable of making judgments
regarding the punishment of penal subjects due to their privilege and authority. Penal spectators
use positions of authority, power, and legitimacy to define the worth of other individuals by
deciding to dominate their vulnerability through displacement mechanisms. For spectators, it
becomes seemingly hard to pull one’s focus away from the pain of those being punished. Brown
cites John Urry in explaining how the tourist gaze is based on the fascination of viewing
experiences that are different than their own. According to Urry, tourists classify these

experiences as alien and unfamiliar. This act of viewing the “other” is intended and encouraged



to be a one-way interaction, where the spectator is distanced from the possibility of encountering
a reciprocated glance (Brown 2009).

Penal spectators can observe punishment in a variety of fashions. Spectators may choose
to “stare curiously or reflectively, peer sideways from her peripheral vision, or gape and gawk
directly” at a person experiencing punishment or pain (Brown 2009: 21). The act of looking at
the punishment of another individual has come to be “fascination, fetishism, amusement, and
dread” (Smith, 2008: 1). The people, places, and things wrapped up in crime and punishment,
according to Urry, are chosen as spectacle objects because they are “transformed into faceless
and disembodied objects or spectacle” (Brown 2009: 107). It is easier for spectators to view
punished individual as objects when the individual being punished is stripped of their humanistic
qualities. This is not wholly new, certainly, there has almost always been a fascination with
observing those labeled as the “dangerous class” because they are seen something different and
capable of objectification (Brown 2009).

This opportunity is different from earlier eras because punishment can now be consumed
from a distance. That is, citizens who engage in penal spectatorship are increasingly distanced
from one of the central characteristics of punishment-the infliction of pain upon the wrongdoer.
New techniques for inflicting pain have moved to the forefront as both acceptable and necessary
reactions to crime (Brown 2009). According to Sarat and Kearns, citizens’ acceptance of the law
and the use of violence develop from the fear of an absence of government control in preventing
others from aimlessly seeking power (Sarat and Kearns 1991). The rise of the governmental
executive power and the rise in punishment are evidence of how violence and punishment
become legitimate and acceptable for application in criminal justice sanctions. The underlying
premise is rooted in the establishment of social control and the vengeance for victims (Brown

2009).

Social Control
According to Durkheim, criminal acts are understood as violations of the collective
conscience. The result is societal disapproval of the offender and the criminal act. Offenders of
the law are seen as deserving of punishment by citizens in order to emphasize and reestablish the
shared moral boundaries of the culture. Thus, infliction of pain through punishment mechanisms

is seen as an acceptable reaction for maintaining social solidarity and subduing the threat to
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stability. Durkheim claims the goal of punishment “is to maintain inviolate the cohesion of
society by sustaining the common consciousness in all its vigour” (Durkheim 1997[1983]:63).
Overall, punishment is deemed a critical component of social control because it influences
citizens to adhere to the shared moral boundaries.

In contrast, Zygmunt Bauman explains social control and regulation as developing from
the establishment of norms and sanctions intended to keep citizens in abidance. For Bauman,
social control relies on “separation, amputation, excision, expurgation, [and] exclusion” by those
in positions of power (Bauman 2000: 206). These actions isolate and stigmatize those individuals
whose actions are prohibited within society. Therefore, punishment is the representation of the
collectivities desire to nonchalantly support pain and violence for those marginalized groups of
society, to whom they believe threaten their interests (Bauman 2000).

In The Culture of Punishment, Brown connects the rise of incarceration as a practice of
othering through the regulation of minority groups in terms of race and class. In this way, the
increasing intensity of punishment and its usage emerges to allow punishment to become an
inclusive process authorizing society to effect the exclusion of an offender through social control
practices. Brown further cites Scheper Hughes to establish that the extension of social control
has lead to “the refusal of social support and humane care to vulnerable and stigmatized social
groups seen as social parasites...; the militarization of everyday life...; social polarization and
fear...; reversed feelings of victimization as dominant social groups and classes demand violent
policing to put offending groups in their place” (Brown 2009: 34). Thus, anger and fear directed
at minority groups leads to support for increased punitive mechanisms for maintaining social
stability (Brown 2009).

Within sociology this is not entirely new, of course. In Discipline and Punish, Foucault
extends Bentham’s “cruel, ingenious cage,” the panopticon, as being a perfect form of social
control wrapped up in rational techniques of surveillance, classification, and discipline. The
panopticon becomes symbolic of the continuous process of enforcing obedience to the law for
law abiding citizens and reinforcing obedience for law breaking criminals (Smith 2008). In
extension, Foucault presents the argument that punishment has moved away from public
punishment and inflicting direct pain to the body, toward a variety of institutions distant from the
prison such as school, work, and the family. As modern society has progressed, increases in
monitoring, surveillance, and discipline have enabled individuals in society to engage in self-
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control and self-discipline in order to maintain social control in society. According to Foucault,
society begins to recognize social control and punishment as natural and legitimate (Foucault
1977). John Bender explains the extension of prisons and other penal icons has came to a point
where “the penitentiary does not need to be accessible to visitors, or even physically present to
view...because its rules are one and the same as those that govern consciousness itself. Citizens
largely function, in their imaginations, as the beholders of penitentiary punishment, picturing
themselves at once as the objects of supervision and as impartial spectators enforcing
reformation of character on the isolated other” (Bender 1987: 228). In this way, citizens are
capable of exercising judgment and punishment in their everyday lives.

Smith takes a slightly different angle on the panopticon. By referring back to Bentham,
Smith claims Foucault’s characterization of the panopticon as a locus of control, misses
Bentham’s original perspective. According to Smith, Bentham’s approach shows that the
panopticon also worked to communicate messages to society about punishment and conformity
to moral boundaries. Smith contends that he and other cultural criminologists see punishment as
taking on the form of meaningful or symbolic activities capable of communicating a distinctive
message. The meaning embedded in punishment creates a “narrative” for the on-looking
audience. The messages of punishment transmit information about the nature of society, the
qualities of the offender, the characteristics of a good society, the immorality of crime, and
properties of the criminal justice system. Furthermore, Bentham, like Foucault, deemed it
necessary for the panopticon to be public and therefore open to the community. Bentham saw
public spectacle as necessary component in keeping the power of the state in check and for
influencing community deterrence. The panopticon was not “an observatory for the cold eye of
one over the many, but rather a theater and spectacle where the multitude could look upon a few
for both entertainment and edification” (Smith 2008: 106). Bentham’s vision of the panopticon
relates to Durkheim’s perspective of punishment being open to and a reflection of the collective
consciousness (Smith 2008).

Thus, Bentham’s panopticon concept can be used to understand the justification behind
the engagement in penal spectatorship. Citizens who practice penal spectatorship are receiving
messages about what is meaningful to understand regarding crime and punishment, especially in
the media. These messages translate information about what is immoral and why citizens should
refrain from engaging in criminality. Yet they also convey messages about the nature of
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criminality that may not be particularly accurate. Such messages fuel a sense of fear, further

justifying the use of punishment.

Fear of Crime/Rise of the Victim/Collectivity

Despite the majority of the U.S. population not having any direct experience with crime,
members of society still remain wary of crime and the potential for victimization (Potter and
Kappeler 2006). Jonathan Simon states that from 1960 to the present, crime has increasingly
been seen as one of the biggest problems the government has to address. The governance of
crime can be characterized by two major components, the punishment and control of individuals
and the pursuit of national security and justice. Punishment, in the hopes of establishing social
control, has taken the form of governance by addressing the “fear of crime” through various laws
and regulations implemented in Congress and state legislatures (Simon 2007). In a similar way,
“...the insecurities and the social isolation of our time have made us preoccupied with
uncertainty, danger, and risk. Modern crime control and penal policies accordingly are concerned
above all to identify, quantify, and reduce risk or the perception of risk. Insecurity is so profound
and pervasive that traditional concerns about fairness, justice, and equality have become
unaffordable luxuries” (Tonry 2004: 23).

The state of society under these conditions can be described through the concept of moral
panics. Coined by Stanley Cohen, a moral panic describes societies heightened awareness and
reaction against a certain activity or group of individuals that are perceived to be a threat to the
security of society. The result is society identifying and organizing their fear toward these
activities and individuals for the purpose of maintaining a secure society. Any deviation from
established moral boundaries, therefore, becomes noticeable and subject to judgment. Criminal
justice officials, politicians, and media agents are just some of the societal actors who respond to
the moral panic. Many times they work to reaffirm the importance of understanding the moral
panic and also respond with potential solutions for putting an end to the threat of societal
instability (Cohen 1980).

The growing increase in proximity between individuals has permitted them to gather
together to discuss issues relating to protection from crime. The product of their collectivity is a
sense of unity, cohesion, and a shared culture (Greer 2004). In a wide variety of media forms,

one of the spaces for collectivity, citizens are encouraged to identify and sympathize with crime
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victims. People are encouraged “to see what they are seeing and feel what they are feeling; to
become involved emotionally and join in the condemnation and punishment of the offender, who
is increasingly portrayed as evil and beyond redemption” (Greer 2004: 113). Evoking citizen’s
emotions by emphasizing rampant fear and vulnerable victims has shown to produce emotionally
charged conceptions of crime. It is suggested that when people see or read about crime in the
media they may respond with personal outrage and possibly feel connected to others in an
“imagined community” whom are also outraged (Katz 1987). For example, crime involving the
sexual assault on a child frequently gains public outcry and results in the widespread admonition
of the criminal (Greer 2004).

Simon states citizens have gradually gained a new identity that refers to themselves as
victims of potential crimes. Through this identification and increased crime consciousness,
citizens gain a collective understanding of what political measures are necessary to combat the
threat of crime and preserve personal safety. As the focus of attention switches to the protection
of the victim, a similar transition must be made that commits us to programs geared toward being
tough on crime. The rationale relies on the zero-sum premise that one cannot be for the victim if
he is also for the criminal. For Simon, it is important to recognize that not all citizens equally see
themselves as victims and capable of affecting political measures. Instead, it is white, middle
class citizens who, awash in a culture of punishment that distorts real threat, find themselves at

the forefront of battling the threat of crime and initiation penal legislation (Simon 2007).

Representations in the Media

The prevalent use of technology has allowed the dissemination of information to be
available to be consumed by almost any individual across the world but also has allowed it to be
distributed at flashing rates that were once imagined impossible (Potter and Kappeler 2006).
Therefore, what society knows and understands about crime and crime control is not generally
represented by statistical data on crime rates or arrest records, but rather society gains its
understanding from “symbolic display, cultural interpretation and representational negotiation”
(Ferrell et al. 2004: 4). Because most citizens will not directly experience imprisonment, they

gain their understanding or knowledge through media representations (Brown 2009).
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Significant for this study is that recent audiences have experienced an extension of crime
and punishment into the media sphere. This transformation and expansion is distributed through
multiple media such as films, television shows and series, online and printed news media, iPhone
applications, and recently entire television networks. The portrayal of images, ideas, and
narratives of crime and punishment in the media has affected the way people think about crime
and punishment. Through the media, people are conditioned to identify behaviors that should be
criminalized, who should be punished; how they should be punished, and what the roles of
criminal justice authorities should assume (Rafter 2007). According to Ray Surette, “people use
knowledge they obtain from the media to construct a picture of the world, an image of reality on
which they base their actions. This process is called ‘the social construction of reality’” (Surette
1992: 1). Thus, the social construction of reality is created by people’s experiences and
knowledge from social interactions. These perceived social realities do not always reflect the
objective reality. The accepted view of social reality stems from a collective groups agreed upon
understanding of how to see the world. In other words, how people perceive social reality
depends on cultural and social trends, despite objective reality. The media plays an important
element in constructing social reality because the media is able to select which social reality to
convey. The construction of reality often reported by media sources are those that correspond
with the special interest of powerful groups, those that are dramatic, and those that align with
cultural and social trends. Therefore, competing constructions of reality are often filtered out of
the media and unable to gain legitimacy (Surette 2011).

When social constructions are already developed, frames are utilized. Frames allow
people to easily organize experiences and events into groups and react in an appropriate manner,
usually in favor of a policy measure. When crimes can be placed into an established frame,
people are able to understand the cause of the crime, why it occurred, and the appropriate
response. Thus, frames allow people to simplify their understanding of how to deal with crime.
Politicians often rely on frames to garner support for policy measures. For example, the “faulty
criminal justice system frame” claims crime is a result of leniency and inefficiency in the
criminal justice system. The response of politicians to addressing these issues is advocating for
“tough on crime” measures (Surette 2011:38).

Representations of crime and punishment in the media have been frequently transformed
into an entertainment commodity that has been selected, transformed, and marketed to the public.
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Presenting crime in an informative and entertaining manner has become successful because
audiences have become more voyeuristic and in demand of entertainment. However, there is a
distinct boundary that exists and should be maintained regarding media sources providing
information about crime and punishment and media sources seeking to entertain their audiences
about crime and punishment. The combination of seeking to provide information and
entertainment in the media can be problematic if these boundaries are blurred. Ray Surette
explains that when crime plays the part of information and entertainment, an infotainment
product emerges. Infotainment persuades audiences to believe they are receiving true and
accurate accounts about crime, when in truth the portrayals are actually “a highly stylized
rendition of a narrow, edited slice of the world” (Surette 2011:19). These edited depictions of
crime and punishment are often packaged with a realistic and entertainment component,
influencing audiences to accept them as authentic and realistic (Dowler, Fleming, and Muzzati
2006). Stuart Hall explains that old views of representation of reality used to consist of teasing
out the true meaning from its representation. The new views of representation of reality neglect
to find the true meaning and instead accept the representation as the true meaning. Therefore, we
are left with an inaccurate representation of crime. This is problematic because the new view of
the representation of reality is a source for the shaping of public discourse on crime (Hall et al.
1978). The images within the media reflect and provide new meaning to the new trends and
concerns of society that are wrapped up in crime, punishment, and justice. Of course, the
conceptualization of crime since the 1970s is that crime is out of control, citizens are at risk of
being victims, and tough penal measures are necessary to combat the spiraling epidemic (Potter
and Kappeler 2006).

The reality still remains, however, that serious crime rates have been on the decline since
the 1970s and that since 1991 overall crime rates have declined (Kappeler and Potter, 2005). The
average citizen would not expect these crime trends to be accurate given the persistent media
distortion of crime frequency and the types of crimes being committed. The frequency and the
manner in which media sources represent different types of offenders and victims have shown to
have potential in shaping public opinion. So, if certain offenders and victims are overrepresented
in the media, the consuming audience may develop stereotypes and hostility for those offending
groups deemed as dangerous; or, the audience may develop an understanding of who is
vulnerable and should fear crime (Dixon, Azocar, and Casas 2003).
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The common theme reproduced in the media is that the more uncommon a crime is, the
more attention the media will be likely to cover the story. This is especially true in news
reporting. Despite most people’s perceptions that news reporting consisting of objective
information, news reporting is often formatted to provide its audiences a voyeuristic experience
consisting of abnormal criminal events (Surette 2011). To capitalize on the fears, both real and
imagined, of its audience, media sources present information on shocking and violent crime that
is likely to create an outraged reaction among the public. For example, news reporting has been
shown to favor reporting on violent crimes such as murder, sexual crimes, gang violence, and
drug violence. Even news stories about crimes against children and wealthy white women come
to the forefront regardless of their low victimization rates. A further example is the depiction of
strangers preying on victims, despite that victims often experience violence at the hands of
someone they know (Feld, 2003). Overall, the media tends to overlook and not relay information
about common everyday crime because, according to the public, these are not seen as “real
crime.” For example, the media fails to pay sufficient attention on corporate and white collar
crime. Another example can be found in news stories involving instances of rape that are
frequently biased in reporting a stranger as the perpetrator, when statistics show that the majority
of all rapes occur at the hands of a family member, a romantic partner, or some other
acquaintance (Potter and Keppeler 2006).

Although research results are somewhat varied, Kenneth Dowler found that local crime
reporting is saturated with racial images wrapped in criminality and victimization. Minority
offenders were more likely to be represented in ways so as to reinforce the black stereotypes held
by white citizens. Minority victims, on the other hand, are less likely to gain any attention at all.
If and when minority victims do receive such attention in news reporting, the attention is
significantly less than their white victim counterparts (Dowler 2004). In extension, Chiricos and
Escholz conclude in their analysis that minority groups, particularly Blacks and Hispanics, are
more likely to be portrayed in a threatening manner than Whites in crime related news stories
(Chiricos and Escholz 2002).

Likewise, media representations of victims and offenders according to gender have
consistently been disproportionate. There has been an overwhelming depiction of males as
offenders (Sacco 1995) and females as victims in crime news (Surette 2011). More specifically,
women who are White, young, and good looking often become idealized by the media. In
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contrast, women who do not meet the idealized victim image are often blamed for their
victimization (Humphries and Caringella-MacDonald 1990). Nevertheless, women are
consistently portrayed as in need of protection from men as the result of their vulnerability and
subordination (Surette 2011). This representation is believed to structure and amplify women’s
fear of crime and the possibility of victimization (Madriz 1997).

Taken together, research has shown that there is a correlation between the fear of crime
and media exposure. In George Gerbner’s research, conclusions about the affects of frequent
television watching were related to increased concerns about the fear of crime, the perceived
incline of crime rates, the possibility of personal victimization, the lack of safety in their own
neighborhood, and maintaining “get tough on crime” and other anti-crime measures for
combating crime. These individuals also were more likely to take anti-crime measures in their
own hands by purchasing guns and other safety devices (Gerbner, 1994). In addition, research in
this area has shown that frequent television watching lead individuals to perceive that others

cannot be trusted (Carlson 1985).

Racial Formation

The disparity in racial representation in the media would be explained by Omni and
Winant as being empirical evidence that the United States is “racially structured from the top to
bottom” (Omni and Winant 1994:50). Despite claims of advancing forward from blatant forms of
oppression and discrimination from the past, the history of race has continued to shape the life
experiences of individuals in the United States. The ability to identify what is race and how it is
constructed has been problematic and often arbitrary. For the common citizen, race is likely
thought of as a biological characteristic that is permanently fixed to an individual; however, this
is not true. According to Omni and Winant, racial formation is a “sociohistorical process by
which racial categories are created, inhabited, transformed, and destroyed” (Omni and Winant
1994:55). The way individuals make sense of race and structurally organize race into society is
manifested in racial projects. Thus, racial projects when combined together lead toward the
formation of race (Omni and Winant 1994).

Since the history of the US has largely demonstrated that nonwhites have been deterred

and excluded from politics, the US has secured a racial dictatorship. The consequences of the
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racial dictatorship include labeling those who are considered American as white and labeling
nonwhites as racialized others. This resulted in the creation of the “color line,” where race
became a fundamental category for dividing the country. Consequently, the color line has
provoked one type of racial project to be practiced in our everyday experiences. This racial
project is visible as we meet new people. One of the first things we notice, either consciously or
subconsciously, is their race. Pinpointing a person’s race has become a meaningful indicator in
identifying who a person is. The ability of individuals to draw conclusions about who a person is
depends upon individuals believing in the racial social structure. Individuals come to expect that
others will act according to preconceived racial identifies (Omni and Winant 1994)

The connection of racial projects to racist intentions can only be established if it “creates
or reproduces structures of domination based on essentialist categories of race” (Omni and
Winant 1994: 71). In fact, all of the rationalizations, prejudice, stereotypes, and discrimination
acts linked to systemic racism are characteristic of a “white racist worldview” (Feagin 2000: 99),
where Whites are superior and Blacks are inferior. In other words, racist ideology is evidence of
Whites working to maintain their power and privilege. The employment of stereotypes is often
used to rationalize racist behavior and prejudice attitudes but through false or exaggerated
generalizations. These racist attitudes are commonly reproduced through the images and writing
of white elites, who intentionally portray Blacks in a negative manner and Whites in a positive
manner. Furthermore, stereotypes keep Blacks from fully overcoming their oppression by
advocating negative images to be attached to black individuals. Black men have become
commonly viewed as inherently violent and criminal and black women as welfare dependents
and overly sexual deviant. Overall, black individuals have been marked by the white population
as being lazy, immoral, and not attractive (Feagin 2000).

The history of white racist attitudes in the US reveals that for centuries most whites were
open about their negative views regarding Blacks. National opinion surveys in the 1930’s reveal
many Whites were supportive of segregative policies involving residential areas, transportation,
the armed forces, the workplace, restaurants, and hospitals. For example, 80% of respondents
indicated support for keeping Blacks out of white neighborhoods. In the 1960’s, white racist
attitudes still prevailed despite decreasing support for Jim Crow practices. Despite over half of
respondents supporting the improvement in voting rights and employment practices, the majority
of Whites still maintained opposition to black residents entering white neighborhoods and Blacks
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marrying a family member or close friend. Today, research polls indicate that white racist
attitudes have decreased compared to previous decades and that Americans are significantly
moving away from encompassing racist views against Blacks. However, there remains the
question of whether actual racist attitudes have declined or whether whites have become less
likely to report their racist attitudes in polls and surveys. The latter explanation for the decrease
in reporting of attitudes has shown to be the most likely explanation. Some studies have found
that many white respondents are less forthcoming in providing their opinion on racist matters
because they hope to be perceived as unprejudiced or socially acceptable. In a one study, survey
results indicated less racist attitudes among respondents. But once respondents were interviewed
on the same set of questions, many of the respondent’s answers indicated signs of prejudice but
many times the respondent would provide a rationale that tried to neutral their opinion.
Nevertheless, many surveys still are able to conclude that Whites hold a significant level of
negative thinking about Blacks. In 1994, for example, over half of all respondents to a NORC

survey answered one question that indicated an anti-black stance (Feagin 2000).

Gender Theory

Similar to popular discourse relating to racial differences, gender differences are social
constructions and are not natural or biological (West and Zimmerman 1987). According to
Robert Connell, idealized images of gender have been created and embedded in society through
many institutions, especially the media. Hegemonic masculinity accentuates the subordination of
women, authority, aggression, and technical intellect. Emphasized femininity, on the other hand,
defines women as dependent, sexual, and having motherly qualities (Connell 1987).

Since aggression is deeply linked with masculinity, female aggression is often forgotten
about due to its rarer occurrence. When female aggression becomes visible, it is interpreted in a
different manner than how male aggression is interpreted. Female aggression is understood as a
lack of self control, a cry for help, or a fear for a disintegrating relationship. For males,
aggression is seen as a mark of control over others, a self-esteem booster, or in response to
preventing failure (Campbell 1993).

Nevertheless, tradition has shown that women have been sanctioned for their aggressive
behavior. Female aggression and violence is seen by society as an act that betrays the traditional

female role in society (Shapiro 1996). Female aggression is labeled as unnatural and the women
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who commit the acts of violence are rejected as women. To accept female criminality would go
against societies traditional roles assigned to women and the discourse that women are truly
different than men (Grindstaff & McCaughey 1996). In all, females are taught that aggression for
women is shameful and males are thought that aggression is good and is a signifying act of their
manhood (Campbell 1993).

As a consequence, women have attained the identity of victim. The social construction of
women as victims serves as a fundamental source of social control over women. The perceived
threat of victimization encourages women to fear crime, adhere to traditional gender roles and
that inappropriate women’s behavior should be sanctioned (Meyers 1997). In contrast, for some
men “doing crime” is a form of “doing masculinity” (Messerschmidt 1993) and that their

masculinity is defined by the oppression of women and other men (Collier 1998).

An Overview

In conclusion, this literature review has described penal spectatorship as the consumption
of an offender’s punishment through mechanisms that, while they collapse the real distance
between the two, allow the spectator to view the offender and symbolically participate in his or
her punishment. The legitimacy of punishment reflects a culture of punishment in which we find
an increasingly normative embracing of the use of social control mechanisms to keep citizens
from committing crimes and to hold offenders accountable for any transgression. The
consequences of social control mechanisms are evident in the unforgiving penal policies driven
by fear of crime and the protection of victims. Media sources, too, have capitalized on fear of
crime and the protection of victims when presenting visual images and messages on crime and
punishment. Problems compound when media sources move from being primarily informative
toward entertaining their audience. The result is the misrepresentation of crime and punishment
by the media but with audiences still perceiving these images and messages as accurate
depictions of reality. The concept of racial formation is introduced to tie together how minorities,
and Blacks more specifically, have become a target of racist attitudes and racial discrimination.
Finally, a brief overview of gender theory is presented to describe how hegemonic masculinity
and emphasized femininity influence societies understanding of crime.

The following methods section lays the foundation for measuring penal spectatorship in

the mug shot newspaper, The Slammer, and in measuring the attitudes about punishment, and

18



more broadly as experienced among college students. The purpose of analyzing The Slammer is
to uncover its underlying use of social control in promoting citizen deterrence and offender
accountability by way of displaying the offender’s mug shot and their alleged crime. The present
study will focus on the images being displayed for audiences in The Slammer and how the
audience perceives the offender and their current state of punishment. The analysis will also
demonstrate the extent to which respondents to the survey engage in punitive media and how
they justify the use of punishment for criminals. Finally, cross-tabs will reveal how a respondents
race, Hispanic origin, and gender may be factors influencing respondents opinions of about

arrested individuals and their direct involvement in a punitive culture.
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Chapter 3 - The Slammer Background

To explore patterns of consumption among readers and the portrayal of those arrested,
this study will use a multi-method approach to study the front cover mug shot images on a
weekly newspaper called The Slammer and to describe citizen’s reactions to the presence of
crime and punishment in the media, especially printed media like The Slammer. The Slammer
describes itself as “an informative and entertaining weekly newspaper that focuses on local crime
in a straightforward, humorous and revealing manner” (The Slammer 2010). By identifying the
newspaper as a straightforward and revealing account of relaying information on local crime, the
newspaper aims to display and disclose relevant information in an upfront and honest manner.
The other descriptor of the newspaper, being humorous, suggests that looking at offender mug
shots and reading about real instances of crime should bring citizens to laughter and insight
feelings of amusement. These three descriptors — straightforward, revealing, and humorous —
together propose that within 7The Slammer one will find a creditable depiction of the realities of
crime and punishment that is additionally hilarious. This is precisely the configuration of mixed
purposes that Surette has cautioned against. Its presence, though, affords an opportunity to
explore how it is consumed and how it presents reality to entice consumers. There is a
considerable amount that we do not know about penal spectatorship. For example, we do not
know exactly what citizens reactions are to The Slammer. How do people perceive those who are
represented on the cover? Do these perceptions vary according to race or gender? We also do not
know the extent to which citizens engage in punitive media and related social interaction and to
what extent do citizens begin to justify the use of punishment for criminals. This study aims to
begin exploring these and other questions by examining how The Slammer stands as an example
of penal spectatorship-wrapped in citizen’s engagement of offender punishment.

During a respectable interview with the publisher of The Slammer, 1 was able to acquire
information regarding when and why The Slammer was founded, how The Slammer currently
operates, and the extent of the success of The Slammer measured by growth revenue and number
of copies sold in 2010. The publisher revealed that the idea of The Slammer was influenced by an
article he read about the man who founded the idea of a mug shot newspaper during his

incarceration. This concept of a “mug shot newspaper” fascinated the now-publisher and soon
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after, in July 2007 The Slammer business was organized and by October 2007 the first issue of
The Slammer was published in Charlotte, North Carolina. Further, the publisher identifies the
parent company of The Slammer as the for-profit corporation, CorMedia LLC. Currently,
CorMedia publishes thirteen editions of The Slammer in eight states — Arizona, Arkansas,
Florida, Kansas, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, and Texas. In 2010, The Slammer sold
approximately 3.5 million copies across the United States for a gross revenue of $2.4 million.
When the publisher was asked about The Slammer’s targeted audience, his response was “anyone
with $1 and an interest in local crime.” In fact, the publisher has observed people from all
demographics purchasing The Slammer and he reasons the breadth of interest in The Slammer is

likely due to

...a multitude of reasons; a general interest in local crime, a desire to identify
persons known to the reader that have been arrested, schadenfreude,
voyeurism, to identify criminal perpetrators, to identify sex offenders, [and]

satiate curiosity.

Therefore, the broad curiosity of audiences in identifying criminals and veering into the realm of
criminality are some of the reasons given to explain the success of the newspaper. The publisher

goes on to explain why he believes The Slammer has been so successful.

The Slammer has been very successful in its mission to inform the public on
matters of crime and public safety. Throughout the course of history humanity
has been fascinated with crime and punishment and that interest has yet to
wane. The Slammer allows people in a community to see exactly who among
them is being charged with committing crimes, from the most heinous felonies
to the simplest misdemeanors. Crime represents a significant source of fear of
most Americans and a source of entertainment for many; The Slammer allows
a reader to hold and appraise the face of crime safely from a distance and
contemplate their thoughts and feelings about the human condition in its

relation to crime.
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In connection to the publisher’s statement about the longevity in citizen’s interest of
crime and punishment, 7he Slammer is expecting to improve its design and expand into new
markets nationwide in the near future. The physical design of the newspaper has already
undergone multiple improvements due to increased availability of resources. The Slammer
website is also following improvement plans to enhance its presentation and the content
displayed among their website. Perhaps the most significant expansion of The Slammer is
currently be negotiated. The publisher states, “CorMedia is in discussions with television
producers about a possible Slammer-based television program.” Only time will tell whether The
Slammer is able join the ever-expanding television media focused on crime and punishment

(Cornetti, Issac. 2011. Personal Interview, March 31).
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Chapter 4 - Methodology

Content Analysis

The first method I utilized in the current research study to untangle the complexity
surrounding our current culture of punishment was content analysis. Content analysis is
characterized as “a careful, detailed, systematic examination and interpretation of a particular
body of material in an effort to identify patterns themes, biases, and meanings (Berg, 2009: 338).
In addition, content analysis has become a popular research method used to examine content
among the media (Wimmer and Dominick 2006). Thus, the goal of the current content analysis
was to describe the context from which readers of The Slammer are exposed. More specifically,
the main focus was to provide a simplistic description of individuals portrayed in the mug shots
based on race, gender, and the intersectionality of race and gender.

I began the content analysis by searching for online versions of The Slammer from The
Slammer website. Under the “Previous Issues” tab on the website, I randomly selected one of the
eleven locations to represent the edition to be used in the coding process. The chosen location
was the edition dedicated to the Triangle counties of North Carolina: Wake, Johnston, and
Durham. When I accessed The Slammer website on January 31, 2011 the timeframe of the online
editions available for the Triangle counties of North Carolina were August 20, 2010 to October
15, 2010. Each of the eight Triangle county editions were downloaded in PDF format.

Since the front cover of almost any printed media is crucial in luring potential readers, [
decided to apply the coding scheme to mug shots on the eight front covers. Each of the eight
editions displayed sixteen mug shots on their front cover. This excludes any mug shots or
portraits in the major headlines. Taken together, a total of 128 mug shots were available for
coding and were used as the unit of analysis. Using Adobe PhotoShop, I numbered each of the
mug shots from one to sixteen and added the words “Race” and “Gender” to the space below
each mug shot to represent the variable being measured for each mug shot. Refer to appendix B
to see the layout of the front covers.

To obtain interrator reliability I was assisted by nine volunteer coders. The ten coders,
including myself, were chosen based on their background in qualitative research. Nine of them

were graduate students and one coder was an assistant professor. Among the coders were six
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females and four males. According to race, five were White and five were non-White. Each
coder was asked to separately code each of the eight front cover of The Slammer based on two
variables: race and gender. The coders were instructed to code each unit of analysis, the mug
shot image, according to how the average reader of The Slammer would categorize the person in
the mug shot image based on gender and race (See Appendix A). At the conclusion of the
analysis of each front cover, I compared the codings to one another. Differences of opinion were
expected to emerge, but the goal was to present a summary categorization of the mug shot
images, while still allowing for differences. The underlying reason behind the summary
categorization of the mug shot images is to draw boundaries around the context from which the
readers of The Slammer are likely to draw their opinions. In Chapter 4, I reveal the results of the

content analysis and computation of interrator reliability.

Axio Survey

The other method implemented in the research project was an online survey. Online
surveys have been frequently used as a means of surveying groups because of cost savings
related to printing and mailing survey instruments and transforming the survey data into
electronic format (Cobanoglu, Warae, and Morec 2001). The survey instrument I used was
Kansas State University’s Axio Survey. Axio Survey is a free online survey and reporting tool
used for academic research that is available to any faculty, staff, or student at Kansas State
University. The Axio Survey instrument is designed to distribute online surveys to a sample of
identified respondents through access in an e-mail. Once I was able to gain access to the Axio
Survey through the Information Technology Assistance Center approval process, I was able to
import my survey questions into Axio Survey. The objective of the survey questions was to
measure respondent’s engagement in penal spectatorship through analyzing their opinions
relating to the use of punishment for criminal acts and the respondents own personal engagement

in punishment in mediated sources.

Sample and Survey Implementation
The target population for the Axio Survey was full-time undergraduate students attending
Kansas State University in Manhattan and Salina. As of Fall 2010, Kansas State University had a
17,080 full-time undergraduate student enrollment. Of these, 52.4% are males and 47.6% are
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females. Race demographics of the full-time student population include 82.1% White, 4.6%
Hispanic, 3.9% Black, 1.0% Asian, 0.4% Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 0.1% American Indian,
1.8% multiracial, 5.6% Nonresident Alien, and 0.3% unknown. The academic college
breakdown for the full-time undergraduate students are as follows: 34.1% Arts and Sciences;
16.5% Engineering; 13.4% Business Administration; 11.8% Agriculture; 9.8% Human Ecology;
Education; 7.8% Architecture, Planning and Design; and 2.5% Technology and Aviation.
Seniors represent the largest proportion of students at 28.9%, followed by freshmen (27.0%),
juniors, (22.2%), sophomores (21.7%), and then special or non-degree students (0.5%).

Since my research involved obtaining responses from human subjects, an IRB application
was submitted and later determined to be exempt from further IRB Review (See Appendix E).
Following the IRB exemption, the next step was to gain access to the e-mail addresses for
undergraduate students. I was instructed to complete two forms —the “Request for Populating an
AXIO Survey Form” from Computing and Network Services and the “Data Access Request
Form” from the Data and Information Administration. The Associate Director of Mediated
Education then was able to populate a 15,035 stratified sample. The sample was stratified
according to academic college: Arts and Sciences (34.75%); Engineering (16.46%); Business
Administration (13.83%); Agriculture (11.45%); Human Ecology (10.16%); Education (7.71%);
Architecture, Planning and Design (2.95%); and Technology and Aviation (2.69%). Once the
survey construction was finalized, the associate director of the Office of Mediated Education
divided each academic college into thirds. Then by taking a third of each academic college, e-
mail addresses were then imported into one of the versions of the survey instrument. This
procedure was completed for the three versions of the survey. Therefore, each version of the
survey was represented by an equal proportion of students from each academic college. The list
of e-mail addresses was made private and made available for authorized staff in order to enhance
the anonymity and confidentiality of the survey results.

All three versions of the Axio Survey were distributed on March 15, 2011 to each
undergraduate student’s e-mail address drawn from the sample. Students received an e-mail
invitation to complete the survey and were provided a unique hyperlink to access a separate
survey webpage (See Appendix F for the e-mail template sent to the undergraduate students).
Since each undergraduate student in the sample was provided a unique hyperlink to the survey,
the potential for outsider access to the survey was limited. Access to the survey was only
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possible through the hyperlink provided in the e-mail. This helped maximize the probability that
access to the survey and the completion of survey questions was done only by the students
identified in the sample.

To ensure ample opportunities for completion of the online survey, the end date of the
survey was April 10, 2011, a total duration of 27 days. In addition to the initial survey invitation,
three additional reminder e-mails were sent to the students who had not completed the survey at
the time the reminder e-mail was sent (See Appendix F for the e-mail reminder). The e-mail
reminders were sent at seven day intervals. In the email, students were encouraged to complete
the survey before the ending date and informed they were still allowed to access the online
survey in the hyperlink provided. Students who had started the survey but had not fully
completed it were also given the opportunity to re-access the online survey and to begin at the
point where they left off. All previous responses were carried over from the initial attempt to
take the online survey.

In hopes of boosting completion rates of the Axio Survey, respondents were given the
incentive of being placed in a drawing for a chance to win a brand new iPod Touch. An optional
prize distribution feature was available to assist in randomly selecting a winner of the prize. This
feature allowed the prize distribution to be possible without gaining access to the winning

respondent’s survey answers.

Survey Design and Questions

In the first section of the survey, questions focused on the respondent’s interaction with
and opinions about mug shot newspapers. More specifically, respondents were asked whether
they have come across, looked through, or purchased a mug shot newspaper, whether they are
interested in viewing more of the mug shot newspaper, and also whether they consider mug shot
newspapers to be a valuable tool for addressing local crime.

Next in the second section of the survey, respondents were then asked a series of
questions regarding their perceptions about the individuals presented in a mug shot in
comparison to another individual in a mug shot. Only for this part of the survey, does the content
of the survey deviate from uniformity. Thus, three versions of the survey were designed to carry
out an experiment. The experiment aimed to explain how the race and gender of an arrested

individual influences respondents perceptions of the arrested individual and the need for
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punishment. One would expect that respondents would be unbiased in their opinions about the
need for punishment and that knowledge of an arrested individual’s specific crime would
influence respondent’s opinions regarding the need for punishment. However, it may be possible
that the presence of race and gender, together or separately, has the authority to influence ones
opinions, regardless of the crime committed. The goal of the experiment across the three versions
was to untangle these assumptions.

In all three versions of the Axio Survey, respondents were asked to evaluate six pairs of
mug shots. To measure the affects of gender and race on respondent’s perceptions of individuals
in mug shots, mug shot individuals were chosen based on the severity of their alleged crime and
whether they fall under particular gender and race categories. In the first mug shot comparison, a
white male who was alleged to have committed a less severe crime was paired with a white
female who alleged to have committed a severe crime. In the second mug shot comparison, a
white male who was alleged to have committed a less severe crime was paired with a non-white
female who was alleged to have committed a severe crime. Next, in the third mug shot
comparison, a non-white female who was alleged to have committed a severe crime was paired
with a non-white male who was alleged to have committed a less severe crime. Then, in the
fourth mug shot comparison, a non-white male who was alleged to have committed a less severe
crime was paired with a white female who was alleged to have committed a severe crime. In the
fifth mug shot comparison, a white male who was alleged to have committed a severe crime was
paired with a non-white male who was alleged to have committed less severe crime. Finally, in
the sixth mug shot comparison, a non-white female who was alleged to have committed a severe
crime was paired with a white female who was alleged to have committed a less severe crime.

In general, since males are commonly seen as more threatening than females and non-
Whites more threatening than Whites, females and non-Whites were chosen when their crime
was more severe than the male and white counterpart to whom they were compared to. This
paradox was utilized to test whether survey respondents were likely to utilize gender and race
stereotypes despite knowledge or lack of knowledge of an alleged crime. Therefore, when
individuals of the same race were being compared, the female was chosen when her alleged
crime was perceived more dangerous than the male individual. When individuals of the same
gender were being compared, the white individual was chosen when his/her alleged crime was
more severe than the non-white individual. In the instances when individuals in the mug shots
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did not share race or gender, commonly held biases were still applied and tested. When a non-
white male was paired with a white female, the white female was chosen to represent the
individual with the most severe crime because biases have shown that non-white males are
perceived as more dangerous than white females. When a white male was paired with a non-
white female, the white male was chosen when their crime was more severe because one could
argue that non-white females are commonly associated with higher levels of stigma than white
males.

More specifically, in the first version of the survey, respondents were allowed to see the
individual’s name and their alleged committed crime. If gender and race were not a factor
influencing ones perceptions of an arrested individual, one would expect harsher opinions to fall
on individuals who allegedly committed the most severe crime(s). Due to the design of the
survey, harsher opinions were expected to fall upon females when paired against males and
white individuals when paired against non-white individuals because females and Whites with
more serious crimes were chosen to represent the mug shot with the most severe crime. It is
imperative, however, to compare the results from this first version with the results to the second
version.

The second version of the survey employs deception in determining whether the race
and/or gender of an individual displayed in a mug shot influences the opinions of survey
respondents. The respondents were presented with the same set of mug shots as those in the first
version but instead, the crime(s) presented below each mug shot was inaccurate. The correct
alleged crime for an individual was switched with the individual to whom they were being
compared with in the survey questions. Depending on their original crime, individuals who were
alleged to have committed a more severe crime were now represented with a less severe crime.
Therefore, females and Whites were represented with the less severe crime despite in truth being
alleged to committing a severe crime. One would expect that if physical characteristics, such as
race and gender, were insignificant in determining ones opinions about arrested individuals, then
the individual in the mug shot with the most severe crime would be perceived in an overall less
positive manner.

In the third version, respondents were asked to evaluate the same pairs of mug shots as
the first and second group of survey respondents; however, these respondents were not afforded
information about the name of the individual in the mug shot nor their alleged crime. Therefore,
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the respondents were left to evaluate the mug shots based on physical characteristics alone. If
race and gender are not factors in influencing ones perceptions, then one would expect the
distribution of opinions on any given question to be spread relatively equally for each individual
presented in the mug shot.

By comparing the results of versions one, two, and three, I hoped to measure the extent to
which respondents utilize race and gender biases in judging arrested individuals. If the average
responses from version one indicate harsher opinions for males and non-Whites despite females
and Whites having alleged to committing a harsher crime and the average responses to version
two indicate the same harsher attitudes for males and non-Whites, then there may be evidence to
conclude that the offender’s race or gender was a significant factor in determining ones
perceptions of an arrested individual. The same assumption could be made if the average
opinions to version three are skewed toward harsher attitudes toward the same individual
receiving harsher attitudes in versions one and two.

Moving on, following the mug shot comparisons was the third section of questions that
focused on citizen’s engagement in crime and punishment through media and social interaction.
Next in the fourth section, questions were directed toward measuring whether citizens consider
punishment to be justified and necessary for individuals who commit crimes, and finally citizen’s
opinions regarding the media portrayal of life in prisons and criminals and their crimes. Finally,
the fifth section asked the survey respondents to answer demographic questions (Refer to the

code book in Appendix G for a list of the final questions used in the survey).

Post Survey

After the survey concluded, the three versions of the survey were merged into one dataset
in SPSS. Each question was assigned a variable name, variables were recoded when appropriate,
discrete values were entered into the dataset for missing responses, and several new variables
were formulated to assist in the categorization of responses to already answered questions.

Since penal spectatorship is particularly difficult to measure since it cannot be directly
observed, composite indicators, were formed by combining key survey questions that underlie
some of the theoretical concepts of penal spectatorship. The following are a list of composite
indicators measured in the survey:

e Justification of punishment
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e Thompson’s Support for Punitive Policies

e Engagement in Punitive Media and Related Social Interaction
e Interest in Imprisonment

e Interest in Criminality

e Legitimacy of The Slammer

The Justification of Punishment Index

The justification of punishment is the first composite indicator measured in the survey.
Under penal spectatorship, people recurrently strive toward a sense of security in a world where
they perceive crime and fear as rampant. This leads citizens to become conditioned to think
crime is normal and that punishment is a natural response. Therefore, punishment is perceived as
an effective way to ensure that criminals are held accountable. Individuals are able to
symbolically engage in individualistic judgment in order to make sense of the punishment for a
criminal (Brown 2009). From this theoretical background, a five item index was formed
consisting of the following questions on an agreement/disagreement scale: ‘It is important to
punish criminals whose crime involves a victim.” ‘Punishment is necessary to teach criminals
that breaking the law does not pay.” ‘The punishment of criminals does improve the security of
everyday citizens.” ‘Punishment is the most important part in achieving justice.” ‘All things
being equal, criminals deserve the punishment they get.” Response options for the questions
ranged from 1=Strongly Agree to 6=Strongly Disagree. The index ranged from 5 to 30, with

lower values on the index indicate higher justifications for punishment.

Thompson’s Support for Punitive Policies Index

Next, Thompson’s (2006) punitivity index was utilized to measure the growing support
for punitive policies. Over the past several decades, the focus on the “get tough on crime”
movement has lead toward multiple unforgiving crime policies including three strikes laws, truth
in sentencing, drug criminalization, and the push to try juvenile offenders in adult court. The
questions utilized by Thompson to measure this underlying support of “get tough on crime”
policies include: ‘Do you favor or oppose sentencing a criminal to life in prison if he or she has
committed three violent felonies?’ Response options ranged from 1= ‘strongly favor’ to
4="‘strongly oppose’. “‘When it comes to granting parole to people in prison, should parole boards

be more strict, less strict, or the same as they are now?’ Respondents who chose ‘more strict’
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were coded 1, ‘same as they are now’ were coded 2, and ‘less strict” was coded 3. ‘Juveniles
between the ages of fourteen and seventeen accursed of violent crimes should be tried and
sentenced in adult courts rather than juvenile courts?’ The response options ranged from 1=
‘strongly agree’ to 4= ‘strongly disagree’. ‘In general, what do you think about current penalties
for people who commit violent crime are too harsh, too light, or just right?” The response ‘too
light” was coded 1, ‘about right” was coded 2, and ‘too harsh’ was coded 3. Since the all of these
indicators do not have the same range of response categories, the indicators were standardized
into z scores and then combined into an index. Scores for the standardized index ranged from
-5.34 t0 9.71, with lower values on the index indicate higher levels of support for punitive

policies.

Engagement in Punitive Media and Related Social Interaction Index

The third index looks at specific types of engagement in penal spectatorship through
punitive media and social interaction. Since the media is often times an avenue for the social
construction of reality, citizens often engage with it to understand punishment. Media images
focusing on penality provide representations about punishment that traditionally have been
distanced from the average citizen. It is here that people are able to interrogate and judge the
legitimacy of punishment. The viewing of criminality and imprisonment via media sources are
then used in understanding everyday crime (Brown 2009). The index measuring engagement in
punitive media and social interaction consists of the following questions: ‘In a typical week, how
many shows about crime do you watch? Violence? Punishment? The criminal justice system?’
Item responses ranged from 1= ‘6 or more’ to 4=‘none’. ‘In a typical week, how often do you
read printed media related to crime, violence, and punishment?’ ‘Use the internet to search
crime, violence and punishment?’ ‘Speak about or have a conversation about instances of crime,
violence, and punishment?’ In these three questions, item responses ranged from 1= ‘frequently’
to 4= ‘never’. Taken together, the index ranged from 7 to 28. Lower values on the index indicate

higher engagement in criminality and punishment through the media and social interaction.

Interest in Imprisonment Index and Interest in Criminality Index
In the fourth and fifth index general interest in criminality and imprisonment are
measured. To the average citizen, the world of criminality and imprisonment are characterized

by secrecy and invisibility and according to Brown, opportunities for citizens to view this world
31



lead to sheer spectacle and feelings of excitement. They further are afforded enough distance that
prohibit them from direct engagement with those being punished. This masks their voyeuristic
tendencies as they interrogate the legitimacy of punishment. The goal related to their on-looking
is a search for particular truths and to discount uncertainties about punishment. From viewing
criminality and imprisonment at a distance, the spectator claims authority and legitimacy in their
observations (Brown 2009). Given this theoretical underpinning, an index measuring interest in
imprisonment was formed. Seven questions from the survey were combined to measure the
theoretical concept. They included an agreement or disagreement with the following statements:
‘Being able to see inside prisons and jails seems exciting to me.” ‘Prisons and jails are interesting
because they are largely unknown to most of us.” ‘Prisons and jails are interesting because the
inmates are so different from the rest of us.” ‘I am curious how inmates survive in prisons and
jails.” ‘T am interested in how justice is carried out in prisons and jails.” ‘It is interesting to see
how correctional officers maintain control over inmates in prisons and jails.” The item responses
ranged from 1 to 6. Respondents who indicated ‘strongly agree’ were coded with a 1 and a value
of 6 was coded for ‘strongly disagree’ responses. In total, scores on the index range from 6 to 36.
Lower values in the index pertain to higher degrees of interest in imprisonment.

The six questions utilized to measure interest in criminality on an
agreement/disagreement scale include: ‘Being able to see inside the life of a criminal and their
crime sounds exciting to me.” ‘Criminals and their crimes are interesting because they are largely
unknown to most of us.” ‘Criminals are interesting because they are so different from the rest of
us.” ‘I am curious how criminals commit crimes.” ‘I am curious why criminals commit crimes.’
These response values ranged from 1 to 6. The value of 1 pertained to the response of ‘strongly
agree’ and the value of 6 corresponded to ‘strongly disagree.” The interest in criminality index

ranged from 7 to 42, with lower values indicating higher degrees of interest in criminality.

Legitimacy of The Slammer Index

The sixth index constructed from the survey questions involves measuring citizen’s
perceptions about the legitimacy of The Slammer as a source of information about local crime.
The Slammer 1dentifies itself as an important tool in reducing crime, making communities safer,
and providing leads for the capture of criminals. To measure the effectiveness, a five item scale

was formed and consisted of the following agreement/disagreement questions: ‘I am interested in
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The Slammer because it seems like it provides valuable information about real criminals in the
area.” ‘I think it is important that people see pictures of local criminals as shown in The
Slammer.” ‘1 think The Slammer is informative because it tells the truth about crime and
criminality in the area.” ‘I think newspapers like The Slammer reduce fear in the community.” ‘I
think newspapers like The Slammer prevent crime in the community.” The item response range
was 1 to 6. Respondents who indicated ‘strongly agree’ were coded with a 1 and those who
answered ‘strongly disagree’ were coded 6. The index ranged from 5 to 30, with lower scores

indicating higher legitimacy levels for The Slammer-.

Next Chapters
In Chapter 4, I describe the analysis completed using SPSS. Statistics that will be
calculated include frequencies for key questions within the survey, independent samples t tests
for each index according to race, Hispanic origin, and gender, and a descriptive and cross tabs
statistics from the mug shot comparison experiment. A discussion of the results and remaining

conclusions are outlined in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5 - Data Analysis and Findings

Analysis of the Content Analysis

The purpose of the content analysis in this research study was to provide a descriptive
breakdown of the individuals represented in the mug shots on the front cover of The Slammer
based on race and gender. Nine coders, including myself, were asked to separately code each of
the eight front covers of The Slammer based on race and gender. The coders were asked to code
the mug shot image based on how the average reader of The Slammer would categorize the
person in the mug shot imaged based on gender and race.

By knowing the race and gender of the mug shot individual, I would then be able to
examine whether certain social groups according to race and gender were being overrepresented
or underrepresentated based on general prison population demographics. Also, high agreement
among the coders regarding the race and gender of an individual was needed in selecting the mug
shots that would be displayed within the Axio Survey in the mug shot experiment. In other
words, since the race and gender of the mug shot individual was the factor being measured in the
experiment, it was crucial that the chosen mug shots would be perceived consistently as
belonging to a particular race or gender.

To ensure consistency was established among the ten coders and to determine whether
the coding instrument was reliable, interrator reliability scores were calculated for variable and
each coder combinations. More specifically, interrator reliability is the level of agreement
between coders utilizing the same instrument to code the same content (Wimmer and Dominick
2006). In this study, interrator reliability was determined by Holsti’s coefficient of reliability
formula:

2M

Interrator reliability = (NI1+N2)

In Holst’s formula, M is the number of agreements between the two coders, N1
represents the number of decisions made by the first coder and N2 represents the number of
decisions made by the second coder. The average interrator reliability across the two variables,
gender and race, was 95.59%. More specifically, the interrator reliability for gender was 97.78%

and 93.39% for race. The interrator reliability score of 91.08% was also calculated for the
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intersectionality of race and gender. Table 1 summarizes the interrator reliability. A more
detailed description of the frequency of agreements between each coder combination for each

variable can be found in Appendix C.

Table 1: Summary of Interrator Reliability

Average Agreement

Variable Among Coders
Race 93.39%
Gender 97.78%
Race/Gender 91.08%

The frequency results derived from the coding process of the race and gender of the
individuals presented in the mug shots reveal interesting findings. Across the eight front covers
of The Slammer, 62.72% of the individuals in the mug shots were perceived as White and
38.25% were perceived as non-White. Based on gender, the distribution of mug shots perceived
as male or female were almost equal, with males representing 51.56% off all mug shots across
the front covers. Frequencies for the intersectionality of race and gender reveal 29.69% of all
mug shots where white males, 32.03% white females, 21.88% non-white males, and 16.4062%
non-white females. A summary of the variable descriptive can be found below in Table 2. A

more detailed set of variable descriptives for each front cover can be found in Appendix D.

Table 2: Summary of Variable Descriptives For All Front Covers According to Race,
Gender and Race/Gender

Variable Category Frequency Percent %
Race White 79 61.7187
Non White 49 38.2812
Gender Male 66 51.5625
Female 62 48.4375
Race/Gender White Male 38 29.6875
White Female 41 32.0312
Non White Male 28 21.875
Non White Female 21 16.4062
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Given the demographics of prison populations, with almost 91% of the inmate population
comprising of males, the representation of gender among the front covers is overly biased toward
representing female criminality and consequently, underrepresenting male criminality. The
representation of white females among the front covers was even greater than the representation
of white males. In other words, even though there is disproportionate representation among
males and females among the eight front covers, the overall crime trend for Whites based on
gender is inaccurate based on national prison populations.

Similarly, the representation of race on the front cover is also disproportionate to the
general inmate population. In 2009, white inmate populations accounted for 34% of all the
inmates held in custody but based on the portrayal of arrested individuals across eight front
covers, white criminality is perceived as more dominant. One particular representation revealed
in the mug shot content analysis that was significantly biased and misrepresented was the
portrayal of white females in comparison to non-white males. Across the eight front covers that

were analyzed, white females were shown more frequently than non-white males by about 10%.

Analysis of the Axio Survey

The Axio Survey used to measure respondents engagement in a culture of punishment
through penal spectatorship was administered to a large sample of full-time undergraduate
students at Kansas State University. The aggregate sample total was 15,035 full-time
undergraduate students, stratified by academic college. Each of the three survey offerings were
then composed of an equal proportion of students in each academic college. At the end
completion of the online survey administration, the final access rate to the online survey was
22.7% and the final completion rate was 20.3%. The lower completion rate indicates that about
2.44% of the sample who had accessed the survey also dropped out at some point during the
process. Looking more specifically at each of the three survey versions, version one had a
completion rate of 21.63%, version two had a 20.75% completion rate, and version three had a
completion rate of 18.35%.

Of those who accessed the survey, 53.1% were females and 46.9% were males. Whites
represented the majority of the respondents at 86.0%, followed by respondents who identify
themselves as biracial (6.0%), then Asians (3.1%), and then respondents who identify themselves

as some other race (2.2%). Blacks made up 2.1% of the survey respondent population. Multi-
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racial, American Indian or Alaskan Native, and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander respondents
represented 1% of all survey respondents. The average age of respondents was 21.35 years. The
political views of respondents to the survey indicate a 38.3% moderate view, 32.9% conservative
view, and 17.2% liberal view.

Frequencies from college related variables reveal that senior students (29.9%) were more
likely to respond to the survey question than to juniors (27.0%), sophomores (24.3%), and
freshmen (18.8%). Furthermore, respondents to the survey were also representative of the
percentage of undergraduates identified in the sample based on academic college: College of
Arts and Sciences (30.8%), College of Engineering (19.1%), College of Business Administration
(13.9%), College of Agriculture (11.4%), College of Human Ecology (9.0%), College of
Education (7.5%), College of Architecture (4.5%), and College of Technology and Aviation
(3.2%). A small number of respondents (0.5%) reported an open option.

A substantial number of US states and a fair distribution of international countries were
represented in the survey. The top five states from which respondents reported as their
hometown were Kansas (84.0%), Missouri at (3.6%), Texas (2.0%), Nebraska (1.2%), and
California (1.2%), A total of forty-six US states had at least one respondent to the survey.
Additionally, international students from twenty-eight different countries represented about 3.2%
of survey respondents.

To ensure that the sample of survey respondents is representative to Kansas State full-
time undergraduate student population, the survey respondent demographics were compared to
the aggregate Kansas State demographics. No significant deviations according to gender, race, or
academic college were found. However, based on a respondent’s year in college it seems that our
sample of survey respondents were skewed toward those with more years of education since

there was an underrepresentation of freshmen and an overrepresentation of juniors in the survey.
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Table 3: Percent Comparison of Survey Respondents to Kansas State Population by

Gender, Race, Academic College, and Year in College

Survey Kansas State
Variable Category Respondents Population
Gender Male 46.9 52.4
Female 53.1 47.6
Race White 86.0 82.1
Black 2.1 3.9
Hispanic 52 4.6
Asian 3.1 1.0
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.1 0.4
American Indian 0.4 0.1
Other Race 2.2 -
Bi-racial 6.0 -
Multi-racial 0.8 1.8
Non-resident Alien - 5.6
Unknown - 0.3
Academic College Arts and Sciences 30.8 34.1
Engineering 19.1 16.5
Business Administration 13.9 13.4
Agriculture 11.4 11.7
Human Ecology 9.0 9.8
Education 7.5 7.8
Architecture, Planning and 4.5 3.8
Design
Technology and Aviation 3.2 2.60
Veterinary Medicine - 0.3
Open Option 0.5 -
Year in College Freshmen 18.8 26.7
Sophomore 24.3 21.7
Junior 27.0 222
Senior 29.9 28.9
Non-degree or Special - 0.5
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Engagement with Mug Shot Newspapers and General Perceptions

Results from survey questions measuring student’s contact and perception of mug shot
newspapers indicate an overall lack of engagement. Of the students who responded to the survey,
only 9.9% of respondents have come across mug shot newspapers and consequently, only 3.2%
have purchased this type of newspaper in the past. Respondents were asked to evaluate three
front covers of The Slammer, a mug shot newspaper, based on their general interest in the
content. For easier understanding the agree categories (strongly agree, moderately agree, and
slightly agree) were collapsed. About 30% of respondents had some degree of interest in looking
through the rest of the The Slammer, 29.1% respondents indicated The Slammer front cover was
funny, while an increased number of respondents (40.3%) indicated The Slammer made them
curious. Survey questions measuring student’s perceptions of The Slammer’s importance reveal
that 43.5% recognize the newspaper as important because people see pictures of local criminals;
however, only 34.4% perceive newspapers, like The Slammer, to be truthful. Therefore,
respondent’s perceptions that the newspaper contribute towards positive outcomes relating to
fear reduction and crime prevention in the community are minimal. About 13.5% of respondents
felt that The Slammer reduces fear and 17.6% felt that the newspaper contributed toward

reducing crime.

Table 4: Percent of Respondents Who Are Familiar with Mug Shot Style Newspapers

Question Yes No Unsure
Ever come across mug shot newspaper 9.9 82.1 8.0
Ever looked through mug shot 5.6 92.5 1.9
newspaper

Ever purchased mug shot newspaper 3.2 94.6 2.2
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Table 5: Percentage of Respondent Perceptions of The Slammer

Question Strongly Moderately Slightly  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

Interest in rest of The 3.5 9.1 19.0 12.0 21.8 34.5

Slammer

The Slammer is funny 4.7 9.9 14.5 12.6 19.6 38.7

The Slammer makes me 6.4 13.9 20.0 13.7 17.5 28.6

curious

The Slammer is 6.9 12.8 23.8 17.4 18.8 20.3

important

The Slammer tells the 4.4 9.0 21.0 19.1 20.6 25.8

truth about crime

The Slammer reduces 2.1 2.9 8.5 19.1 27.4 39.9
fear in the community

The Slammer prevents 2.2 4.0 11.4 17.3 24.0 41.1
crime in the community

Engagement in Punitive Media and Related Social Interaction

In section three of the survey, citizens engagement and involvement with punitive media
sources and their related social interactions were measured. The data reveal that 78.7% of survey
respondents indicated that in a typical week they watch at least one television show relating to
crime, violence, punishment, and the criminal justice system. While, 67.0% of respondents
indicate some degree of engagement with printed media and almost half of all respondents
indicated use of the internet to search about crime related topics. Furthermore, about 82.3% of all
respondents indicated engaging in social interaction with a focus of talking about crime related
topics. Taken together, 95.4% of survey respondents indicate some degree of engagement in
topics of crime, violence, punishment, and the criminal justice system through media sources or

social interaction.
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Table 6: Percent of Respondent Engaged in Punitive Television Shows

Question 6 or more 35 1-2 None
Shows about crime do you watch 3.6 15.3 44.8 36.3
Shows about violence do you watch 2.2 10.5 359 51.5
Shows about punishment do you watch 0.9 53 28.9 64.9
Shows about criminal justice system 2.5 8.6 35.7 53.2

do you watch

Table 7: Percent of Respondent Engaged in Punitive Media and Related Social Interaction

Question Frequently Occasionally Seldomly Never

Read printed media related to 7.8 21.3 37.9 33.0
crime, violence, and punishment

Use the internet to search crime, 6.6 11.8 31.5 50.1
violence, and punishment

Have a conversation about crime, 94 32.8 40.1 17.7
violence, and punishment

Perceptions of Crime Prevalence and the Justification for Punishment
In section four of the survey, respondents were asked questions regarding their
perceptions of the prevalence of crime and the need for punishment in response to criminality.
Results show that 90.7% of respondents indicated that crime is a major problem in the US. Yet
only about 50% of respondents reported that crime is a major problem in the Manhattan, Kansas

area. Even less respondents indicate that crime in their neighborhood is problematic.
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Table 8: Percent of Respondents Who Perceive Crime as a Major Problem

Question Strongly Moderately Slightly  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

Crime is a major problem 30.5 39.1 21.1 5.6 2.6 1.0

in the US

Crime is a major problem 2.8 13.6 33.8 29.0 16.3 4.5

in the Manhattan, KS

area

Crime is a major problem 4.4 10.1 23.0 24.2 24.0 14.3

in my community

Also, results from this survey section conclude that there is overwhelming support for
punishment as a reaction to criminality yet there are some conditions when punishment is seen as
less important. When a criminal act involves a victim, 94.0% of respondents stated that
punishment is a necessary reaction. In addition, 88.8% and 80.5% of respondents, respectively,
feel that punishment is necessary because it teaches criminals that crime does not pay and that
punishment improves the security of citizens. In sum, 83.0% of respondents agree to some
degree that criminals deserve the punishment that they receive, all other things being equal.
Despite a heavy emphasis on the need for punishment as a response to criminality, respondents
identify contexts in which punishment is less effective, such as 75.6% of respondents favoring
rehabilitation over punishment as an important component in achieving justice. Further
respondents expressed concern that too much emphasis on crime prevention interferes with other
aspects of their private lives. For example, a significant proportion of the respondents indicated a
strong disapproval (77.7%) for allowing law enforcement access to citizen’s private information.
When support for “tough on crime” measures were weighed against the support for job creation,
75.9% of respondent disagreed that they would vote for a political candidate who put tough on
crime policies as their priority over another political candidate who emphasized enhancing job
creation strategies. This seems inconsistent given the conservative political orientation of the

survey respondents.
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Table 9 Percent of Respondent Perceptions Regarding the Justification for Punishment

Strongly Moderately Slightly  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Question Agree Agree Agree  Disagree Disagree Disagree

Important to punish 48.6 32.1 13.3 3.0 2.0 1.0
criminals who’s crime
involves a victim

Punishment is necessary 38.3 31.8 18.7 6.4 33 1.6
to show crime does not

pay

Punishment improves 22.8 30.8 26.9 11.2 5.7 2.6
security of citizens

Criminals deserve the 22.7 329 27.4 10.7 4.4 2.0
punishment they get

Table 10: Percentage of Respondents Who Support Rehabilitation, Protection of Private

Information, and Crime Political Measures

Strongly Moderately Slightly  Slightly Moderately Strongly

Question Agree Agree Agree  Disagree Disagree Disagree
Rehabilitation is the most 17.5 27.9 30.2 14.6 6.8 3.1
important part in

achieving justice

Law enforcement should 1.9 5.1 15.4 22.0 26.2 29.5

have access to citizens
private info

Vote for a candidate who 2.8 5.8 15.5 26.3 23.0 26.6
puts crime as a top
priority

Penal Spectatorship: Interest in Imprisonment and Criminality
Next, respondents were asked a series of questions related to their interest in the lives of
inmates and the daily operations of prisons and jails. Almost 44% and about 40% of respondents,
respectively, agreed that looking into a prison or jail seemed exciting and that media forms that
focus on prisons and jails is a form of entertainment. The majority of respondents also were
interested in how justice is carried out in prisons and jails (64.0%), how inmates survive within

the institution (52.3%), and how correctional guards are able to maintain control over the inmates
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(61.8%). In general, respondents perceived prisons and jails as interesting because the general

structure and operations are largely unknown to the average citizen (62.2%). Although less than

half (40.6%) of respondents believe reality television shows about life in prisons and jails are

accurate, 66.3% still believe that these portrayals discourage criminal behavior and another

62.9% of respondents understand the portrayal of life in prison as a reminder that criminals have

to pay for their crimes.

Table 11: Percentage of Respondents Interested in Imprisonment

Strongly Moderately Slightly  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Question Agree Agree Agree  Disagree Disagree Disagree
Seeing inside prisons and 7.3 12.2 24.4 16.4 19.1 20.6
jails is exciting
Seeing life in prisons and 5.5 9.7 25.1 20.8 17.9 21.1
jails is entertaining
Interested in how justice 9.3 21.0 33.7 14.2 11.7 10.1
is carried out in prisons
and jails
Curious how inmates 6.4 14.8 31.1 17.2 16.3 14.3
survive in prisons and
jails
Interested in how guards 8.1 23.3 34.9 18.2 8.8 6.7
control inmates
Prisons and jails are 9.9 20.2 32.1 11.8 13.4 12.5
largely unknown of most
of us
Portrayals of prisons and 2.1 10.9 27.6 30.8 18.8 9.8
jails on tv shows are
mostly accurate
Seeing prisons and jails 8.1 23.3 34.9 18.2 8.8 6.7
on tv shows discourages
crime
Seeing the life in prisons 5.5 9.7 25.1 20.8 17.9 21.1

and jails shows that
criminals pay for their
crime
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Likewise, respondents then were asked about their interest in the lives of criminals and
the commission of their crimes. About half of respondents indicated that seeing inside the life of
a criminal and their crime sounded exciting and about 57.9% agreed to some degree that
watching shows about criminals was entertaining. A large proportion of the survey respondents
were curious about how criminals commit crimes (50.6%), why they commit crimes (78.6%),
and were interested in seeing criminals being arrested by law enforcement (48.2%) and seeing
how justice is carried out for arrested individuals (65%). Over half of respondents (56.9%)
indicated criminals and their crimes are interested because they are largely unknown to the
general public. Similar to reality television portrayal of prisons and jails, almost 40%
respondents agree that media depictions of criminals and their crimes are accurate. Nevertheless,
about 68% of respondents believe that seeing the life of criminals and their crimes is valuable

information in recognizing and preventing future crime.
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Table 12: Percentage of Respondents Interested in Criminality

Strongly Moderately Slightly  Slightly = Moderately Strongly

Question Agree Agree Agree  Disagree Disagree Disagree
Seeing the life of a 9.0 16.1 26.4 15.8 14.7 18.0
criminal and their crime is

exciting

Watching show about 8.3 16.8 32.8 17.5 10.9 13.7

criminals and their crime
is entertaining

Curious how criminals 8.6 16.0 26.6 18.6 15.0 15.3
commit crimes

Curious why criminals 22.0 29.5 27.1 9.7 5.8 59
commit crimes

Interesting to see 7.1 12.8 28.3 20.6 16.7 14.5
criminals get arrested

Interesting to see how 8.1 19.7 37.2 16.4 9.6 8.9
justice is carried out for

criminals

Criminals and their crimes 7.7 17.4 31.5 16.7 12.3 14.5

are largely unknown

Media depictions of 1.8 9.1 29.0 29.7 18.3 12.1
criminals and their crimes
are mostly accurate

Seeing the life of a 10.2 21.1 37.0 16.1 8.9 6.7
criminal provides valuable
information

Summary of Analysis of the Axio Survey
Based on the frequency results of the Axio Survey several interesting findings were
revealed. Only 9.9% of the survey respondents have ever come across a newspaper style
dedicated to publishing mug shots. Despite the vast majority of respondents having never
engaged in these mug shot newspapers, when presented with a few front cover examples of the
newspaper, 40.3% of respondents indicated they felt curious about the content and 31.6% were
interested in looking through the rest of the newspaper. In addition, 43.5% of respondents
thought the mug shot newspaper was important because it showed pictures of recently arrested

individuals.
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Table 13: Summary of Percent Respondents Interested in The Slammer

Question Agree Disagree
Interest in rest of The Slammer 31.6 68.3
The Slammer makes me curious 40.3 59.8
The Slammer is important 43.5 56.5

This significant proportion of survey respondents who are interested in The Slammer may
come to little surprise given that 78.7% of survey respondents indicated watching at least one
television show related to crime, violence, the criminal justice system, and punishment in a
typical week. Other sources for engaging in punitive media is printed media and use of the
internet. The most popular source for respondents to connect to this culture of punishment is
through social interaction, with 82.3% of respondents reporting personal conversations centered
around crime related topics. Taken together, almost an unanimous respondent pool (95.4%)

indicated engagement in at least one of the previously mentioned avenues of punitivity.

Table 14: Summary of Percent Respondents Engaged in Punitive Television Shows

Question More than One Show None

Shows about crime, violence, punishment, and the 78.7 21.3
criminal justice system do you watch

Table 15: Summary of Percent Respondents Engaged in Punitive Media and Related Social

Interaction
Question More than One Time Never
Read printed media related to crime, violence, 67.0 33.0

and punishment

Use the internet to search crime, violence, and 49.9 50.1
punishment
Have a conversation about crime, violence, and 82.3 17.7
punishment
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By engaging in punitivity through media and related social interactions may be indicative
of how respondents perceive the prevalence of crime in the US and the justification of
punishment for deserving offenders. Nine in ten survey respondents indicated that crime is a
major problem in the US. The survey results revealed that 94.0% of respondents felt punishment
is a necessary response to a crime when a victim is involved, 88% felt that punishment is a
reminder to criminals that deviant behavior does not pay, and 80.5% though punishment
improves the security of punishment. Furthermore, little empathy was found in 83.0% of

respondent answers when they indicated that criminals deserve the punishment they get.

Table 16: Summary of the Percentage of Respondent Perceptions of Crime Prevalence and

the Justification for Punishment

Question Agree Disgree
Crime is a major problem in the US 90.7 9.2
Important to punish criminals who’s crime 94.0 6.0

involves a victim

Punishment is necessary to show crime does not 88.8 11.3
pay

Punishment improves security of citizens 80.5 19.5
Criminals deserve the punishment they get 83.0 17.1

The final set of important findings directly relate to penal spectatorship in that
respondents interest in prisons and inmates and criminals and their crimes are measured. About
44% of respondents thought looking into jails and prisons seemed exciting, 64.0% and 52.3%,
respectively, were interested in how justice is carried out in prisons and jails and how inmates
manage to survive. Respondents were also interested in how correctional guards are able to
maintain control over inmates. The aspect of unknown also seemed to capture the interest of the
majority of respondents. About 62% of respondents indicated prisons are interesting because

they are largely unknown.
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Table 17: Summary of Percent Respondents Interested in Imprisonment

Agree Disagree

Question

Seeing inside prisons and jails is exciting 43.9 56.1
Interested in how justice is carried out in prisons 64.0 36.0
and jails

Curious how inmates survive in prisons and jails 52.3 14.8
Interested in how guards control inmates 66.3 33.7
Prisons and jails are largely unknown of most of us 62.2 37.7

Similarly, the interest in criminals and their crimes was captured in several of the survey
questions. About 51.5% of respondents indicated that seeing the life a criminal and their crime is
exciting. Almost half of all respondents thought it would be interesting to directly see a criminal
being arrested and 65.0% were curious how justice is carried out for arrested individuals. The
majority of respondents (56.9%) thought criminals and their crimes were interesting because

they are largely unknown to the public.

Table 18: Summary of Percent Respondents Interested in Criminality

Agree Disagree

Question

Seeing the life of a criminal and their crime is 51.5 48.5
exciting

Interesting to see criminals get arrested 48.2 51.8
Interesting to see how justice is carried out for 65.0 34.9
criminals

Criminals and their crimes are largely unknown 56.6 43.5

The following section will incorporate several of the former questions to create five
indices. The purpose of these indices is to provide a foundational understanding of what it means
to engage in penal spectatorship and to begin to untangle the question regarding who engages in

this behavior according to race, Hispanic origin, and gender
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Effects of Race, Hispanic Origin, and Gender on Penal Spectatorship Indices
Since the literature on the penal spectatorship is limited and little is known empirically,

this section of the findings will investigate whether gender, race, or Hispanic origin are
influential factors pertaining to penal spectatorship. This will be done by utilizing six different
indices constructed from various survey question items. These indices serve as a composite
indicator for the underlying concept of penal spectatorship. The six indices represent the
measurement of: the justification of punishment, Thompson’s support for punitive policies,
engagement in punitive media and social interaction centered around crime and punishment,
interest in imprisonment, interest in criminality, and the legitimacy of The Slammer. A
descriptive summary of the indices are provided below in Table 19, followed by Table 20 with a
more descriptive summary of the indices based on low, medium, and high scores. A descriptive
summary of each index based on gender and race can be found in Appendix I. Independent
sample t tests were calculated in SPSS to compare the means scores from the gender, race, and
Hispanic origin variables in order to determine significant findings. The results from the t tests

can be found in Appendix J.

Table 19: Summary of Index Descriptives

# of Index Index Index
Index N Items Minimum Maximum Mean SD  Alpha
Justification of Punishment 3083 5 5 30 12.2 4.4 796
Thompson’s Support for 2984 4 -5.34 9.71 -005 2.68 .596
Punitive Policies
Engagement in Punitive Media 3167 7 7 28 223 3.5 736
and Related Social Interaction
Interest in Imprisonment 3048 6 6 36 21.7 7.1 904
Interest in Criminality 3006 7 7 42 24.5 7.7 .881
Legitimacy of The Slammer 3279 5 5 30 22.2 5.8 .882
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Table 20: Summary of Indices by Low, Medium, and High Values

Low Medium High

Range % Range % Range %
Justification of 5-13 64.7 14 -21 32.1 22-30 3.1
Punishment
Thompson’s Support -5.34-0.38 56.3 0.41-3.22 31.3 3.35-9.71 12.3
for Punitive Policies
Punitive Media and 7-13 1.4 14 -21 354 22 -28 63.2
Social Interaction
Interest in 6-15 18.2 16 - 26 56.5 27 -36 25.3
Imprisonment
Interest in Criminality 7-18 21.2 19-30 56.9 31-42 21.9
The Slammer 5-13 7.8 14-21 35.6 22 -30 56.6
Legitimacy

Justification of Punishment

The justification of punishment index was designed to measure how people strive toward
a sense of security in a world where they perceive crime and fear as rampant. In this way,
punishment is viewed as an effective way to ensure that criminals are held accountable for their
behaviors. The justification of punishment index consisted of five question items and index
scores ranging from 5 to 30, with a respondent mean of 12.2. Lower score values indicate a
respondents higher justification for punishment. About 64.7% of respondents had low scores on
the index and another 32.1% had medium index scores, indicating about 96.8% of respondents
had medium to high support for the justification of punishment. Race, Hispanic origin, and
gender were tested for significance using independent sample t tests. The race variable was
found to be significant, with white respondents more likely than non-white respondents to
perceive punishment as a necessary response to criminal acts. Whites indicated higher levels of
agreement compared to non-whites that it is important to punish criminals whose crime involves
a victim, punishment is necessary in teaching criminals that breaking the law does not pay,
punishment of criminals improves the security of citizens, punishment is an important part in
achieving justice, and that criminals deserve the punishment they get. The Hispanic origin and

gender variables were not found to be significant. The scales were restructured to determine if
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the absence of a question in the index causes a change in significance level for any of the

variables. At the conclusion, no changes were found.

Thompson’s Support for Punitive Policies

The second index, Thompson’s support for punitive polices index, is rooted in
understanding how there has been a growing increase in approval for punitive policies related to
crime. Some of these policies that have captured this growth in punitivity include the three
strikes laws, truth in sentencing laws, drug criminalization, and the push to try juvenile offenders
in adult court. Taken together, this index consisted of four standardized items from the survey
relating to support for some of these policies. The scale ranged from -5.34 to 9.71, with lower
values indicating stronger support and higher values indicated weaker support for punitive
policies. The mean value of 0 provides preliminary indications that there is moderate support for
punitive policies. In fact, 56.3% of respondents had high support and 31.3% had medium support
for punitive policies.

The independent sample t tests revealed that Whites and females are more likely to
support punitive policies compared to their counterparts. These results based on race are
consistent compared to the results found in Thompson’s punitivity index. Therefore, by including
this measure of punitivity in the survey, we are able to establish criterion related validity. In
other words, we can conclude that the results of our findings according to this index are accurate
because it is equally comparable to Thompson’s measure, which has already been demonstrated

as valid.

Engagement in Punitive Media and Related Social Interaction

Next, the index of engagement with punitive media and social interaction centered
around punishment was measured for significance. This index measures the extent to which
citizens engage in media and other social interaction for the purposes of understanding
punishment. These avenues provide opportunities for citizens to interrogate and incite judgment
upon the legitimacy of punishment at a distance. This seven item scale had scores ranging from 7
(higher levels of engagement) to 28 (lower levels of engagement). The mean respondent score
was 22.3. About 35% of respondents had medium levels of engagement with punitive media and

related social interaction and about 63% had lower to no engagement in punitive media.
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The variables of race and Hispanic origin were significant. Survey respondents of Non-
White and Hispanic origin were more likely to indicate lower scores on the survey pertaining to
higher levels of engagement with punitive media and social interaction. Gender was not a
significant influence in the index. To ensure that no one question was a particularly influential
factor in creating these results, each question was separately extracted to create a six item index.
Subsequently, t tests were calculated for the index according to race, Hispanic origin, and
gender. At the conclusion of this process, race and Hispanic origin still remained significant. But
only when the question regarding ‘engagement with violent television shows’ was subtracted
from the index did significant t tests show that females were more likely to engage in punitive

media and related social interaction than males.

Interest in Imprisonment

The fourth index measured respondent’s interest in inmates and the prison that they
occupy. The interest in imprisonment index focuses upon how the average citizen perceives the
world of imprisonment as largely secretive and invisible. When citizens are afforded
opportunities to view inside prisons and jails they are incited toward sheer spectacle and feelings
of excitement. This five item index ranged from 6 to 36, with lower score values pertaining to
higher interest in inmates and prisons. Across all respondents, the mean score was 21.7. Almost
one in five survey respondents had low scores and over half of respondents had medium scores
on the interest in imprisonment index. This indicates that about three in four respondents replied
to having moderate to high interest in imprisonment. When independent sample t tests were
conducted, race, Hispanic origin, and gender were not found to be significant. Therefore, we can
conclude that race, indication of Hispanic origin, and gender are not influential factors in
determining whether a respondent had interest in inmates and prisons. Even when the indices
where restructured by eliminating each question at a time, t tests for each variable were not

found significant.

Interest in Criminality
With a similar theoretical foundation, the interest in criminality index, consisted of seven
items. The index ranged from 7 to 42, with the lower values indicating higher interest in

criminality. The mean value across the survey respondents was 24.5. About 21% of respondents
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indicated high levels of interest in criminality and another 56.9% had medium levels of
criminality.

Interest in criminality was measured for significance across the three variables: race,
Hispanic origin, and gender. It was concluded that males were more likely than females to be
interested in criminals and their crimes based on their lower mean score on the index. The
indication of Hispanic origin and race were not discovered to be significant based on the t test
results. When the question ‘interest in how criminals commit their crimes’ was eliminated from
the index, gender became insignificant and showed that males were no longer more likely to be
interested in criminality compared to females. Further, t tests showed that race is significant,
with Whites more likely than non-Whites to be interested in the criminality. Next, when the
question regarding ‘interest in seeing criminals being arrested’ was extracted from the index, the

gender variable became insignificant.

Legitimacy of The Slammer

The final index measured the legitimacy of The Slammer. Since The Slammer identifies
itself as a useful source of information in reducing crime, making communities more safe, and
providing leads for the capture of criminals, one would expect that lower scores on the index
pertaining to these assumptions would indicate higher perceptions of legitimacy of The Slammer.
The legitimacy of The Slammer index ranged from 5 to 30. By analyzing the mean score (22.2)
of the index, it shows that the pattern of responses about legitimacy of The Slammer was not
high. Over half of the respondents had high values indicating low perceptions of legitimacy and
about two-thirds had moderate perceptions of legitimacy relating to 7he Slammer-.

This scale was then analyzed for significance using independent samples t test to see if
race, Hispanic origin, or gender were influential factors determining ones perceptions of 7he
Slammer. Males were more likely than females, non-Whites were more likely than Whites, and
Hispanics were more likely than non-Hispanics to report higher agreement among the questions
in the index pertaining to the legitimacy of The Slammer. 1t is interesting that non-Whites and
Hispanics have higher levels of agreement regarding the value and legitimacy of The Slammer,
the scale was restructured to see if results would be consistent if one of the item questions were
left out. This was done by subtracting a question from the index, making it a four item index.

Then t tests were calculated on the new index to see if the absence of a particular question to the
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index was an influential factor in producing the surprising results. In the end, the results
remained significant for non-Whites and non-Hispanics to be more likely to perceive The

Slammer as effective.

Summary of Indices by Race, Hispanic Origin and Gender

The initial interesting finding from the indices is rooted in respondent’s perceptions of
effectiveness of The Slammer and the engagement in punitive media and related social
interaction. In our findings, we found non-Whites and Hispanics were more likely to view The
Slammer as effective and were more likely to engage in punitive media and related social
interaction. In contrast, white respondents were more likely to justify the use of punishment and
to support punitive criminal policies.

Based on the original index for engagement in punitive media and related social media
and the restructured index, conflicting results were found regarding the significant effects of
gender. When the index was re-crafted, it became significant that females are more likely than
males to engage in this behavior. Further complications in findings were found when the interest
in criminality index was recreated in absence of one of the original questions. Removing two
separate questions from the index made the gender significance unfounded. In addition, the race
variable became significant. Therefore, it may be likely that Whites are more likely than non-

Whites to be interested in criminality. Future research should try to tease out these discrepancies.

Mug Shot Comparison Analysis
In the mug shot comparison section of the survey, select individuals presented in mug
shots were paired against one another to assess how survey respondents perceive the need for
punishment. For this section of the survey, respondents received one of three versions. The
different versions helped tease out the affects of an arrested individual’s race, gender, and
severity of crime on a respondent’s opinions about punishment. Additionally, cross-tabs were
used to identify significant relationships among the answers to each question and the variables of

race, indication of Hispanic origin, and gender. In the following paragraphs, I report frequencies
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for each key question across the three survey versions and identify statistically significant

relationships.

Survey Version One

In version one of the survey, respondents were presented with a pair of mug shots that
included the arrested individuals accurate alleged crime. Within the mug shot comparisons, one
individual was charged with severe crime and the other individual was charged with a less
serious offense. The purpose of the mug shot comparisons is to understand how respondents
formulate their opinions regarding their need for punishment. Do respondents utilize information
about the individual’s alleged crime or do they incorporate stereotypes about gender and race to
determine punishment for an arrested individual?

In the first mug shot comparison, a white female with a more severe crime was compared
to a white male with a less severe crime. The majority of respondents indicated the white male
arrestee seemed more guilty and more dangerous compared to the white female. However, 57.7%
of respondents indicated the white female arrestee should be punished most severely. The white
female arrestee was viewed by about 80% of respondents as the individual most surprising to be
charged with a crime. Cross-tabs revealed that Whites (82.1%) were more likely than non-
Whites (72.6%) and non-Hispanics (81.7%) were more likely than Hispanics (68.8%) to be
surprised that the white female was charged with a crime in comparison to the white male. In
addition, Whites (58.9%) and non-Hispanics (58.2%) were more likely to indicate that the white
female should be punished more severely. One should be reminded that the facial expressions of
the mug shot individuals were considerably different, with the white male expressing a more

menacing look with a raised eyebrow.

Table 21: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version One Comparison One

Question White Male Image White Female Image
Guilty 54.9 45.1
Dangerous 69.0 31.0
Surprised at Crime 19.5 80.5
Severe Punishment 423 57.7
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In the second mug shot comparison, a white male with a more severe crime was paired
with a non-white female who was alleged to have committed a less severe crime. The majority of
respondents indicated the white male arrestee was perceived as more guilty (74.8%), more
dangerous (83.1%), and most deserving of a severe punishment (86.0%). Perceptions regarding
which arrested individual was most surprising to see charged with a crime was split but with
51.9% most surprised to see the non-white female charged with a crime. Cross-tabs of race,
Hispanic origin, and gender for each question did not reveal any chi-square value significant at

the 0.05 threshold level.

Table 22: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version One Comparison Two

Question White Male Image Non-White Female Image
Guilty 74.8 25.2
Dangerous 83.1 16.9
Surprised at Crime 48.1 51.9
Severe Punishment 86.0 14.0

Next, a non-white female with a more severe crime was compared to a non-white male
with a less severe crime. The non-white female was viewed by the respondents as most guilty
(62.6%), most surprising to be charged with a crime (65.2%), and as the individual who should
be punished the most severely (75.6%). Despite a majority opinion relating to guilt and the need
for punishment, the non-white male was perceived by 62.8% of survey respondents as the most
dangerous individual. A significant relationship between a respondent’s indication of Hispanic
origin and their perceptions of dangerousness was uncovered by using cross-tabs. About 64% of
respondents of non-Hispanic respondents perceived the non-white male to be more dangerous
than the non-white female to whom he was compared. Unlike the general trend in non-Hispanic
attitudes, a majority of Hispanic respondents (53.1%) perceived the non-white female to be more

dangerous.

57



Table 23: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version One Comparison Three

Question Non-White Female Image Non-White Male Image
Guilty 62.6 37.4
Dangerous 37.2 62.8
Surprised at Crime 65.2 34.8
Severe Punishment 75.6 24.4

The fourth mug shot comparison was between a non-white male and white female. The
white female represented the individual with the most severe crime. The white female was
perceived as the most guilty and deserving of the most severe punishment. Almost three-fourths
of respondents were more surprised to see the white female charged with a crime rather than the
non-white male. In contrast, the non-white male was viewed to be most dangerous by just over
half of the respondents. A significant relationship was found between perceptions of
dangerousness and a respondent’s race. White respondents (60.5%) were more likely than non-
white respondents (48.5%) to perceive the non-white male as more dangerous. The cross-tabs
also show that the non-white respondents were more likely to view the white female as more

dangerous.

Table 24: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version One Comparison Four

Question Non-White Male Image White Female Image
Guilty 41.7 58.3
Dangerous 58.6 414
Surprised at Crime 27.1 72.9
Severe Punishment 34.7 65.3

In the fifth mug shot comparison, a white male was paired with a non-white male. The
white male was alleged to have committed a more severe crime compared to the non-white male.
Results from the survey found that respondents viewed the white male as being the most guilty
(78.3%), most dangerous (75.7%), and most deserving of severe punishment (86.2%). The non-

white male was also perceived as the most surprising individual being charge with a crime
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(61.5%). Perceptions of guilt for an arrested individual and indications of severe punishment
were shown to have a significant relationship with a respondent’s race. Four-fifths of white
survey respondents indicated the white male seemed more guilty compared to only 72.1% of
non-white respondents. Likewise, white respondents (87.4%) were more likely than non-white
respondents (78.5%) to indicate that the white male should be punished more severely. A
significant relationship involving gender and perceptions of dangerousness indicate that males
(79.6%) were more likely than females (73.4%) to perceive the white male as more dangerous. A
final significant relationship found for the fifth mug shot comparison was between a
respondent’s indication of Hispanic origin and whom they perceived as the most surprising
individual charged with a crime. Non-Hispanic respondents (62.3%) were more likely than
Hispanic respondents (45.3%) to be surprised that the white male individual portrayed in the
mug shot was charged with a crime. One should be reminded that the facial expression for the
individuals in the mug shot comparisons were considerably different. The white male displayed a

non-smiling expression, while the non-white male had a wide, almost laughing smile.

Table 25: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version One Comparison Five

Question White Male Image Non-White Male Image
Guilty 78.3 21.7
Dangerous 75.7 243
Surprised at Crime 61.5 38.5
Severe Punishment 86.2 13.8

Finally, a non-white female who was alleged to have committed a less severe crime was
compared to a white female alleged of a more severe crime. Almost four-fifths of survey
respondents indicated the white female seemed most guilty and most dangerous compared to the
non-white female. In tandem, almost 90% of respondents thought the white female should be
punished the most severely. The non-white female was viewed by almost 70% of respondents as
being the most surprising individual to be charged with a crime. Significant relationships
between these questions and a respondent’s race, indication of Hispanic origin, and gender were
not discovered after chi-square testing. In addition, it is important to recap the appearances of

the individuals in the mug shot comparisons. It may be likely that the survey respondents
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perceived the non-white female as belonging to a higher class than the white-female, since the

non-white female has a more well-kept appearance.

Table 26: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version One Comparison Six

Question Non-White Female Image White Female Image
Guilty 20.0 80.0
Dangerous 18.2 81.8
Surprised at Crime 69.9 30.1
Severe Punishment 9.9 90.1

Summary of Survey Version One

As a whole in version one of the survey, the majority of respondents indicated that the
individual with the most severe crime was the individual within the comparison to be most
deserving of punishment. Across each mug shot comparisons, the individual with the most
severe crime was individual perceived as the most guilty. The only exception is in the first mug
shot comparison where the white male with the less severe crime was perceived as more
dangerous than the white female with the more severe crime. Gender seemed to play a role in
how respondents answered the question regarding who they perceived as the most surprising
individual to be charged by a crime. Across all mug shot pairs, females were seen as the most
surprising criminal, regardless of their alleged crime. When a white and non-white male were
compared, the non-white male with the least severe crime was also perceived as most surprising.
When two females were compared, White and non-White, the non-white female with the less
severe crime was perceived as most surprising. Perceptions of dangerousness was not seen to be
associated with crime severity but rather also appeared to influence perceptions of
dangerousness. Among the mug shot comparisons, males were consistently seen as more
dangerous. When a white male and a non-white male were compared, the white male with the
more severe crime was perceived as more dangerous. When two females were compared, White
and non-White, the white female with the most severe crime was perceived as more dangerous.

Interestingly, non-Hispanic and non-white respondents indicated that when compared to a
non-white female the non-white male, with a less severe crime, seems more dangerous. In the

mug shot comparison between a non-white male and white female, whites were also more likely
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to perceive the non-white male as dangerous despite he being alleged of a less severe crime.
Lastly, in the mug shot comparison between a white male accused of a severe crime and a non-
white male accursed of a less severe crime, significantly more non-Hispanic respondents
compared to Hispanic respondents were surprised to see the white male being charged with a

crime.

Survey Version Two

In version two of the survey, survey respondents were given the same questions as those
asked in versions one and three of the survey but the content of the material presented was
different. In version two, respondents were asked to analyze a series of mug shots where the
alleged crime for the individual was switched with the individual to whom he or she was being
compared. It was predicted that results found in version one of the survey should be different
than those in version two since individuals who were truthfully accused of committing a more
severe crime were now represented with a less severe crime. Therefore, if an arrested individuals
race or gender is not an influential factor in determining the need of punishment and overall
opinions about guilt and dangerousness, then the individual represented with the most severe
crime in version two should now be identified as the most guilty, dangerous, and most deserving
of punishment.

In the first mug shot, a white male was paired with a white female. The white male’s less
severe crime from version one was switched with the white female’s more severe crime. Now,
the white male represented the individual with the most severe crime. Given that the white male
was now represented differently, the white male was now perceived by the majority of the survey
respondents to be more guilty (64.7%), more dangerous (89.6%), and more deserving of severe
punishment (80.9%) than the white female to whom he was compared with. Similar to version
one of the survey, the majority of respondents (82.1%) of respondents thought the white female
was the most surprising individual of the two to be charged with a crime. A significant
relationship was found between perceptions of dangerousness and the respondent’s race. White
respondents (90.7%) were more likely than non-white respondents (81.0%) to perceive the white
male in the mug shot as more dangerous. Furthermore, 81.7% of respondents from non-Hispanic
origins compared to only 67.9% of respondents from Hispanic origins indicated the white male

should be punished more severely than the white female.
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Table 27: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Two Comparison One

Question White Male Image White Female Image
Guilty 64.7 353
Dangerous 89.6 10.4
Surprised at Crime 17.9 82.1
Severe Punishment 80.9 19.1

Results from the second comparison, the white male and the non-white female, indicated
harsher respondent opinions upon the non-white female who was now inaccurately represented
with a more severe crime. Of the survey respondents, 66.4% thought the non-white female was
more guilty, 70.5% perceived the non-white female as more dangerous and 82.1% indicated the
non-white female should be punished most severely. These results show a reversal in patterns of
attitudes compared to version one. In contrast to version one, the white male was identified as
being the individual most surprising to be charged with a crime (69.2%). Additionally, patterns
of opinions were found to have a significant relationship with the respondent’s race. White
respondents were more likely than non-white respondents to perceive the non-white female as
dangerous and deserving of a severe punishment. Likewise, white respondents indicated a higher
proportion of surprise in seeing the white male charged with a crime compared to non-white

respondents.

Table 28: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Two Comparison Two

Question White Male Image Non-White Female Image
Guilty 33.6 66.4
Dangerous 29.5 70.5
Surprised at Crime 69.2 30.8
Severe Punishment 17.9 82.1

A non-white female and a non-white male made up the third mug shot comparison. The
non-white male had previously been represented with a less severe crime was now represented

with the most severe crime. Consequently, respondents indicated a majority negative perception
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of the non-white male. About 78% of respondents considered him to be the most guilty and 89%
thought he was the most dangerous. An overwhelming majority (92.2%) choose the non-white
male as the individual who should be punished the most severely. Compared to version one, the
non-white female was still the individual who was most surprising to respondents as having
committed a crime (84.1%). A gendered and racialized perception of dangerousness was also
discovered. Using cross-tabs, White and male respondents were found to be more likely than
non-white and female respondents to identify the non-white male as the most dangerous

individual among the two mug shots.

Table 29: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Two Comparison Three

Question Non-White Female Image Non-White Male Image
Guilty 22.1 77.9
Dangerous 11.0 89.0
Surprised at Crime 84.1 15.9
Severe Punishment 7.8 92.2

Next in the fourth mug shot comparison, like respondents in the first survey version, the
respondents to the second version were asked to compare a non-white male and a white female.
Different than the first version, the non-white male now was represented as having committed a
more severe crime. Results from the survey respondents revealed that the majority perceived the
non-white male to be most guilty (53.9%), more dangerous (75.9%), and most deserving of
severe punishment (68.6%). Similar to version one, the white female was perceived as the most
surprising individual to be charged with a crime (66.4%). Perceptions of dangerousness were
found to have a significant relationship with a respondent’s race, indication of Hispanic origin,
and gender. The non-white male arrestee was more likely to be recognized as dangerous by

respondents who identified themselves as White, not of Hispanic origin, and male.
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Table 30: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Two Comparison Four

Question Non-White Male Image White Female Image
Guilty 53.9 46.1
Dangerous 75.9 24.1
Surprised at Crime 33.6 66.4
Severe Punishment 68.6 314

The fifth mug shot evaluation compared a white male and non-white male. In contrast to
version one, the non-white male was now represented with the most severe crime between the
two individuals. This resulted in a reversal of respondent’s opinions were revealed — 69.0% of
respondents perceived the non-white male as most guilty, 79.1% thought the non-white male was
most dangerous, and 86.8% indicated the non-white male should be punished the most severely.
Unlike the results to version one, 80.7% of respondents were most surprised to see the white
male having committed a crime. The race and Hispanic origin of a respondent was shown to
affect ones attitude regarding the guilt and dangerousness of an individual. From the analysis,
about 70% of white and non-Hispanic respondents identified the non-white male as more guilty.
Opinions about dangerousness revealed that approximately 80% of Whites and non-Hispanics
viewed the non-white male as more dangerous. In addition, white respondents (81.9%) were
more likely than non-white respondents (73.0%) to be surprised that the white male was charged

with a crime.

Table 31: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Two Comparison Five

Question White Male Image Non-White Male Image
Guilty 31.0 69.0
Dangerous 20.9 79.1
Surprised at Crime 80.7 19.3
Severe Punishment 13.2 86.8

The last mug shot comparison in version two was a non-white female paired against a

white female. The non-white female’s less severe crime from version one was now switched
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with the white female’s severe crime, leaving the non-white female as being represented with the
more severe crime. Outcomes from the mug shot comparison showed that the non-white female
was now viewed as most guilty (59.2%), most dangerous (65.9%), and who should be punished
the most severely (79.9%). Reversed opinions, compared to version one, were discovered
regarding who respondents were most surprised to see charged with a crime, with the white
female perceived as most surprising (57.1%). The significant relationship from this mug shot
comparison involves the respondent’s race and their attitude regarding guilt. Analysis from the
cross-tabs exposed that white respondents (61.1%) were more likely than non-white respondents

(46.6%) to perceive the non-white female arrestee as more guilty.

Table 32: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Two Comparison Six

Question Non-White Female Image White Female Image
Guilty 59.2 40.8
Dangerous 65.9 34.1
Surprised at Crime 429 57.1
Severe Punishment 79.9 20.1

Summary of Version Two

There are many relevant findings from the second survey version and several notable
comparisons to the first version of the survey. In this second version, the majority of respondents
consistently identified the individual represented with the most severe crime to be more guilt,
dangerous, and deserving of punishment. The individual in the mug shot who was represented
with the least serious offense corresponded was almost always perceived as the most surprising
individual charged with a crime by the majority of respondents. Many times this individual was
female. One exception was when a white male with a less severe crime was paired against a non-
white female with a more severe crime. When both individuals were either male or female, the
white individual with the less severe crime was perceived as most surprising.

Reoccurring trends pertaining to dangerousness were found between version one and
version two. In the mug shot comparison between the white female and the white male, the white
male was still perceived as dangerous. The non-white male was still identified as dangerous in

the non-white female and the non-white male comparison and the non-white male and white
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female comparison. A complete reversal in respondent perception patterns were found for the
white male and non-white female comparison, the white male and non-white male comparison,
and the non-white female and white female comparison.

Cross-tabs with race, Hispanic origin, and gender revealed important findings. White
respondents were more likely to perceive the non-white female as more dangerous and deserving
of punishment in comparison to the white male with the less serious crime in the second mug
shot comparison. The non-white male was more likely to be perceived as dangerous by whites
and males in the third (non-white female and non-white male) and fourth (non-white male and
white female) mug shot comparison. White and non-Hispanic respondents were more likely than
their counterparts to identify the non-white male more dangerous than the white male in the fifth
mug shot comparison. Finally, white respondents were more likely than non-white respondents

to perceive a non-white male arrestee as more guilty when compared to a white female arrestee.

Survey Version Three

The third and final version of the online survey was designed to measure the extent to
which respondents formulate opinions about the arrested individuals despite any knowledge on
the arrestee’s alleged crime. Similar to versions one and two of the survey, respondents were
asked the same questions pertaining to the same set of mug shot photographs but during the third
version of the survey the identification of the individual’s alleged crime was eliminated. It is
expected that if the race and gender of an arrested individual is insignificant in determining ones
perceptions about guilt, dangerousness, or the need for punishment then the distribution of
responses for any given question should be evenly distributed across the two mug shots.

In the first mug shot comparison, white male and white female, the white male was
generally perceived with more negative attitudes. The respondents identified the white male as
being more guilty (52.0%), more dangerous (85.1%), and deserving a more severe punishment
(69.9%). Survey respondents indicated the white female was most surprising to see charged with
a crime (76.7). These results are comparable to those received in version two. Next, a
respondent’s race, indication of Hispanic origin, and gender were tested using cross tabs. Chi-

square results indicated there were no significant relationships.
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Table 33: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Three Comparison One

Question White Male Image White Female Image
Guilty 52.0 48.0
Dangerous 85.1 14.9
Surprised at Crime 23.3 76.7
Severe Punishment 69.9 30.1

Again in the second mug shot comparison was a white male and the non-white female.
More than half of respondents (54.9%) indicated the white male seemed more guilty, 68.1%
perceived the white male was more dangerous, and almost 60% thought the white male should be
punished the most severely. The majority of respondents (59.0%) were most surprised to see the
white male being charged with a crime. The general trends from these mug shot comparison are
similar to version one, except in version one respondents had a slight bias toward being surprised
that the non-white female was charged with a crime. A respondent’s race and indication of
Hispanic origin was found to have a significant relationship with a respondent’s opinions
regarding guilt. Hispanic and non-white respondents were more likely to consider the white male

as more guilty.

Table 34: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Three Comparison Two

Question White Male Image Non-White Female Image
Guilty 54.9 45.1
Dangerous 68.1 31.9
Surprised at Crime 59.0 41.0
Severe Punishment 59.9 40.1

The same third set of mug shots used in version one and two were utilized in the third
version, a non-white female and a non-white male. Respondent opinions to these mug shot
comparisons are similar to version two — an overall negative perception of the non-white male in
comparison to the non-white female. The majority of respondents identified the non-white male
as most guilty (63.2), most dangerous (82.2%), and deserving a more severe punishment

(75.6%). The individual identified by the majority (78.7%) of respondents as being most
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surprising in having been charged with a crime was the non-white female. Significant
relationships were uncovered relating to a respondent’s race and gender and their attitudes
toward the individuals in the mug shots. White respondents were more likely than nonwhite
respondents to perceive the non-white male as most likely to be guilty, more dangerous, and
most deserving of punishment. Compared to non-white respondents (70.9%), white respondents
(79.8%) were more surprised to see the non-white female charged with a crime. In addition,
female respondents were more surprised than male respondents in the non-white female arrestee

being charged with a crime.

Table 35: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Three Comparison Three

Question Non-White Female Image Non-White Male Image
Guilty 36.8 63.2
Dangerous 17.8 82.2
Surprised at Crime 78.7 21.3
Severe Punishment 244 75.6

Next in the fourth mug shot comparison between a non-white male and a white female,
overall respondent opinions were almost divided regarding who is perceived as most guilty and
who should be punished the most severely. About 56% of respondents thought the white female
seemed more guilty and almost 53% believed the non-white male should be punished the most
severely. Excluding the marginal tendency for respondents to perceive the white female as
guilty, the other two questions and their corresponding response trends were consistent with
version two. The non-white male was perceived to be the most dangerous by 70.9% of
respondents and 63.3% of respondents were surprised to see the white female charged with a
crime. Cross-tabs discovered that Whites and non-Hispanics respondents are more likely to
identify the non-white male as more dangerous and as more deserving of punishment. However,
the majority of non-white and Hispanic respondents did not follow this trend of perceiving the
non-white male as most deserving of punishment but rather identified the white female as the
most deserving of severe punishment. In addition, non-Hispanic respondents (64.8%) were more
likely than Hispanic respondents (50.0%) to identify the white female as the most surprising

individuals charged with a crime.
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Table 36: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Three Comparison Four

Question Non-White Male Image White Female Image
Guilty 44.2 55.8
Dangerous 70.9 29.1
Surprised at Crime 36.7 63.3
Severe Punishment 52.6 474

The fifth mug shot comparison for the third survey version reveal findings similar to
version one, except on one question. The white male was isolated by respondents as being the
most guilty (66.6%), most dangerous (58.3%), and deserving of severe punishment (65.2%) in
comparison to the non-white male. Unlike version one, 60.8% of respondents to version three of
the survey were most surprised to see the white male charged with a crime. Chi-square results
from the cross-tabs indicate a significant relationship between race and gender and ones attitude
regarding who is most surprising to be charged with a crime. The results indicated that white and

male respondents were more likely to identify the white male as the most surprising.

Table 37: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Three Comparison Five

Question White Male Image Non-White Male Image
Guilty 66.6 334
Dangerous 58.3 41.7
Surprised at Crime 60.8 39.2
Severe Punishment 65.2 34.8

To conclude the mug shot comparisons across the survey versions was the pairing of a
non-white female with a white female in version three. Consistent with results from the first
version, the white female was perceived more negatively than the non-white female. Nearly 65%
of the respondents considered the white female to be most guilty and most dangerous and 69.0%
thought that the white female should be punished the most severely. The non-white female was

viewed by 61.7% of respondents as the most surprising individual in the comparison to be

69



charged with a crime. Chi-square results concluded significant relationships involving race,

indication of Hispanic origin, and gender were not present.

Table 38: Summary of Respondent Perceptions to Version Three Comparison Six

Question Non-White Female Image White Female Image
Guilty 35.6 64.4
Dangerous 34.7 65.3
Surprised at Crime 61.7 38.3
Severe Punishment 31.0 69.0

Summary of Version Three

Overall findings from the third survey version found instances when survey respondents
seemed to utilize stereotypes about race and gender to formulate opinions. Males were
consistently identified as most dangerous and deserving of punishment. When two females were
compared to one another, the white female was seen as more deserving than the non-white
female. Furthermore, the majority of the time males were identified as the most guilty, except
when a non-white male was compared to a white female. The white male was identified as most
the guilty when paired with the non-white male.

Significant findings from the cross-tabs with race, Hispanic origin, and gender also were
revealing. The majority of white and non-Hispanic respondents indicated the white male was
more guilty in comparison to the non-white female to whom he was compared. Harsher opinions
were directed toward the non-white male when paired with a non-white female. White
respondents were significantly more likely to perceive the non-white male as more guilty,
dangerous and deserving of punishment. In the same comparison, white respondents were also
more likely to perceive the non-white female as most surprising have been charged with a crime.
The last significant finding from the third version of the survey found that despite being
perceived as more guilty, dangerous, and deserving of punishment, white and male respondents
felt the white male was more surprising to have charged with a crime in comparison to the non-

white male.
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Chapter 6 - Discussion and Conclusion

Based on the results of the Axio Survey administered to 15,035 full-time undergraduate
students, I was able to derive some conclusions regarding the extent of penal spectatorship
among the population of study. One source of penal spectatorship identified in this thesis is The
Slammer. The Slammer is a weekly newspaper that is dedicated to publishing mug shot
photographs of local criminals. Despite recent expansions of the market to Kansas, only about
one in ten survey respondents have ever come across this style of newspaper in the past. Even
fewer (3.2%) survey respondents have purchased a newspaper similar to 7he Slammer. In
addition, perceptions of The Slammer seem to be mixed, with just less than half of survey
respondents indicating 7he Slammer as important because it reveals pictures of local criminals to
citizens. The ability of The Slammer to reduce fear and crime in communities was called into
question by over three-fourths of survey respondents. T tests for the index regarding the
legitimacy of The Slammer revealed that males were more likely than females, non-Whites were
more likely than Whites, and Hispanics were more likely than non-Hispanics to report higher
agreement among the questions pertaining to the legitimacy of The Slammer.

Despite questions of legitimacy, I would conclude that The Slammer does serve as a
source of penal spectatorship for some citizens. With about 40% of respondents agreeing that
The Slammer made them curious and about 44% legitimizing The Slammer’s mission to show
mug shot photos of criminals, The Slammer is an establishment for privileged readers to
voyeuristically gaze upon arrested local criminals and to formulate opinions about how
punishment is carried out for arrested individuals.

Given the fair percentage of survey respondents indicating curiosity in The Slammer,
general interest in imprisonment does not seem surprising. With over half of respondents
interested in how inmates survive within prisons, how correctional guards maintain control
within the prisons, and how justice is ultimately carried out for inmates, the potential for direct
penal spectator engagement among the respondents is relatively high. The same is true for
interest in criminality. The majority of survey respondents indicated they were curious how and
why criminals commit crimes and were interested in how justice is carried out for arrested
individuals. Almost half were interested in seeing criminals being arrested by law enforcement.

The effects of gender on the index measuring interest in criminality found that men were more
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likely than females to be interested in criminality. Taken together, it seems as though viewing
various aspects of criminality and imprisonment is a source of authenticity for respondents and
serves as a path toward truth about the punishment.

Other sources of penal spectatorship were analyzed in the survey questions. Respondents
were asked how frequently they watched shows relating to crime, violence, punishment, and the
criminal justice system. They were also asked about their use of printed media, the internet, and
social interaction for the purposes of acquiring information about crime related topics. Taken
together, 95.4% of survey respondents indicated some degree of weekly engagement in topics,
violence, punishment, and the criminal justice system through media sources or social
interaction. Most commonly, about four in five survey respondents engaged in social interaction
and about three in four watched at least one television show pertaining to crime related topics.
The index measuring engagement with punitive media and related social interaction showed that
non-Whites and Hispanic respondents were more likely to engage in such activities.

This large proportionality of survey respondents that engage in punitive media and
related social interaction can serve as evidence that penal spectatorship has a strong hold on
citizen’s daily lives. These representation in the media and the social interaction behaviors
wrapped in punishment afford spectators a sizable distance from the punishment site.
Furthermore, it is through these sources that citizens are able to interrogate and derive
understanding about the proper narratives of punishment. Based on our sample data, it is evident
that consuming punishment has a normative presence among today’s college students.

As argued by Brown and substantiated in my research, punishment is seen as a necessary
response in part because it is seen as a fair and effective method toward holding criminals
accountable for their actions. According to Brown, without punishment, citizens fear the
possibility of danger, insecurity, and victimization. As revealed in the survey data, survey
respondents indicated high levels of support for the justification of punishment. The strongest
support for punishment was rooted in vengeance for victims, ensuring security, and holding
criminals responsible. Over nine out of ten survey respondents indicated that when a criminal act
involves a victim punishment is a necessary reaction. About 80% of respondents felt that
punishment was necessary to improve the security of citizens and 83% of respondents agree to

some degree that criminals deserve the punishment that they receive. The composite indicator
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representing the justification of punishment found that Whites were more likely than non-whites
to justify punishment as a necessary response to crime.

In the mug shot comparison experiment, patterns of exclusion for various social groups
were revealed across three versions of the survey. In the first version, respondents were given the
accurate criminal charge for a set of individuals represented in mug shot photographs, one
individual having a more severe crime than the other. Survey respondents tended to perceive the
individual with the most severe crime as the most guilty and as most deserving of punishment.
Therefore, the determination of guilt and punishment may be contingent upon the severity of the
crime and not solely or even primarily influenced by the race or gender of the arrested
individual.

Also in the first version, generally, when a white or non-white female was compared to a
male arrestee, the female was perceived as the most surprising individual to be charged with a
crime. Even when a female arrestee had been charged with the most severe crime, respondents
still reported higher levels of surprise with her arrest. These finding infer that respondents are
more likely to be surprised in female criminality because females are not traditionally viewed as
being associated with criminal or violent behaviors. On the other hand, survey respondents
unanimously selected the male arrestee as most dangerous arrestee, even in instances when his
crime was less severe than the female arrestee to whom he was being compared. Again, it seems
as though previous stereotypes about one’s gender may have been used by respondents. In this
case, males may have been perceived as more dangerous due to the normative understandings of
masculinity, aggressiveness, and violence.

The next version of the mug shot comparison experiment contained switched charges for
the mug shot individuals. According to the majority of respondents, the individual with the most
severe crime was perceived as the most guilty, dangerous, and most deserving of punishment.
The individual with the least severe crime was perceived as the most surprising individual
charged with a crime. These results show that when a severe crime is paired with an individual
who is traditionally perceived as criminal (non-Whites and males), it becomes less ambiguous
for respondents to determine who seems guilty, dangerous, or deserving of punishment. Further,
it shows that when a less severe crime corresponds to an individual who is seen as less

threatening (Whites and females) that respondents become surprised in the individuals arrest.
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When a respondent’s race was analyzed to see if their perceptions were biased toward a
particular arrestee, it was found that white respondents were more likely than non-white
respondents to perceive non-white male and female arrestees as more dangerous when paired
against a white male or female. This bias in attitudes may indicate that racial stereotypes about
criminality and violence may weigh heavily on white respondent attitudes. It seems white
respondents respond more harshly to non-white crime, especially when stereotypical scenarios
are presented regarding non-white violent crime.

In comparison to version one and two of the survey, the third version had mixed results.
This version removed any indication about arrested individual’s alleged crime. Across the mug
shot comparisons, on average, the male arrestee was perceived as most guilty, dangerous, and
deserving of punishment, while females were generally viewed as most surprising to be charged
with a crime. Therefore, the gender of an arrestee seemed to serve as an important indicator in
determining opinions about punishment. When a white male arrestee was paired with another
arrested individual, the white male was consistently perceived as the most guilty, dangerous, and
deserving punishment. It was further found that white respondents were more likely to view non-
white males as dangerous and deserving of punishment when paired with either a white or non-
white female. Therefore, it appears that a respondent’s race is an important factor shaping
opinions about arrested individuals, especially when the arrestee is non-White and is compared
to those social groups perceived as more vulnerable and more surprising to be charged with a
crime.

As specified from Brown, the rise in punitivity and the act of penal spectatorship has
particular consequences that make the work of punishment a dangerous cultural practice. What
makes the present study significant, a willingness of the survey respondents to engage in
punishment at a distance, is the ramifications rooted in public policy. For instance, the US
government has committed itself to the project of mass incarceration. The practice of exclusion
is fundamental for incarceration and punishment. This causes a hindrance to the unification of
citizens and rather fuels the desire for a sense of security. Given the pattern of imprisonment,
statistics reveal that certain subgroups according to race, class, and gender are disproportionately
affected by incarceration. This allows privileged groups of people to subsume positions of
distance and authority so they can incite and support public policy along lines of social
inequality (Brown 2009).

74



As equally dangerous, citizens who engage in penal spectatorship fail to reflect upon their
role in the formation of punishment and to carefully deliberate in their informal judgment
decisions. Instead, fearful and angry citizens tend to respond to their anxiety by relinquishing
basic freedoms by supporting punitive measures and by remaining unsympathetic toward others.

Taken together, penal spectatorship calls into question the values we hold under democracy

(Brown 2009).

Limitations of the Current Research

There are several limitations to the current research study that should be recognized and
considered when reviewing the results. One of the limitations is rooted in trying to correctly
identify important components of the theoretical research and implementing these factors
directly into the survey. Since minimal research has attempted to measure this culture of
punishment, the questions to be used in the online survey were carefully constructed based on
Michelle Brown’s theoretical foundation for understanding penal spectatorship. Due to
restrictions on time and direct resources, the online survey was not pre-tested to a subset of the
sample population. Therefore, extreme care and thoughtfulness was utilized to ensure the
formatting, ordering, and wording of questions would be understood consistently across all
survey respondents. Even though, the survey was scrutinized by other graduate students and
faculty members, it remains unknown whether the sample of survey respondents were
systematically biased by the formatting of the survey and the wording of the questions.

Furthermore, the construction of the composite indicators was an initial attempt to
measure the main theoretical concept of penal spectatorship. Although one of the indices was an
already pre-established measure of punitivity, the Thompson index for punitive policy support,
all other indices included for analysis consisted of questions derived from the survey. Due to
restrictions on time and resources, the items included in the composite indicators were not pre-
tested to a sample of individuals. Even though the alpha levels for the indices indicate the
acceptable levels of reliability among the items, it still remains to be known whether the index is
valid and accurate in measuring the underlying theoretical concept.

A final limitation of the research relates to the selection of the individual to be
represented in the mug shot comparisons. Some of the individuals in the mug shot comparisons

deviate in appearance on factors besides gender and race. These differences may have been a
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factor used by survey respondents in formulating their opinion. For example in the white male
and white female comparison, the white male seemed more intimidating with his raised eyebrow
look. In the white male and non-white male comparison, the non-white male seems less
threatening in his appearance given his mid-laugh smile. A final discrepancy between the mug
shot comparisons individuals was for the non-white female and the white female. It may be
likely that the survey respondents perceived the non-white female as belonging to a higher class
than the white-female, since the non-white female has a more well-kept appearance. Taken
together, a more refined set of mug shots should have been selected for comparison in order to
ensure that gender and race of an arrested individual are significant factors influencing

respondents perceptions.

Guide for Future Research

To advance the findings from this survey, researchers could provide a more descriptive
analysis of The Slammer with the purposes of explaining why the respondents may not have been
overwhelmingly curious in the content of the material. Further researchers could seek to explain
why newspapers like The Slammer are not perceived as truthful and consequently, not capable of
reducing fear and preventing crime. In our findings, we found that non-whites and non-Hispanic
respondents were more likely to perceive The Slammer as a legitimate source. Since this is
contrary to our understandings about non-Whites and their perceptions about the criminal justice
system, this finding should be investigated further.

As discussed in the limitations of the research, future research could replicate the mug
shot comparison experiment but refine the choice in mug shot individuals so that the individuals
only differ on the appearance of race and gender. Then, it may be worthwhile for the research
design to include more open-ended questions in order to probe why respondents answered in a
particular way.

Finally, the results of our survey are indicative of full-time undergraduate students
attending Kansas State University. Given the restricted age of respondents skewed toward young
adults, an overrepresentation of respondents growing up in Midwestern towns and cities, and a
lack of respondents indicating liberal political attitudes, future research can explore how and why

the results from this survey may differ across different demographics.
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Appendix A - Content Analysis Request Letter

Dear Research Coder,

I am currently working on my master’s thesis that focuses on people’s access to punishment for
criminal offenders in their daily lives. I am actively collecting data from an online survey that looks at
people’s interest in and access to punishment through various media sources. More specifically, |
hypothesize that people can access punishment through a mug shot newspaper called The Slammer. 1
would like to request your assistance in furthering my research project by coding eight front covers of The
Slammer.

Based on the objective of my research topic, I am asking you to code each image based on two
pieces of criteria: gender and race. Although I understand that it may be difficult to accurately determine a
person’s gender or race, please do your best in determining how the average reader of The Slammer is
likely to perceive gender and race among the images.

Please write your response directly below the image in the space given.

How would the average reader of The Slammer categorize the person in the image based on
gender? Is the person in the image male? Is the person in the image female?

How would the average reader of The Slammer categorize the person in the image based on race?
Is the person in the image White? Is the person in the image non-White?

In total, there will be 128 images to code. The whole coding process should take you no longer
than one hour. The coding of each image is meant to be a quick response. Do not spend too much time on
any given image.

Please completely code each of the images among the eight front covers by April 1% at 5:00pm.
You may save your responses to the Powerpoint file and attach the file to an email back to me.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at the following number: ###-##-#### or

reach me at the following email address: cahill05S@ksu.edu.

Thank you in advance for assisting in the success of my research project!

Sincerely,

Casey Hillgren
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Appendix B - Content Analysis Front Covers

Figure 1: The Slammer Front Cover 1
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Figure 2: The Slammer Front Cover 2

AUGUST 27 - SEPTEMBER 3, 2010

=1 SlmmEs O

RECENT MUG SHOTS i LOCAL CRIME ; MOST WANTED i CELEBRITY CRIME i i SEX OFFENDERS i & MORE

Race: Ra:e Race: : : Race: S Race:
Gender: I’) Gender: I3 Gender: I4 Gender: ]D Gender: ]6

Please visit our WEBSITE
for BACK ISSUES &

THE SIJM{_WIE‘? Lo

To mmmummm

Volame 3, lssue 38

llll}i Wl?lﬂ

o Plesse Recycle Me

82



Figure 3: The Slammer Front Cover 3
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Figure 4: The Slammer Front Cover 4

SEPTEMBER 10

-
COVERING: $ o
* WAKE
* JOHNSTON
+ DURHAM 4 .
RECENT MUG SHOTS i LOCAL CRIME ; MOST NkHTED CELEBRITY CRIME ;: 3 i SEX CIFFEN{JERQ i -ﬂUF\'E

ARMED TEENS ’I

NEATAL e
SHOOTING ”,"

SOCIAL WORK
PROS TOE

'; Race: Race: IS Race:
Gender: Gender: Gender:

Please visit our WEBSITE

. convenience
for BACK ISSUES & _ To retail The Slammer in your store
e SEAMMER cam ,

Volurme 3, lssue 37

L] ll!ﬂllﬂ'ﬂ)?lll r

Q) Plesse Recycle Me

84



Figure 5: The Slammer Front Cover 5
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Figure 6: The Slammer Front Cover 6
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Figure 7: The Slammer Front Cover 7
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Figure 8: The Slammer Front Cover 8
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Appendix C - Tables for Percent Agreement for Race, Gender, and Race/Gender

Table 39: Percent Agreement Between Coders for Race

Coder1  Coder 2 Coder 3 Coder4 CoderS Coder6 Coder 7 Coder 8 Coder 9 Coder 10
Coder 1
Coder 2 0.992188
Coder 3 0.945313 0.9375
Coder 4 0.929688 0.921875  0.90625
Coder 5 0.96875  0.976563  0.945313  0.914063
Coder 6 0.929688 0.9375 0.875 0.859375 0.914063
Coder 7 |0.921875 0.914063 0.929688  0.898438 0.9375 0.851563
Coder 8 | 0.992188  0.945313  0.929688 0.96875  0.929688  0.921875
Coder 9 0.953125 0.945313  0.945313  0.914063 0.953125 0.882813  0.9375 0.953125
Coder 10 | 0.960938 0.96875 0.921875 0.90625  0.960938 0.9375 0.898438  0.960938 0.929688

89



Table 40: Percent Agreement Between Coders for Gender

Coder1 Coder2 Coder3 Coder4 Coder5S Coder6 Coder7 Coder8 Coder9 Coder 10
Coder 1
Coder2 | 0.992188
Coder3 | 0.984375 0.976563
Coder 4 | 0.96875 0.976563  0.953125
Coder 5 | 0.96875 0.976563  0.953125 0.953125
Coder 6 | 0984375 0.992188 0.984375 0.96875 0.96875
Coder 7 | 0984375 0.976563 0.96875 0.96875 0.953125 0.96875
Coder 8 | 0.984375 0.992188 0.96875 0.984375  0.96875 0.984375 0.984375
Coder9 | 0992188 1 0.976563  0.976563 0.976563 0.992188 0.976563  0.992188
Coder 10 | 98.4375 0.992188 0.984375 0.96875 0.96875 0.984375 0.96875 0.984375 0.992188
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Table 41: Percent Agreement Between Coders for Race/Gender

Coder1 Coder2 Coder3 Coder4 CoderS5 Coder6 Coder7 Coder8 Coder9 Coder 10
Coder 1
Coder 2 | 0.984375
Coder3 | 0.929688 0.914063
Coder4 | 0.898438 0.898438 0.859375
Coder 5 | 0.929688 0.945313 0.890625 0.859375
Coder 6 | 0914063 0.929688 0.859375 0.828125 0.875
Coder 7 | 0.90625 0.890625 0.898438 0.875 0.898438  0.820313
Coder 8 | 0.984375 0.984375 0.914063 0.914063 0.929688 0.914063 0.90625
Coder 9 | 0945313 0.945313 0.921875 0.890625 0.929688 0.875 0.914063  0.945313
Coder 10 | 0.945213 0.960938  0.90625 0.875 0.921875 0.921875 0.867188 0.945313 0.921875
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Appendix D - Table Frequencies for Each Front Cover

Table 42: Frequencies for Race, Gender and Race/Gender for The Slammer Front Covers

Magazine Race Gender Race/Gender
White Non White Male Female White White Non White Non White
Male Female Male Female
Front Cover 1 10/16 6/16 9/16 7/16 6/16 4/16 3/16 3/16
8.20-8.27 62.5% 37.5% 56.25% 43.75% 37.5% 25% 18.75% 18.75%
Front Cover 2 10/16 6/16 8/16 8/16 4/16 6/16 4/16 2/16
8.279.3 62.5% 37.5% 50% 50% 25% 37.5% 25% 12.5%
Front Cover 3 9/16 7/16 8/16 8/16 5/16 4/16 3/16 4/16
9.3-9.10 56.25% 43.75% 50% 50% 37.5% 25% 18.75% 25%
Front Cover 4 11/16 5/16 9/16 7/16 6/16 5/16 3/16 2/16
9.10-9.17 68.75% 31.25% 56.25% 43.75% 37.5% 31.25% 18.75% 12.5%
Front Cover 5 9/16 7/16 9/16 7/16 4/16 5/16 5/16 2/16
9.17-9.24 56.25% 43.75% 56.25% 43.75% 25% 31.25% 31.25% 12.5%
Front Cover 6 10/16 6/16 6/16 10/16 4/16 6/16 2/16 4/16
9.24-10.1 62.5% 37.5% 37.5% 62.5% 25% 37.5% 12.5% 25%
Front Cover 7 8/16 8/16 8/16 8/16 3/16 5/16 5/16 3/16
10.1-10.8 50% 50% 50% 50% 18.75% 31.25% 31.25% 18.75%
Front Cover 8 12/16 4/16 9/16 7/16 6/16 6/16 3/16 1/16
10.8-10.15 75% 25% 56.25% 43.75% 37.5% 37.5% 18.75% 6.25%
Total 79/128 49/128 66/128 62/128 38/128 41/128 28/128 21/128
61.7187% 38.2812% 51.5625% 48.4375% 29.6875% 32.0312% 21.875% 16.4062%
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Appendix E - IRB Exemption Notification

NICSTATE

Kansas State Un \LTL"p

University Ressarch
Complionce Office

3 Fawchild Hall

Lower Merronine

Mankanan, K5 s4504- 1103

T5-537-3704

Fou: TRS-530.-3278

s -yl st s Chd ol

TO: Spencer Wood Proposal Number: 5721
SASW
202-E Waters

FROM: Rick Scheidt, Chm%

Commitiee on Research Involving Human Subiects
DATE: February 1, 2011

RE: Proposal Entitled, “Punishment in The Summer: Penal Spectatorship in Mugshot Newspapers™

The Commattee on Research Involving Human Subjects / Institutional Review Board (IRB) for Kansas State
University has reviewed the proposal identified above and has determined that it is EXEMPT from further
[RB review. This exemption applies only to the proposal - as writien - and currenily on file with the [RB.
Any change potentially affecting human subjects must be approved by the IRB prior to mmplementation and
may disqualily the proposal from exemplion.

Bascd upon information provided to the IRB, this actmty is exempt under the criteria set forth in the
Federal Policy for the Protecton of Human Subjects, 45 CFR §46.101, paragraph b, category: 2,
subsection: ii.

Certan rescarch 15 exempt from the requirements of HHS/OHRP regulations. A determination that
research 15 exempt does not imply that investigators have no cthical responsibilities to subjects m such
rescarch; 1t means only that the regulatory requirements related to [RB review, informed consent, and
assurance of complianee do not apply to the research.

Any unanticipated problems mvolving nsk o subjects or to others must be reported immediately to the

Chair of the Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects, the Umiversity Research Compliance
Office, and il the subjects are KSU students, to the Director of the Student Health Center
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Appendix F - E-mail Notifications for Survey Participation

Initial Email Invitation
Dear < the recipient's name will be here >,
You have been selected to participate in a K-State research survey and be entered into a drawing for a
FREE iPad. There are no strings attached, we just want to thank you for your time. What’s more, this
survey is actually pretty interesting! Importantly, your responses are completely anonymous and will be

kept confidential.

In the survey you will be asked to rate mug shots of arrested individuals and express your opinions about
punishment and crime. All of the images were published in weekly newspapers featuring local arrests.
What is most important is that your responses in this survey are very valuable for helping advance science

and improve public policy. Your opinion matters.

The survey consists of nine short sections and should only take about 15 minutes. Your participation in

the survey is entirely voluntary.

We appreciate your time and consideration in completing this survey. It is only through the help of

students like you that we can improve our understanding of society.
Good luck with the drawing for the FREE iPad!

Sincerely,

Casey Hillgren

Graduate Student of Sociology

Kansas State University

Spencer D. Wood, Ph.D
Assistant Professor of Sociology

Kansas State University
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Please click on the Web address (URL) below to complete and submit
the survey by 04/10/11. All responses are kept confidential.

https://surveys.ksu.edu/TS?7key=xXxXXXXXXXX

This Survey URL is for your use only. It cannot be used by anyone else.
If you cannot click on the Web address, please copy the underlined

text and paste it into the address field of your Web browser.

If you experience any difficulties please contact Technical Support

at (866) 282-8212 or (785) 532-0860, email: helpdesk@axiolearning.org
If you do not want to participate in this survey visit

https://surveys.ksu.edu/TS?key=xxxxxxxxxx&action=optOut

to remove your email address.

If you have any questions contact helpdesk(@axiolearning.org
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Reminder Email Invitation

We recently sent you an email asking you to respond to a brief and confidential K-State research
survey about punishment and crime and be entered into a drawing for a FREE iPad. This is actually an
interesting survey and your participation is important. By participating, your voice will be joined with
others regarding important policy decisions. The survey consists of nine short sections and should only

take about 15 minutes.

If you have already completed the survey, we appreciate your participation. If you have not yet responded
to the survey, we encourage you to take a few minutes and complete the survey. We plan to end the

survey on April 10th so we wanted to email you to make sure you had a chance to participate.

Remember, that after completing the survey, you will be entered into a drawing to win a FREE iPad.
There are no strings attached, it is just a way of saying thank you for providing your valuable time and

opinions.

Thank you in advance for completing the survey. Your responses are important! We appreciate your time
and consideration in completing this survey. It is only through the help of students like you that we can

improve our understanding of society.

Good luck with the drawing for the FREE iPad!
Sincerely,

Casey Hillgren

Graduate Student of Sociology

Kansas State University

Spencer D. Wood, Ph.D

Assistant Professor of Sociology

Kansas State University
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Please click on the Web address (URL) below to complete and submit
the survey by 04/10/11. All responses are kept confidential.

https://surveys.ksu.edu/TS?7key=xxXXXXXXXX

This Survey URL is for your use only. It cannot be used by anyone else.
If you cannot click on the Web address, please copy the underlined

text and paste it into the address field of your Web browser.

If you experience any difficulties please contact Technical Support

at (866) 282-8212 or (785) 532-0860, email: helpdesk@axiolearning.org
If you do not want to participate in this survey visit

https://surveys.ksu.edu/TS?key=xxxxxxxxxx&action=optOut

to remove your email address.

If you have any questions contact helpdesk(@axiolearning.org
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Appendix G - Crime and Punishment Survey Codebook

Crime and Punishment Online Survey User’s Guide
Outline of Contents
I. Introduction to the Crime and Punishment Online Survey and Dataset
A. Overview of Survey and Sample Population
Sampling Procedure
Methodology
B. Brief Description of Survey Versions, Response Rates, and Survey Components
Table 1: Summary of Crime and Punishment Online Survey Dataset Components
C. General Guidelines for Coding Responses
II. Guide to Crime and Punishment Online Survey Instrument Indicators and Codes
A. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked
to ALL Respondents
B. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked
to Respondents to VERSION ONE ONLY
C. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked
to Respondents to VERSION TWO ONLY
D. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked
to Respondents to VERSION THREE ONLY
E. Summary of Special Recodes, Transformations, and Other Imputed Variables
Appendix Al: Crime and Punishment Version One
Appendix A2: Crime and Punishment Version Two
Appendix A3: Crime and Punishment Version Three

Appendix A4: Academic College Identifier Instrument
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Introduction to the Crime and Punishment Online Survey and Dataset

A. Overview of Survey and Sample Population

The Crime and Punishment survey was administered by e-mail to a random stratified
sample of full-time undergraduate students at Kansas State University in the spring of 2011. The
goal of the survey was to measure the extent to which respondents engage in a culture of
punishment through the engagement with the media. There were three versions to the survey.
Although all of the questions to the survey were consist across the three versions, one section in
was represented in a different context for each version of the survey. Upon completion of the
survey, the data was coded, cleaned, and then combined from the three versions of the survey
into one dataset.

Sampling Procedure

Since undergraduate students are increasingly encouraged to utilize their college e-mail
accounts, an online survey was seen as a desirable technique to gather data from this group of
students. A total of 15,035 full-time undergraduates at Kansas State University were chosen to
partake in the online survey. The sample was stratified by academic college: 5225 students from
the College of Arts and Sciences, 2475 students from the College of Engineering, 2079 students
from the College of Business Administration, 1722 students from the College of Agriculture,
1528 students from the College of Human Ecology, 1159 students from the College of
Education, 443 from the College of Architecture and 404 from the College of Technology and
Aviation. Once the survey construction was finalized, the associate director of the Office of
Mediated Education divided each academic college into thirds. Then by taking a third of each
academic college, e-mail addresses were then imported into one of the versions of the survey
instrument. This procedure was completed for the three versions of the survey. Therefore, each
version of the survey was represented by an equal proportion of students from each academic
college.

Methodology

The initial survey invitation, for all three versions, was sent March 15, 2011 to the
students in the sample. In the e-mail invitation, students were provided a unique hyperlink to
access the survey website. Each student was assigned their own hyperlink. This prevented

outsiders to the sample from accessing the survey. Following the initial survey invitation, three
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e-mail reminder messages were sent at seven day intervals to remaining non-respondents. Each
e-mail reminder message included the hyperlink to the survey. The online survey concluded on

April 10, 2011.

B. Brief Description of Survey Versions, Response Rates, and Survey Components

The Crime and Punishment dataset is derived from the responses to three versions of an
online survey sent to full-time undergraduate students at Kansas State University. Version one,
two, and three of the online survey was administered to a stratified sample, based on academic
college, of full-time undergraduate students at Kansas State University. It should be noted the
three survey versions contain significant overlap in content; however, for each version of the
survey a set of questions were unique and only were asked to respondents of the respective
survey version. Table 1 summarizes the survey versions, sample and response rate information,
and dataset indicators that correspond to each survey version. A copy of the survey version,
annotated with the dataset indicator names that correspond to each question, can be found in
Appendices A1-A3.

In version one of the online survey, the sample size of version one of the survey was
5,011. The final access rate was 23.97% and the final completion rate was 21.63%. Indicators
QA-QD and QG-QK represented to the questions asked of students to this version (see Appendix
A1 for a reproduction of the online survey with annotated indicator codes).

Next, in version two of the online survey, the sample size of version two of the survey
was 5,011. The final access rate was 23.47% and the final completion rate was 20.75%.
Indicators QA-QC, QE, and QG-QK represented to the questions asked of students to this
version (see Appendix A2 for a reproduction of the online survey with annotated indicator codes
that specific to this version only).

Finally, in version three of the online survey, the sample size of version three of the
survey was 5013. The final access rate was 20.65% and the final completion rate was 18.35%.
Indicators QA-QC and QF-QK represented to the questions asked of students to this version (see
Appendix A3 for a reproduction of the online survey with annotated indicator codes that are

specific to this version only).
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Table 1: Summary of Crime and Punishment Online Survey Dataset Components

Dataset Survey with
Total Access Access  Completion Completion Indicators Annotated Indicator
Survey Title Sample Rate N Rate % Rate N Rate % for Survey Codes
Crime and
Punishment: Al 5 35 3,412 22.69% 3,044 20.25%
Versions
Crime and 1,511 1,201 23.97% 1,084 21.63% QA-QD, Appendix Al
Punishment:
Version One QG-QK
Crime and 1,1511 1,176 23.47% 1,040 20.75% QA-QC, QE, Appendix A2*
Punishment:
Version Two QG-QK
Crime and 1,513 1,035 20.65% 920 18.35% QA-QC, Appendix A3**
Punishment:
QF-QK

Version Three

*The questions provided in Appendix A2 are those that are specific to the second version of the survey only. The remaining questions

for the second version can be found in Appendix Al.

*The questions provided in Appendix A3 are those that are specific to the third version of the survey only. The remaining questions

for the second version can be found in Appendix Al.
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C. General Guidelines for Coding Responses

The following is a helpful guide to assist in understanding the general coding rules

followed in producing the dataset.

SPSS Indicator Protocol
All indicators derived directly from the survey begin with the letter Q. Recodes begin
with the original indicator name and then end with the letter R. Z-scores begin with the original

indicator name and then end with the letter Z. Other identification indicators are given their own

unique names (e.g. VERSION, COLLEGE, SUMRACE, THOMPS).

Missing, Not-Applicable, and Not-Asked Values

Generally, in the dataset there were three values assigned for invalid responses. Missing
responses on a question for which a respondent was eligible was coded with the value of 99.
Next, a value of 88 was assigned to those questions in which respondents were never asked. This
applied only to the questions specific to three survey versions. Finally, questions identified as

non-applicable to a respondent were also declared missing and given a value of 77.
Ambiguous or Improper Question Responses

A conservative interpretive approach was followed in analyzing survey responses.

Ambiguous or non-standard responses that were not discernable were coded as missing values.
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L. Guide to Crime and Punishment Online Survey Instrument Indicators

and Codes

A. Dataset Definitions for Questions in “Crime and Punishment” Online Survey asked

to ALL Respondents

Following is a summary list of the SPSS definitions, missing value codes, and categorical
definitions (except for continuous variables), for each question in the “Crime and Punishment”
online survey that was asked to all respondents in the online survey. See Section B, C, and D for
the list of questions asked only to survey respondents of versions one, two, and three of the

survey, respectively.

Position
QA Current full-time undergraduate student 3
Missing Values: 99
Value Label
1 Yes
2 No
QA2 Year in college 4
Missing Values: 99
Value Label
1 Freshmen
2 Sophomore
3 Junior
4 Senior
QA3 Primary major 5

Missing Values: 99
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QA4

QBI

QB2

QB3

QC1

Name of your hometown and state

Missing Values: 99

Ever come across mug shot newspaper

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Yes
2 No
3 Unsure

Ever looked through mug shot newspaper

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Yes
2 No
3 Unsure

Ever purchased mug shot newspaper

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Yes
2 No
3 Unsure

Interest in rest of The Slammer

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
104
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15

16
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QC2

QC3

QC4

AN O kA W =

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

The Slammer provides valuable information

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4
5
6

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

The Slammer is funny

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

AN N AW DN

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

The Slammer makes me curious

Missing Values: 99

105

18

19

20



QCS

QC6

Value Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree

AN N AW N

Strongly Disagree

The Slammer is important

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree

The Slammer tells the truth about crime

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

106

21

22



QC7

QCS

QGl1

The Slammer reduces fear in the community

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

The Slammer prevents crime in the community

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

Shows about crime do you watch

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 None

2 1-2

3 3-5

4 6 or more

107

23

24
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QG2

QG3

QG4

QG5

Shows about violence do you watch

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4

Label
None
1-2
3-5

6 or more

Shows about punishment do you watch

Missing Values: 99

Value
|

2
3
4

Label
None
1-2
3-5

6 or more

Shows about the criminal justice system do you watch

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4

Label
None
1-2
3-5

6 or more

Read printed media related to crime, violence, and punishment

Missing Values: 99

Value

Label
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QG6

QG7

QHI

1 Frequently

2 Occasionally
3 Seldomly

4 Never

Use the internet to search crime, violence, and punishment

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Frequently

2 Occasionally
3 Seldomly

4 Never

Have a conversation about crime, violence, and punishment

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Frequently

2 Occasionally
3 Seldomly

4 Never

Crime is a major problem in the US

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree
3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

109

107

108

110



QH2

QH3

QH4

Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Crime is a major problem in the Manhattan, KS area

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4
5
6

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Crime is a major problem in my community

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

AN N AW N

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Important to punish criminals whose crime involves a victim

Missing Values: 99

Value
1
2

Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree

110

111

112

113



3 Slightly Agree
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree
QHS5 Punishment is necessary to show crime does not pay 114

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QH6 Punishment improves security of citizens 115

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QH7 Punishment does not improve security of citizens 116

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
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QHS

QHY

QH10

AN O kA W =

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Punishment is the most important part in achieving justice

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4
5
6

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Rehabilitation is the most important part in achieving justice

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

AN N AW DN

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Punishment is more effective in keeping communities safe

Missing Values: 99

112

118

119

121



QH11

QHI2

QH13

Value

AN N AW N

Rehabilitation is more effective in keeping communities safe

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Missing Values: 99

Value
|

AN N Bk~ W

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Criminals deserve the punishment they get

Missing Values: 99

AN LN B W

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Punishment for crime is too lenient in the US

113

122

124

125



QH14

QHI5

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

Punishment for crime is too severe in the US

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

Monitoring what citizens do is important in reducing crime

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
1 Strongly Agree
2 Moderately Agree
3 Slightly Agree
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree
114

126

128



QHI6

QH17

QHI8

Law enforcement should have access to citizens private info

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

Citizens should not mind law enforcement access to private info

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree

Crime prevention is more important than job creation

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree
3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

115

129

130

131



5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree

QHI19 Vote for a candidate who puts tough on crime as a top priority 132
Missing Values: 99

Value Label
1 Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree

Slightly Agree

2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QIl Seeing inside prisons and jails is exciting 133

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
2 Moderately Agree
3 Slightly Agree
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree
QI2 Prisons and jails are largely unknown to most of us 134

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
1 Strongly Agree
2 Moderately Agree
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QI3

Ql4

QIS

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree

Inmates in prisons and jails are different from the rest of us

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

Curious how inmates survive in prisons and jails

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

Interested in how justice is carried out in prisons and jails

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
117

135

136

137



QI6

Q17

QIS

AN O kA W =

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Interested in how guards control inmates

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4
5
6

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Majority of inmates in prisons and jails are guilty

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

AN N AW DN

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Seeing prisons and jails on tv shows discourages crime

Missing Values: 99

118

138

139

140



QI9

QI10

Value Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree

AN N AW N

Strongly Disagree

Portrayals of prisons and jails on tv shows are mostly accurate

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree

Nothing wrong with tv shows that reveal the lives of inmates

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

119

141

142



QI11 Seeing the life in prisons and jails shows that criminals pay for their crime 143

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QI12 Seeing life in prisons and jails is entertaining 144
Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QJ1 Seeing the life of a criminal and their crime is exciting 145

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
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6 Strongly Disagree

QJ2 Criminals and their crimes are largely unknown 146

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QJ3 Criminals are so different from the rest of us 147

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QJ4 Curious how criminals commit crimes 148

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree
2 Moderately Agree
3 Slightly Agree
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QJ5

QJ6

QJ7

Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Curious why criminals commit crimes

Missing Values: 99

Value

1
2
3
4
5
6

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Interesting to see criminals get arrested

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

AN D W N

Label

Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree
Slightly Disagree
Moderately Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Interesting to see how justice is carried out for criminals

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

Label
Strongly Agree
122

149

150

151



2 Moderately Agree
3 Slightly Agree
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree
QJ8 Media depictions of criminals and their crimes are mostly accurate 152

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QJ9 Nothing wrong with crime tv shows 153
Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly Agree
Moderately Agree
Slightly Agree

1
2
3
4 Slightly Disagree
5 Moderately Disagree
6

Strongly Disagree

QJ10 Seeing the life of a criminal provides valuable information 154

Missing Values: 99
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QJ11

QK1

QK2

QK3

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree

Watching shows about criminals and their crime is entertaining

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly Agree

2 Moderately Agree

3 Slightly Agree

4 Slightly Disagree

5 Moderately Disagree
6 Strongly Disagree
Sex

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Male
2 Female
Age

Missing Values: 99

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
Missing Values: 99
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QK4A

QK4B

QK4C

QK4D

Value Label

1 No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin
2 Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano

3 Yes, Puerto Rican

4 Yes, Cuban

5 Yes, another Hispanic, Latino or Spanish Origin

Race: white 159
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 White

Race: Black, African American, or Negro 160

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Black, African American, or Negro

Race: American Indian or Alaskan Native 161

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label

1 American Indian or Alaskan Native

Race: Asian Indian 162
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Asian Indian
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QK4E

QKA4F

QK4G

QK4H

QK4I

Race: Chinese

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Chinese

Race: Filipino

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Filipino

Race: Japanese

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Japanese

Race: Korean

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label

1 Korean

Race: Vietnamese

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Vietnamese
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QK4J

QK4K

QKA4L

QK4M

QK4N

QK40

Race: Native Hawaiian

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Native Hawaiian

Race: Guamanian or Chamorro

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Guamanian or Chamorro

Race: Somoan

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Somoan

Race: Other Asian
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Other Asian

Race: Other Pacific Islander
Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Other Pacific Islander

Race: Some other race
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QK5

QK6

QK7

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value
1

Label

Some other race

Total income before taxes in 2010

Missing Values: 99

Value
|

O 00 N N W B~ W DN

Label

Under $25,000
$25,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $124,999
$125,000 - $149,999
Over $150,000

Not sure

Political views

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4
5

Opinion on the Arizona immigration law (SB 1070)

Label

Very Conservative
Conservative
Moderate

Liberal

Very Liberal

Missing Values: 99
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QK8

QK9

QK10

Label

Strongly Favor
Mostly Favor
Mostly Oppose
Strongly Oppose

Opinion on the death penalty
Missing Values: 99

Value
1

Label

Strongly Favor
Mostly Favor
Mostly Oppose
Strongly Oppose

Opinion on prison life sentences for three violent felonies

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4

Label

Strongly Favor
Mostly Favor
Mostly Oppose
Strongly Oppose

Opinion on how parole boards should act in deciding parole

Missing Values: 99

Value
1
2

Label
More Strict
Same as they are now

129

181

182

183



QK11

QK12

Less Strict

Opinion on sentencing juveniles in adult court

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4

Opinion on current penalties for people who commit violent crimes

Label

Strongly Agree
Mostly Agree
Mostly Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Missing Values: 99

Value
1
2
3

Label

Too light
About right
Too harsh
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B. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked to

Respondents to VERSION ONE ONLY

QD1 V1 Comparison 1: Most guilty 25
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
2 Person 2
QD2 V1 Comparison 1: Most dangerous 26

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
2 Person 2
QD3 V1 Comparison 1: Most surprised to see charged with a crime 27

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
2 Person 2
QD4 V1 Comparison 1: Punished the most severely 28

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 1
2 Person 2
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QD5

QD6

QD7

QDS

QDY

V1 Comparison 2: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V1 Comparison 2: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V1 Comparison 2: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V1 Comparison 2: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V1 Comparison 3: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99
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QD10

QD11

QD12

QD13

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V1 Comparison 3: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V1 Comparison 3: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V1 Comparison 3: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V1 Comparison 4: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7
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QD14

QD15

QD16

QD17

QDI8

2 Person &

V1 Comparison 4: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V1 Comparison 4: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V1 Comparison 4: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V1 Comparison 5: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V1 Comparison 5: Most dangerous
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41
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QD19

QD20

QD21

QD22

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V1 Comparison 5: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V1 Comparison 5: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V1 Comparison 6: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V1 Comparison 6: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
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QD23

QD24

1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V1 Comparison 6: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V1 Comparison 6: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99
Value Label

1 Person 11

2 Person 12
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C. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked to

Respondents to VERSION TWO ONLY

QEI V2 Comparison 1: Most guilty 49
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
2 Person 2
QE2 V2 Comparison 1: Most dangerous 50

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
2 Person 2
QE3 V2 Comparison 1: Most surprised to see charged with a crime 51

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
2 Person 2
QE4 V2 Comparison 1: Punished the most severely 52

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 1
2 Person 2
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QE5

QE6

QE7

QES

QE9

V2 Comparison 2: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V2 Comparison 2: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V2 Comparison 2: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V2 Comparison 2: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V2 Comparison 3: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99
138

53

54

55

56

57



QEI10

QEl11

QE12

QEI3

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V2 Comparison 3: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V2 Comparison 3: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V2 Comparison 3: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V2 Comparison 4: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7
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QE14

QE15

QE16

QE17

QEI8

2 Person &

V2 Comparison 4: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V2 Comparison 4: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V2 Comparison 4: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V2 Comparison 5: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V2 Comparison 5: Most dangerous
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QE19

QE20

QE21

QE22

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V2 Comparison 5: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V 2 Comparison 5: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V2 Comparison 6: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V2 Comparison 6: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
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QE23

QE24

1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V2 Comparison 6: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V2 Comparison 6: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99
Value Label

1 Person 11

2 Person 12
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D. Dataset Definitions for Questions in Crime and Punishment Online Survey asked to

Respondents to VERSION THREE ONLY

QF1 V3 Comparison 1: Most guilty 73
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
1 Person 2
QF2 V3 Comparison 1: Most dangerous 74

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
1 Person 2
QF3 V3 Comparison 1: Most surprised to see charged with a crime 75

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label

1 Person 1
1 Person 2
QF4 V3 Comparison 1: Should be punished the most severely 76

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 1
1 Person 2
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QF5

QF6

QF7

QF8

QF9

V3 Comparison 2: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V3 Comparison 2: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V3 Comparison 2: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V3 Comparison 2: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 3

2 Person 4

V3 Comparison 3: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99
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QF10

QF11

QF12

QF13

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V3 Comparison 3: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V3 Comparison 3: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V3 Comparison 3: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 5

2 Person 6

V3 Comparison 4: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7
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QF14

QF15

QF16

QF17

QF18

2 Person &

V3 Comparison 4: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V3 Comparison 4: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V3 Comparison 4: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 7

2 Person &

V3 Comparison 5: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V3Comparison 5: Most dangerous
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QF19

QF20

QF21

QF22

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V3 Comparison 5: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V3 Comparison 5: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 9

2 Person 10

V3 Comparison 6: Most guilty
Missing Values: 77,99

Value Label
1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V3 Comparison 6: Most dangerous

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
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QF23

QF24

1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V3 Comparison 6: Most surprised to see charged with a crime

Missing Values: 77, 99

Value Label
1 Person 11

2 Person 12

V3 Comparison 6: Punished the most severely

Missing Values: 77, 99
Value Label

1 Person 11

2 Person 12
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E. Summary of Special Recodes, Transformations, and Other Imputed Variables

IDNUMBER Student ID Number 1

Each student who accessed the survey was assigned an ID number. The ID numbers started at

10001 and increased by one number for each survey respondent.

VERSION  Survey Version 2
Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Version 1
2 Version 2
3 Version 3

This variable was created for the purposes of identifying the survey version to which survey

respondents were assigned.

MAJOR2 Secondary major if outside academic college of primary 6
Missing Values: 77,99

A new variable was formed to capture the possibility that a survey respondent belonged to a
second major as indicated in the variable QA3. The name of the second major was only recorded
when the second major was associated with a different academic college than their primary
majors academic college. Otherwise, missing values were entered when a second major was

identified but the major was associated with the same academic college as their primary major.

COLLEGE  Primary academic college 7
Missing Values: 99
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Based off of the variable QA3, a new variable was created to identify the academic college to
which a respondent belonged based on their major. The academic colleges in which majors were
divided into include: College of Arts and Sciences, College of Engineering, Business
Administration, College of Agriculture, College of Human Ecology, College of Education,
College of Architecture, and the College of Technology and Aviation. To assist in identifying the
proper academic college to which each respondent belonged, a guide to Kansas State

Universities academic colleges and their majors was utilized. See Appendix A4.

COLLEGE2 Secondary academic college if outside primary academic college 8
Missing Values: 77

Similarly, to the college variable this variable was created to identify the academic college to
which a respondent belonged based on their second major. The academic colleges in which
majors were divided into include: College of Arts and Sciences, College of Engineering,
Business Administration, College of Agriculture, College of Human Ecology, College of
Education, College of Architecture, and the College of Technology and Aviation. To assist in
identifying the proper academic college to which each respondent belonged, a guide to Kansas
State University’s academic colleges and their majors was utilized. See Appendix A4. The
secondary academic college was only recorded if the respondent’s primary major belonged to a

different academic college than the secondary majors academic college.

USCITY US Hometown 10
Missing Values: 77, 99

Based on the data from QA4, a new variable was created to specify the name of the survey
respondent’s hometown. The name for the hometown was only entered in for this variable if the

hometown name was a US location.

USTATE US State 11
Missing Values: 77, 99

150



Based on the data from QA4, a new variable was created to specify the name of the survey
respondent’s state to which their home town belongs. The name for the state was only entered in

for this variable if the hometown state was located in the US.

INTERCITY International Hometown 12
Missing Values: 77, 99

Based on the data from QA4, a new variable was created to specify the name of the survey
respondent’s hometown. The name for the hometown was only entered in for this variable if the

hometown name was an international location.

INTERCOUNTRY International Country 13
Missing Values: 77, 99

Based on the data from QA4, a new variable was created to specify the name of the survey
respondent’s country to which their home town belongs. The name for the country was only

entered in for this variable if the hometown country was located outside of the US.

QGIR Recode-Shows about crime do you watch 98
Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 6 or more
2 3-5

3 1-2

4 None

This variable is an inverse code for QG1.

QG2R Recode-Shows about violence do you watch 100
Missing Values: 99
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Label

6 or more
3-5

1-2

None

This variable is an inverse code for QG2.

QG3R Recode-Shows about punishment do you watch

Missing Values: 99

Value
|

2
3
4

Label

6 or more
3-5

1-2

None

This variable is an inverse code for QG3.

QG4R Recode-Shows about the criminal justice system do you watch

Missing Values: 99

Value
1

2
3
4

Label

6 or more
3-5

1-2

None

This variable is an inverse code for QG4.
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SHOWALL How many types of shows do you watch 105
Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 None

2 1 of 4 types
3 2 of 4 types
4 3 of 4 types
5 All types

This variable was created to sum the total number of values that were 2, 3, or 4’s indicated by a
respondent for variables QG1-QG4. For example, a respondent who indicated a 1 on QG1, 4 on
QG2, 3 on GQ3 and a 1 on QG4, then a value of 3 was assigned for the respondent because two
of the four values on QG1-QG4 had values of 2, 3, or 4.

ENGAGE How many types of media/social interaction 109
Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 None

2 1 of 4 types
3 2 of 4 types
4 3 of 4 types
5 All types

This variable was created to sum the total number of values that were 2, 3, 4, and 5 for variable
SHOWALL and the values of 1, 2, and 3 for variables QG5-QG7. For example, if a value of 2

was given on variable SHOWALL, a value of 2 for QGS5, a 4 for QG6, and a 1 for QG7, then a
value of 5 was assigned for the respondent because all values on SHOWALL and QG5-G7 had

the proper values indicated.
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QH7R Recode-Punishment does not improve security of citizens

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree

1
2
3
4 Slightly agree
5 Moderately agree
6

Strongly agree
This variable is an inverse code for QH7.

QHOR Recode-Rehabilitation is the most important part in achieving justice

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree
Slightly agree
Moderately agree

AN N AW N

Strongly agree

This variable is an inverse code for QH9.

QHIIR Recode-Rehabilitation is more effective in keeping communities safe

Missing Values: 99

Value Label
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1 Strongly disagree

2 Moderately disagree
3 Slightly disagree

4 Slightly agree

5 Moderately agree

6 Strongly agree

This variable is an inverse code for QHI1.

QHI14R Recode-Punishment for crime is too severe in the US 127

Missing Values: 99

Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Moderately disagree
3 Slightly disagree

4 Slightly agree

5 Moderately agree

6 Strongly agree

This variable is an inverse code for QH14.

SUMRACE How many races do you identify with 174
Missing Values: 99

This variable was created by summing the number of values equal to 1 for the variables QK4A-

QK40.

RACECAT Racial category 175
Missing Values: 99
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Value Label

1 White

2 Black, African American, or Negro
3 American Indian or Alaskan Native
4 Asian Indian

5 Chinese

6 Filipino

7 Japanese

8 Korean

9 Vietnamese

10 Native Hawaiian

11 Guamanian or Chamorro

12 Somoan

13 Other Asian

14 Other Pacific Islander

15 Some other race

16 White and Black, African American, or Negro
17 White and American Indian or Alaskan Native
18 White and some other race

19 Other biracial

20 Multiracial

This variable was created to summarize the racial categories of survey respondents.

A value of 1 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4A.
A value of 2 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4B.
A value of 3 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4C.
A value of 4 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4D.
A value of 5 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4E.
A value of 6 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4F.
A value of 7 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4G.
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A value of 8 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4H.

A value of 9 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4I.

A value of 10 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4J.

A value of 11 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4K.

A value of 12 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4L.

A value of 13 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4M.

A value of 14 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4N.

A value of 15 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK40.

A value of 16 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4A and
QK4B.

A value of 17 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4A and
QK4cC.

A value of 18 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for the variable QK4A and
one other variable from QK4B-QK40O.

A value of 19 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for two variables between
QK4A and QK40.

A value of 20 was given to respondents who indicated a value of 1 for three or more variables

between QK4A and QK40.

RACEWHITE Race: White/Non-White 176
Missing Values: 99

Value Label
1 White
2 Non-White

This variable was created by assigning a value of 1 to the respondents who identified themselves
as White only for the variable RACECAT and a value of 2 was assigned to the respondents who

identified themselves as any other race or race combination.

RACEHISP Race: Non-Hispanic/Hispanic 177
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Missing Values: 99

Value Label
1 Non-Hispanic
2 Hispanic
This variable was created by assigning a value of 1 to respondents who indicated a 1 for the

variable QK3. A value of 2 then was assigned to respondents who indicated a value of 2, 3, 4, or

5 for the variable QK3.

SLAMLEG Legitimacy of The Slammer Index 178
Missing Values: 99

This variable consists of summing the following indicators: QC2, QCS5, QC6, QC7, and QCS.

MEDIA Engagement in Punitive Media and Related Social Interaction Index 179
Missing Values: 99

This variable consists of summing the following indicators: QGIR, QG2R, QG3R, QG4R, QGS,
QG6, and QG7.

JUSTPUN Justification of Punishment Index 180
Missing Values: 99

This variable consists of summing the following indicators: QH4, QHS, QH6, QHS, and QH12.

PRISONIN Interest in Imprisonment Index 181
Missing Values: 99

This variable consists of summing the following indicators: QI1, QI2, QI3, QI4, QIS5, and
QIe.
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CRIMEIN Interest in Criminality Index 182
Missing Values: 99

This variable consists of summing the following indicators: QJ1, QJ2, QJ3, QJ4, QJS,
QJ6, and QJ7.

QK8Z Z-score: Opinion on life sentences for three violent felonies 183

Missing Values: 99

Z-score for the indicator QKS.

QK9Z Z-score: Opinion on how parole boards should act in deciding 184
Missing Values: 99

Z-score for the indicator QK9.

QK10Z Z-score: Opinions on sentencing juveniles in adult court 185

Missing Values: 99

Z-score for the indicator QK10.

QKl11Z Z-score: Opinions on current penalties for people who commit violent 186

Missing Values: 99

Z-score for the indicator QK11.

THOMPS Thompson’s Support for Punitive Policies 187
Missing Values: 99

This variable consists of summing the z-scores for following indicators: QK8Z, QK9Z,
QK10Z, and QK11Z.
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Appendix Al: Crime and Punishment Version
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Appendix A4: Academic College Identifier Instrument

To call campss numbsra frem off

il *333° or “J85" for Manhattan and “E28° for Saline.

M.‘A.I:E_'I!._E MASIR ADBMEVIATIONS | A8

Academic major abbreviations

AGRICULTURE
DAGRON Agronamy-0
DASC Ariemal Scisnca-D
DENTOM Entomaology-0
DFDSE Food Scenoe-0
DGNT Gaonstics-D
DGRS Grain Sclenca-0
OHRT Heartisuture-0
DPPATH Plant Pathalogy-D
MAGBLIS Agribusinesa-M
MAGEC Agriculturs Econcmics-h
MAGRON Agronomiy-b
MAMC Agricuiural Mechanlzation-M
MANHUE Animal Hushandry-M
MASC Animal Sclence-b
MCP Crop Profaction-M
MO Dairy Manufacturing-M
MDP Drairy Praduction-M
MENTOM Entomalogy-W
MFDSC Food Scance-M
MFMECH Farm Mecharlss-M
MGNT Ganalics-M
MGR3 Grain Sciencs-M
MHRT Horticuliure-M
MPPATH Plant - Pathalogy-M
MPS Poultry Sclence-M
Bac) Agric Comm & Joumalksm-B
BAED Agriculiure Education-8
BAGRLUS Agribusingss-B
BAGEC Agriculiural Economics-B
BAGRON Agronay-B
BAIM Agricuiiumal Joumalism-B
BASI Animal Sdencas and Industny-8
IMTI.I Agricutiumal Techroliogy Mgmi-B
BESM Bakedy Sciance and Mgmi-B
| BFDSCH Food Science and Indusiry-B
| BFSM Foad Scienca & Mgmil-B
BGEMAG Ganeral Agricullune-8
BHRT Honiculure-8
BHRTH Horticulture Tharapy-B
BMEM Miling Sciance & Managemani-B
BPMC Park Mgml & Conservation-B
BVMA valeninany Medicine-B5
BWLOEM-BS  wWhdite & Outdoor Ent Mangt
SWLDEM WLOEM Rafarmad ~Sal Admisslon
UGENAG Ganaral Agriculiune-LU
UPRAG Pra-Vatarinary Meadicne-U
LIAVLOERA Wiidite & Cuideor Ent Mangt
ARCHITECTURE
Ervironmenial Design & Ping-D
Architechura-b
Architecture-b
Architechure-Master of Sci-#

Camrrmity Developman-M
Erwiranmental Plan & Mgmi-M
Indr Archi & Product Degn-id
Landacape Arch®acisre-i
Landscaps Architecturs-M
Reglonal & Community Plan-ad
Reglonal and Community Plan-i
Architecture-B

Interior Architecture-B8
Lendscapa Architeciure-B
Architacture Refamad-Sal Adm
Aschitecture-U

Interiar Arch and Product Degn-L
Landecaps Aschitecture=U
Pre-Dosign Professional-U
Raglonal & Community Plan-Ll

DECOM
DERGL
DGEOG
OGEOL
DHIST
DMATH
DMBIOL
OPE
DPHYS
DPSTCH
DSECUR
DSOCIO
DSTAT
DZ00

MMLANG
MMUSIC
MPA
MPE
MPHYS
MPOLSC
MPST
MPEYEH
MREC
MSECUR
MSOCIO
MEP
MSTAT
MTHTRE
WM2OO

BAMEST-BA
BAMEST-85
BANTH-BA
BANTH-BS
BART
BARTF
BEIDCH-8A
BBIOCH-BS
BRIOFW-BA
BRIOFW-BS
BEIOL-8A
BRIOL-BS
BRIOLF-BA
BEIOLF-B3
BCHM-BA
BCHIM.BS
BCHMEC-8A
BCHMSC-85
BCLSMT-RA
BOLSMT-BS
BCOMM-BA
BLOMM-BS
BECON-BA
BECON-BS
BENGL
BGEOG-BA
BGEOGBE
BGEQL-BA
BGEOL-BS
BHIST-BA
BHIST-85

Ecandmics-0
English-
Gaography-0
‘Geology-D

Hislony-T
Mathamatics-0
Micrablolagy-0
Priysical Educalion-D
Physics-D
Psychology-D
Seeurity Shudies-0
Saciol

Slatiathes-Dn

Zoology-D

Firm Arts-M
Biecterciogy-4
Bicchamisiry-M
Bialogy-M

Batary-M

Cham

Computer Sciance-i
Communication Studas-M
Econcmics-W

English-i4

Geography-M

Geology-M

Histary-M

Haalth & Physical Educ-M
Joumalsm & Mass Comm-d
Kinasialogy-i

Lmisuré Shadlos-k
Mathamakos-M
Mictabiclagy-M

Mags Communicalion-M
Madem Languages-k
Musk-M

Public Adminestratian-b
Physical Education-M
Physice-#

Political Sclence-M
Phiysical Science Taaching-M
Paychology-M
Recraation=-h

Security Sludes-M
Sacloiegy-M

Speach-M

Statislica-M

Thaatre-dd

Zoclogy-M

Amacican Ethnlc Studies-84
Amarican Ethnlc Sudies-BS
Anthropclogy-BA
Anthropology-BS
Art-General-BA

Fina Arts BFA
Binchemisiry-BA

Benchemisin-BS

Fishr, Wiffe & Consar Vio-BA
Fishr, Wiife & Consar Bio-BS
Blology-B4

Bickogy-BS

Fisharins & Widltfs Bio-BA
Fisharies & Wildlife Biol-BS
Chvamistry-BA

Chemistfy-B5

Chamlcal Science-BA
Chemical Scence-B5
Clindcal Lab Sci-Med Tech-BA,
Chnical Lat Sci-Med Tach-BS
Communication Studies-BA
Cammunication Studles-B3
Econamics-BA
Economica-BS

Erglish-Ba

Geography-BA

BHUIMAM Humanaes-BA

BAMC-BS Journalism & Mass Comm-85
BHIN-BA Kinesialogy-BA

BKIN-BS Kinesiatogy-B5

BLFSCHEA Life Scimncas-BA

BLFSCLES Lifs Selsncas-BS

BMATH-BA Mathematica-Ba

BMATH-BS Mathamatics-BS

BMEIOL-BA M

BMEIOL-BS  Microbicogy-B5

BMC-BA Mags Comminication-Ba
BMC-BS Mags Commusnicaton-B5
BMLANG Madam Languages-BA
BMUSAP Appied Music-B

BMLUSED Mugic Educatiion-8

BMUSIC Music-BA

BPHILO-8A  Philcsophy-BA

BPHILC-BS Philesophy-BS

BFHSCHEA Physical Seisncas-BA
BPHECHES Physical Sclences-B5
BPHYS-HA Prysics-BA

BPHYS-BS Physics-BS

BPOLSC-BA  Political Sclenca-84A
BPOLSC-AS Political Sclenca-B5
BRSYCH.BA  Paychotogy-BA

EPSYCH-BE  Peychology-BS

BSOCIO-BA

BEOCIOBS  Soo

BSOCWK-BA  Social Work-BA

BSOCWK-BE  Soclal Work-BS

BS0SC1-BA Social Soancas-BA
EB20ELIBS Social Stidncas. A5

BSP-BA Spaach-BA

BESP-B5 Speech-B5

BSTAT-BA Siatisbes-BA

BSTAT-BS Slatistcs-BS

BTEXCM-BA Taxile Cherristry-B4
BTEXCM-BS Texibe Chemistry-BS
BTHTRE-BA  Theatre-BA

BTHTRE-BS  Theatre-BS

BYIME Weterinary Madicne-BS
BWOMST.BA  Womean's Studes-BA
BWOMST-BS  Women's Studies-BS

RCHINE Minar = Chinesa )
LIASLIM Ana & 5ol - Gan (Undaciared]-L
UOPEM Ane and Sei-Open Optlon-U
LPJMC Pre-Journalism & Mass Comm-U
LUPPSY Pre-Paychology-U

UPRVET Pra-Vabarinary Metlcine-L)
BUSIHESS ADMINISTRATION

MACCTG Acoounting-M

bR Busirmss Administration-ki
BACCTG _Accounting-B

BENTRF-BS  Entraprenaurship-BS

BFINAN Financa-8

BOEMNBA Ganaral Business Adin-8
BAMAMGT Managemant-B

B Mgmt Information Systams-B
BMKTG Markating-B

BMKTIB Warksting & ininl Busi-8
UBAPP Business Admin-PraProfessni-LI
UBALN Busl Admin = Maj Unspecified-1
CoB Intarnatianal BushUyg Can-C
CIMNVTIM-C Inbagrabed Irnvessimant Mangt-C
EDUCATION

DAQOCNT-ED  Adwit, Ooc, Cont E4-EDD
DAGCNT-PO  Adult, Oce, Cord Ed-PHD
DCSDEV-ED  Counswling & Student Devel-EDD
DCSDEV-PD Counsefing & Student Devel-PHD
DCURIN-ED Curriculum & Instriction - EDD
DCURIN-PD Curricifum & Instrucion-PHD
DEDADL-ED  Educ Admin & Leadanship-EDD
DEDADM-ED  Educational Administration-ECD
DEDADM-PD  Educational Adminiatration-PHD
DEDWF Educ {Admin & Foundations)-PHD
DEDAD Educ (Adull & Occupal) PHD
DEDRCI Ed [Cumicidum & instr}-FHD
DEDPSEY-ED Education-Psycholgy-EDD



A0 | ACADEMIC MAIDE ABRREVIATIONS

To call campis nurmbars from off campus, dial 532" or =395" for Manhitten snd “ED8" for Sall

DEDPSY-FD Educaton-Peychology-FHD UFCHSM Fra-Proles Consir 3ci & Mgmi-U STUDENT CLASSIFICATIONS
DSCPS-ED Student Counsing/Pers Sves-EDD CLUTSC Leadership Tach Siud-Ug Cen-C FR Frashman
DECPE-FD Student Counsing/Pers Sves-PHD CBPEC Bishased Products & Biosnergy 50 Sophomone
DSPCED-ED  Special Education-EDD CPHC Public Health-Gr Certificate Ju Junior
DSPCED-PD  Spocial Education-PHD CETMEI Stem Bail BiotechnalogyGr Cart ER Senior
MACADY Acadamic Advising-M 5P Special
MAGRED Agneuliure Education-#A HUMAN ECOLOGY MU Mon-degres Undengraduate
MADCNT adult, Occupational, Cont Ed-M OHE Human Ecology-0r HS High School
MCSDEV Counseling & Shedant Daval-M DHM Human Mutitan-0 GM Giraduaie-kasier's
MEDADL Educ Admin & Laadarship-8d MAPTEX Appanal And Tastdes-M ED Gradusie-Ed.O.
MEDADM Educational Admin-i MAPTIMC Apparal B Text Merchandising-M GP Graduate-Ph.D.
MEDAD Ediss (Adult & Decupational- MDT Dietatics-M MG Graduate-Nan-degree
MEDCSP Education (Guidmnoe)M MFHMD A Fdgary & Heg MgrmtDisd W1 WVt Mad 1
MEDELA Education (Elemantary Admin - Agirnin-M W2 ‘ot Mad 2
MEDELM Education (Elemantary -k MFSHS Famity Stud & Human Sare-M V] Vet Mad 3
MEDELS Education {Secondary Adminj-M MGERON Garoniology-M vé Vet Med 4
MEDSEC Sacondary Education-M MGHE Genaral Home Economics-mM
MEDEP Special Education-M MHM Human Mutrition-M
MELMED Elementary Education-h BAMD Apparel Miig & Design-8
MHECED Hoire Econcrrics Educalion-M BAT Apparel And Tesdiles-B
MMEDC] Curmiculum And Insiruction-M BATHTR ithistic Training-8
MECPS Sludent Counsaling'Pars Sves-M BATMKT Appared & Textile Markaeting-B
MSECED Secondary Educaion - BCED Camm Scis & Disorders8
MEPCED Spacial Education-M aBoT Drmtotics-B
BEDART Education-Ar-B BECE Earfy Chidhood Education-B
BEDBSC Education-Biglogical Sci-B BFCSED Fam & Cons Sci Ed-Tchr Cari-B
BEDBUS Education-Businass-B BFMET Fashion Markating-B
BEDCHM Education-Chamisiry-B BFSHS Family Stud & Human Sar-B
BEDELE Elamantary Education-B BHDFS Hurman Devel & Family Slud-B
BEDENG Education-English-B BHE Hurnan Eoology-B
BEDEN. Education-English & Jourmism-8 BHECOM Hurnan Ecol & Mass Comm-B
BEDESC Education-Eerih Science-B BHEM Hatel And Restaurant Mgmi-B
BEDJOR Educalion-Jourmalism-B BINTDE intenor Design-8
BEDMLA Education-Modem Languages-B BHUEX Fiood & Mutr, Exercise Sci-8
BEDMTH Education-Mathematics-8 BMUEIM Mutrition and Kinesiology
BEDPHY Education-Physics-8 BHUTSC Hutriticnal Sciences-B
BEDSFH Education-Speach-B BPFHN Pubdiz Health Mulilion-B
BEDSST Education-Social Studies-8 BTEX Textiles-B
UEDFPE Pre-Profes Elemantary Ed-U SIDUN Irteriar Degn Reterred-Sel Adm
UEDFPS Pre-Profes Secandary Ed-U UHEUN Huiman Ecology, Undeclared-U
UEDUN Education, Major Unspacifisd-U uous Interior Degsgr-Lindpacifiad L
UTEAG Teaching Cer-Agric Educ-U
UTEECH Teaching Cart-Earty Childhdsl] TECHNOLOGY COLLEGE
UTEHEC Twaching Cart-Home Econ Edus-U AMBA Applied Business-&
UTEMUS Teaching Cert-Music Educ-U AATECH Agphed Technology-&
AW Awiation Maintanance-A

ENGINEERING ACKIS Computer information Systems-&

Biologicad & Agr Engg-Dr ACMST Computar Scl Technology-A
DCE Civil Enginearng-0 ACWOT Wwah Devalopmant Technoiogy-A
DCHE Chamical Engiraering-D ADPT Dala Pracassing Techraogy-A
ocs Compister Sciance-D AELET Electronic Engg Tachnology-A
DEE Elstrical Enginsaring -0 AETA Engineering Technology-A
DENGR Enginesaring-D AMET Machanical Engg Technalogy-# -
DIE induslrial Engiraaring-D APPIL Profassional Pilol-g,
OME Machanical Enginaaring-0 BAVME Anrn Tach-Aw
OME Muckaar Enginaaring-0 Ment-8
MARE Architecturel Engnesning-M BAWS Alrway Science-B
MBAE Biological And Agne Engg-M BCMSTR Computer Systems Technomogy-B
MCE Cavil Enginesing-W ) BECETE Elecaronic & Comp Engg Tech-8
MCHE Chamical Enginesnng-54 BETE Engineering Technaology-B
MCS Compuier Scianca-b BMETE Mechanical Engg Technalogy-B
MEE Elecirical Enginaaring-b BPFILE Agro Tech-Profes Pilot8
MIE incustrial Engirsarng-M BTCMG Tachnalegy Managermsnt-B
MME Machanical Enginsaring-M UTCUN Tachnology-Undecided-U
MMEM Master Of Engiraaning Mgmi-M
MMSE Softwarn Enginearing=h VETERINARY MEDICINE
MNE Huckaar Enginaaning-M oM Vaterinary Madicine-0
MOR Cperations Rasaanch-M DPARA Parasitology-0
BARE Architacturs! Enginearing-B DFATH Pathalogy-D
BBAE Biological & Agric Engg-B DFATHE Pathobisiogy-D
BBSE Biolegical Systems Engg-B OFHYL Physisiogy-D
BCE Civil Enginesring-8 MANPHY Ansatoeny And Physiology-M
BCHE Chemical Engineering-B MEIDSC Biomedical Scienca-M
ECMPEN Comguler Engirmanng-B MCLS Clinical Sciencas-M
BCNSM Construction Sci And Mgmi-B MLMED Latormory Medicine:M
BCE Computer Scionce-B MMPH Putlic Hoaltn-M
BEE Elactrical Enginearing-B MPARA Pamsdoiogy-M
BIE Indusinal Enginearing-B MPATH Pathoiogy-M
BIS Infarmasion Systems-8 MPATHE Fathobiology-M
BME Machanical Enginaanng-B MSGMED Surgery And Mekcna-M
BMFSE Manufacturing Systams Engg-B CFPMC Fesdkat Prdn Mgmit-Grad Can-C
BNE Nuclear Englinesaring-8
UENUMN Engg — Major Unspecified-U
UPARE Pra-Professional Arch Engg-L/

196



Appendix H - Mug Shot Comparison Cross Tabs and Significance Tests

Table 43: Cross Tabs for Version One Mug Shot Comparison One

White Male Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 55.3 57.4 55.9 51.6 58.1 53.5 44.7 42.6 44.1 48.4 41.9 46.5
Dangerous 69.6 66.9 69.8 63.5 69.3 69.3 30.4 33.1 30.2 36.5 30.7 30.7
Surprised at 17.9 27.4 18.3 31.3 20.3 18.3 82.1 72.6 81.7 68.8 79.7 81.7
Crime
Severe 41.1 533 41.8 54.7 40.9 43.9 58.9 46.7 58.2 453 59.1 56.1
Punishment

Table 44: Significance Test for Version One Mug Shot Comparison One

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .659 499 134
Dangerous 533 292 991
Surprised at Crime .008** .010** 420
Severe Punishment .007** .043%* 322
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Table 45: Cross Tabs for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Two

White Male Image Non-White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 75.3 69.9 75.3 67.2 73.0 76.1 24.7 30.1 24.7 32.8 27.0 23.9
Dangerous 83.8 79.4 83.3 81.3 84.0 82.7 16.2 20.6 16.7 18.8 16.0 17.3
Surprised at | 48.1 47.8 47.8 50.8 49.8 46.7 51.9 52.2 52.2 49.2 50.2 533
Crime
Severe 87.3 81.6 86.5 85.7 84.7 88.1 12.7 18.4 13.5 14.3 15.3 11.9
Punishment

Table 46: Significance Test for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Two

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 173 147 246
Dangerous 205 .663 .560
Surprised at Crime 937 .640 323
Severe Punishment 071 .856 110
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Table 47: Cross Tabs for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Three

Non-White Female Image Non-White Male Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female White white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male Female
Guilty 62.4 62.2 63.0 54.0 61.0 63.8 37.5 37.8 36.9 46.0 38.8 36.2
Dangerous 36.1 43 .4 35.9 53.1 343 39.2 63.9 56.6 64.1 46.9 65.7 60.8
Surprised at 65.5 64.7 64.9 71.4 63.7 66.8 34.5 353 35.1 28.6 36.3 332
Crime
Severe 75.8 75.7 75.9 73.4 73.6 77.5 24.2 243 24.1 26.6 26.4 22.5
Punishment

Table 48: Significance Test for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Three

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .929 343 344
Dangerous .099 .006 .099
Surprised at Crime .854 .293 301
Severe Punishment 997 .653 .140
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Table 49: Cross Tabs for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Four

Non-White Male Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 42.2 37.8 42.0 36.5 433 40.2 57.8 62.2 58.0 63.5 56.7 59.8
Dangerous 60.5 48.5 59.6 48.4 61.6 57.0 39.5 51.5 40.4 51.6 38.4 43.0
Surprised at 26.3 34.1 27.0 333 26.8 279 73.7 65.9 73.0 66.7 73.2 72.1
Crime
Severe 34.8 32.1 34.6 333 33.1 35.5 65.2 67.9 65.4 66.7 66.9 64.5
Punishment

Table 50: Significance Test for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Four

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 329 .388 310
Dangerous .008 .079 129
Surprised at Crime .060 276 .691
Severe Punishment 537 .838 424
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Table 51: Cross Tabs for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Five

White Male Image Non-White Male Ima
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 80.0 72.1 79.1 76.6 78.2 79.9 20.0 279 20.9 23.4 21.8 20.1
Dangerous 75.9 76.3 75.6 79.4 79.6 73.4 24.1 23.7 24.4 20.6 20.4 26.6
Surprised at 62.0 57.0 62.0 453 61.5 61.2 38.0 43.0 37.7 54.7 38.5 38.8
Crime
Severe 87.4 78.5 86.1 89.1 88.1 85.3 12.6 21.5 13.9 10.9 11.9 14.7
Punishment

Table 52: Significance Test for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Five

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .034 .623 509
Dangerous 916 503 .019
Surprised at Crime 271 .007 907
Severe Punishment .005 .506 183
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Table 53: Cross Tabs for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Six

Non-White Female Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male Female White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male Female
Guilty 19.5 24.4 19.7 27.0 21.1 19.1 80.5 75.6 80.3 73.0 78.9 80.9
Dangerous 18.1 19.9 18.2 20.3 19.1 17.5 81.9 80.1 81.8 79.7 80.9 82.5
Surprised at 70.5 68.9 70.3 71.4 70.6 69.8 29.5 31.1 29.7 28.6 29.4 30.2
Crime
Severe 9.2 14.2 9.9 9.5 11.2 8.5 90.8 85.8 90.1 90.5 88.8 91.5
Punishment

Table 54: Significance Test for Version One Mug Shot Comparison Six

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 179 159 431
Dangerous .616 .665 .504
Surprised at Crime .695 .848 164
Severe Punishment .071 933 .139
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Table 55: Cross Tabs for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison One

White Male Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female
Guilty 66.0 61.3 65.8 57.4 66.9 63.9 34.0 38.7 34.2 42.6 33.1 36.1
Dangerous 90.7 81.0 89.6 83.3 89.9 88.7 9.3 19.0 10.4 16.7 10.1 11.3
Surprised at 17.7 16.9 18.3 31.3 18.7 16.2 82.3 83.1 81.7 68.8 81.3 83.8
Crime
Severe 17.7 15.1 81.3 67.9 40.9 439 82.3 84.9 18.7 32.1 59.1 56.1
Punishment

Table 56: Significance Test for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison One

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .280 206 318
Dangerous .001 144 528
Surprised at Crime .825 .010%** 285
Severe Punishment .629 .016 322
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Table 57: Cross Tabs for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Two

White Male Image Non-White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 324 40.1 329 42.6 31.8 349 67.6 59.9 67.1 57.4 68.2 65.1
Dangerous 27.1 41.6 28.9 29.6 29.4 28.6 72.9 58.4 71.1 70.4 70.6 71.4
Surprised at 70.9 61.3 69.8 66.7 68.4 70.8 29.1 38.7 30.2 333 31.6 29.2
Crime
Severe 16.2 23.4 16.7 24.1 15.4 18.9 83.8 76.6 83.3 75.9 84.6 81.1
Punishment

Table 58: Significance Tes

t for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Two

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .075 141 300
Dangerous .001 902 7182
Surprised at Crime .023 .623 390
Severe Punishment .040 159 .148
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Table 59: Cross Tabs for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Three

Non-White Female Image Non-White Male Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female
Guilty 21.7 21.2 21.6 20.4 23.0 78.3 78.8 78.4 79.6 80.0 77.0
Dangerous 10.0 19.0 11.1 13.0 13.2 90.0 81.0 88.9 87.0 91.3 86.8
Surprised at 84.4 80.9 84.0 83.3 83.1 15.6 19.1 16.0 16.7 14.6 16.9
Crime
Severe 7.5 10.9 7.9 9.3 7.2 92.5 89.1 92.1 90.7 91.1 92.8
Punishment

Table 60: Significance Test for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Three

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .891 .825 254
Dangerous .002 .669 .022
Surprised at Crime 297 .896 324
Severe Punishment 170 721 306
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Table 61: Cross Tabs for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Four

Non-White Male Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female
Guilty 54.4 51.5 54.2 52.8 57.9 50.6 45.6 48.5 45.8 47.2 42.1 49.4
Dangerous 77.6 67.6 77.0 60.4 79.4 73.4 22.4 324 23.0 39.6 20.6 26.6
Surprised at 33.1 37.0 33.8 28.3 33.8 33.1 66.9 63.0 66.2 71.7 66.2 66.9
Crime
Severe 69.6 65.7 69.3 64.3 71.3 67.0 304 34.3 30.7 35.2 28.7 33.0
Punishment

Table 62: Significance Test for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Four

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 526 .851 019
Dangerous 011 .006 .026
Surprised at Crime 363 408 .823
Severe Punishment 363 484 145
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Table 63: Cross Tabs for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Five

White Male Image Non-White Male Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 293 423 29.6 574 30.0 323 70.7 57.7 70.4 42.6 70.6 67.7
Dangerous 19.6 27.0 20.1 31.5 21.5 20.1 80.4 73.0 79.9 68.5 78.5 79.9
Surprised at 81.9 73.0 81.1 74.1 79.7 81.5 18.1 27.0 18.9 259 20.3 18.5
Crime
Severe 12.1 17.5 12.5 20.8 11.1 14.7 87.9 82.5 87.5 79.2 88.9 85.3
Punishment

Table 64: Significance Test for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Five

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .002 .000 413
Dangerous .047 .044 .596
Surprised at Crime .014 .203 450
Severe Punishment .080 .081 .091
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Table 65: Cross Tabs for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Six

Non-White Female Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male Female
Guilty 61.1 46.0 19.7 27.0 57.5 61.0 38.9 54.0 80.3 73.0 42.5 39.0
Dangerous 66.5 61.8 65.5 71.7 64.2 67.4 33.5 38.2 34.5 28.3 35.8 32.6
Surprised at 41.7 50.0 42 .4 472 449 40.7 58.3 50.0 57.6 52.8 55.1 59.3
Crime
Severe 80.8 76.5 80.3 77.8 78.9 81.2 19.2 23.5 19.7 22.2 21.1 18.8
Punishment

Table 66: Significance Test for Version Two Mug Shot Comparison Six

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .001 159 251
Dangerous 276 357 282
Surprised at Crime .067 498 173
Severe Punishment 242 .655 356
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Table 67: Cross Tabs for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison One

White Male Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 52.0 493 51.2 58.3 50.2 53.1 48.0 50.7 48.8 41.7 49.8 46.9
Dangerous 85.4 83.1 85.1 83.1 85.7 84.7 14.6 16.9 14.9 16.9 14.3 15.7
Surprised at | 23.7 21.6 23.8 16.7 22.8 24.0 76.3 78.4 76.2 83.3 77.2 76.0
Crime
Severe 69.6 72.3 69.6 78.0 70.0 70.2 30.4 27.7 30.4 22.0 30.0 29.8
Punishment

Table 68: Significance Test for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison One

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 551 288 .380
Dangerous 474 .672 535
Surprised at Crime .586 206 .661
Severe Punishment 510 173 958
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Table 69: Cross Tabs for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Two

White Male Image Non-White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 52.5 63.9 533 73.3 54.0 55.2 47.5 36.1 46.7 26.7 46.0 44.8
Dangerous 67.6 71.2 68.1 72.9 69.6 67.0 324 28.8 31.9 27.1 30.4 33.0
Surprised at | 58.7 60.5 59.6 50.0 60.7 57.1 41.3 39.5 40.4 50.0 393 42.9
Crime
Severe 59.1 62.1 59.2 70.7 59.7 60.3 40.9 37.9 40.8 293 40.3 39.7
Punishment

Table 70: Significance Test for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Two

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 011 .003 719
Dangerous .389 444 .396
Surprised at Crime .676 .144 263
Severe Punishment Sl .083 .870
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Table 71: Cross Tabs for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Three

Non-White Female Image Non-White Male Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 34.8 473 36.5 45.0 36.0 38.2 65.2 52.7 63.5 55.0 64.0 61.8
Dangerous 14.6 33.8 17.3 23.3 16.2 19.2 85.4 66.2 82.7 76.7 83.8 80.8
Surprised at | 79.8 70.9 78.3 78.3 75.3 81.5 20.2 29.1 21.7 21.7 24.7 18.5
Crime
Severe 21.5 38.8 241 28.8 24.7 243 78.5 61.2 75.9 71.2 75.3 75.7
Punishment

Table 72: Significance Test for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Three

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .004 187 487
Dangerous .000 238 239
Surprised at Crime 017 .995 .024
Severe Punishment .000 419 .888
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Table 73: Cross Tabs for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Four

Non-White Male Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 44.4 43.9 45.1 36.7 45.1 439 55.6 56.1 54.9 63.3 54.9 56.1
Dangerous 72.5 64.2 72.0 593 72.2 70.4 27.5 35.8 28.0 40.7 27.8 29.6
Surprised at 35.5 39.9 35.2 50.0 34.1 38.2 64.5 60.1 64.8 50.0 65.9 61.8
Crime
Severe 55.0 429 54.1 34.5 52.9 53.0 45.0 57.1 459 65.5 47.1 47.0
Punishment

Table 74: Significance Test for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Four

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 912 203 726
Dangerous .041 .038 553
Surprised at Crime 317 .022 194
Severe Punishment .007 .004 978
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Table 75: Cross Tabs for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Five

White Male Image Non-White Male Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 66.8 65.5 66.5 70.0 66.0 67.5 33.2 34.5 335 30.0 34.0 325
Dangerous 57.9 63.5 59.0 51.7 57.1 60.0 42.1 36.5 41.0 48.3 42.9 40.0
Surprised at | 61.7 52.0 60.4 58.3 63.6 56.8 38.3 48.0 39.6 41.7 36.4 43.2
Crime
Severe 65.7 63.3 65.3 63.8 63.9 67.0 343 36.7 34.7 36.2 36.1 33.0
Punishment

Table 76: Significance Test for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Five

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty 758 .579 .636
Dangerous 201 264 387
Surprised at Crime .028 751 .037
Severe Punishment 575 .819 331
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Table 77: Cross Tabs for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Six

Non-White Female Image White Female Image
Race Hispanic Origin Gender Race Hispanic Origin Gender
Non- Non Non- Non
Question White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female | White  white | Hispanic  Hispanic | Male  Female
Guilty 35.8 36.1 36.3 28.8 344 37.2 64.2 63.9 63.7 71.2 65.6 62.8
Dangerous 34.8 354 354 28.8 34.1 35.9 65.2 64.6 64.6 71.2 65.9 64.1
Surprised 62.4 60.1 61.4 70.0 62.1 61.6 37.6 39.9 38.6 30.0 37.9 38.4
at Crime
Severe 31.0 30.6 313 27.6 29.4 33.0 69.0 69.4 68.7 72.4 70.6 67.0
Punishment

Table 78: Significance Test for Version Three Mug Shot Comparison Six

Question Race Hispanic Sex
Guilty .944 248 395
Dangerous .896 303 583
Surprised at Crime .599 185 .872
Severe 920 .550 246
Punishment
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Appendix I - Summary of Indices by Race, Hispanic Origin, and Gender

Table 79: Summary of Indices by Race, Hispanic Origin, and Gender

Race Hispanic Origin Gender

White Non-white Non-Hispanic Hispanic Male Female
Index N Mean SD | N  Mean  SD N Mean SD | N Mean  SD N Mean  SD N Mean  SD
Justification of 2575 12.1 431 | 420 13.2 5.00 | 2831 12.2 4.41 | 177 12.7 5.13 | 1409 12.3 4.68 | 1588 12.1 4.25
Punishment
Thompson’s 2560 -0.09  2.64 | 410 0.48 2.89 | 2809 -0.03 267 | 172 0.36 2.87 | 1401 0.3 2.8 1570 -0.2 2.5
Support for
Punitive Policies
Punitive Media 2575 22.5 3.45 | 416 214 3.89 | 2829 22.4 349 | 175 213 4.01 | 1406 224 3.54 | 1588 223 3.53
and Social
Interaction
Interest in 2578 21.6 7.09 | 420 22.1 7.40 | 2833 21.7 7.12 | 178 212 7.42 | 1408 21.6 6.90 | 1593 21.8 7.35
Imprisonment
Interest in 2566 245 7.69 | 415 25.0 7.84 | 2817 24.6 7.67 | 177 24.0 8.51 | 1403 242 7.48 | 1581 249 7.93
Criminality
The Slammer 2577 223 5.73 | 417 213 6.02 | 2831 223 4.74 | 176 20.8 6.41 | 1405 219 4.76 | 1592 22.5 5.80
Legitimacy
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Appendix J - Significance Tests for Indices by Race, Hispanic

Origin, and Gender

Table 80: Index Significance Test by Race

Levene’s Test for

Equality of Variance t test for Equality of Means
Index f Sig t Df Sig. (2-tailed)
Justification of Punishment 17.073 .000 -4.566 524.524 .000#**
Thompson’s Support for Punitive 1.662 197 -4.009 2968 .000***
Policies
Punitive Media and Social Interaction 10.108 .001 5.448 525.389 .000%**
Interest in Imprisonment 1.206 272 -1.204 2996 229
Interest in Criminality 174 .676 -1.283 2979 200
The Slammer Legitimacy 2.451 118 3.342 2992 L0071 %**

Table 81: Index Significance Test by Hispanic Origin

Levene’s Test for

Equality of Variance t test for Equality of Means
Index f Sig t Df Sig. (2-tailed)
Justification of Punishment 10.304 .001 -1.305 192.599 136
Thompson’s Support for Punitive .929 335 -1.829 2979 .067
Policies
Punitive Media and Social Interaction 8.019 .005 3.429 190.704 001 ***
Interest in Imprisonment .730 .393 1.058 3009 290
Interest in Criminality 4.000 .046 .803 194.400 423
The Slammer Legitimacy 9.587 .002 2.992 192.824 .003%**
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Table 82: Index Significance Test by Gender

Levene’s Test for

Equality of Variance t test for Equality of Means
Index f Sig t Df Sig. (2-tailed)
Justification of Punishment 6.824 .009 1.050 2863.30 294
Thompson’s Support for Punitive 12.590 .000 5.194 2822.363 .000***
Policies
Punitive Media and Social Interaction .660 991 2992 362 .660
Interest in Imprisonment 7.286 .007 -.646 2987.860 520
Interest in Criminality 6.327 .012 -2.630  2970.934 .009%**
The Slammer Legitimacy 578 447 -2.806 2995 L005%**
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