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ABSTRACT

The notion of "normative consensus" (i.e,, the extent to which 
population members agree in their normative beliefs) has long been a 
central question for many sociologists. While theoretical and 
polemical treatments, of normative consensus are not uncommon in the 
social science literature, only recently have sociologists, primarily 
criminologists, begun to focus on such questions in an empirical context.

To date, the most extensive and certainly the most influential 
work in this area was reported in The Measurement of Delinquency (1964) 
in which Sellin and Wolfgang conclude that selected groups of college 
students, police officers? and juvenile court judges share a pervasive 
social agreement in their evaluations of the "seriousness” of criminal 
and delinquent offenses. While those conclusions are recognized as 
theoretically significant, they have also been criticized by some as 
not being supported by the original data*

After reviewing Sellin and Wolfgang’s work, this dissertation 
shows that their conclusions, as well as criticisms of those conclu
sions by others, are not based on relevant systematic tests. In a
detailed re-examination of Sellin and Wolfgang’s data (1964), it is

' , . 
concluded that there is overwhelming evidence of rank order consensus
between the rater groups in their judgments of offense seriousness.
There is also strong support for the claim of relative ratio consensus; 
that is, a close positive loglineaf relationship between the 
seriousness estimates given by the rater groups. Put otherwise, if

ix
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one group’s seriousness scores are plotted against another’s on l'og-log
coordinates, the relationship is linear.

The most important conclusion presented by Sellin and Wolfgang 
receives only qualified support by a re-examination of their data.
This is referred to as absolute consensus — - a close positive loglinear 
relationship between the seriousness scores of the rater groups in 
which a given ratio change in one group’s scores corresponds to ah 
identical ratio change in another’s. In other words, the ratio scores 
are preserved intact only across certain rater group comparisons.

Specific rater-group comparisons indicate that, while neither 
students and police nor judges and police agree absolutely in their. 
ratio scores of seriousness, the comparisons between students and 
judges show the contrary. Relative to judges and students, the police 
ratios of seriousness increase at a significantly slower rate across 
criminal and delinquent offenses.

Questionnaire data on judgments of offense seriousness were 
gathered from high school students in four Arizona communities and 
analyzed to determine the extent to which juveniles concur in their 
normative beliefs about criminal conduct. The strongest conclusion 
which emerges from those analyses is that there is a widely shared 
social agreement among selected subgroups of juveniles of diverse 
status characteristics on the norms defining the seriousness of various 
criminal and; delinquent offenses. Not only is there overwhelming, 
evidence of rank order agreement^ there is also considerable (although.



xi
not total) support for the assertion that the subgroups agree in 
their numerical estimates and ratio changes of seriousness across 
criminal and delinquent offenses.

Individual respondents likewise display (on the average) a 
striking and extensive degree of relative agreement with the general 
normative trend (i.e., total sample median seriousness, values). While 
there is a great deal of variation in the extent of agreement among 
individuals, only a small portion of that variation is attributable 
to the individual status characteristics considered.

The considerable evidence presented here, coupled with the 
findings from other studies, provides overwhelming and consistent 
support for the empirical generalization that evaluations of criminal 
conduct are nprmatively structured to an extensive degree by diverse 
subgroups of juveniles and adults within American society.



CHAPTER 1

NORWTVE EVALUATIONS OF BEHAVIOR

. Conceptxoii -of Norms and' CQnsensus 
No single concept is invoked so often in sociological discourse 

as that of a norm. Due to its frequent use, one might suppose that 
its meaning is precise and agreed upon. Unfortunately, there is a 
glaring lack of agreement over generic definitions as well as classi- 
ficatory schemes for distinguishing types of norms (Gibhs, 1965:586). 
Although not without problems, a conventional meaning is that a norm 
refers to a socially shared evaluation of behavior (e.g., right or 
wrong, good or bad); that is, a belief of what behavior ought (or 
ought not) to occur. This means that " * , , a norm is something more 
than an isolated evaluation of conduct by a particular individual; it 
is a collective phenomenon in that members of the same social unit 
tend to agree in their evaluations” (Gibbs, 1975:79), Evaluations 
of behavior are thus "normative” (or constitute norms) to the extent 
that they are socially shared. One. may speak of a norm as a socially 
shared evaluation of conduct without arguing that, it is shared by all 
members within a social unit, which is to emphasize.that it does not 
necessarily reflect unanimous consensus within the social unit.

Because consensus is rarely unanimous, this raises an important 
question: What should be the criterion for inferring that an
evaluation of behavior constitutes a norm? Or, at what point can



we say that consensus exists! afogut those evaluations;? As Rossi et al. 
(1974:227) correctly note, it is much easier to assert that consensus 
does exist than to devise a suitable standard for measuring it. While 
some investigators specify fifty percent agreement (Scheff, .1967:38) 
or 75 percent' agreement (Mann, 1970;426) to signify "normative 
consensus," others point out that any such figures would be arbitrary.
An obvious alternative of. 100 percent agreement appears too stringent 
a requirement. If required, an investigator'would be hard pressed 
to argue that any norms exist in most social units, especially 
heterogeneous ones such as the United States, While.unanimous consensus 
would not he arbitrary, it would entail the. conclusion that most social 
units are "normless," a most questionable assertion.

The conclusion suggested by the foregoing, is that instead of 
viewing consensus and norms as either present.or absent (i.e., a 
qualitative distinction) based on some questionable cutting point, 
such phenomena should properly be conceived as quantitative properties 
of collective evaluations of behavior. Gibbs (1972:58^59) insists;
" . . . social scientists should cease declaring that some type of 
act is. the norm in a designated population; there is only a collective 
evaluation of that type of act that prevails in the population to some 
specified degree i .. . As Newman (1976:117) contends; "Although 
some argue that for universality to be [rejected], only one dissenting 
case needs to be f ound, this seems like an unrealistic criterion for 
rejection of the universality hypothesis , , . , The more important 
questions to ask have to do with the comparative amount of consensus 
and dissensus



There are sociologists who might question this conceptualization 
of norms. Theorists- schooled in the Durkheimian 'tradition’may argue 
that norms are in some sense "superorganic" and, hence., exterior to 
the individual (Bohannan, 1960; Parsons, 1960). That is, norms are 
much more than the aggregate of individuals’ beliefs; they are both 
prior and posterior in time to any individual. The difficulty with 
this position is that its proponents have failed to specify how 
investigators are to demonstrate the existence of norms (Gibbs, 
1972:59-60). More important, if norms are more than beliefs held by 
individuals, what are they and in what sense are they independent 
of individuals?

Other sociologists may insist that norms refer not to shared 
beliefs about behavior but rather to actual behavior (i.e., a 
behavioral standard) (cf., Rushing, 1975:2-4). Thus, upon observing 
that mother-son incest rarely; occurs, investigators might.conciude that 
incest is uniformly disapproved in Western society. There are 
at least four problems with this position. First, if norms refer 
to behavioral regularities (e.g., mode, average), then it is tauto
logical to speak of norms as somehow influencing behavior. We would be 
inferring from actual behavior what the norms are and then "explaining" 
that same behavior from our inference. Clearly, what is needed are 
independent measures of norms and behavior. Second, advocates of 
this position fail to specify the statistical criterion for a norm.
How frequent (or infrequent) must a type of conduct occur before 
investigators can reasonably infer that a norm exists within some 
social unit? Certainly, any answer would be arbitrary and questionable.



Third, even if a criterion could be agreed, upon by investigators 
(e.g., some designated frequency or rate), what data source should 
be used to measure the frequency or rate of occurrence (e.g., official 
statistics, self-reports, victimization studies)? The problem is 
that alternative data sources would more.than likely lead to different 
conclusions, which is to emphasize that there is no way of knowing 
with certainty the "true” rate of occurrence for a type of behavior. 
Fourth, the "behavioral standard.” argument, tacitly assumes that 
people who agree with the norms do not commit acts contrary to them. 
Yet, other theorists (e.g., Sykes and Matza, 1957; Matza, 1964) 
question this assumption.. Gibbs (1972:57) maintains: "Conceivably,
all members of a social unit may voice disapproval of some type of 
act and yet commit it » , , » In other words, individuals, may act 
inconsistently with their expressed normative opinions . , . ,"

Contending Thoughts on "Normative Consensus"
The notion of normative consensus has long been the central 

issue for many sociologists. Just thirty years ago, Wirth (1948:2) 
argued that consensus represents the "hallmark Of any society" and 
rightly constitutes "the focus" of sociological inquiry. Ten years 
later, Klapp (1957:340) reiterated, this theme; "Consensus should have 
an importance in sociology comparable to that of energy in physics —  

namely as a unifying concept, an abstraction that will.- include and 
relate more specific concepts and data."

In particular, criminologists have been concerned with the 
extent to which population members agree In: their evaluations of



deviant acts, and especially criminal and delinquent behaviors.
Earlier "normative order" theorists argued that "society" shares a
widespread consensus, in the social condemnation, of criminal conduct.
Durkheim was one of the earliest and most influential proponents of
this position: "The only common characteristic of all crimes is that
they consist . » , in acts, universally disapproved of by members of
each society . . . crime shocks sentiments which, for a given social
system, are found in all healthy consciences" (1933:79), Criminal
laws prohibiting certain types of behavior reflect the collective
indignation of those actions. As so eloquently summarized by Durkheim
(1933:81), " , . , we must not say that an action shocks the common
conscience because it is criminal but rather it is criminal because it
shocks the common conscience,"

Others since Durkheim have repeated this theme; Friedman
(1959:143) asserts;. "The state of the criminal law continues to be — ■
as it should —  a decisive reflection of the social consciousness of
a society. What, kind of conduct an organized community considers , .
sufficiently condemnaDle to impose official sanctions , , . is a
barometer of the moral and. social thinking of a community," Michael
and Adler. (1971:2-3) argue:

. . .  there is no surer way of ascertaining what kinds of 
behavior are generally regarded as immoral, and antisocial by 
the people of any community than by reference to their 
criminal code, for in theory, at least, the criminal code 
embodies social judgments with respect to behavior and, 
perhaps, more often than not, fact conforms to theory. Most 
of the people in the. community would probably agree that 
most the of the. behavior which is proscribed by the criminal 
law is socially undesirable.



Finally, Dror (1957:440) remarks: "One of.’ the more important
repositories and expressions: of the values of society is its laws. By 
its very nature, law consists of a number of norms which constitute 
obligatory rules of behavior for the members of the society. These 
legal norms are closely related to various social values,, being either 
a direct expression of them or serving them in a more indirect way,"

Critique of Consensus Theories
Consensus theories of social order (e.g,, functionalism) have 

not been without their critics. Beginning with. Dahrendorf (1959) and 
van den Berghe (1963), the assumption of normative consensus (or the 
emphasis accorded:that assumption) has been criticized by theorists 
of one persuasion or another,. In particular, many conflict theorists 
reject the consensus paradigm and interpret it " . , , as the strategy 
of a ruling group, a reification of their values and motivations, a 
rationalization for more effective social control" (Horton, 1966:703). 
Some writers insist that, far from being a consensual social order, 
society displays at every point coercion, dissensus, and conflict 
over norms and values, (cf,, Horton, 1966; Quinney, 1970a;
Chambliss, 1976a).

Regarding criminal law, conflict theorists argue that legal 
norms reflect the interests and values of certain powerful groups 
within an economically stratified society at the expense of other 
societal members, especially the lower strata (Chambliss, 1976a:7; 
Quinney, 1970a:50; Thfo, 1973:1-2), Therefore, one criticism
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(inter alia) against value consensus theory is that the.latter has-
altogether ignored the role of:differential power in the formulation
of criminal proscriptions.

Conflict theorists point out that accumulated research on
the social origins of particular laws (cf,, Platt, 1969j Chambliss,
1964; Hall, 1952) offers striking evidence for a conflict infcerest-group
model, and in some cases, a. Marxian class"Conflict model of legal

evolution. According to Chambliss (1976a;11), the empirical evidence
suggests that the value consensus paradigm is not capable of accounting
for the creation of criminal laws.

Assessing the Conflict-'Consensus Controversy
From the foregoing, it would, appear that consensus and conflict 

theorists offer diametrically opposed perspectives in criminology. 
Notice, however, that these writers are addressing at least two 
analytically distinct issues the social origins of. criminal law on 
the one hand and the extent to which societal members agree in their 
evaluations of criminal conduct on the other (Hopkins, 1975),

Writers in the consensus tradition (cf,, Durkheim, 1933) 
foster the impression that the two issues are necessarily related.
They assume that societal members collectively disapprove criminal 
behavior and, from this assumption, infer that the origins of 
criminal law, or specifically, the reasons for legislative or 
judicial "enactment" of such laws, must reflect collective indignation. 
This inference is illustrative of post hoc explanation. Even 
assuming societal members Intensely and uniformly disapprove criminal



conduct, there is no logical or empirical basis to conclude that 
widespread disapproval was responsible for the genesis of criminal 
law. Hopkins (1975:614). suggests that criminal law may be created 
in the context of conflict? yet subsequently become an object of 
widespread.consensus, and Chambliss.(1976b:97) emphasizes, the 
"collective conscience" may be .a consequencerather than a cause of 
criminal laws. He argues that Duster’s research (1970) illustrates 
this point; namely, the passage of the. Harrison Act in 1914 coupled 
with the propagandizing efforts of. Federal law enforcement agencies 
resulted in the widely accepted belief that drug use was immoral 
and dangerous. The.inference to be drawn from the foregoing is that 
the assumption of widespread disapproval over criminal conduct does 
not entail any conclusion about the social, origins of criminal law.

While conflict theorists have been primarily concerned with 
the evolution of criminal laws, they have not totally ignored the 
issue of normative consensus within society. It is questionable, 
however, whether the conflict theorists' position is as dissimilar 
to that of normative order theorists as some suggest. Of course, 
depending upon whom one reads, one is likely to draw different 
conclusions,

Writers outside the conflict School would have the reader 
believe that the position of normative consensus is contrary to the 
conflict perspective, Rossi et al, (1974:224) write: "The conflict
model implies disagreement over what is considered to be serious 
[crime1 . . V , To the extent that that empirical investigation shows 
great consensus, the conflict model loses support," Thomas, Cage,



and Foster (1976;110) contend that the' conflict model predicts
■ ■ ' • - * . consensus does not exist and, to the.contrary, different social groups

evaluate criminal acts quite, differently. Likewise,. Hagan, Silva,
and Simpson (1977:321) claim that the conflict perspective fails to
account for the empirical findings of widespread consensus in the
publics1 evaluations of crimes.

Writing within the conflict tradition, Quinney (1970a:35) 
asserts that contemporary society is characterized by diversity, 
dissensus, conflict, and coercion, rather than consensus and 
stability. In the same publication (1970a!228), however, he notes 
that diversity in society does not mean that no values or norms will 
be common to all social groups. Elsewhere (1970b:36^37), he argues 
that legal norms prohibiting certain behaviors are shared by nearly 
all groups within society, Quinney's work facilitates confusion in 
determining the conflict theorists’ position on consensus.

More recently, however, it appears that conflict and 
non-conflict theorists are moving toward a theoretical integration 
of thought —  an integration which can accomodate differing ideas 
and a multiplicity.of research findings. According to at least some 
conflict theorists, there may well be widespread disapproval of many 
types of criminal conduct. Young (1975:71) asserts: .’’However much the
new deviancy theorist talked of diversity and dissensus in society, the 
ineluctable reality of a considerable consensus over certain matters 
could not be washed away. This was particularly noticeable, moreover, 
in the widespread and uniform social reaction against various crimes 
against the person and certain crimes against property.”
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•Given that contemporary conflict theorists are willing to 

entertain the possibility of social consensus over certain matters, 
how can such a position be reconciled? It appears that these 
theorists grant that widespread social condemnation of much criminal, 
conduct should obtain in a capitalist society being the result of 
political socialization and/or a "false consciousness" (Schumann, 
1976:292; Mann, 1970;425).

Several writers appear illustrative of the conflict and/or 
the Marxist position on the issue of normative consensus, Thio 
(1973:2) claims that powerful elites: ", , rely upon various
massive ideological apparatuses, such as the mass media and educa
tional institutions, to insure their cultural hegemony over, and 
hence-their support by, the powerless." Young (1975:82) notes: 
"Especially in Anglo-Saxon countries . , , the consensus appears as 
monolith . . . .  This consensus throughout society corresponds to 
the uniformity of the mode of production dominating the social order." 
Chambliss (1976a:3) argues: "The Marxian paradigm , . . sees whatever
value consensus there, is as 1) a reflection of the fact that those 
who control the means of production also, control the production of 
values in the society and 2) a false consciousness since the dominant 
value system (if indeed there is one) will be one which oppresses 
classes and serves the interest of the ruling class," Finally,
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Turk (1976:289) summarizes: .

Conflict-coerclon theory does not imply disagreement about 
■the relative seriousness of crimes» To the extent that a 
balance of power has been reached and a system of domination 
developed, beliefs are expected to be. products of both (a) 
self-interest and acceptance of reassuring ideological 
justifications among the more powerful, and (b) the direct 
and indirect indoctrination of less powerful. Formal education 
is. assumed to be one important means by which ideological 
consensus is created and reinforced. Accordingly, a high degree 
of consensus on the relative seriousness of crimes can be 
interpreted as evidence of the successful control and 
mobilization of ideological resources so as to minimize the 
divergence of beliefs otherwise expected to result from 
social inequalties.

It is suggested that acceptance of the consensus assumption 
is not inimical to contemporary conflict and Marxist theorists in 
criminology. Moreover, normative order theorists and conflict 
theorists share the same general position in this regard —  namely, 
societal members tend to agree in their evaluations or disapproval 
of criminal conduct. This does not mean, however, that these 
theorists would offer the same interpretations or explanations for 
the existence of widespread consensus within American, society. While 
conflict theorists attempt to account for consensus within the 
material conditions of society, Ellis (1971:694) claims that consensus 
theorists seem to be either at a loss in explaining its genesis or do 
not treat it as particularly problematic. Yet, interestingly enough, 
some non-conflict theorists present views quite similar to.those given 
above by the conflict writers, Hagan, Silva, and Simpson (1977:322)



contend that "consensual definitions of crime" can.be accounted for
by the notion of "hegemony:"

The essential assertion is that those who influence the means 
of material production in society also influence the means of 
idea production and distribution. In turn, it is argued that 
influencing the means of ideas can lead to their use in 
fostering widespread condemnation of these potential crimes 
that seriously threaten the stability of authority-subject 
relations. We do not mean to imply that this process occurs 
only in capitalist societies , , . . Our argument is simply 
that to the extent that a consensus of condemnatory attitudes 
exists in a society, status groups generally be agreed in 
their attitudes,, and dominant groups will be the most likely 
to form the cutting edge of this consensus,

Hagan, Silva, and Simpson might have added that we need not
invoke the notion of "false consciousness," as does Chambliss (1976a:3)
to explain away the significance of consensus. Chambliss views
consensus as contrary to the interests of the population at large
and supportive of ruling elites. Are Marxists really saying that a
pervasive social agreement on any norms and values supports only
the interests of. ruling groups? Some more staunch Marxists might
answer affirmatively.

Nonetheless, it is difficult to see how consensus over
certain matters would necessarily reflect opposition to the interests
of the public as a whole. To illustrate, Rossi etal. .(1974:237)
claim that " . ... the norms defining how serious various criminal
acts are considered to be are quite widely distributed" within
American society. Would Marxists contend-that agreement on those norms
represents a "false consciousness," "manufactured.consensus," or
beliefs contrary to citizens’ true interests? Suppose that widespread
consensus over those norms extended to socialist and communist
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societies. Would the. lattes? reflect the dominating influence of
ruling elites and false consciousness? Of course, Marxists would
not argue that socialist and communist societies have no ruling elites
who influence the production and transmission of ideology. They
xtould probably contend that, since the interests of ruling groups
and the population at large are identical (of at least, highly
similar), consensus among the populace in those societies should not
be described as false consciousness. It. thus appears that that term
is. restricted.to describe ^  or account for — , normative consensus
within capitalist societies. In any event. Young (1975:76) questions
the "false consciousness" argument:

The argument . , is that the media have successfully instilled
in the population an all-pervasive respect for property and 
an abhorrence of criminality. No doubt the media does attempt 
to spread such messages, but again, why would the distorted 
media messages find such ah eager audience? Why are the 
televisions.left on, the newspapers read so avidly? Why 
do the ideas slot so easily into the heads of the viewing 
population? Ideas must have some meaning, some response 
for their audience and life situations, or else other —  more 
radical —  ideas would find their audience more readily.

Presumably, Young believes that consensus over certain matters 
reflects more than the dominating ideology of ruling groups and false 
consciousness. An "all-pervasive respect for property and an 
abhorrence of criminality" also mirrors the prevailing social situation 
of citizens in contemporary society —  a situation in which crime and 
its consequences represents . . . the reality of human suffering 
and personal disaster" (Young, 1975:89).

While theoretical and polemical treatments of normative 
consensus are not uncommon in the social science literature, whether



there is consensus on evaluations of criminal behavior —  and the 
extent of such consensus — - is an empirical question. It is that 
question to which we now- turn.



CWTEB, 2

INVESTIGATING NORMATIVE EVALUATIONS OF BEHAVIOR

Seriousness as a Noa^native Evaluation of Behavior 
There a^e num,erouS' ways individuals may evaluate their own 

behavior or the behavior of others; that is, there are distinct 
evaluations of conduct. One type of evaluation which has received the 
most empirical attention by. criminologists is referred to as. the 
"seriousness1' of deviant acts, and in particular, criminal and delin
quent behaviors. Rossi et al, (1974:224) remark that seriousness 
represents a conceptual dimension of criminality which may be viewed 
as a normative evaluation, an overall judgment which allows comparisons 
among criminal acts and groups of individuals. They further note 
(1974:224) that:. "In many ways> 'seriousness' as applied to criminal 
acts, resembles 'prestige1 as applied to occupations or other social 
statutes: both terms resist precise abstract definitions; both can be
easily translated into operational forms through the use of sample 
surveys; both are important in empirical research;, and both remain 
obstinately necessary in technical and vernacular vocabularies."

Like other evaluations of conduct, seriousness refers to a 
subjective dimension, which is to emphasize that judgments of 
seriousness can be gathered systematically only by soliciting opinions 
from members of designated social units. As Akman, Normandeau, and
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Turner (1966:5) write> seriousness " . . « is a single dimension along 
which, all offenses . . .  can be examined and judged by large, 
theoretically significant groups whose evaluations can be used as a 
basis for scoring quantitatively the differential qualitative elements 
of criminal acts. Consensus, obtained in this manner, will ascribe a 
series of weighted values to the acts along the continuum of 
seriousness."

One might argue that unlihe other evaluations of conduct, the 
"seriousness" of criminal acts reflects more than subjective beliefs 
by population members in one sense or another, seriousness is an. 
objective property of those acts. Stated otherwise, criminal acts 
can be ordered by legal officials according to some external objective 
standard such as the consequences or harm inflicted, upon the victim, 
or "the community" by the commission of those offenses. The contention 
is that legal officials possess "expert knowledge" not available 
to other population members, If accurate, there would appear to be 
no reason to assess empirically a population's judgments of offense 
Seriousness, Nonetheless, that argument tacitly.ignores at least 
four important considerations.

First, assuming that criminal acts could be ordered by some 
objective criterion (e.g., harmful consequences to the victim), there 
is no reason to suppose that individuals' subjective judgments of 
seriousness would correspond to an objective standard; that is.



"It may very well he that the relative serxousness of offenses, as 
judged by a group of individuals, may be quite wrong when looked at 
from the standpoint of objective check#'or standards . , .
(Thurstone, 1927:384). To illustrate, most legal officials in the 
United States, including Supreme Court Justices, would contend that 
first degree murder is a more serious offense than smoking.tobacco or 
drinking alcohol -'-two types of acts which are not even illegal 
except for juveniles, in some jurisdictions, Afterall, what is more 
injurious to the victim objectjvely than taking his (or her) life? 
Nonetheless, there are people who believe that smoking tobacco and 
drinking alcohol are as serious, if hot more so, than first degree 
murder. 'Why? Because some people believe, presumably, thht smoking 
and drinking are deliberate attempts to end one’s own life.

Second, while some types of criminal offenses conceivably 
could be ordered objectively regarding seriousness, this would pertain 
to few acts thus leaving the vast majority unordered. Defining 
seriousness in terms of property loss, we would rank the theft of a 
hundred dollars as more serious than the theft of fifty dollars, and 
the latter as more serious than that of ten dollars. However, in 
what objective sense is the offense of forcible rape mote (or less) 
serious than negligent homicide, or petty theft more (or less) 
serious than smoking marihuana? Third, assuming that the seriousness 
of criminal acts could be ordered objectively, at best we sould have 
a rank-ordered scale (i.e,, an ordinal measure). We would know that 
certain offenses are more serious than others, but this, could not tell 
us the magnitude of the seriousness of offenses (i.e., an interval



, '':::: ^ .',..  ̂ > v - 18scale) nor how mucli more serxous one type of act Is relative to 
another (i.e., a ratio scale).

Fourth and most important, only by soliciting opinions from 
population members is.it possible to ascertain the extent of agreement 
they share on the seriousness of selected offenses (i.e., the extent 
to which those evaluations are agreed upon). This is to emphasize 
that offense seriousness can be considered a truly "normative" . 
phenomenon only if individuals' beliefs are investigated. Another 
interpretation is that judgments of seriousness are a facet or 
reflection of the social disapproval or indignation of types of 
criminal acts (Newman, 1976;51), an obviously normative phenomenon.

There are at least two objections which can be raised against 
this suggested, procedure. First, phenomenolegists, ethnomethodologists, 
and interactionists may argue that answers to so-called normative 
questions do not reveal the "true" evaluations of conduct held by 
individuals; that is, survey techniques do not tap the "essential 
meaning" such questions and answers have for respondents. This 
criticism is warranted of most, if not all, survey research. No 
claim is made that the investigator knows definitely what meaning 
respondents attach to the questions posed. As Rossi et al. (1974:231) 
remark: "We may never know what our respondents had in mind when
they . . judged, the seriousness of designated criminal offenses.
Nor is the argument that the answers necessarily reveal the true 
evaluations of conduct. At best, the investigator nan assert only 
that respondents typically agree (or disagree) in their answers 
(Gibbs, 1975:79), Whether agreement entails "shared meaning," as



some suggest (Rossi et al.» 1974;231), is another question. If 
proponents of the '’Verstehen” approach purport to know how investigators 
can. achieve agreement in assessing individuals ’ evaluations of 
conduct, then the burden' of proof rests with them to do so. In any 
event, a question would remain: Eow can we know with certainty that
the "true” evaluations have been determined? The answer is that 
we can not.

. And second, critics may argue that, "solicited” evaluations of 
conduct resulting from questionnaire or interview questions may not 
be consistent with evaluations of particular acts which individuals 
experience in real life (cf.. Black, 1979:fn, 13), Thus, knowing 
how an individual evaluates the hypothetical act of first-degree 
murder may hot "predict" his/her evaluation of a homicide reported 
in the news, A lack of correspondence between such evaluations may 
be due (inter alia) to question wording and/or contingencies surrending 
the actual commission of the act which are not stipulated in 
questionnaire or interview instructions. True, numerous contingencies 
(e.g., social characteristics of hypothetical offender and victim, 
perceived intent of offender) could be included in the survey 
instructions. The difficulty is not that the possible contingencies 
are seemingly infinite in number of complexity. Rather, knowing 
which are important for differential evaluation remains most debatable 
apart from empirical investigation.



Review of Selected Seriousness Studies, Implications3 
and Objectives of Present Research

To assess the seriousness of criminal and delinquent offenses, 
numerous studies have been conducted with the pioneering work reported 
by Clark (1922),:Thurstone (1927), Durea (1933, 1936), CriSsman (1942, 
.1950), Powers and Witmer (1951), Rose and Prell (1955), and Rettig and 
Passamanick (1959), These early investigations did not consider the 
issue of consensus in evaluations of conduct; that: is, the extent to 
which groups or individuals express agreement (or disagreement) in 
their judgments of seriousness (see Rose and Prell, 1955 for an 
exception). To date, the most extensive attempts to investigate 
consensus about the seriousness of criminal and delinquent offenses 
were reported by Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) and Rossi et al. (1974).

The Measurement of Delinquency (1964) by Sellin and Wolfgang 
has become a classic in criminological literature for the measurement 
of criminal behavior and offense seriousness. That work is especially 
noteworthy for its methodological innovation —  the measurement of 
seriousness using magnitude estimation procedures. In addition, 
their conclusions have been referenced to support a particular 
theoretical position (viz., consensus theories of social order). The 
seriousness scores (weights) from the original study have been used 
by law enforcement agencies in numerous jurisdictions across the 
United States (Heller and McEwen, 1975) and overseas (Scott, 1964) to 
assess the magnitude of criminal and delinquent behavior. These 
scores have also been used to predict the amount of attention



U.S. prosecutors devote to criminal cases. (Forst and Brosj,.,, 1977) 
and the. decision by citizens, to invoke the criminal justice process 
by reporting criminal victimization to the police (Gottfredson and 
Hindelang, 1979),

The justification for constructing and using these original 
seriousness scores (weights) for criminal offenses rests upon the 
major conclusion drawn by Sellin and Wolfgang; namely, the selected 
rater groups shared a "pervasive agreement" in their evaluations of 
offense seriousness. Not only did the rater groups agree with each 
other in their rank orderings of seriousness, they also agreed with 
each other in their numerical ratio scores, of seriousness. While these 
conclusions are recognized as having far reaching, theoretical implica
tions and have been accepted by most researchers and practitioners, 
they have not gone unchallanged. Indeed, there are critics (e.g.,
Rose, 1966; Lesieur and Lehman, 1975) who contend that Sellin and 
Wolfgang were totally unjustified in making the conclusions they did.

Yet, after fifteen years since the publication of the 
original study, neither Sellin and Wolfgang nor their detractors 
have provided relevant systematic evidence to support or refute these 
highly referenced conclusions, Because of the recognized theoretical 
and methodological importance of Sellin and Wolfgangfs research, one 
objective of this dissertation is to review their work and its 
subsequent criticisms and- to clarify and restate the major conclusions 
in propositional form. Such a restatement will make the conclusions 
amenable to empirical tests. This will be undertaken in a subsequent 

chapter.
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Since Selltn and Wolfgang’s work,, the most theoretically 

informed seriousness study was reported by Rossi et al. (1974)„ They 
believed that if a "strong consensus" was found among their sample, 
they could safely generalize the results to other parts of the 
United States haying different population mixtures (1974:226).

Respondents (IT =? 200) judged the seriousness of. 140 criminal 
offense descriptions. The offenses were selected by expanding the 
Uniform Crime Reports listing and including, offenses not normally 
reported (e.g., "white collar" crimes). Of the 140. offenses, only 
80 were rated by any one respondent with a common set of 20 offenses 
rated by all respondents, The interview instructions called for 
crimes considered most serious to be given a scale value of "9," 
crimes viewed as least serious given a scale value of "1," and crimes 
of intermediate perceived seriousness given a scale value closer or 
further away from the two extremes (1974:226).

Rossi and his associates selected a correlation of +.70 or 
greater to signify inter-group consensus and found considerable 
agreement from structural subgroup to subgroup on the relative 
ordering.of offenses from least to most serious. Computing correlations 
(r) across eight population subgroups, they found the.lowest corre
lation was +.61 and the highest +.93 with the average.correlation 
being +.75 (1974;230-231). Of the 28 correlations, 1 (3,6%) was = 
above +.90, 5 (17.6%) were above +.80, and 22 (78,6%) were above +.70,
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Rossi et al- (1974:237) claim that their findings support the following
empirical generalizations:

1) the norms defining how serious various criminal acts are 
considered to be. are quite widely distributed among blacks and 
whites, males and females, high and low socio-economic levels, 
and aaong levels of educational attainment;
2) whether an individual-s ratings.of crimes agree with the 
general normative trends .depends heavily on formal educational 
attainment, suggesting that exposure to the normative structure 
and language handling ability lead to better knowledge of the 
normative structure;
3) the younger the respondent, and therefore the closer in 
time to formal education experience, the more the individual 
respondent is likely to agree with the sample consensus.

While these conclusions are cited in the social science 
literature, their theoretical implications have been virtually 
unexplored.. To illustrate,, consider the second the third propositions 
which argue that persons close in time to formaT educational experience 
are likely to display a high consensus with the general normative 
trends in their evaluations of offense seriousness, This suggests 
that young people (e.g., juveniles) who are currently engaged in the 
formal educational‘enterprise should agree markedly with each other 
in their evaluations of seriousness. The above writers contend this 
to be so because, through the socialization experience associated with 
primary and secondary education, young people are exposed to and 
presumably "intemalize'' the collective beliefs and values of their 
social milieu.

Contemporary conflict and Marxist theorists likewise claim 
that, because educational institutions, are controlled by guardians 
of the dominant social order, and there is rarely any viable competing 
ideology within American capitalist society, young people should
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acquire the same basic elements of. the general: norma.tive structure.
Presumably included,as basic elements of this normative structure
are "appropriate" beliefs about the heinousness of criminal behaviors —
especially crimes against property and crimes against persons.
Referring to thio (1973:2)$ he suggests that the "massive ideological
apparatus" of formal education insures consensus with the dominant .
cultural beliefs and values. And, Turk (1976;289) claims that formal
education is an important means by which consensus in ideological
beliefs is created and maintained. He goes on to suggest that a high
degree of consensus on evaluations of crime seriousness can be viewed .
as evidence of the successful control of ideological resources (e.g.,
educational institutions) by powerful'elites so as to minimize
diversity or dissensus in cultural beliefs,

JuvenilesT Evaluations of Illegal Behaviors
The question remains whether there is agreement (or disagreement) 

regarding evaluations of illegal.behaviors among youth who are current
ly experiencing what Thio refers to as the "massive ideological 
apparatus of formal education." Unfortunately, reference to established 
research findings cannot be invoked to answer that question. True, 
several investigations have been conducted among adults of different 
population mixtures with a view to assess the extent of consensus 
oyer evaluations of illegal behaviors (cf«, Thomas, Cage, and Foster, 
1976; Normandeau, 1966;. Hsu, 1973; Akman, Normandeau,. and Turner, 1966, 
1967; McConnell and Martin, 1969). In a review of much of this 
research,'Newman (1976:50^51) concludes that the "bulk of the studies"
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find a very broad consensus existing across, population subgroups 
regarding their evaluations of criminal conduct, and particularly, 
crimes of violence and property crimes» Moreover, background differences 
(e.g., gender, ethnicity) in evaluations of. criminal conduct have 
rarely been, found (1976:51). Nonetheless, this writer could uncover 
few attempts devoted to juveniles’ evaluations of illegal behaviors —  

and more importantly —  the extent to which juveniles concur in 
their evaluations.

What little work that has. been conducted in this area has 
addressed only one question whether "youthful" criminal offenders 
and non^offenders. ageee or differ in their evaluations, of types of 
crimes. . This singular focus is not surprising given criminologists’ 
long standing concern with the causes and correlates of juvenile crime. 
Juveniles have been recognized as an especially strategic population 
for they 1) contribute quite heavily to many types of crime in the 
United States, 2) are the only population division for which a separate 
system of legal justice is maintained, and 3) are liable to legal 
prosecution for the commission of certain behaviors (i,e., status 
offenses) for which adults are not.

Valez-Diaz and Megargee (1970) and Rosenquist and Megargee 
(1969) report that, when comparing officially defined offenders 
(i.e., institutionalized youth) with non-offenders (i.e., 
non-institutionalized youth), the two groups agree highly on the 
relative ordering of illegal acts from least to most serious. In 
addition, when "mean seriousness scores1’ for specific offenses are 
compared using difference of means tests, the results indicate very



few statistically: significant differences between the two groups. 
Valez-Diaz and Megargee (1970:553) conclude that while those results 
cannot be regarded as a test for any specific theory of delinquency, 
" . . .  it is worth noting that the data are not in the direction 
one might predict on the basis of theories attributing crime to 
value differences between offenders and non-offenders."

The work of Valez-Diaz and Megargee (1970) and Rosenquist and 
Megagree (1969) deserve added comment because of the significant 
theoretical implications it suggests; namely, there is a pervasive 
social consensus among juveniles on the evaluated seriousness of 
criminal offenses which extends to delinquent offenders and non-offenders 
alike. Note, however, that both studies did not control for 
"act-specific" Offense involvement —  both compared officially defined 
offenders (i.e., incarcerated youth) with non-incarcerated youth.
While the latter group had no known "official record," surely it is 
questionable to equate no official record with no delinquent or 
criminal involvement, Even assuming that officially defined offenders 
are "more delinquent" than non-incarcerated youth, a question remains; 
Would few significant differences in act-specific evaluations be 
found if act-specific involvement were measured directly and controlled?

Hindelang’s Study: Moral Evaluations of Illegal Behaviors
One study which did control for "act-specific" involvement 

among juveniles in their evaluations of "disapproval" of illegal 
behaviors, was reported by Hindelang (1974), Hindelang was interested
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in examining ” . . . some propositions raised by the notion of values
and illegal involvements'- (1974:371), and to.this end, selected three
groups of adolescents: for study. The first group consisted of 250
incarcerated males (mean age of 15.9 years)j the second group consisted
of a student population (N = 941) from a rural school spanning grades
six through twelve (mean age of 14.6 years); the third group consisted
of students (N = 1,149) from two urban high schools (mean age of 16.3
years) (1974:371-372),

Hindelahg?s subjects were asked whether they strongly approved,
approved, were indifferent, to, disapproved, or strongly disapproved.
several types of illegal acts. They were also asked to report whether
they had engaged in each act during the last year. He found that
among 1) rural males, 2) rural females s 3) urban males, 4) urban
.females, and 5) incarcerated males (predominantly urban), 11 . . . those
who report engaging in a specific delinquent act are considerably less
disapproving of the act than, those who report not engaging in the
act" (1974:380). Indeed, his summary data table (1974:378-379)
shows quite a strong association for many acts (as measured by Gamma)
between offense involvement and disapproval across groups of juvenile
respondents. For non-incarcerated youth, the average Gammas (across
19 illegal acts) are .69 (rural males), .77 (rural females), .54
(urban males), and ,63 (urban, females). For the incarcerated urban
males, the average Gamma (across 14 illegal acts) is ,66. These
results indicate that when "act-specific" involvement is controlled.
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offenders and non-offenders differ significantly in their normative 
evaluations of illegal acts. Moreover, this is true among incarcerated 
and non-incarcerated juveniles.

What about possible gender or residence differences among 
juveniles in their evaluations of illegal acts? - Given Hindelang* s 
focus on the relationship between offense involvement and disapproval 
of illegal acts, he did not determine whether male and female youths 
nor urban and rural youths agree or disagree in their evaluations of 
offense disapproval- He may have tacitly assumed that there are no 
gender or residence differences. He does comment (1974:380), however, 
that the relationship between involvement and disapproval may not 
be the same for all respondent groups; "Overall, the association 
between reported involvement/non-involvement and disapproval/approval 
is strongest among rural females . , , and weakest among urban males." 
He further states (1974:381): "There is . . , a small but consistent
tendency for urban and rural females to be [more] disapproving (in 
comparison to their male counterparts) of the acts in which they 
report engaging; similarly, in comparison to rural females, urban 
females are slightly more disapproving of the acts in which they engage 

These,remarks suggest that the. effects of offense involvement 
on disapproval may he contingent upon juveniles* gender and/or place 
of residence. Note, however, that alternative "models" are possible. 
Gender and residence themselves may have independent effects on 
evaluations of disapproval; that is, effects independent of involvement 
Or, once the effects of involvement are controlled, gender and 
residence may not have any effects on offense disapproval. To



complicate matters even further, the effects of involvement, gender* 
and residence may be contingent upon the type of act in question.

If gender and residence do have significant effects oh offense 
disapproval, what are the,implications for the claim that structural 
divisions within some population are generally agreed in their 
evaluations of criminal acts? Hagan, Silva, and Simpson (1977) focus 
on this consideration in their research when they investigate the 
extent to which adults of different "status groups" (i.e., population 
divisions) concur in their evaluations of two specific types of 
crimes —  assault and homosexuality. They (1977::322) assert:
." . . . consensus can be said to exist where a population generally is 
agreed in its attitudes' and these attitudes are related, weakly, if 
at all, to few, if any, status group memberships. In contrast, conflict 
can be said to exist where attitudes are related more widely and more 
strongly to status group memberships (regardless of whether members of 
the society are generally agreed or disagreed)."

Like.several other investigators, Hagan, Silva, and Simpson 
assume consensus to be a qualitative attribute (i.e., either present 
or absent), rather than a. quantitative phenomenon, and tend to confuse 
the distinction between individual versus structural consensus. In 
reconsidering their notion of consensus, it can be suggested that, at 
the act—specific level of analysis, absolute structural consensus 
exists where normative evaluations of illegal acts are not related to 
any structural group distinctions regardless of whether individuals 
at large are generally agreed or not.. In comparing types of offenses, 
those in which few, if any, ’’structural group cleavages" are found



would be considered, more "consensual" than offenses in which a greater 

number of structural group differences are.found. More importantly, 
if gender and residence have consistent effects on offense disapproval, 
then it can be argued that males and females, and urban and rural 

youth, display markedly different views in their offense disapproval.

To shed some light on these issues, a re-examination of 
Hindelahg’s data (1974:Table 2, 378-379) was Conducted using recently 

developed techniques for the analysis of multiway contingency tables 
(Goodman, 1970, 1972), The first step in the analysis was to 
rearrange the original data for each offense into a separate four-way 
contingency table. As reported by Hindelang, responses to offense 
disapproval were dichotomized, into "disapprove" (disapprove and 
strongly disapprove responses combined) and "approve/indifferent" 
(approve, strongly approve, and indifferent responses combined) and 
then cross-classified by offense involvement (involved vs not-involved), 
gender (males vs females), and place of residence (urban vs rural).

The second step was to entertain several alternative models 
depicting the effects of offense involvement Cl), gender (G), and 
residence (R) on offense disapproval (D) by fitting combinations of 
marginal frequencies to the data. Those models posit different 
relationships between offense disapproval and the other variables. By 
means of. the likelihood-ratio chi-square statistic, it can be 
determined which models provide acceptable fits to the observed 
frequencies; namely, the value of the likelihood-ratio chi-square 
statistic not being significant at the .05 level. Table 1 presents 
the test results in which the "preferred model" is shown for each



Table 1* Preferred Models Depicting the Effects of Offense Involvement (I), Gender (G)? and 
Residence (R) on Disapproval (D) of Designated Types of Criminal Offenses ̂

Offense
Type of Offense^

Likelihood-Ratio Degrees of
Designation Preferred Model Chi-Square Freedom ■ - p "

■ 1 Stealing something (<$10) {RGI.} {RD} {GD} {ID} 4.78 4 ,311
2 z Stealing something ($10-$50) {rgi} {GD} {ID} 7.44 5 ,190
3 Stealing something (>$50) {RGI} {GD} {ID} 8,78 5 .118
4 Vandalism (<$10) {RGI} {RGD} {RID} {GID} .67 1 .413
: 5 Vandalism (>$10) {RGI} {RID} {GD} 4.62 3 .202
6 Getting drunk {RGI} {RID} {GD} 1.32 • 3 .726
7 Getting into fist fights {RGI} {RID} {RGD} 3.97 2:;: .137
8 Carrying a weapon {RGI} {RD} {GD} {ID} 3.89 4 .422
9 Fighting with a weapon {RGI} {RD} {GD} {ID} 6.23 4 ,182
10 Using force to get money {RGI} {RGD} {RID} 2.36 2 .988
11 Breaking and entering {RGI} {RD} {GD} {ID} 5.49 4 ,241
12 Driving while intoxicated {RGI} {RD} {GD} {ID} 2.53 4 .640
13 Auto theft {RGI} {GID} {RD} 3.60 ■■■■■.: 3 .309
14 Usirtg pills to get high {RGI} {GID} 4.32 4 ,364
15 Using marihuana {RGI} {ID} 7.89 ■:. 6 ,247
16 Sniffing glue to get high {RGI} {RID} {GD} ,17 3 .982
17 Using LSD, methedrine {RGI} {RD} {GD} {ID} 4.32 4 .365
18 Using herion {RGI} {RID} {GD} 1.12 3 .772
19 Selling drugs c

-Data on which these figures are based were taken from Hindelang (1974:378-379, Table 2)* 
For a full description of offenses, see Hindelang (1974:378^379, Table 2),
Value could not be computed due to missing data from original table.
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offense. The preferred model refers to the model, which fits the 
observed data at the > .05 level of significance, improve# significantly 
(< .05 level) upon hierarchical models with fewer constraints, and 
which cannot be significantly improved upon by other, models with more 
constraints. In this context, "constraints'' refer to structural 
group distinctions.

■While the preferred models in Table 1 depict the effects of 
offense involvement, gender and residence on offense disapproval, they 
provide no information on the direction nor the magnitude of those 
effects. Table 2 presents the "odds ratios" calculated from the 
expected odds (i.e., odds from the expected frequencies) on responding 
disapprove (disapprove:approve/indifferent) under the preferred models 
for juveniles cross-classified by involvement, gender, and residence. 
Specifically, these odds ratios are based on comparisons of the 
expected odds on responding disapprove given by 1) non-offenders 
relative to offenders,. 2) females relative to males, and 3) urban 
youth relative to rural youth.

As an illustration on the interpretation of these results, 
consider offense 8 and offense 18 from Tables 1 and 2. The preferred 
model for offense 8 signifies that offense involvement (I), gender (G), 
and residence (R) each have separate effects on disapproval (D)., This 
means that the effects of any one of those former variables is the same 
within categories of the other two variables. As Table 2 shows, the 
odds on responding disapprove (disapprove:approve/indifferent) 1) are 
increased by a factor of 11.15 for non-offenders relative tp 
offenders; 2) are increased by a factor of 1,44 for females relative



Table 2. Odds Ratios Based upon Expected Frequencies from Preferred Models Depicting the Effects of 
Offense Involvement, Gender, and Residence on Juveniles’ Disapproval of Designated Types 
of Criminal Offenses.a .

Offense
Designation

Non-off endersi; Offenders Females ;Males Urban;Rural

H  CQ Cti Q)
ti H

b a s

m<urH s—I

ii 11
CQ<D

"n <d P (*<

(0
81
IW

Ii
to ■ M

d l  '
U  44 d 44Pd o

CQN0)rd
8IH4-1

■ a ?  '
figp  g

Ctis
s a.0 44 W 44 f=> O

Cti

i44
as

1CD <D H 44 cd 44 23 O

m
8s44 0) 44 H Oh

,
<U nd

: ^  8 E ink O
1 6.13 6.13 6.13 6.13 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28
2 9.34 9.34 9.34 9.34 1.61 1.61 1.61 1.61 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
3 6.07 6.07 6.07 6.07 1.77 1.77 1.77 1.77 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
4 5.72 11.10 3.28 6.35 1.26 .65 2.34 1.21 .92 1.60 1.70 2.97 •

' 5 . 10.39 10.39 3.42 3,42 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.24 3.80 1.24 3.80
6 18.40 18.40 10.78 10.78 1.29 1.29 1.29 1.29 .52 .89 .89 , .52
7 4.90 4.90 2.15 2.15 1.33 1.33 2.71 2.71 1.32 .58 2.70 1.18
8 11.15 11.15 11.15 11.15 1.44 1.44 1.44 1,44 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70
9 4.05 4.05 4.05 4.05 1.89 1.89 1.89 1.89 1.64 1.64 1.64 1.64
10 28.50 28.50 3.27 3.27 1.55 1.55 2.57 2.57 1.20 10.58 1.99 17.40
11 7.10 7.10 7.10 . 7.10' 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.45 1.45 1.45 1.45

■ ■■ 12 3.49 3.49 3.49 3.49 1.46 1.46 1.46 1.46 1.35 ' 1.'35 1.35 .1.35 -
13 5.75 15.61 5.75 15.61 1.60 .59 1.60 ,59 1.39 1.39 1.39 1,39
14 5.97 11.30 5.97 11.30 1.52 .80 1.52 .80 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
15 11.77 11.77 11.77 11.77 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
16 10.92 10.92 4.20 4.20 1.29 1,29 1.29 1.29 1.27 3.29 1.27 3.29
17 7.76 7.76 7,76 7.76 1.40 1.40 1.40 1.40 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38
18 20.44 20.44 2.46 2.46 1.59 1.59 1.59 1.59 1.44 11.93 1.44 11.93

Data on which these figures are based were taken from Hindelang (1974;378-379, Table 2), 
See Table 1 for partial description of offenses.
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to males; and 3) are i n c r e a s e d  b y  a  factor of 1.70 for urban residents 
relative to rural residents 1; The preferred., model for offense 18 ; 
shows that while the effects of gender on disapproval are separate, 
from the effects of involvement and residence, the effects of the latter 
two variables on disapproval are confounded. That is, the effects of 
residence are different within categories of involvement and, of coursey 
the effects of involvement are different within categories of residence. 
Table 2 shows that the odds on responding disapprove are raised by a 
constant factor of 1.59 for females relative to males. The odds on 
disapprove are increased by a factor of 20.44 and 2.46: for non-offenders 
relative to offenders among rural youth and urban youth, respectively. 
Alternatively, the odds on disapprove are increased by a factor of 1.44 
and 11.93 for urban juveniles relative to their rural counterparts 
among non-offenders and offenders, respectively.

While it is somewhat difficult to summarize these results 
concisely, Tables 1 and 2 suggest several conclusions. First, as 
Hindelang reports, offense involvement has an effect on disapproval 
for all 18 offenses. The results here further show that for 9 offenses, 
the effects of involvement are separate from the effects of gender 
and/or residence, while for 9 offenses, the effects of involvement 
are contingent upon gender and/or residence. Regardless of whether 
the effects of involvement are confounded with the other two variables, 
however, the odds on disapproval of offenses are always increased for 
non-offenders relative to offenders, A glance at Table 2 verifies
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this claim —  the odds ratio is greater than 1,00:for each offense in 
comparisons between non-offenders and-offenders.

Second, gender is associated with disapproval for 17 offenses. 
In 12.cases, the effects of gender are separate from involvement and/or 
residence, while for 5 offenses, they are not. Table 2.indicates 
that the odds on disapproval are increased for females relative to 
males in most comparisons, although for 3 offenses, the contrary is 
true across some categories of involvement and/or residence. Third, 
residence is associated with disapproval for 14 offenses; in 6 cases, 
the effects of residence are separate from involvement and/or gender, 
while for 8 cases, the effects of residence are not separate. For 
most of those 14 offenses, the odds on disapproval are raised for 
urban youth relative to rural youth and, in only 1 instance, are the 
odds decreased across all categories of involvement and gender.

Just as Hindelang was not concerned with the extent to which 
juveniles of different population.characteristics (viz., gender, 
residence) concur in their disapproval of illegal acts on the 
act-specific level of analysis, nor did he assess the amount of 
inter-group consensus on the relative ordering of offenses from least 
to most serious. Note that even if there are significant differences 
between males and females or between rural and urban residents for 
most offenses (which indeed is the case here), this does not preclude 
the possibility of considerable consensus between groups in their 
relative ordering of offenses from least to most disapproved.
Hindelang?s data are illustrative of this point. Ignoring offense 
involvement for specific acts, the "proportion disapproving" of each



.:V: o  a. ■ v  ?:. V ; 36act:is; computed for each of the four non-institutionalized groups:
1) rural males, 2) rural females, 3) urban males, and 4) urban 
females (see Table 3). A correlation coefficient (Pearson r) is 
computed.between the proportion disapproving given by each group 
compared two at a time. The correlations vary from +.89 (rural females 
and urban females) to +,59 (rural males and urban females) with the 
average correlation being +.81. While there is some variance in these 
correlations, overall, these results indicate a moderate to high degree 
of relative consensus between groups of juveniles cross-classified by 
gender and place of residence.

What can be concluded from this cursory re-examination of 
Hindelang’s data concerning the extent of consensus juveniles share 
in their evaluations of illegal behaviors? Although by no means 
definitive, these results suggest that there is considerable agreement 
among groups of juveniles cross-classified by gender and place of 
residence (i.e., rural^urban distinction) with respect to their 
relative orderings of illegal offenses from least tp most disapproved. 
When offenses are analyzed one at a time (i.e., act^specific level), 
however, the notion of consensus on evaluations of illegal behaviors 
finds virtually no support. There are significant differences 
between juvenile males and females, as well as urban and rural 
residents, even after controlling for the effects of offense involvement 
in their evaluations of disapproval for specific offenses. More 
specifically, females and urban youth are more disapproving of illegal 
behaviors than are their male and rural counterparts.
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Table 3. Proportion of Juveniles Cross-Classified by Gender and

Residence Who Disapprove of Types of Criminal Offenses.a

Type of Offense^
Total Student 

Sample
Rural
Males

Rural
Females

■Urban
Males

Urban
Females

Stealing something (<$10) .565 .504 ,614 ,463 .666
Stealing something 

($10-$50) .640 .572 ,708 ,524 . , 740
Stealing something (>$50) .672 .587 ,734 ,583 .763
Vandalism (<$10) .624 .505 : ,650 ,529 ,789;
Vandalism (>$10) .667 .560 , 710 ,578 .796
Getting drunk .294 .364 ,413 .168 ,252
Getting into fist fights .522 .419 ,621 ,348 ,682
Carrying a weapon : .603 .432 .633 ,527 .786
Fighting with a weapon .700 .576 ,712 .652 ,830
Using force to get money .720 .621 .719 ,666 ,846
Breaking and entering .676 ,561 .714 ,598 .803
Driving while intoxicated .660 .600 .687 .594 ,739
Auto theft .674 .608 .687 .607 ,773
Using pills to get high .602 .574 .644 .587 .600

Using marihuana .493 .527 .604 .400 ,452
Sniffing glue to get high .668 .605 ,661 ,668 .725
Using LSD, methedrine .669 ,614 .701 ,635 .712
Using herion .722 .631 .733 .710 .796

Selling drugs .645 .618 . .492 .618 c

fData taken from Hindelang (1974:378^379/ Table 2).
For offense descriptions, see Hindelang (1974:378-379, Table 2). 
^Value could not be computed due to missing data from original table.
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claims suggested by some (e.g., Thio, 1973; Turk, 1976) that the
formal education experience insures consensus on ideological beliefs,
or that it creates and reinforces ideological consensus —  at least
among those persons who are currently engaged in the formal education
experience. Critics could contend that their arguments are limited to
the assertion of considerable consensus in the relative ordering of
illegal behaviors from least to most disapproved. There is nothing
in their writings, however, which would suggest such a limitation.
In any event, given this singular source of data, there is a need to
investigate more fully, using other sources of data, the extent to
which juveniles of different structural characteristics agree (or
disagree) in their normative evaluations of criminal and delinquent
offenses. This dissertation will address that question in a

subsequent chapter.

Investigating the Evaluated Seriousness of Illegal Behaviors:
Some Preliminary Considerations

As referred to above, several investigations have been

conducted with a view toward assessing the estimated seriousness of
illegal behaviors. In this writer’s review of that literature, there
are some noteworthy considerations.

The Choice of Measurement Scales
The category (1,0*, ordinal or interval) scale, remains the 

most conventional scale used in sociology to measure values, beliefs, 
and attitudes. Since they are easy to visualize and understand.



category scales present few conceptual problems to the respondent and 
are simple to administer. Upper and lower limits for such scales 
are set by the investigator in advance of the rating process with 
respondents’ judgments, regarding the "magnitude” of the stimuli, 
constrained within the range'of possible response categories presented. 
Of course, the fewer the passible response categories available on such 
Scales, the more the respondents! judgments are constrained and the more 
likely the respondents will "agree" in their judgments for any 
particular stimulus. Because there is usually a limited number of 
response categories, the respondent is forced to assign several offenses 
to the same category, thus giving the impression that offenses with 
the same assigned, categorical rating are judged as equally sdrious.
To use the research of Bpssi et al. (1974) as an example, each 
respondent judged the seriousness of 80 criminal act descriptions which 
could be assigned to only nine response categories.

Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) were the first investigators to 
measure offense seriousness on a ratio scale using magnitude estimation 
procedures and compare it to a category rating scale. Up to this time, 
data on evaluations of seriousness had been gathered using category 
rating scales which provide an ordinal level of measurement or, at 
best, an interval scale. Since then, the use of magnitude estimation 
procedures to measure seriousness has become quite common. Commenting
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on this procedure, Stevens (1975:227-228)writes:

A ratio scale of judged seriousness can he erected for crimes 
even though the stimuli are verbal, statements depicting 
delinquent acts. As stimuli, such statements can be scaled 
only on a nominal scale, but for each statement the perceived 
degree of seriousness can be scaled on a ratio scale. The 
general principle is this: if we have some way of telling one
stimulus from another -K so that the stimuli can be placed on 
a nominal scale •—  we can proceed to scale whatever common 
attribute of the stimuli the subjects are: able to perceive as 
existing'in amount or degree. In other words, ratio scales 
of opinion require for their creation no underlying stimulus 
metric.

Magnitude estimation procedures are assumed by many to be 
superior to category rating techniques for at least three reasons.
First, the magnitude estimation scales: are a product of the respondent 
rather than the investigator, in that, the rater assigns numbers to 
represnet his/her judged, magnitude of the stimuli . (e. g., seriousness 
of offenses). Second, there is no ^assigned" upper limit and any 
number, including zero, may be selected as a lower limit. This means 
that the respondent is free to select, any range of values on the 
magnitude estimation scale with each judgment being a ratio to a 
"standard” item (with a fixed value) selected in advance of the rating 
process. Third, magnitude estimation procedures provide scale 
values which are isomorphic to the structure of arithmetic; that is, 
arithmetic, operations (e.g., multiplication) are permissible on the 
numerical, values assigned to the stimuli themselves, as well as on 
the intervals between numbers as ^ith an interval scale (Siegel, 
1956:29). '
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Being isomorphic to the structure of arithmetic means that the

ratio scale allows more informed comparisons among types of offenses 
and- groups of individuals. In fact, the ratio scale allows at least 
two comparisons not permitted at an ordinal or interval.level. First, 
comparing types of acts within some populationj we can say that one 
act (e.g., armed robbery) with an estimated scale value of 200 units 
is considered twice as serious relative to another act (e.g., petty 
theft) with a scale value of 100 units. In addition, multiplying or 
dividing these scale values by some positive constant does not change 
their inherent ratio quality. Second, comparing the same type of act 
(e.g., armed robbery) across populations, where one population gives 
a scale value of 300 units and another population gives a value of ,
100 units, we can say that the. former population considers the act to 
be three times more serious relative to the latter population.

The foregoing clearly suggests that some variant of the 
magnitude estimation procedure, rather than a category rating scale, is 
the "better” choice for the measurement of seriousness (Akman, 
Noraandeau, and Turner, 1966:6; Stevens, 1975:267). It should be 
kept in mind, however, that that assertion is not likely to be accepted 
by all. researchers. To illustrate. Bridges and Lisagor (1975:220) 
argue that, since the categorical measure and the.ratio.measure 
produce similar distributions and estimates of seriousness, the choice 
of one particular scale does not significantly affect the final 
research product. Pease at al. (1977:18) point out that for certain 
purposes, a ratio scale is not necessary and ordinality may suffice, 
Pradham and Hoffman (1963:534) suggest that individuals are not
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capable of estimating tbeir judgments of magnitude on a ratio scale. 
Finally, Lesieur and Lehman (1975:69.) question the validity of both 
a ratio and an ordinal measure of offense seriousness.

Structural Consensus
All of these studies have focused on structural consensus, that 

is, agreement between groups of respondents in which aggregate.scores 
(medians, means) have been calculated to represent offense seriousness 
estimates for each group, Eyen when focusing on structural consensus, 
investigators have typically not recognized that there are distinct 
"types of consensus:" or ways of viewing agreement between groups. For 
example, Sellin and Wolfgang (1964:268) suggest at least two types of 
structural consensus. The.first is referred to as "qualitative 
concordance," which means agreement between groups in the ordering 
of criminal offenses from least to most serious. The second can be 
denoted as "quantitative concordance," which means agreement between 
groups in the "estimated numerical degree of seriousness" for offenses. 
These types of structural consensus will be discussed at greater 
length and examined empirically in subsequent chapters.

Overview of Present Research 
As indicated above, there are two general, objectives of the 

present research. First, Chapter 3 will review Sellin and Wolfgang’s 
seminal work (1964) with a view toward clarifying and empirically 
testing their major conclusions conclusions which assert a 
pervasive consensus among selected rater groups in their evaluations 
of offense seriousness. While those conclusions have been recognized
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as theoretically significant, they have also been criticized as not 
being supported by the original data. To date, thosa conclusions 
remain sheer conjecture, for they have never been tested in any 
relevant systematic fashion by Sellfn and Wolfgang nor their critics. 
Hopefully, the conceptual clarification and.empirical .analyses 
presented in the next chapter will provide a definitive answer to 
that issue.

The second objective of the present research is to investigate 
the extent to Which juveniles share agreement in their evaluations of 
the seriousness of criminal and delinquent offenses'. The conclusions 
from the recent research, of Rossi et al, (1974) imply that young 
people who are currently engaged in the formal education experience 
should agree markedly in their evaluations of those offenses. Although 
not informed by any empirical evidence, contemporary conflict writers 
likewise suggest that formal education serves to create and insure 
consensus in ideological beliefs. As discussed above, however, 
virtually no research has been conducted to assess the extent to 
which there is such consensus among youth, currently engaged in the 
formal education process. The analyses presented in Chapter 4 of 
this dissertation is an attempt in that direction.



CHAPTER 3:

CONSENSUS ON THE SERTOUSNESg OF CRIMES AHD DELINQUENCIES;
ANOTHER LOOK AT SELUN AND WOLFGANG’S RESEARCH

The Measurement of Offense Seriousness
Like investigators before them (e*g>, Durea, 1933, 1936;

Powers and Witmer, 1951), Sellin and Wolfgang (1964:4). stressed the
importance of devising a "delinquency index" which would take account
of the quantity and the quality of delinquent acts committed within a
social or territorial unit during a stipulated period;

Offenses may vary, numerically in the sense that more or fewer 
would occur from one period to another, but they, also Vary 
qualitatively in that they would become more or less serious.
The frequency of delinquent acts is an indispensible datum; 
but unless some weight based on a scale of relative seriousness 
. of such acts is assigned to them, an important ingredient of 
measurement will be lost.

The measurement of perceived offense seriousness was'the
e ' -central problem confronting Sellin and Wolfgang. Borrowing on the 

research in psychophysics, the major methodological innovation of 
their work was the quantification of seriousness on. a ratio scale using 
magnitude estimation procedures and its comparison to a category 
rating scale. Sellin and Wolfgang assumed seriousness to be a 
quantitative and homogeneous dimension of criminal offenses whose 
continuum could be determined by soliciting judgments from theoreti
cally meaningful social, groups (1964:237), To measure seriousness, 
they presented descriptions of 141 offenses to selected university

- : - 44 . :
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students, police offtears, and juvenile court judges for their 
evaluations. Some of the respondents (N_ = 275) used an eleven point 
category rating scale while others (N - 275) used; a magnitude estimate 
(ratio) scale. The offense descriptions were drawn from, the Philadelphia 
Crime Code and were identical across rating groups except that the 
identity of the hypothetical offender varied. Three groups evaluated 
offenses committed by a male of unidentifed age while the other groups 
evaluated offenses committed by a 13 year old male offender (N = 3), 
a 17 year old male.offender Qh" 2), and a 27 year old male offender 
(N == 2); thus, there were 10 groups of raters. In order to guard 
against contamination, due to fatigue, each respondent evaluated only 
51 of the total 141 offenses. Of these 51 offenses, a common set of 
21 (referred to as ’’standard offenses”) was judged by all respondents 
with the remaining 30 offenses selected at random.

It was observed that the respondents had little difficulty in 
handling either the category scale or the magnitude ratio scale and 
that within each group (N_= 10)? the two scales were related to each 
other in a consistent and reproducible fashion. The relation between 
the ’’processed” catcgbW' scale . values (plotted on arithmetic coordi
nates) and the geometric means of the magnitude estimates (plotted on 
logarithmetic coordinates) for the 21 standard offens.es was shown 
empirically to be linear.(1964:259-268), The magnitude ratio scale 
was selected to represent offense seriousness due to its theoretical 
strengths over the category scale, and not on any observed differences 
between the two scales (1964;271r-273).
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Consensus on tile Seriousness of Offenses 

Sellin and Wolfgang did not present an explicit set of empirical 
propositions to be tested in their study. They did expect, however, 
that their respondents would agree in their judgments of criminal and 
delinquent offenses. Regarding students, they (1964:250) summarize:

. . , the definition of crime and the administration of criminal 
justice are institutionalized expressions of the normative 
structure of. the dominant middle class in American society.
, . . university students like their parents, generally hold 
the middle-class values embodied in the common law. Avoidance 
of physical aggression in the form of assaultive behavior, 
a quasi-sacred respect for property , , , are components of 
the middle^class ethic and are values commonly shared by most 
university students. Although there is undoubtly considerable 
diversity among some value orientations within any large student 
body, it seems safe to assume much, homogeneity regarding 
attitudes toward crime and especially toward.the offenses that 
logical inference and empirical reference point to as index 
offenses.

The authors are theorizing that individuals’ evaluations of 
criminal conduct are normatively structured within American society, 
or at least, within the middle class. The research proposition thus 
becomes: Given that students, police, and judges reflect middle-class
values, they should display a marked consensus about the perceived 
seriousness of criminal offenses.

If respondents do not commonly agree in their evaluations of 
seriousness» this implies that there is no one normative structure 
characteristic of American middle-class society. Note that an alterna
tive explanation is that not all the respondents are truly 
representative of the middle class, Sellin and Wolfgang appear to be 
assuming that persons from the same class position (e.g., middle class)



are more likely to agpee in their evaluations of conduct than are
persons from different class positions.

Apart from theoretical considerations, the assumption of
consensus is crucial to the task of creating a delinquency ; or crime
"index." If respondents do hot agree on the seriousness of offenses,
this means that for particular-acts, some persons consider them to be
more (or less) serious, than others. Thus, "index seriousness weights"
would vary depending upon which group’s evaluations are considered. If
respondents commonly agree on the seriousness of offenses, then any
one group’s estimates could be used as a surrogate for another group's.
This latter point is suggested by Rossi et al, (1974:224) in their
contention that to be of practical use, a scale of offense seriousness
requires consensus about the seriousness of criminal acts. Likewise,
Lesieur 'and Lehman (1975:70) remark that "If people do not have
consensus with regard to seriousness of crime , , ." neither a ratio

1scale nor an ordinal scale will develop.

1, Lesieur and Lehman (1975). are not accurate in this regard, 
It is quite possible that people agree in their rankings of 
offenses from- least to most serious, while their ratio estimates of 
seriousness may- be highly divergent,
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Sellin and Wolfgang (1964:268). conclude, by emphasizing: .
The most strongly supported conclusion on the basis of the 

data at hand is that all raters,, although unconstrained in their 
use of magnitude scale assignments, tended to so assign the 
magnitude estimations that the seriousness of the crimes is 
evaluated in a similar way, without significant differences, by 
all groups. The age of the offender does not particularly 
color a person’s judgment about the seriousness of the offense.
A pervasive social agreement about what is serious and what is 
not appears to emerge, and this agreement transcends simple 
qualitative concordance; it extends to the estimated numerical 
degree of seriousness of these offenses.

These remarks should not be taken to mean that "a pervasive 
agreement1' was found among individual respondents. On the contrary, 
Sellin and Wolfgang are referring to structural consensus; that is, 
agreement between groups of raters in which aggregate scores (geometric 
means) have been calculated to represent offense seriousness estimates 
for each group. It should be remembered that aggregate scores are 
summary measures of central tendency which may be masking a great deal 
of individual variation in seriousness estimates for certain offenses. 
Thus, within any particular rater group, individual respondents may 
display little agreement —  qualitative or numerical. —  in their 
estimates of seriousness.

Rose (1966:414) interprets these remarks by Sellin and Wolfgang 
as "the basic proposition" of their study; namely, " . . .  that there 
is no substantial difference between the degree, of seriousness with 
which [the] selected occupational groups regard certain criminal acts." 
He (1966:414-415) posits that acceptance of the proposition represents



■ : . - 49 

the most crucial step in/their research ior " . , « it implies that a 
valid scoring system (for the seriousness of certain offenses) exists 
which is agreed upon by certain occupational groups and through them 
may well be accepted by society as a whole. , „ „ , u Similarly,
Lesieur and Lehman (1975:69) state that support for the proposition 
" . . . suggests impressive evidence of an almost Parsonian normative 
integration in modem Western societies,"

Appearances to the contrary, Sellin and Wolfgang are advancing 
at least two "propositions" which are directly applicable to Rose’s 
discussion. The first is referred to as "qualitative concordance," 
which means agreement between groups in the ordering of criminal 
offenses from least to most serious. The second can be denoted as 
"quantitative concordance," which means agreement between groups in the 
"estimated numerical degree of seriousness of offenses." As these 
remarks suggest, there are distinct "types of consensus" or ways of 
viewing agreement between groups.

While Rose recognizes.the distinction between qualitative and 
quantitative concordance, he refers throughout his discussion to "the 
basic proposition." The crux of his argument is that Sellin and 
Wolfgang failed to support their basic proposition, and that 
11 . . . there is no evidence.at all to suggest that any agreement about 
the degree of seriousness between rating groups exists" (1966:414-418), 
Rose is quite correct on one sense—  Sellin and Wolfgang did not con
duct systematic tests of the propositions, Their analysis was a visual 
inspection of regression lines comparing the magnitude estimation scale 
to the category scale within each, of the.ten rating groups separately
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(see Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964:264-266). Rose argues that even if no 
differences in the slopes were observed, this would not entail support 
for the proposition (1966:416): "The factors which determine the rela
tive seriousness of the offenses rated are the order and spacing of the 
points on the regression line and not merely the position of the line 
itself. Ten identical lines may therefore be.generated by ten sets of 
points each with a completely different order and spacing."

Paradoxically, Rose rejects Sellin and Wolfgang’s conclusions 
without conducting any tests either; his conclusions are based on 
visual examination of data presented by.Sellin and Wolfgang. He 
remarks that not only are the seriousness scores not similar from 
one rater group to another but even the rank order is not preserved 
(1966:416).

' x .

In a rejoinder, Akman, Figlio, and Normandeau (1967:444) point
out that Rose " . . .  does not offer a convincing argument to support 
his contention that the ordering and spacing of the points for the 
various raters’ groups ,., . are markedly different," Evidently, they 
would have the reader believe that "plausible arguments," rather than 
systematic tests, should be the criterion for acceptance or rejection 
of empirical assertions. Ironically, they totally ignore Rose’s 
criticism that. Sellin and Wolfgang did not document the conclusion of 
rater group consensus, Akman, Figlio, and Normandeau (1967:444-445) 
apparently agree with that conclusion for they chastise Rose for 
overlooking the "impressive invariance" in response patterns given by 
the different rater groups, Yet, like others before them with the 
same set of data, they fail to test the propositions.
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How could independent investigators reach vastly different 

conclusions from the same set of data?. It could be that. Rose simply 
'-misread" the tables since Akman, Normandeau, and Turner (1966:7) 
claim that " . . . the original study has shown that the students tended 
to assign magnitude estimations to the seriousness of offenses similar 
to those assigned by police officers and judges." In any event, at 
least three reasons can be suggested for the contradictory conclusions 
of these writers. First, the summary data tables are ambiguous.
Second, the assertions of qualitative concordance and quantitative 
concordance were not tested in any systematic fashion by these writers. 
Third, it is not: completely evident how the assertion of quantitative 
concordance should be assessed, which is to emphasize that Sellin 
and Wolfgang did not present explicit procedures for formal tests.
These three related issues will be discussed at length below.

Consensus on the Seriousness of Offenses Reconsidered:
Types of Structural Consensus

Agreement in Rank Ordering of Offense. Seriousness
According to Sellin and Wolfgang, there should be close 

agreement between groups, in the ranking of criminal and delinquent acts 
from least to most serious, (i.e., "qualitative concordance"). This can 
be stated in the form of an empirical proposition: If the offense
seriousness scores for two different groups are ranked and compared 
to each other, there should be a close positive association between 
the two sets of ranks„ A close positive association means that given
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the ranks of offense seriousness fop one group, the seriousness ranks 
for another can be predicted with a high degree of accuracy.

There are a number of summary measures of rank association 
which can be used to test that assertion or otherwise describe the 
degree- of rank order agreement. Qf all the summary statistics based 
on ranks, the Spearman rank correlation (Rho) was the earliest to be 
developed and is perhaps the best known (Siegel, 1956:202). 
Theoretically, Rho can vary from +1,0 indicating perfect agreement in 
ranks to -1.0 indicating perfect disagreement in ranks.

Note that the above proposition does not entail perfect 
agreement between groups’ ranks of seriousness.. It only specifies a 
close direct association. The degree of rank order consensus can 
be denoted by the direction and size of the rank correlation; thus, 
the greater the positive association, the greater the consensus between 
groups in their ranks of offense seriousness.

The summary data tables of Sellin and Wolfgang (1964:389-390
- ■ . . . .... and 393-394, Appendix E-2 and relevant portions of Appendix E-4)

are reproduced with modifications in Table 4. The 21. offenses listed
are those which were evaluated by all respondents across the ten rater
groups (see Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964:381-386, Appendix D for offense
descriptions). As Table 4 indicates, the rank order distributions of
these offenses appear quite similar, although not identical, across the
rater groups. The correlations range in value from +.946 (Group 4
compared to Group 5) to +.995 (Group 3 compared to Group 10) with the
average correlation being +.974 (Kendall’s W = +.977), Not only are
the correlations in the predicted direction but their magnitudes are



Table 4, Magnitude Estimate Seriousness Scores Given by Sellin and Wolfgang?s Rater Groups to 
Designated Criminal and Delinquent Offenses*3

Temple Students
Offense
Number

Primary Index Scale Age 13 Age 17 Age 27 Unidentified
Arithmetic

Mean Ranlĉ
Standard
Deviation

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Rank Geomean1- Rank Geomean Rank Geomean Rank Geomean

i "242.000 20 76.37 21 171.000 21 202.000 20 334,000 20 389.000
2 221.000 19 82.07 19 111.000 19 174.000 19 301.000 19 368.000
3 290.000 21 157.25 20 158.000 20 185.000 21 342.000 21 673.000
18 100.000 18 26.61 18 68.500 18 70.000 18 108.000 18 118.000
20 52.800 13 21.81 12 28.900 12 35.200 13 50.600 11 24.400
22 64.000 15 19.87 14 39.300 14 51.400 15 73.800 14 46.400
28 76.000 17 21.51 15 42.200 17 61.000 17 105.000 17 87.400
31 60.500 14 13.66 16 45.700 16 56.200 14 68.500 16 78.800
32 66.100 16 9.59 17 53.500 15 54.100 16 81,000 15 69.100
46 41.800 12 10.44 13 30.300 13 39.300 11 36.800 13 34.100
52 23.300 9 8.92 10 13.700 9 20.600 9 17.000 8 14.000
53 16.700 8 4.43 8 10.200 8 16.400 8 16.400 9 14.500
74 31.000 11 8.21 11 20.600 11 30.800 10 33.600 10 23.100
80 11.500 7 1.64 9 11.600 7 10.000 7 10.800 7 10.100
82 24.300 10 10.69 7 7.740 10 23.900 12 46.900 12 24.800
90 5.000 4 3.27 3 2.010 4 3.320 4 3.750 4 5.430
121 2.500 2 1.56 2 .511 2 2.170 2 1.230 3 2.130
122 3.900 3 3.15 5 2.750 3 3.180 3 1.740 *1 .306
123 8.700 6 5.94 4 2.660 5 . 4.070 5 4.460 6 8.700
133 2.000 1 1.62 1 .393 1 1.760 1 .534 2 .686
137 7.000 . 5 2,25 6 4.290 6 8.160 6 . 9.270 5 6.980

O lw



Table 4, Continueda

Police Officers
Juvenile
Court
Judges

Ogontz
Students

Age 13 Age 17 Age: 27 Unidentified Ag<2 13 Unidentified
Offense Group 5 Group 6 Group 7 Group 8 Group 9 Group 10
Number Ranku /■» e Geomean Rank Geomean Rank Geomean Rank Geomean Rank Geomean Rank Geomean

1 19 279.000 21 200.000 20 144.000 20 272.000 20 196.000 20 236.600
" 2 20 296.000 19 176.000 19 142.000 19 265.000 19 193,000 19 179.900
3 21 367.000 20 187.000 21 153.000 21 318.000 21 199.000 21 308.600
18 18 104.000 18 132.000 18 90.700 18 147.000 18 93.100 18 73.350
20 15 57.900 14 73.900 14 61.600 15 93.400 14 62.200 13 35.340
22 16 60.600 16 82.200 16 66.600 16 104.000 17 71.200 14 44.930
28 17 68.200 17 87.900 17 72.800 17 111.000 15 62.400 16 61.750
31 12 41.400 13 71.900 13 53.300 14 80.800 13 54.700 15 53.480
32 14 55.100 15 75.600 15 63.800 13 74.800 16 64.200 17 65.110
46 13 42.100 12 48.400 12 47.200 12 65.200 12 43.900 12 30.230
52 10 28.200 11 34.300 10 24.500 10 38.300 10 28.600 8 13.750
53 9 23.300 8 16.600 8 17.900 8 24.600 9 12.800 9 14.050
74 11 35.300 10 34.100 11 25.800 11 42.900 11 42.500 10 20.970
80 7 14.900 6 11.300 6 12.700 6 13.300 7 11.000 7 9.750
82 8 21.800 9 27.200 9 18,700 9 31.400 8 12.700 11 27.880
90 6 10.900 5 9.170 3 4.430 4 7.950 • 3. 1.450 4 2.000
121 1 3.780 2 4.880 2 4.100 3 4.110 2 1.110 2 1.160
122 4 10.100 3 8.630 5 4.820 1 3.130 . 4 2.720 3 1.400
123 5 10.800 7 14.300 7 14.300 7 20.000 6 3.720 5 3.950
133 2 4.910 1 3.550 1 3.100 2 3.600 1 .937 1 .780
137 3 7.510 4 8.740 4 4.690 5 10.000 . 5 3.250 6 6.860

Ui
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Table 4, Continued.

aTable reproduced with modifications from Sellin and Wolfgang (1964;389-390 and 393-394,
^Appendix E-2 and Appendix E-4).
The Primary Index Scale, composed of these 21 offenses, is the mean of the geometric means for the 
four offender versions (13, 17, 27 years old and unidentified age) among the four rating groups 
(Temple students. Police officers. Juvenile Court Judges, Ogontz students), In short, the Primary 
Index Scale is the arithmetic mean of the ten geometric means for each offense.
The descriptions of these offenses are found in Sellin and Wolfgang (1964;381-386, Appendix D), 
Ranks vary from 1 = lowest in seriousness to 21 = highest in seriousness.
Geometric means.

Ui
U l



: . 56 large by any reasonable standard (e.g., P < .001), These results
indicate that if the rank order of offense seriousness for any one
group is known, the rank order for any other group can be predicted
with a high degree of accuracy. Correlations of this magnitude and
consistency are impressive and justify the conclusion that there is
strong evidence of "qualitative concordance" concerning offense
seriousness among the rater groups, Unless Rose (1966:416) will .
accept nothing but. perfect agreement (i.e., Kho = +1.0), his criticism
that the rank order is not preserved is clearly unfounded.

Agreement in the Numerical Degree of Offense Seriousness
While the rank orders of offense seriousness may be quite 

similar across groups of respondents, this does not entail agreement 
in numerical score.assignments. Sellin and Wolfgang’s data are 
illustrative of this point; the most striking feature of these data is 
the variance in the absolute values of the geometric means for certain 
offenses. Table 4 displays the arithmetic means (Primary Index Scale) 
and the standard deviations for each offense computed from the geo
metric means of the ten rater groups. As the table shows, the standard 
deviations range from 1.56 (offense 121) to 157.25 (offense 3). For 
six offenses, the standard deviation is at least one-half as large as 
the arithmetic mean, and for another four offenses, the standard 
deviation is at least one-third as large as the mean. For the remaining 
eleven offenses, the standard deviation is less than one-third as large 
as the mean. Variance of this magnitude does not readily suggest
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" . . . a pervasive; social agreement . . , extends to the estimated 
numerical degree of seriousness of these offenses" (Sellin and Wolfgang, 
1964:268), or that there is "Impressive invariance" in the seriousness 
scores across the rater groups. If anything, one is likely to conclude 
that the numerical scores are far from similar.

The apparent ambiguous nature of these data raises a question: 
What do Sellin and Wolfgang mean by agreement in the numerical score 
assignments? It appears obvious they do not mean that the scores are 
identical. They (1964:268) write:

Because of the inherent ratio quality of the magnitude 
judgments, the particular numbers used by the raters are not 
especially relevant; rather, it is the ratios of offense 
seriousness that are preserved intact. Thus a particular 
offense may be judged to have seriousness 20 by a police 
officer and seriousness 2 by a university student. What this 
means is that if the police officers judge another offense as >
twice as serious and therefore call it 40, then the university 
students when judging the same offense will call it 4. It is
the ratios of the offense that remain constant from one class
of raters to another.

These remarks are crucial to a thorough understanding of the 
research which has made use of magnitude estimates to measure 
seriousness and consensus, The crux of this discussion means that the 
aggregate estimates of offense seriousness (e.g., geometric means, . 
medians) by two or more structural groups may be highly divergent.
What is important is that when the seriousness scores for any two

t

different offenses are compared, the ratio of these two scores be
approximately the same across rating groups.

Are Sellin and Wolfgang justifed in concluding that the ratios 
of offense seriousness remain approximately constant across the rater
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groups? There are writers who assert they- are not.. Rose (1966:416)
remarks: "The basic proposition would imply that in these data 'ratios
of offense seriousness ’ should be 'preserved intact.’ whichever . .
rating group we care to consider. The most casual glance at Appendix
E-2 shows that this is clearly untrue," Likewise, Lesieur and Lehman
(1975:73) comment: "If we take Sellin and Wolfgang at thier word, i.e.,
'It is the ratios of the offense that remain constant from one class
of raters to another,' , . . then we see they should have rejected
their scale as a true ratio scale by simply checking ratios."

One way to check the validity- of the remarks by Sellin and 
Wolfgang, Rose, and Lesieur and Lehman is to rearrange the data in 
Table 4. Using the seriousness values for offense 137 given by each 
group as a modulus, the "ratio scores" for the remaining 20 offenses 
are computed and presented in Table 5. To illustrate, the seriousness 
score given by Group 6 to offense 1 (200) is divided by their 
seriousness score for offense 137 (8.74). This results in a "ratio 
score" of 22,88 which is interpreted to mean that Group 6 views 
offense 1 to be approximately 23 times more serious relative to 
offense 137, Computing the ratio score of offense 1 for Group 9 in 
the same fashion (i.e., 196:3.25), the resulting value (60.31) 
indicates that this group views offense 1 as approximately 60 times 
more serious relative to offense 137. Unless Sellin and Wolfgang 
are using the term "constant" very loosely, the ratio scores of



Table 5, A Rearrangement pf Data from Table 4: Computed Ratio Scores Using Offense 137 as the
Standard for Sellin and Wolfgang’s Rater Groups,3

Offense ^ Mean Ratio Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Comparison _____ Ratio______ Range_______ Ratio_______ Ratio________ Ratio________ Ratio

1:137 34.57 37.43 39.86 24.76 36.03 55,73
2:137 31.57 39.24 25.87 21.32 32.47 52.72
3:137 41.43 75.02 36,83 22.67 36.89 96.42
18:137 14.29 20.07 15.97 8.58 11,65 16,90
20:137 7.54 15.64 6.74 4.31 5.46 3,50
22:137 9.14 15.61 9,16 6.30 7.96 6.59
28:137 10.86 11.72 9.84 7,48 11.33 12,52
31:137 8.64 11.32 10.65 6.89 7,39 11,29
32:137 9.44 13.12 12.47 6.63 8.74 9,90
46:137 5.97 9.54 7.06 4.82 3.97 4,88
52:137 3.33 6.97 3.19 2.52 1.83 2,01
53:137 2.39 2,17 2.38 2.01 1.77 2,08
74:137 4.43 10.02 4.80 3.78 3.62 3,31
80:137 1.64 2.22 2.70 1.22 1,16 1,45
82:137 3.47 3.26 1.80 2.93 5.06 3,55
90:137 .71 1.16 .47 .41 ,40 ,78
121:137 .36 .75 .12 .27 .13 .30
122:137 .56 1.30 .64 ,39 ,19 ,04
123:137 1.24 2.57 ,62 .50 .48 1,25
133:137 .29 .60 .09 .22 .06 ,1Q
137:137 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00



Table 5« Continued.

Offense ^ 
Comparison

Group 5 
RatioC

Group 6 
Ratio

Group 7 
Ratio

Group 8 
Ratio

Group 9 
Ratio

Group 10 
Ratio

1:137 37.15 22.88 30.70 27.20 60,31 34.49
2:137 39.41 20.14 30.28 26.50 59.38 26.22
3:137 48.87 21.40 32.62 31.80 61.23 44.98
18:137 13.85 15.10 19.34 14.70 28.65 10,69
20:137 7.71 8.46 13.13 9.34 19.14 5.15
22:137 8.07 9.40 14.20 10.40 21.91 6,55
28:137 9.08 10.06 15.52 11.10 19.20 9.00
31:137 5.51 8.23 11.36 8.08 16.83 7.80
32:137 7.34 8.65 13.60 7.48 19.75 9,49
46:137 5.61 5.54 10.06 6.52 13.51 4,41
52:137 3.76 3.92 5.22 3.83 8,80 2.00
53:137 3.10 1.90 3.82 . 2.46 3.94 2.05
74:137 4.70 3.90 5.50 4.29 13.08 3.06
80:137 1.98 1.29 2.71 1.33 3,38 1,42
82:137 2.90 3.11 3.99 . 3.14 3.91 4,06
90:137 1.45 1.05 .92 .79 ,45 ,29
121:137 .50 .56 .87 .41 .34 ,17
122:137 1.34 ,99 1.03 .31 ,84 ,20
123:137 1.44 1,64 3,05 2.00 1.14 ,58
133:137 .65 f41 .66 .36 ,29 .11
137:137 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00

3. ’^See Table 4 for description of rater groups.
The descriptions of these offenses are found in Sellin and Wolfgang (1964;381-3865 Appendix D), 
These "ratio scores" are computed by dividing the geometric means for each offense by the 
geometric mean for offense 137 given by each group in Table 4.

Ovo
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seriousness for offense 1 are far from stable across the rater groups,^
As an indication of just how unstable these ratio scores are for the
other offenses, the arithmetic means and ranges of these scores are
also shown in Table 5. The magnitude of the ranges is a measure of the
degree to which these ratio scores vary. If these measures were
approximatley zero for each offense, this would lend credence to the
assertion that these ratio scores are constant across the rater groups.
As the reader can see, there is a good deal of variance in these scores
for 17 offenses, the pange is larger than the arithmetic mean, while
in only 3 cases, the range is less than the mean.

The immediate impression is that these comparisons refute the 
assertion that the ratios are constant.across rater groups. There are 
three reasons to withhold such judgment at this time. First, these 
being sample data, there is. every, reason to expect some error in the 
estimated ratio scores for offense seriousness. Second, even though 
there is obvious instability in the ratio scores, this does not entail 
the conclusion that most of the groups do not agree with each other 
in their estimated ratio scores. It may be that only one or two groups 
are contributing disproportionately to. the ringes, Third and most 
important, visual examination of the data, tables and measures of. 
variance are not proper criteria for assessing empirical assertions.
The "let the data speak for themselves" mentality leads to sterile

2. Of course, the selection of any particular offense from 
Table 1 as a modulus is arbitrary. Regardless of the offense selected, 
however, the basic claim is the same; namely, the."ratio scores" for 
any two compared offenses (offense t'xt; offense 'y*) should be 
approximately constant from one rater group to the next.
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debates5 which is to emphasize that different investigators "hear"
different, and in many cases contradictory, messages.

What then is an appropriate way of testing the contention that 
these "ratio scores" of offense seriousness remain approximately 
constant across rater groups? Unfortunately, Sellin and Wolfgang did 
not present explicit procedures for conducting systematic empirical 
tests. However, in contemplating replications of their research, they 
remark (1964:322):

It should be. remembered that the ratios of score values 
. . , have remained stable over the different rating groups 
used in the present study . « , , We would hypothesize that 
in a replication of the magnitude and category scales, the 
scale values for offenses would be represented by (1) a slope 
not significantly different from those in our study> or 
minimally (2) a straight line when plotted on semilogarithmetic 

... paper.. -
To date, this writer knows of no true replication of the

original study; namely, a direct comparison of a magnitude ratio scale
3to a category scale and tests of these two hypotheses. This is not 

to say that other seriousness studies have not been conducted (cf., 
Figlio, 1975; Hsu, 1973; Normandeau, 1966; Pease, Ireson, and Thorpe, 
1975; Akman, Normandeau, and Turner, 1966, 1967). In these studies, 
the above remarks of Sellin and Wolfgang are referred to as the 
"minimum claim" and the "maximum, claim", Akman, Normandeau, and 
Turner (1967:332) present the best description of these two assertions.

3. The research coming closest to these criteria is reported 
by Bridges and Lisagor (1975) and Figlio (1975).
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The minimum claim;

. . . is that, when the magnitude scores obtained in any. two 
different groups are plotted against: each other on log-log 
paper, the relationship between the two sets of scores would 
be linear. This means that a given ratio change in the first 
set of scores would be associated with a ’fixed■ ratio change 
in the second set; i.e., if the seriousness increases 
times, in the first group, it would increase ’ ’ times in the 
second group. The regression equation Y - aX.. expresses the 
nature of the relationship. The strength of the relationship 
is measured by the Pearson product moment correlation (r) which 
describes the measure of the goodness of fit of the least- 
square line derived from the regression equation.

The maximum claim (1967:333):
. . .  is that not only would the relationship be linear, but 
also . . .  a given ratio change in one group would correspond 
to an identical ratio change in the other . . .  . If a linear 
relationship is assumed between the two sets of scores, the 
slope (b)'of the least-square line, which describes the linear 
relationship, is the only number heeded to compare the ratios 
of increase in the relative seriousness of the offenses. If 
the two groups agree as to increase in the ratios of seriousness, 
then the slope would be 1. If one group (whose scores are 
plotted on axis y) perceives greater increases in the relative 
seriousness of the offenses than the other group (whose scores 
are plotted on axis x) then the slope (b) would, be greater 
then 1, if the contrary is true, then the slope would be 
smaller than 1. Then the similarity.of the shape (expressed 
by ’r’) and the similarity of the slope (expressed by ’b’) 
provide the information required to test the hypotheses of 
Sellin and Wolfgang.

The regression equation Y - aX^ is a power function between the two 
sets of ratio data (Hamblin, Jacobsen, and Miller, 1973:9-12), and 
when transformed to logarithms, the equation becomes linear♦
Hamblin (1974:63) states: "This means that when the psychophysical
data involving magnitude scaling are plotted on logarithmetic coordi
nates they typically yield a linear plot, and the log transformations 
of the data yield a linear relationship which may be analyzed by the 
use of standard correlation and regression procedures.n
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Relative and Absolute Consensus, The minimum claim, henceforth 

denoted as the second type of structural consensus, refers to relative 
agreement between groups in their ratio scores of offense seriousness. 
This can be stated in the form of an empirical proposition: If the
offense seriousness scores for two different groups are compared to each 
other, there should be a close positive loglinear association between 
the two sets of scores in which a given ratio change in one group's 
scores corresponds to a constant ratio change in the other group's 
scores. A close positive correlation Cr) from the loglinear regression 
equation warrants the conclusion that given the numerical scores across 
offenses for one group, the offense scores for the other group can 
be predicted with little error.

Theoretically, _r can vary from +1.0 indicating a perfect 
loglinear association (perfect relative agreement) to -1.0 indicating 
a perfect negative loglinear association (perfect relative disagreement). 
Like the first proposition of rank order agreement, this does not 
require a correlation of unity between the two group's seriousness 
scores. It only specifies a close direct relationship. The degree of 
relative consensus can be denoted by the direction and size of the 
Pearson correlation; thus, the greater the positive correlation, the 
greater the relative consensus between the groups in their ratio 
scores of offense seriousness.

The question is raised as to how this second type of agreement 
differs from agreement in rank orders of offense seriousness. This is 
especially the case since both, can be described by some type of 
correlation coefficient, Note that rank order consensus (denoted by Rho)
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does not specify the form of the association between the two sets of 
seriousness scores as does relative consensus (denoted by:r). That 
is, Rho only signifies an association between the two sets of ranked 
scores where the form (i,e., the shape) of the relationship is not 
specified. If Rho is positive, this means that the compared ranked 
scores are generally increasingly monotonically.

On the other hand, a positive linear relationship signifies 
that the two sets of numerical scores are related in a particular 
fashion; that is, the log transformed scores are generally increasing 
monotonically at a constant rate. The regression coefficient (b) 
indicates the predicted rate of change in the two sets of scores while 
the correlation coefficient (r) expresses the predictive accuracy of 
estimating the rate of change. In describing relative consensus, no 
restriction is placed on the actual numerical value that this rate of 
change may take.

The maximum claim, henceforth denoted as the third type of 
structural consensus, refers to absolute agreement between groups in 
the ratios of increase in their offense seriousness scores. Again, 
in pro.positional form:, If the offense seriousness scores for two 
different groups are compared to each other, there should be a close 
positive loglinear association between the two sets of scores in which 
a given ratio change in one group’s scores corresponds to an identical 
ratio change in the other group’s scores. Unlike relative consensus, 
absolute consensus requires that the increase in the ratios of 
seriousness be unity (b m 1,0), Moreover, it is clear that support
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for the relative consensus proposition is a necessary, although, not 
a sufficient, condition for this type of absolute consensus.

The claim of consensus in the "ratios of seriousness" is 
another way of saying that the ratios of seriousness are preserved 
intact across groups of raters. Indeed, Sellin and Wolfgang's rationale 
for creating aggregate seriousness scores (Primary Index Scale) from 
their ten rater groups- is that these ratios are preserved (1964:275): 
"Therefore, on this basis alone, it is of little concern whether a 
particular rating gtoup or all rating groups combined, is used for 
further analysis." Similarly, other investigators have concluded that, 
these data support the proposition of absolute consensus: "From what
can be inferred from the study of Sellin and Wolfgang, the slopes 
between Philadelphia judges, police, and students (on magnitude scale 
scores) are . . . about 1" (Normandeau, 1966:176; see also Akman, 
Normandeau, and Turner, 1966:12),

Sellin and Wolfgang's "further analysis" consisted of using the 
Primary Index Scale to derive the final weights to represent offense 
seriousness, To the extent that the proposition of absolute consensus 
is not satisfied (i,e,, b f 1,0), there is no empirical basis for 
creating the Primary Index Scale and using it to derive the final 
weights. In this situation, the scores of a particular rater group 
could be selected to represent offense seriousness, but the selection 
would have to rest on theoretical rather than empirical grounds.

Assessing Relative Consensus, Using Sellin and Wolfgang's 
data from Table 4, the correlation coefficients from the loglinear ■ 
regression equation [log y a + b(log x)] for each possible comparison
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between pairs of rater groups are presented in Table 6.(column 2).
Those correlations range from +.910 (Group 4 compared to Group 9) to
+i994 (Group 3 compared to Group 10) with an average correlation of
+.963. In addition, each rater group's set of scores is correlated
separately with the Primary Index Scale (i.e., the arithmetic mean of
the geometric means across the ten groups for each offense). These
latter correlations vary from +.959 (Group 4) to +.991 (Group 21) with
an average correlation of +.982, Not only are the correlations (between
pairs of groups and between groups and the Primary Index Scale) in the
predicted direction, but their magnitudes are large by any reasonable
standard (e.g., P < ,001),

These consistent results offer strong support for the
proposition of relative ratio consensus between rater groups. Thus, a
given ratio change in any one group's set of seriousness scores is
associated, with a fixed (constant) ratio change in another group's set
of scores. Put another way, given the numerical scores for one group,
the scores for another group can be predicted with a high degree of 

4accuracy,
Assessing Absolute Consensus. While the proposition of relative 

consensus is strongly supported by Sellin and Wolfgang's data, those 
results do not entail support for the proposition, of absolute consensus.

4. It should be pointed out, however, that consistent and large 
correlations do not necessitate the conclusion that only a loglinear 
model can describe the form of the relationship between two groups' sets 
of scores, or that some nonlinear model cannot improve upon the linear 
model. Nonetheless, the scatter-plots of the transformed seriousness 
scores do not suggest any obvious nonlinear trends in these comparisons.



Table 6„ Logllnear Regression Analysis 5 Comparisons of Magnitude Estimate Seriousness Values Given 
to Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by Sellin and Wolfgang’s Rater Groups,3

Groups Compared Pearson
First Second Corre- e1 ,, c Q, /1 \d
Group Group lation P ( 12) T-Value P Slope(b21) T_Value P

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 Column 7 Column 8
1 2 .978 1.16217 2.838 < ,02 .82267 4,384 < .001
1 3 .972 .91469 1.668 > .10 1.03195 .554 > .50
1 . 4 .917 .81159 2.324 < .05 1.03578 .346 > .70
1 5 .950 1.27811 2.895 < .01 .70658 5,526 < .001
1 6 .964 1.34561 4,069 < .001 .69087 7.090 < .001
1 7 .958 1.29771 3.320 < .01 .70649 6.012 < .001
1 8 .951 1.15492 1.801 > .05 .78332 3.714 < .01
I 9 ,981 .97382 .593 > .50 .98828 ,262 > .70
1 10 .973 .97283 .516 > .60 .97373 .498 > .60
2 3 .988 .78270 7.780 < .001 1.24745 5.559 < .001
2 4 .949 .70705 5.457 < .001 1.27474 2.839 < .02
2 5 ,961 1.08785 1.229 > .20 .84958 2.695 < .02
2 6 .972 1.14185 2.259 < .05 .82819 3.773 < .01
2 7 .966 1.10154 1.502 > .10 ,84717 2.939 < ,01
2 8 .973 .99384 ,113 > .90 .95224 .918 > .30
2 9 .982 .82108 4.974 < .001. 1.17585 3,393 < ,01
2 10 .993 .83480 7.084- < .001 1.18040 5,472 < .001
3 4 .962 .90414 1.620 > .10 1.02278 .340 > .70
3 5 .945 1.35039 3.277 < .01 .66171 6.457 < .001
3 , 6 .966 1.43132 4.875 < .001 .65137 8.659 < .001
3 7 .953 1.37243 3.737 < .01 .66227 7.021 < .001
3 8 .970 1.25099 3.487 < .01 .75206 5,730 < .001
3 9 .963 1,01510 .231 > .80 .91311 1.477 > .10
3 10 .994 1.05523 2.062 > .05 .93619 2.684 < .02
4 5 .921 1.39929 2.940 < .01 .60613 6.694 < .001
4 6 .929 1.46445 3.466 < ,01 .58914 7.623 < .001
4 7 .930 1.42432 3.293 < .01 .60758 7,139 < .001
4 8 .965 1.32387 3,390 < ,001 .70356 6,768 < ,001
4 9 .910 1.02096 .197 > .80 ,81185 2,223 < .05



Table 6. Continued,
------------- —Groups Compared
First Second
Group Group

Pearson
Corre
lation Slope(b12^C T-Value P Slope(b21)d T-Value P ;: v

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 Column 7 Column 8
4 10 .966 1.09081 1.356 > .10 .85550 2,751 < .02

■ 5 6 .968 1.00398 .066 > .90 .93241 1.210 > .20
5 7 .957 .96416 .533 .60 .94947 .763 > .40
5 8 .957 .86438 2.268 < .05 1.06047 .824 > .40
5 9 .953 .70319 5.770 < .001 1.29085 3.080 < .01

'■s'. 10 .952 .70741 5.599 < .001 1.28079 2.968 < .01
6 7 .986 .95729 1.140 > .20 1.01507 .379 > .70
6 8 .982 .85455 3.878 < .01 1.12887 2.600 < .02
6 9 .975 .69329 8.412 < .001 1.37038 5.139 < .001
6 10 .965 .69092 7.143 < .001 1.34696 4.113 < .001
. 7 ' 8 .985 .88276 3.340 < .01 1.09977 2.282 < .05
7 9 .981 .71833 8.588 < .001 1.33906 5.545 < .001
7 10 .963 .71047 6.379 < .001 1.30623 3.670 < .01
8 9 .969 .79196 4.472 < .001 1.18500 2.658 < .02
8 10 .975 .80232 4.681 < .001 1.18404 2.953 < .01
9 10 .970 ,97655 .416 > . 60 .96316 .663 > .50

aData on which these figures are based were taken from Sellin and Wolfgang (1964:389-390 and 393-394, 
^Appendix E-2 and Appendix E-4)„
See Table 4 for description of rater groups. 
eRefers to slope obtained when first group's log transformed seriousness values are regressed on 
^second group's log transformed seriousness values.
Refers to obtained slope when second group's log transformed seriousness values are regressed on 
first group's log transformed seriousness values,

o\VO



Nonetheless, it is not completely evident how systematic tests of that 
proposition should be conducted. Although informal tests using other 
data sources have been reported, those reports lack either explicit 
test procedures or criteria for interpreting purported tests. To 
illustrate, Lesieur and Lehman (1975:74) present three scatter-plots 
which represent comparisons of offense seriousness scores given by three 
different groups of respondents. The authors assess the proposition by 
comparing each of the observed slopes (straight lines) with a 
superimposed dotted line representing a slope of unity. They argue \ 
that if the values of the three slopes were the same, their plotted 
slopes would parallel the dotted line (1975?76), From a. visual 
inspection of the scatterplots, they conclude that the lines are not 
identical (1975:77), Because the actual values of the estimated slopes : 
are not presented, it is difficult to determine how much the slopes 
depart from unity or how much divergence the writers are willing to 
tolerate before they reject the proposition.

Other writers have been more systematic by presenting the 
actual values, of the estimated slopes. Even so, the criteria used in 
deciding whether a particular slope approximates unity are either left 
implicit, or no reference is made as to whether an estimated slope 
supports or refutes the proposition of absolute consensus. For 
example, Hsu (1973;351) argues that a slope of .86 resulting from the 
regression of seriousness scores given by Chinese males on those ob
tained from Chinese females refutes the hyp.othesis that the slope 
equals unity, In the. same article (1973:350), she claims that a slope 
of .92 between Chinese students and policemen supports the assertion.
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Her criteria for assessing absolute consensus ,are not only implicit, 
but ostensibly, arbitrary.

When explicit criteria for assessing the proposition of 
absolute consensus are hot presented, two problems arise. First, 
independent investigators are not likely to agree on the significance 
of test outcomes (in this case, that a particular slope approximates 
unity). Second, lack of explicit test criteria fosters the impression 
that there is no sampling error in estimating the slopes. Because in 
most social science data, there is error in estimating regression 
coefficients, it is statistically naive to ignore it and treat the 
estimated coefficients as somehow "fixed." In fact, if the error in 
estimation is ignored, there is good reason to treat any slope which 
departs from unity (e.g., b = ,99) as negative evidence for the 
proposition of absolute consensus, When the error in estimation is 
considered, the research question becomes: How much error are we
willing to tolerate before we fail to accept the proposition?

Recognizing that the estimated regression slopes are only 
estimates of the true parameters (i.e., not error free), the 
investigator should take this into account when performing the analysis. 
On way of conducting the analyses is to assume a "common slope" and 
make use of Student t-tests between each pair of rating groups to test 
the hypothesis that b = 1.0. Repeated tests of the same hypothesis 
raise two important considerations. First, the results are likely to 
indicate that the null hypothesis should be rejected in a few cases 
simply by chance alotis. Nonetheless, if Sellin and Wolfgang’s claims 
are accurate, the null hypothesis should be retained in most cases.
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Second, since there is obviously some error in the estimation of

regression slopes (i.e., r f 1.0), the outcome of a particular test may
be contingent upon which estimate (b or b ) of the "true" slopeyx xy r
is selected. Stated otherwise, the acceptance or rejection of the null 
rests (inter alia) on the size of the standard error of the estimated 
slope which is different for b ^  and b^.^ Other things being equal, 
the smaller the standard error of the estimated slope, the greater the 
probability of rejecting the null hypothesis. In order not to bias the 
results one way or another, it is suggested to test the null hypothesis 
associated with both estimated slopes when comparing each pair of 
rater groups.

Table 6 presents the regression slopes (columns 3 and 6) for 
each unique comparison (column 1). Notice that the two obtained slopes 
with the greatest divergence from unity are for the comparison of 
Group 4 with Group 6. When the log transformed seriousness scores given 
by Group 4 are regressed on the scores given by Group 6, the estimated 
slope is approximately 1.46; when the contrary is true, the slope is

5. The unbiased estimate for the standard error of b^:
E(y - y)2 / (N - 2)

I(x - x)^
The unbiased estimate for the standard error of b ^  (Blalock, 1960:307):

I(x - x)^ / (N - 2)

Z(y - y)2 
~ 2Where: £(y - y)^ = total unexplained variation in Y due to X.

£(x - x)2 = total variation in X.
E(x - x)£ = total unexplained variation in X due to Y.
E(y - y) = total variation in Y.
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approximately'.59. This means that seriousness Increases at a faster 
rate across offenses; for Group 4 relative to the rate, of change in
seriousness for Group 6, Specifically, as seriousness increases by

* I 46a ratio of 10 for Group 6, seriousness increases by a ratio of 10 *
or 28.8 for Group 4, While it is clear in this instance that the slope
is not unity, many of the other comparisons result in slopes very close
to unity; in approximately 32 percent of the individual comparisons,
the estimated slopes fall between ,90 and 1.10; In order to determine
if the estimated slopes, are "close enough" to equate them with a
slope of 1,0, we need to examine the t-tests.

The individual t-tests (columns 4 and 7) and association P 
values (columns 5 and 8) indicate that the null hypothesis is retained 
28 times (31%) and rejected 62 times (69%) at the .05 level of 
significance. At the ,01 level, the null is retained 40 times (44%) 
and rejected 50 times (56%), Likewise, a glance at Table 6 shows that 
in some instances, the selection of a particular slope does make a 
difference in the test results. Recalling that there are two hypotheses 
(b x = 1,0 and b - 1,0) for each comparison, both hypotheses are 
retained 10 times (22%) and rejected 27 times (60%) at the .05 level; 
but for 8 comparisons (18%), one hypothesis is retained and the 
other rejected.

Using a very stringent standard, these separate tests offer 
only partial support for the proposition of absolute consensus or, 
as Sellin and Wolfgang claim, that the ratios of seriousness are 
preserved intact across their rater groups. At the .05 level, the 
conclusion is that the null hypothesis associated with the proposition
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should be retained in 31 percent of the rater group comparisons. When 
each group is compared separately with the Primary Index Scale, the 
same conclusion is reached; at the ,05 level, the null is retained 4 
times (20%) and rejected 16 times (80%). At the .01 level, the null is 
retained 7 times (35%) and rejected 13 times (65%).

A second way to assess the proposition of absolute consensus 
is to incorporate all the comparisons in a single test rather than 
numerous separate tests in which the outcomes may be ambiguous and 
difficult to interpret. If Sellin and Wolfgang’s remarks are interpreted 
literally, it should not matter which groups are compared to each 
other; that is, there should be a "common slope" of unity among all the 
rater groups. Analysis of covariance can be used to test the assumption 
that a common slope is appropriate to describe the loglinear relation
ship among the rater groups, The use of a common slope is based on the 
assumption that the slopes for the regression of any one group’s 
transformed seriousness scores on another group’s scores are not 
significantly different. Basically, one tests whether separate slopes 
add significantly to the proportion of variance accounted for by a 
common slope (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973:267), If the analysis 
indicates there is a significant interaction effect, this means that 
the estimated slope is contingent upon which comparison is being made.
If there is no evidence of an interaction effect, one can then test 
the assumption that the common slope is equal to unity,

The data for the ten rater groups in.Table 4 have been 
reformated into 945 records (1,6,, 45 comparisons times 21 offenses) 
with dummy vectors representing each unique comparison and associated



interaction, terms. The restricted loglinear regression equation 
(i.e.> common slopes' model) results in a correlation (r) of +.91, 
while the full loglinear regression equation (i.e., separate slopes 
model) results in a correlation of +.92. The difference between these 
two models in explained variance is.approximately 3 percent. Testing 
whether the use of separate slopes adds significantly tp the proportion 
of explained variance, we find that it does (P < ,001).

Comparing the rater groups to the Primary Index Scale in a 
single analysis of covariance test with 210 records (i.e., ten compari
sons times 21 offenses), a correlation of +.95 is obtained for the 
restricted model, while a correlation +.96 is obtained for the full 
model. Again, the use of separate slopes adds significantly to the 
proportion of explained variance (P < .001),

While significant in both tests, the separate slopes model 
accounts for very little additional explained variance over the common 
slope model. One could assert that the large number of cases. (IT = 945 
and 210) accounts for the statistically significant interaction effects 
thus, the more appropriate representation of these data is the common 
slope model. As argued above, if rejection of the homogeneity of 
slopes assumption does not seem warranted, the hypothesis that the 
common slope equals unity can be tested. The loglinear regression 
equation for all 45 comparisons results in an estimated slope of .88 
(standard error = .01) which is significantly different from 1.0 
(p < .001), Similarly, the loglinear regression of the Primary Index 
Scale on the ten groups results in an estimated slope of .87 (standard 
error ^ ,02) which is significantly different from 1,0 (P < ,001),



Specific Rater-Group and Age-Group Comparisons
The separate t-tests and analysis of covariance tests provide 

only partial support for the claim that the rater groups agree 
absolutely in their "ratio scores of offense seriousness." In other 
words, the ratios of seriousness are-preserved intact across some groups 
although clearly not preserved across all groups. Several of the 
specific rater-group and age^group comparisons from Table 6 appear quite, 
informative and deserve added comment.

One might:suppose that of the three major rater groups in Sellin 
and Wolfgang’s study (viz., students, police, judges), police and judges 
would display agreement in their ratio scores of seriousness. The 
contention is that because both, police and judges represent institu
tionalized legal authority and witness "first hand" the damaging 
consequences of criminal and delinquent behavior, they would view the 
offenses from the same perspective. The evidence does not bear this 
out;, ignoring the age bf the hypothetical offender, the proposition of 
absolute consensus is not supported in any individual comparion between 
the police and judges. For each comparison, seriousness increases at 
a significantly faster rate for judges than for the police. Treating 
all these comparisons in a single test where the police seriousness 
scores are regressed on the judges’ scores, the results are the same; 
the estimated slope is .73 (standard error ~ .03) which is significantly 
different from 1.0 (r = +.96; P <  ,001).

Because there is only one group of judges, it is questionable 
whether, these results are attributable to the social/cultural dif
ferences, between police and judges or to the variance in the age of
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the hypothetical offender. Controlling for the age of the offender
(a 13 year old male), however, the ratios of seriousness are not ;
preserved; that is, the estimated slope resulting from the regression
of police scores on judges’ scores is .70. A slope of .70 means that
as seriousness increases 10 times for judges, it increases approximately

- 705 times (10* ) for the police.
The proposition of absolute consensus is supported, in only 

5 (12%) of the individual comparisons between students (Temple and 
Ogontz) and the police (> ,05 level)» When the police scores are 
regressed on the students' scores across all comparisons in one test, 
the estimated slope is ,70 (standard error = .01) which is significantly 
different from 1.0 (r = +.94; P < ,001). The argument could be made 
that controlling for the age of the hypothetical offender, we might 
find no differences in the ratio scores of seriousness between students 
and police. Clearly, this is not the case; the regression of police 
scores on students - scores for comparisons in which the age of the 
hypothetical offender is held constant (13 and 13, 17 and 17, 27 and 
27) results in an estimated slope of ,70 (standard error = .03) which 
is significantly different from 1.0 (r = +.93; P < .001),

Comparing university students (Temple and Ogontz) to juvenile 
court judges, there is more support for the proposition of absolute 
consensus than when comparing police and judges or police and students. 
At the .05 level, the proposition is supported in 7 (70%) of the 
individual comparisons. Controlling for the age of the hypothetical 
offender (a 13 year old male), the ratio scores of seriousness are 
preserved intact between students and judges. Treating all these.



comparisons in a single test where the students! scores are regressed 
on the judges’ scores, the results are the same; the estimated slope 
is .96 (standard error = .03) which is not significantly different 
from 1.0 (r = +.95; P > .10).

Because there is no significant difference between judges’ 
and students’ ratio seriousness scores, this suggests that one group’s 
scores could be used as a surrogate for the other’s. However, the 
police scores are significantly different from both judges’ and 
Students’ scores. When the police scores are regressed on the judges’ 
and students’ scores in a single test, the estimated slope is .71 
(standard error = ,01) which is significantly different from 1.0 
(r = +.94; P < .001). This means that seriousness increases at a
significantly faster rate across offenses for students and judges 
relative to the police. ,

Unfortunately, the sample of juvenile court judges was not large 
enough to warrant the creation of separate rater groups in which the 
age of the hypothetical offender varied. Because of this, it is 
impossible to say whether the age of the offender has any influence 
on the estimates of seriousness given by judges. The other two groups 
(police and students) do provide "within-group" comparisons to ascertain 
the effect of the age variable. As recalled, Sellin and Wolfgang 
(1964:274) concluded that "The age of the offender did not significantly 
alter the judgment of seriousness among any of the rating groups."
They mean that the ratio scores of seriousness are preserved intact 
(constant) across the rater groups in which the age of the hypothetical 
offender varied.
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The individual comparisons for the police are quite impressive 

in this regard; in each "age-specific" comparison (i,e,# 13 with 17,
13 with 27, 17 with 27), the proposition of absolute consensus is 
supported (> .05 level). Treating all these comparisons in a single 
test, the estimated slope is .97 (standard error = .03) which is not 
significantly different from 1.0 (r = +.96; P > .30), Thus, across 
police rating groups, the-ratios of seriousness are preserved regardless 
of whether the hypothetical offender is a 13, 17, or 27 year old male.

What about the hypothetical offender whose age is not specified? 
One might expect that because police perceptions of seriousness are 
not colored by the age of the offender when specified, estimates of 
seriousness should not. be different when the age of the offender is not 
given. Overall, the individual comparisons suggest otherwise; serious
ness increases at a significantly slower rate for police who evaluate 
offenses committed by a 13,. 17, or 27 year old than for police whose 
judgments are based on offenses committed by a male of unidentified 
age. Incorporating the police comparisons in a single test where the 
"age-specific" seriousness scores are regressed on the "unidentified 
age" scores, the estimated slope is .87 (standard error = ,03) which 
is significantly different from 1.0 (r = +.97; P < .001).

One possible explanation for this unexpected finding is that 
police officers who evaluated offenses committed by a male of 
unidentified age may have typically assumed the offender was appreciably 
older than 27.. While the age of the offender may not influence the 
evaluations of offenses committed by teenagers and young adults, some 
may be affected when the offenses are viewed as having been committed
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by older persons, Because the age of the offender ranged, from 13 to 
27, or only 14 years, the results suggest that a much greater variation 
on the age variable could affect the ratio scores of seriousness.

Looking at the individual comparisons across "age-groups" for 
the student raters (Temple•and Ogontz), the proposition of absolute 
consensus is supported in 9 (45%) of the comparisons (>.05 level). 
Unfortunately, the results do not suggest the clear pattern that is 
found with the police. In fact, it is difficult to speculate what 
influence (if any) the age variable has. To illustrate, the ratio 
scores of seriousness are preserved between the two student groups 
which evaluated offenses committed by a 13 year old and a 27 year old. 
Yet, the ratio scores are neither preserved between groups in which 
the offender is a 13 year old and a 17 year old nor between groups in 
which the offender is a 17 year old and a 27 year old. In the former 
comparisons, seriousness increases significantly faster for offenses 
committed by a 13 year old relative to offenses committed by a 17 
year old, while in the latter comparison, the contrary is true.

When comparing the "age-specific" groups to an unidentified 
age group among students, the picture is just as confused. It appears 
that, the ratio scores are preserved when either the age of the offender 
is 13 and not specified or 27 and not specified. However, the ratio 
scores are not preserved when the age of the offender is 17 and 
not specified.

As these comparisons indicate, the Temple student raters who 
evaluated offenses committed by a 17 year old (Group 2) tend to 
confound the results; in none of the comparisons between this group



and other student groups is the proposition of absolute consensus 
supported (> •05 level)• It remains open to speculation whether these 
results are due to the age of the hypothetical offender or to particular 
characteristics of the student raters» In any event 5 excluding this 
group from the analysis, the proposition is supported in 75 percent 
of the individual comparisons among students rather than 45 percent 
previously obtained. Likewise, excluding this group in a single test 
among all other student groups, the estimated slope is .95 (standard 
error = .03) which is; not significantly different from 1.0 (r = 4-. 94;
P > .05).

Notice that excluding this group of students does not change 
the conclusion concerning the comparisons either between judges and 
students or police and students; namely, the ratio scores of offense 
seriousness are still preserved between judges and students and not 
preserved between police and studentsThus, it appears that this 
particular groupT s ratio seriousness scores are similar to the police 
while different from judges and other students.

Summary and Conclusion
In their seminal work, Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) conclude that 

selected rater groups of university students, juvenile court judges, 
and police officers shared a "pervasive agreement" in their evaluations 
of offense seriousness. Not only did the rater groups agree with each 
other in their rank orderings of seriousness, they also agreed in their 
numerical estimates of seriousness. Critics (e.g.. Rose, 1966; Lesieur. 
and Lehman/1975) contend, however, that Sellin and Wolfgang were
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totally unjustified in making those conclusions. After reviewing 

“ Sellin and Wolfgang1s work and subsequent criticisms^ it was observed
that the arguments of all these writers are drawn from a visual
examination of summary data tables presented by Sellin and Wolfgang»
. Because these tables are ambiguous and no systematic tests were con
ducted* it is easy to understand how these writers could reach vastly 
different conclusions.

In a detailed re-examination of these same data* it is shown
that several conclusions are warranted. First* contrary to RoseTs
criticism (1966J, there is overwhelming evidence of rank order consensus* 
or "qualitative concordance*n among the rater groups with an average 
rank correlation (Rho) of +.97, This means that if the rank order 
distribution of offense seriousness for any one group is known* the 
rank order for any other group can be predicted with a high degree 
of accuracy.

Second* there is a strong, positive loglinear relationship 
between the ratio seriousness scores of any pair of rater groups with 
an average Pearson correlation of +.96. This is referred to as 
relative consensus —  a given ratio change in one group's set of 
seriousness scores corresponds to a fixed ratio change in any other 
group's scores. Put otherwise* if one group's seriousness scores are 
plotted against another's on log-log coordinates* the relationship 
is linear.

Finally* the most important general conclusion presented by 
Sellin and Wolfgang receives only qualified support by a re-examination 
of their data. This is referred to as absolute consensus —  a close
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positive loglinear relationship between the seriousness scores of 
the rater groups in which a given ratio change in any one group1s 
seriousness scores corresponds to an identical ratio change in another-s? 
In other words, the ratio scores are preserved intact only across certain 
rater group comparisons» Separate tests of the hypothesis (b = 1,0) 
associated with the proposition of absolute consensus, results in reten-* 
tion of this hypothesis in approximately 31 percent of the rater group 
comparisons at the .05 level of significance. Treating all the rater 
group comparisons in. a single analysis of covariance test does not 
change the results: The estimated slope is contingent upon which
comparisons are being made.

The results from the specific ffrater~groupn and "age-group" 
comparisons are by no means definitive; yet, they are suggestive. Of 
the three major rater groups in the study, university students and 
juvenile court judges share an absolute agreement in their ratio scores 
of offense seriousness. The comparisons between police and students 
and police and judges, however, do not support the proposition of 
absolute consensus; that is, the ratio scores of seriousness are not 
preserved between the police and the other two groups.

These results raise a question: Why should juvenile court
judges and university students agree in their ratio seriousness scores 
when neither police and students nor police and judges agree? Sellin 
and Wolfgang suggest one possible answer both students and judges 
generally are drawn from the middle class while the police, by 
education, occupation, and income belong to a.lower stratum of the 
class structure (1964:249-252). Although the police are purportedly
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"guardians arid executors of the law," which itself may reflect 
middle-class values, they appear to view the designated offenses from 
a somewhat different perspective. Particularly, the ratios of 
seriousness increase at a significantly slower rate for the police 
relative to judges and students; thus, the ratios of seriousness between 
any two offenses are smaller for the police.

Recall, however, that police, students, and judges all share 
a high degree of rank order consensus and relative ratio consensus in 
their evaluations of criminal conduct. This suggests that while 
groups from different social class positions tend to agree relatively 
in their evaluations of criminal offenses, groups from the same 
social strata are more likely to agree absolutely. Moreover, it may 
not only be social class which is important for differential evaluations. 
Groups (or individuals) which are more homogeneous in other structural 
characteristics may be more inclined to share higher levels of agree- . 
ment in their evaluations and other beliefs.

Another interpretation consistent with these findings relates 
more to the unique occupational role of the police rather than to 
their purported lower position within the class structure. Because 
the police are "entrusted as the guardians and executors of the law," 
they are socialized to believe the philosophy implicit in the criminal 
statutes that all violations of the law are crimes and deserve reaction. 
This may lead to a more homogeneous view toward all types of criminal 
offenses relative to the collective view held by the middle class or 
the public at large. If accurate, then we should expect their 
estimates of seriousness of illegal behaviors to reflect that more
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homogeneous view —  the ratios of seriousness between any two offenses, 
including the most to least serious offenses, should be smaller for 
the police relative to other population divisions. Keep in mind that 
this argument would find the most support where the police gave 
exactly the same estimates of seriousness to all types of criminal 
and delinquent offenses.

It is difficult to say with certainty what influence (if any) 
the age. of a hypothetical offender has on evaluations of offense 
seriousness* Among the police, the ratio scores of seriousness are 
preserved when comparisons are made in which the age of the offender 
is specified. The ratio scores are not preserved, however, when the 
age of the offender is not given. Among student raters, the ratio 
scores appear to be preserved except when evaluations are based on 
offenses committed by a 17 year old.

Relying on Sellin and Wolfgang’s research, investigators have 
typically concluded that the age, as well as other social characteris
tics, of the.offender does not influence evaluations of offense, 
seriousness (Newman, 1976:61). The inconclusive results reported here, 
coupled with the limited range on the age variable (i.e., 14 years) 
suggest that such a conclusion may be premature.

These results also suggest that there was no strong empirical 
basis for creating the Primary Index Scale to derive the final set of 
seriousness weights. After all, the justification for doing so was 
that the ratio scores of seriousness are preserved across the ten 
rater groups.. Sellin and Wolfgang might have selected particular 
groups’ scores to derive the seriousness weights with the selection
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based on theoretical and empirical grounds» An aggregate index scale 
could therefore have been created from the students- and judges■ 
scores; in which case, the theoretical arguments would have.been 
informed by relevant and systematic empirical evidence*



CHAPTER 4

JUVENILES’ EVALUATIONS OF OFFENSE SERIOUSNESS

As part of a larger study concerned with the measurement of 
delinquency and community tolerance, juveniles were asked to evaluate 
the relative seriousness of a variety of criminal and delinquent 
offenses. While that study was not undertaken as a strict replication 
of Sellin and Wolfgang or anyone else, the data on evaluations of 
seriousness are central to the question of normative consensus. The 
form of much of the analysis to follow is thus, quite similar to that 
presented in Chapter 3; namely, the analysis is restricted to the 
types of structural consensus illustrated with Sellin and Wolfgang's 
data. The guiding question of the following analyses is: To what
extent do juveniles of diverse status or structural characteristics 
concur in their evaluations of the seriousness of criminal and 
delinquent offenses?

Data and Procedures.
Questionnaires were administered in the fall of 1975 to 

juveniles in six Arizona high schools, three in a metropolitan area 
and one each in three small rural Arizona towns. The three high schools 
in the metropolitan area (one parochial and two public) are located in 
Tucson SMSA which has a population of over 450,000 persons. Located in 
an adjacent county are the three rural towns with a population range of 

1,200 to 8,000 persons.
87
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The students!- (IT - 3,268) receiving questionnaires represented 

approximately seventy-four percent of the small towns - student body 
and sixty-three percent of the students attending the three Tucson 
schools. Overall, the sample encompassed about sixty-seven percent 
of the available high, school students. One limitation of the sample 
is that it excluded students who were absent the day of the question
naire administration. Another limitation is that the data from the 
three urban schools were collected from students in English and/or 
Social Studies classes. The rural schools allowed either a systematic 
selection of classrooms to cover all grades or allowed the survey to 
be given to all students. Parents cquld withhold permission and 
students could refuse to participate but such outright refussals were 
rare. Despite these limitations,, there is no reason to suspect that 
the sample is unrepresentative in any obvious way.

Although questionnaires- were administered in classroom or 
cafeteria settings, steps were taken.to convince the students of the 
anonymity of their responses. These steps included requesting no 
names, allowing students to exchange questionnaires at the beginning 
of the session, and having them put their own. completed questionnaires 
in a designated collection box. Students were informed that their 
participation was entirely voluntary, and that, any questions they 
did not wish to answer (or could not answer) should remain blank. In 
addition, students were instructed not to interact with each other 
and any questions for clarification or assistance should be addressed 
privately to the person(s) administering the questionnaires.
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The data on.evaluations of seriousness were gathered by means 

of magnitude estimation (ratio) procedures. , Hamblin (1974:64-65) 
presents a concise summary ofthe conventional features of this 
procedure:

1. Use a standard whose level does not impress the observer 
as being either extremely [small] or extremely [large] (i.e., 
use a standard in the middle of the stimulus range).
2. Present variable stimuli that are both above and below 
the standard.
3. Call the standard a number like M O 1 that is easily 
multiplied and divided.
4. Assign a number to the standard only, and leave the 
observer completely free to decide what he will call the 
variable. In particular, do not tell the observer that the 
[smallest] variable is to be called ’1’ or that the 
[largest] variable is to be called some other number . . .  .
5. Use only one standard . . . .
6. Randomize the order of presentation [of the stimuli] . . . .
7. Make the experimental session short, about ten minutes.
8. Let the observer present the stimuli to.himself . . . .
9. Since some estimates may depart widely from those of the 
average observer, it is advisable to use a group of observers 
large enough to produce a stable median. Groups of twenty to 
thirty observers are typically used in psychophysical 
experiments, and these are large enough to obtain parameters 
which vary plus or minus 5 percentage points.

The above stipulations were followed: quite closely in the 
present research, except that the social setting was not a controlled 
experimental situation and offense descriptions were not presented 
in random orders to different groups of students. Nonetheless, there 
is no obvious reason to suspect that those conditions affected the 
final research product. It is worth noting, however, that because 
the questions pertaining to offense seriousness appeared quite late 
in the questionnaire (viz., page 12 of 14 pages), there were many 
students who left several or all of the questions unanswered.
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This may have been due to fatigue, lack qf understanding of the 
instructions, or insufficient’ time to complete the entire questionnaire.

The majority of students (N * 2,370) were asked to give their 
estimates of seriousness to 23 criminal and delinquent offense 
descriptions using another .offense description (i.e,, petty theft) 
as a standard. Students from one of'the urban high schools 
(IT ^ 898) gave estimates to only 20 of those offenses with 3 offenses, 
not allowed because of their ”sexual nature." After giving several 
examples of magnitude estimation procedures using illustrative 
stimuli, the questionnaire Instructions stated: "We would like to
get your ideas concerning hqw'- serious- you f eel certain activities 
are by having you print in some numbers. Now, in the following list 
the number 100 is used, to indicate how- serious stealing something 
worth less than $100 is. What number would you give to each of the 
other acts in the list?"

Students were tqld that any numbers, larger or smaller than 
100 and including decimals, could be used to give their estimates of 
seriousness of the offenses. Thus,, if they believed a particular 
offense was five times more serious than the standard offense, they 
should assign the value of 500 to it. Likewise, if a particular offense 
was viewed as half as serious as the standard, it should be given the 
value of 50. All in all, students did not appear to have any difficulty 
in understanding the basic logic of magnitude estimation procedures.

Because no lower or upper limits were set prior to the rating 
process, students gave all manner of "estimates" to the selected
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offenses from zero to what can be construed as "outlandish" or 
"infinity" values. For purposes gf coding responses, any estimated 
values larger than 9 billion (i.e.,90,000,000 times larger than the 
standard) were treated as the "upper end" of the scale for each 
offense. While obviously an arbitrary number, it appears quite large 
by any reasonable standard and, given that relatively few responses 
even approached this magnitude, would not influence calculated median 

seriousness values.
As already mentioned, there were many questionnaires in which 

estimates were not given for some or all offenses. In other cases, 
non-codeable responses were given, for example, "sometimes serious," 
"somewhat serious," "depends on the.situation."‘ In these latter 
cases, data were treated as missing. For the analyses presented 
herein, a respondent?s. questionnaire was considered complete if 
codeable responses were given for 1) each, of the offenses which 
he/she was asked to respond, and 2) each of several background 
variables —  gender, ethnicity, age, and parents1 educational 
attainment. These restrictions reduced the sample size from 2,370 to 
1,970 (83%) for students responding to 23 offenses and 898 to 747 
(83%) for students responding to 20 offenses for an overall total 
of 2,717 students.

One final point deserves mention. Because of time constraints 
imposed by the classroom setting, and the numerous other items posed 
in the questionnaire, this greatly limited the number of offenses 
which could reasonably he included,. No attempt was made to randomly 
sample a subset from all possible criminal and delinquent offenses.
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In the selection of:offenses, the view was to include a representative 
subset which was presumed to cover the entire range of offenses from 
least to most serious. Of course, a major limitation of this approach 
is that the choice of offenses- included may affect the extent to 
which the respondents- agree (or disagree) in their evaluations of 
those offenses. By excluding certain offenses or including others, 
this may have influenced the amount of consensus subsequently found. -

Total Sample Estimates of Seriousness 
In using magnitude (ratio) estimations, the geometric mean 

and median are recognized as: conventional measures of central tendency. 
The arithmetic mean is not a good choice, because its value is greatly 
influenced by extreme values. Supposedly, the empirical distribution 
of the logarithms- of magnitude estimations is approximately normal 
which suggests the use of the geometric mean as an appropriate 
measure of typicality. Even so, Stevens (1975:269) warns that caution 
should be used in the selection of, the geometric mean, because 
"Outlandish" values can turn up to bias such measures., Baker (1977:907) 
similarly comments that " „ , . the use of a geometric mean for a 
negatively skewed distribution is not advisable, because it gives far 
too much weight to low< scores." Because the median is not affected 
by extremely large qr small values (including zero), Stevens (1975:269) 
and Hamblin (1974:65) suggest its use as the appropriate measure of 
central tendency. While for most of the analyses presented herein, 
medians are used as aggregate measures of seriousness, they will first 
be compared to geometric means.
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Table 7 presents- the descriptions of the 23'- criminal and

delinquent offenses- posed to respondents along with the aggregate
(median and geometric mean) seriousness values for those offenses

1given by the total student sample (N = 2,717), How do the medians 
compare to the geometric means as aggregate measures of seriousness?
The immediate impression is the relatively large differences between 
the medians (column 3) and geometric means (column 5) for some 
offenses. For'12 offenses, the geometric mean is larger than the 
median, while for ll offenses, the contrary is true. It appears that 
the geometric mean is larger than the median for the "more serious" 
offenses and smaller for the "less, serious" offenses. To ..illustrate 
with the two offenses exhibiting the greatest differences, the 
geometric mean is raised by a factor of 2.46 (1721,9:700) relative 
to the median for murder. For sexual intercourse^ the geometric mean 
is lowered by a factor of ,56 (28,2:50) relative to the median.
Overall, the geometric mean is increased (on the average) by a factor 
of 1.27 relative to the median for the 12 offenses for which the 
geometric mean is larger than the median. Alternatively, the 
geometric mean is decreased (on the average) by a factor of .79 
relative to the median for the 11 offenses for which the geometric 
mean is smaller than the median.

1. The geometric mean refers to the nth root of the product 
of the N scores; 4% (X̂ ) (X̂ ) » . , (Xn).» Because the geometric
mean is undefined when any X, is- equal to zero, and the present 
seriousness data contain estimates of zero, a constant factor of +1.0 
was added to each estimate (zero or otherwise) before the geometric 
mean was calculated.



Table. 7. Description of Designated Types qf Criminal and Delinquent Offensgs with Aggregate 
Seriousness Values Given by Juvenile Respondents, Arizona (1975).

Type of Offense Description of Offense
Total
Sample
Medians

Rank of 
Total 
Sample ^ 
Medians

Total 
Sample 

Geometric 
Means.

Rank of 
Total 

. Sample 
Geometric 
Means

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6
Murder Killing someone on purpose. 700.0 23.0 1721.9 23.0
Forcible Rape Forcing someone to have sexual 

intercourse. 312.0 21.5 421.7 22.0
Bribery A government official taking bribes „ 312.0 21.5 420.7 21.0
Price Fixing Businesses getting together and 

fixing prices illegally. 300.0 20.0 386.4 20.0
Armed Robbery Taking money or something by threat

ening someone with a gun, knife 
or other weapon. 200.0 19.0 187.9 19.0

Homosexuality People of the same sex having 
sexual relations. 158.0 18.0 183.6 18.0

Grand Theft Stealing something worth more than 
$100 (not counting shoplifting). 150.0 17.0 152.0 17.0

Auto Theft Taking someone's car without their 
permission. 130.0 16.0 134.3 15.0

VO



Table 7, Continued.

Type of Offense 
Column 1

Drugs

Robbery without 
Weapon

Assault

Burglary

Shoplifting

Vandalism

Marihuana 
Fighting 
Run Away

Description of Offense 
Column 2

Using illegal drugs (excluding 
marihuana).
Taking money or something from 
someone by just threatening them 
(without a weapon).
Beating up or hurting someone on 
purpose.
Breaking into a place to do 
something illegal.
Taking something from a store on 
purpose without paying for it.
Purposely trying to damage someone 
else's property.
Using marihuana.
Getting into fist fights or brawls. 
Running away from home.

Rank of 
Total Total
Sample Sample ^
Medians Medians

Total
Sample

Geometric
Means

Column 3 Column 4 ■ Column 5

128.0 15.0 142.9

120.0 14.0 125.0

110.0 13.0 122.5

105.0 12.0 121.6

100.0 10.5 86.7

100.0 10.5 115.1
90.0 9.0 65.3
75.0 7.5 61.2
75.0 7.5 61.9

Rank of 
Total 
Sample 

Geometric 
Means 

Column 6

16.0

14.0

13.0

12.0 

10.0

11.0
9.0
7.0
8.0

VO
Ln



Table 7* Continued,

Type of Offense Description of Offense
Total
Sample
Medians

Rank of 
Total 
Sample 
Medians

Total
Sample

Geometric
Means

Rank of 
Total 
Sample 

Geometric 
Means

Column r Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6
Drunk Getting drunk On beer, wine, or 

liquor when under the legal age. 60.0 6.0 44.9 6.0
Defiance Disobeying or defying your parents. 50.0 4.0 41.0 5.0
Drinking Drinking beer, wine, or liquor when 

under the legal age. 50.0 4.0 34.4 4,0
Sexual
Intercourse

Males and females haying sexual inter
course when they’re not married, 50.0 4,0 28,2 3,0

Truancy Skipping school without an excuse, 30.0 2.0 27,0 2,0

Smoking Smoking or chewing tobacco. 25,0 1.0 19,4 1.0

a,,Stealing something worth less than $100,f (iye*, petty theft) was the standard offense with - 
the value set at 100,
Ranks vary from 1,0 (least serious) to 23,0 (moat serious).

o\
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Although those differenGes may- not seem large, consider the 

comparison between the most serious offense (murder) and the least 
serious offense (smoking tobacco). Using medians, we conclude that 
murder is viewed as 28. times more serious than smoking (700:25) .
Using geometric mea,hs, however, we conclude that murder is seen as 
approximately 89 times- more serious than smoking (1721.9:19.4).
These comparisons- suggest that the absolute and relative range of 
aggregate seriousness values is much greater for geometric means 
than medians.

Despite these differences, note the close similarity in the 
rank orders of the median and geometric mean offense seriousness 
values (columns 4 and 6), The rank order correlation (Rho) between 
these two sets of values is +.997, The rankings of these offenses 
are also quite similar to those reported in other studies (see 
Newman, 1976 for a review). Overall, the traditional crimes against 
persons and property receive higher seriousness ratings than do 
"crimes without victims," and as presented here, "status offenses." 
Status offenses are activities which are considered violations of the 
law only if committed by a minor«

Although the general rankings of offenses in Table 7 are not 
surprising, it is interesting to see how- some particular offenses 
are evaluated. One offense which may appear "out of line" in these 
rankings is homosexuality which is rated as the sixth most serious 
offense out of 23 offenses,' In fact, homosexuality is estimated to be 
more serious relative to other predatory- street crimes such as grand 
theft, aggravated assault, burglary, Rossi at'al. (1974) found
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just the opposite; namely,.homosexuality was considered to he one 
of the least serious- offenses. It is difficult to account for the 
present finding, except that, during adolescence when sexual identities 
are being established and questioned, young people are highly 
intolerant of what they consider to be sexual deviance or possible 
threats to their own developing self conceptions.

Note that the two offenses which can be considered "white 
collar crimes,” bribery and price fixing, are viewed as. quite serious. 
Bribery receives an aggregate seriousness value (median or geometric 
mean) approximately identical to that of forcible rape, and both 
bribery and price fixing are viewed as more serious, relative to other 
traditional crimes against persons and property (e.g., armed robbery, 
grand theft, auto theft, aggravated assault). Many social observers 
(cf., Wilson, 1975;xxx) believe that "predatory street crime" is 
evaluated as much, more serious than while collar crime. Indeed,
Rossi et al, (1974:227) remark, that their sample of Baltimore residents 
(questioned in 1972) did not regard while collar crimes (e.g., 
embezzlement and price gouging) as particularly serious offenses.
One possible explanation for. the present finding is that the data 
were gathered near the close of the "Watergate Era," a time when 
corporate and governmental deviance of all kinds was being increasingly 
investigated, publicized, and condemned. Thus, the increased 
awareness of the extent and harmful social consequences of such 
wrongdoing may have "inflated" juveniles' estimates of its seriousness.
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Evidence presented elsewhere (Bergesen and Wart, 1979) similarly 
suggests that Watergate was responsible for a significant increase in 
"skepticism" toward the integrity of government and business leaders.

Subgroup Estimates of Seriousness
In their investigation of consensus, Rossi et al, (1974:224) 

remark: "The usefullness gf the [seriousness] ratings . . rests
heavily on the extent to which, significant subgroups: , , . agree with 
each, other. If the disagreement is great, then the seriousness ratings 
reflect individual preference, conditioned perhaps by subcultural.norms, 
but certainly not generalized social norms,." Because their sample was 
relatively small (N = 200), they could " , . only compare a few of
the more complex subgroup combinations" (1974:230). They divided their 
sample into eight subgroups on the basis of gender, ethnicity, and 
educational attainment and then computed correlation coefficients (r) 
between each pair of subgroups? ratings (N = 28 npnredundent 
comparisons).

Following their work, the total student sample here (IT = 2,717) 
was cross^clssstfied into subgroups on the basis of the respondent.^
1) city of residence (urban vs rural), 2) gender (males vs females),
3) ethnicity (Anglos vs non'-Anglos), 4) age (15 year olds and younger 
vs 16 year olds and older), and 5) parents1 educational attainment 
(less than high, school education vs high school education or more).
In this context, parents - educational attainment fs being used to 
represent social class membership and is. based upon the formal education 
of the respondent -s father (or mother or parental surrogate).



Thus, educational attainment of high school or more is considered to 
:signify a "higher" social class position relative to less than high 
school education. It is recognized that this is a crude measure of 
social class membership, hut given the small N ’s for the rural sample 
when partitioned by the: other structural variables, more precise 
distinctions could not be made. This cross^-classification resulted 
in a total of 32 student subgroups which range in size from 25 
(Groups 17 and 22) to 343 (Group 12). As Table 8 indicates, the 
subgroups from the urban sample (Tucson) have the larger N's while 
those from, the rural sample have the smaller N’s,

The tables in Appendix A present the median seriousness values 
given to the selected criminal and delinquent offenses by the 32 
subgroups, The order of offenses in those tables corresponds to the 
order in which they were presented to the student respondents, and 
of course, the median seriousness values are all relative to the 
standard offense, of petty theft which was assigned the value of 100,
As was true for Sellin and Wolfgang1s data, the most striking feature 
of the present data is the variance in the absolute values of the 
medians for certain offenses. Table 9 displays the arithmetic means, 
standard deviations, coefficients of variability, and absolute, ranges 
for each offense computed from the medians of the 32 subgroups.

Given that the stipulated magnitude estimation procedure did 
not limit the range of values to be assigned offenses, it is not 
particularly surprising that the standard deviations are generally
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Table 8. Description of Selected Subgroups of Juvenile Respondents 

Cross-Classified by City, Gender, Ethnicity, Age, and 
Parents' Educational Attainment, Arizona (1975).

Subgroup
Designa

tion Na City Gender Ethnicity Age (in Years)
Parents’ 

Educational 
Attainment

1 57 Urban Male Anglo 15 or less < High School
2 227 Urban Male Anglo 15 or less > High School
3 73 Urban Male Anglo 16 or more < High School
4 335 Urban . Male Anglo 16 or more > High School
5 33 Urban Male Non-Anglo 15 or less < High School
6 62 Urban Male Non-Anglo 15 or less > High School
7 58 Urban Male . Non-Anglo 16 or more < High School
8 70 Urban Male Non-Anglo 16 or more > High School
9 53 Urban Female Anglo 15 or less < High School
10 238 . Urban Female Anglo 15 or less > High School
11 87 Urban Female Anglo 16 or more < High School
12 343 Urban Female Anglo 16 or more > High School
13 26 Urban Female Non-Anglo 15 or less < High School
14 56 Urban Female Non-Anglo 15 or less > High School
15 42 Urban Female Non-Anglo 16 or more < High School
16 43 Urban Female Non-Anglo 16 or more > High School
17 25 Rural ' Male Anglo 15 or less < High School
18 89 Rural Male Anglo 15 or less. > High School
19 45 Rural Male Anglo 16 or more < High School
20 109 Rural Male Anglo 16 or more > High School
21 46 Rural , Male Non-r Anglo 15 or less < High School
22 25 Rural Male Non-Anglo 15 or less > High School
23 67 Rural Male Non-Anglo 16 or more < High School
24 40 Rural Male Non-Anglo 16 or more > High School
25 32 Rural Female Anglo 15 or less < High School
26 104 Rural Female Anglo 15 or less > High School
27 41 Rural Female Anglo 16 or more < High School
28 117 Rural Female Anglo 16 or more > High School
29 36 Rural Female Non-Anglo 15 or less < High School
30 30 Rural :Female Non-Anglo 15 or less > High School
31 80 Rural Female Non-Anglo 16 or more < High School
32 28 Rural Female Non-Anglo 16 or more > High School

^Refers to the number of respondents within each subgroup.
Refers to edcuational attainment of father (or mother or parental 
surrogate) where < High School means less than high school education 
and > High School means high school education or more.
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Table 9, Summary Statistics Based upon Median Seriousness Values Given 

to Designated Types of Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by 
Selected Subgroups of Juvenile Respondents, Arizona (1975).

Type of Offense3

Arithmetic 
Mean of. 
Medians 
Column 1

Standard 
Deviation 
Column 2

Coefficient
of c Variability

Column 3

Absolute 
Range of 
Medians 
Column 4

Murder 638.38 211.75 .332 688.0
Forcible Rape 306.88 122.28 .398 400.0
Bribery 318.00 91.44 .288 378.0
Price Fixing 280.89 55.94 .199 250.0
Armed Robbery 185.77 28.15 .152 150.0
Homosexuality 161.47 : 53.02 .328 240.0
Grand Theft 150.92 25.05 .166 97.0
Auto Theft 124,72 25.80 .207 80.0
Drugs 137.83 37.99 .276 150.0
Robbery without Weapon 115.44 18". 68 .162 51.0
Assault 115.23 ' 28.54 .248 132,0
Burglary 105.36 5.31 .050 20.0
Shoplifting 93.94 8.08 .086 27.0
Vandalism 104.80 9.82 .094 48.0
Marihauna 89.72 26.23 .292 150.0
Fighting 72.75 14.63 .201 50.0
Run Away 76.83 10.82 .141 50.0
Drunk 64.89 16.48 .254 60.0
Defiance 57.16 15.12 .265 65.0
Drinking 55.89 17.73 .317 74.0
Sexual Intercourse 51.41 25.54 .497 90.0
Truancy 37.88 11.43 . 302 41.0
Smoking 27.83 11.63 .418 40.0

^See Table 7 for full description of these offenses. „ .
Computed from medians given by 32 student subgroups (see Appendix A). 
cStandard deviation:arithmetic mean.
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larger for the more serious offenses and smaller for the less, serious 
offenses. According to Stevens <1975$270), this is to.be expected 

. given the nearly universal tendency of error to be relative, 
not absolute. On most physical as well as subjective continua, the 
error grows larger when the magnitude grows larger," .

Adjusting the.standard deviations (column 2) by their 
respective means (column 1), the coefficients of variability (column, 3) 
show that the magnitudes of relative variation are generally larger 
for the most serious and least serious offenses and smaller for most 
offenses falling between these two extremes. The three most serious 
offenses (i.e., murder, rape, bribery) and the four least serious 
offenses (i.e., smoking tobacco, truancy, sexual intercourse, 
drinking) account for seven of the nine (78%) largest values of 
relative variation. Moreover, the three offenses located near the 
center of the seriousness, range (i.e., burglary, shoplifting, 
vandalism) have the smallest values of relative variation. These 
three offenses are estimated to be approximately equal in seriousness 
tp the standard.offense (petty theft) which was assigned the value 
of 100.

These observations indicate that offenses viewed as farthest 
away from the standard offense in either direction generally display 
the most, relative variation in their estimates of seriousness. This 
suggests that respondents have greater difficulty in giving magnitude 
estimates of seriousness to those offenses which are seen as 
"vastly different" from the standard compared to offenses seen as
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"more similar" to the standard. Put otherwise, relative to the 
standard, there is some confusion among respondents regarding how 
much more serious the most serious offenses are and, correlatively, 
how much less serious the least serious offenses are.

If these observations are accurate and. the least serious 
offense (i.e, smoking tobacco) had been used as the standard, then 
as the other.offenses increase in their estimated aggregate 
seriousness values (I.e., diverge from the standard), they would 
likewise increase fn their magnitudes of relative variation. 
Alternatively, had the most serious offense (i.e., murder) been used 
as the standard, then as the offenses decrease in their.estimated 
aggregate seriousness values Oi.e,, diverge from the standard), 
they would increase in their magnitudes of relative variation.

The subgroups’ distributions of median seriousness estimates 
are positively skewed; this reflects the comparatively large median 
values assigned to the most serious offenses (e.g., murder, rape).
When the subgroups’ seriousness distributions (in Appendix A) are 
transformed to log values, however, they approach normality with 
the antilogs pf the log means (i.e., geometric means) and medians 
of the 32 distributions ranging from 86 to 131 and 99 to 110, 
respectively. In fact, 26 (81%) of the transformed seriousness 
distributions provide geometric means which diverge from their 
respective medians by less than fifteen percent. Moreover, 22 (69%) 
of the geometric mesne fall between 86 and 115 while 21 (66%) of 
the medians are exactly 100. This provides strong support for the
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claim that the standard of petty theft (excluded from those
distributions in Appendix A) was indeed, viewed by the subgroups as
the "median offense," i.e,, that offense falling in the middle of
the range of seriousness,

The Investigation of Structural Consensus

Agreement in Rank Ordering of Offense Seriousness
As discussed in Chapter 3, rank order consensus refers to 

agreement between groups in the ranking of criminal and delinquent 
offenses from least to most serious, or in prepositional form: If
the offense seriousness scores for two different groups are ranked and 
compared to each other, there should he a close positive association 
between the two sets of ranks, A close positive association means 
that given the ranks of offense seriousness for one group, the ranks 
of seriousness for the other group can be predicted with a high degree 
of accuracy,

To reiterate, the above proposition does not require perfect 
agreement between groupsf ranks of seriousness- It only specifies a 
close direct association, The degree of rank order consensus can be 
denoted by the direction and size of the rank correlation; thus, the 
greater the positive correlation, the greater the consensus between 
groups in their ranks of offense seriousness.

To what extent do juveniles concur in their rank order 
assignments? The answer is that the student subgroups display 
impressive agreement with each other and with the ranks,given by the
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total student, sample, A detailed summary of the test results from 
the rank order analysis is presented in Table 10, Column 1 shows 
that the rank correlations resulting from the comparisons of each 
subgroup with the total sample, rankings (Table 7, column 4) are 
all exceptionally high with a range from +.865 (Group 21) to +.996 
(Group 27) and a mean correlation’of +.96. In fact, only four 
subgroups (viz.. Groups- 16, 21, 22, 32) have correlations with the 
total sample seriousness ranks lower than +.93.

Support for rank order consensus is just as impressive when 
the subgroups are compared with, each other, Kendall’s coefficient 
of concordance (W) computed across the 32 student subgroups (and 
corrected for tied observations) is +.929, Moreover, out of 496 
nonredundent comparisons among the subgroups, the lowest correlation 
(column 4) is +.725 and the highest (column 5) is +.996 with an 
average correlation of +.93 (median = +.94), Overall, 383 correlations 
(77%) are above +.90, 487 (98%) are above +.80, and all are above 
+.70 —  the level Rossi et si, (1974) selected as the criterion 
for defining inter-group consensus,

To get a visual picture of the results, from the inter-group 
comparisons, those results are displayed graphically in Figure 1. When 
it is remembered that the possible range of correlation values is 
from a low of -1,0 (perfect rank disagreement) to a high of +1.0 
(perfect rank agreement), these results justify the assertion of 
overwhelming agreement among subgroups in their rankings of offenses 
from least to most serious. While none of the comparisons results
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Table 10. Summary of Correlational Analysis Resulting from Comparisons 

of Student Subgroups' Ranks of Median Seriousness Values 
Given to Types of Criminal and Delinquent Offenses,
Arizona (1975)„

Mean Corre-
Sub- Correlation lation(Rho) Lowest Highest

group (Rho) with ^ with Other Standard Corre- Corre-
Desig- Total Sample Subgroups Deviation lation(Rho) lation(Rho) 
nation Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5

1 .985 .946 .032 .850 .991
2 .987 .947 .031 .867 .991
3 .972 .930 .039 .811 .989
4 .989 .946 .037 .829 .996
5 .954 .937 .028 .866 .974
6 ,968 .935 .034 .838 .981
7 .958 .935 .028 .858 .971
8 .991 .950 .034 .844 .996
9 .966 .935 . .035 .801 .979
10 .989 .952 .030 .881 .991
11 .952 .920 .045 .795 .990
12 .952 .920 .046 .787 .990
13 .953 .926 .037 .836 .975
14 .955 .926 .032 .830 .977
15 .972 .946 / .032 .837 .977
16 .892 .869 .055 .725 .965
17 .940 .911 .037 .802 .954
18 .980 .939 .033 .836 .989
19 .978 .942 .035 .861 .987
20 .983 .947 .033 .856 .990
21 .865 .846 .045 .725 .906
22 .896 .871 .045 .748 .927
23 .940 .918 .027 . 845 .952
24 .932 .906 .037 ,803 .964
25 .954 .923 .041 .794 .970
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Table 10. Continued.

Sub
group
Desig
nation

Correlation 
(Rho) with k 

Total Sample 
Column 1

Mean Corre
lation (Rho) 
with Other 
Subgroups 
Column 2

Standard 
Deviation 
Column 3

Lowest 
Corre
lation (Rho) 
Column 4

Highest 
Corre
lation (Rho) 
Column 5

26 .983 .944 .035 .834 .983
27 .996 .955 .030 .861 .991
28 .978 .946 .033 .847 .984
29 ' .956 .936 .027 .857 .974
30 .931 .902 .042 .779 .970
31 .978 .944 .034 .855. , .982
32 .917 . 888 .041 .730 .928 ■

^See Table 8 for description of student subgroups.
Rho correlation resulting from comparison of a designated subgroup’s 
rank seriousness values with the total sample rank seriousness values. 
^Mean correlation. (Rho) resulting from the comparison of a designated 
subgroup1s rank seriousness values with the rank seriousness values 
given by each of the 31 other subgroups (i.e., each mean is based upon 
31 rank order comparisons),



Pe
rc
en
t 

of 
Su
bg
ro
up
 

Co
mp
ar
is
on
s

100

80

50

40

10

- 1.00 -.60.80 -.40 .20 .00 + .20 + . 40 + .60 + .80 +1.00
Values of Correlation (Rho)

Figure 1. Ogive representing cumulative frequency distribution of student subgroup comparisons by
values of correlation (Rho) resulting from nonredundant comparisons (N = 496) of subgroups’ 
rank median seriousness estimates.



110
in perfect agreement (Rho f +1,0)? correlations of the present 
magnitude and consistency indicate that if the rank order of offense 
seriousness for .one group or the total sample — ■ is known, the 
rank order of seriousness for another group can be predicted 
quite accurately,

Variation in Subgroups' Offense Seriousness Ranks. While the 
magnitudes of the above correlations are all consistently large —  

indicating very stable rank: order distributions across subgroups of 
student respondents it is possible that the assigned ranks for 
certain offenses are "less stable" than they are for others. That is, 
some offenses may he contributing disproportionately to the dispersion 
in rank assignments, and hence, contributing to the "less than perfect" 
rank correlations ,< Such variation in rank, assignments can be viewed 
as the extent to which, specific offense ranks are agreed upon. Are 
there certain offenses or types of offenses which evidence less 
stability in their rank assignments? Chilton and DeAmicis (1975:325) 
argue:

. . . there are different degrees of consensus for different 
kinds of offenses. Those which might be described as vic
timizing offenses, those threatening easily ascertainable 
injury to individuals either in the form of physical harm 
or permanent loss of property, are more uniformly assessed 
as serious. A number of vlcflmless offenses, for which 
the harm is apparently less clear or less threatening are 
not only assigned lower scores but also reflect considerable 

. disagreement among respondents as to just how serious. 
they are. (Emphasis added)

Chilton and DeAmicis (1975:325) acknowledge that their
conclusions regarding "lack of consensus” for victimless crimes are
based almost entirely on drug related offenses. They nonetheless
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argue that their work provides/ empirical support for/the emphasis 
placed on the distinction between victimizing offenses and victimless 
offenses. In another' study, Newman (1976:119) concurs with the 
conclusions reached by Chilton and DeAmicis (1975); namely» the offenses 
eliciting the most consensus are the more serious traditional crimes 
(e.g., robbery, incest) yhile less serious victimless crimes (e.g.,
homosexuality, drug use) display less consensus.

/ : ■ . ' . - What about the variation in. student subgroups? offense
seriousness ranks? To obtain a measure of dispersion from the total
sample offense ranks, those fsnks can be Compared with the ranks
assigned by the subgroups. For each offense, the absolute difference
between each subgroup’s' assigned -rank a n d  the' total sample rank is
computed, summed across all subgroups, and divided by 32. This
results"in an "average absolute deviation” from the total sample
rank for each offense. Those values are presented in Table 11
(column 2) along with the total sample ranks (column 1), Alternatively,
"rank means” and standard deviations are computed across the 32

2subgroups’ rank assignments (Table 11, columns 3 and 4).

2. When the ranks of offense seriousness from columns 1 and 3 
are compared, this results in a Rho correlation of +,99, Similarly, 
the comparison of the two measures of rank dispersion from columns 2 
and 4 results in a Rho correlation of +,95, Thus, both rank measures 
of seriousness, as well as- both, measures of rank dispersion, are 
highly related. When the values of columns. 1 and 2 and columns 3 and 
4 are compared separately, however, the obtained Rho correlations 
are -.05 and -.07, respectively. These latter two comparisons 
indicate virtually no rank order association between the rank measures 
of seriousness and the measures of rank dispersion.
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Table 11, .Summary Statistics’Based oa Ranks of Median Seriousness

Values Given'to Designated Types'of Criminal and Delinquent 
Offenses by Selected Subgroups of•juvenile Respondents, 
Arizona (1975).

Type of Offense3,

Total
Sample
Rank

Average 
Absolute . 
Deviation

Average 
Rank Given 
by Student 
Subgroups

Standard
Deviation

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
Murder 23.0 CMO 22,98 .09
Forcible Rape 21.5 1.55 20,33 2.11
Bribery 21.5 .63 21.19 .69
Price Fixing .20.0 , 70 20.64 .73
Armed Robbery 19.0 .81 18.41 1.35
Homosexuality 18.0 2.36 16.66 3.33
Grand Theft 17.0 .64 16.92 .89
Auto Theft 16.0 1.95 14.30 1.82
Drugs 15.0 2.13 15.31 2.59
Robbery without Weapon 14.0 1.69 .13.59 2.05
Assault 13.0 2.11 13,11 2.66
Burglary 12.0 1.48 13.17 1.52
Shoplifting 10.5 .92 10.05 1.41
Vandalism 10.5 1.94 12.41 1.42
Marihuana 9.0 1.89 ,'9.39 2.55
Fighting 7.5 1.38 6.94 1.71
Run Away 7.5 1.11 7.48 1.40
Drunk 6.0 : i.25 5.88 1.63
Defiance 4.0 1.14 4.64 1.36
Drinking 4.0 1.13 4.62 1.44
Sexual Intercourse : 4.0 2.05 4.20 2.56
Truancy 2.0 .59 2.28 .72
Smoking 1.0 .39 1.39 .58
aSee Table 7 for description and seriousness values for these offenses. 
Where the absolute difference between each subgroupfs rank and the 
total sample rank (column. 1) is computed, summed across all 32 
subgroups and divided by 32.
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As suggested'by Chilton and DeAmicis (.1975) and Newman (1976) $, 

Table 11 indicates that several of the "victimless" offenses —  

in particular, homosexuality, sexual intercourse, marihuana and 
drug use —  do have more unstable ranks relative to other "victimizing'’ 
offenses (e.g,, murder, armed robbery, grand theft). To illustrate, 
homosexuality differs from the total sample rank (on the average) by 
2.36 ranks while murder differs by only ,02 ranks. On the other 
hand, not all victimless offenses have less stable rank assignments 
relative to the predatory crimes against persons and property, and 
not all victimizing offenses have equally stable ranks. For example, 
certain status offenses run away, defiance of parents, drinking, 
truancy, and smoking tobacco have comparatively stable ranks while 
the offense of aggravated assault does not.

Taken as a whole then, the victimless sex and drug related 
offenses, as well as the victimizing offense of assault, display the 
least stability in their ranks. When Kendall’s coefficient of 
concordance is recomputed after excluding those latter five Offenses, 
the value of W is increased from +.929 to +,947, While those offenses 
have the least stable ranks, their inclusion in the analysis does 
not decrease the overall extent of rank order agreement by very much.

Agreement in Numerical Degree of Offense Seriousness
Because a high degree of rank order consensus does not insure 

agreement among subgroups in their numerical score assignments, the 
f ollowing analyses'will investigate the extent to which the subgroups1 
sets of median seriousness estimates correspond to the "minimum"
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and "maximum” claims of consensus set forth., in Chapter 3, Again 
referring to Akman, Normandeau„ and Turner (1967::332) , the minimum 
claim:

. . .  is that, when the magnitude scores obtained in any two 
different gyoups are plotted against each other on log-log 
paper, the relationship.betyeen the two sets of scores would 
be linear. This means that a given ratio change in the first 
set of scores would he associated with a ’fixed’ ratio change 
in the second set; i.e., if the seriousness increases ’X ’ 
times in the first group, it would increase ’g’ times in the 
second group, Thie regression equation Y = aX expresses the 
nature of the relationship. The strength of the relationship 
is measured by the Pearson product moment correlation (r) 
which describes the measure of the goodness of fit of the 
least-'square line derived from the regression equation.

The maximum claim (1967:333):
. .. . is that not only would the relationship be linear, but 
also that if the magnitude snores of one group were plotted 
against those of another group on log-log paper, a given ratio 

. change in one group would correspond to an identical ratio 
change in the other . , ,", If a linear relationship is 
assumed between the two sets of scores, the slope (b) of the 
least-square line, which describes the linear relationship, 
is the only number needed to compare the ratios of increase 
in the relative seriousness of the offenses. If the two 
groups agree as to the increase in the ratios of seriousness, 
then the slope would be 1.

The regression equation Y ? aX- is a power function between 
the two sets of ratio data. When the power function is transformed 
tq logarithms, the equation becomes linear [log Y = a + b(log X)].
This means that when the magnitude estimates of seriousness are plotted 
on log-log coordinates, they typically yield a linear plot, and the 
log transformations of the data yield a linear relationship which may 
be analyzed by standard, correlation and regression procedures 
(Hamblin, Jacobsen, and Miller, 1.973:9-12).
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Relative and Absolute Structural CQrisexî us.. The minimum 

claim refers to relative agreement between groups in their ratio 
scores- of offense seriousness: If the offense seriousness scores for
two different groups are compared to each other, there should be a 
close positive loglinear association between the two sets of scores 
in which a given ra,tIo change in one group's scores corresponds to 
a constant ratio change in the other group -s scores. A close positive 
correlation (t) from the loglinear regression equation warrants the 
conclusion that given, the numerical scotes across offenses for one 
group, the offense scores for the other group can be predicted with 
little•error.

. As with the proposition,of rank order consensus, the proposition 
of relative consensus does not require a correlation of unity between 
the two group’s numerical seriousness scores. It only specifies a 
close direct relationship. The degree of relative consensus can be 
denoted by the direction and size of the Pearson correlation; thus, 
the greater the positive correlation, the greater the relative 
consensus between the groups in their ratio scores of offense 
seriousness.

The maximum claim refers to absolute agreement between groups 
in the ratios of increase in their offense seriousness scores: If
the offense seriousness scores for two different groups are compared 
to each other, there should be a close positive loglinear association 
between the two sets of scores in which a given ratio change in o n e  
group’s scores corresponds to an identical ratio change in the other
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group’s scores, The claim of consensus in the ’’ratios of seriousness” 
is another way of saying that the ratios of seriousness are preserved 
intact across groups of raters.

Note that unlike relative consensus, absolute agreement 
requires that the increase in the ratios of seriousness be unity 
(i.e., b = 1,0), Moreover, it is clear that support for the relative 
consensus proposition is a necessary, although not a sufficient,. 
condition for absolute consensus.

Assessing Relative Consensus, How- well does the loglinear 
model describe the relationship among the subgroups’ sets of 
seriousness scores ? Using the total sample median seriousness 
estimates as a basis for comparison, the answer is that there is 
substantial relative agreement in their ratio scores. Table 12 
(column 1) presents correlations from the loglinear regression 
equation for each subgroup compared with the total sample. Those 
correlations range from +.865 (Group 21) to +.993 (Group 10) with a 
mean correlation of +,95, In fact, only eight subgroups have 
correlations lower than +.93 (Groups 3, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 32).

Support for the proposition of relative consensus is just as , 
strong when each subgroup is compared separately with every other 
subgroup (N = 496 nonredundent comparisons), Table 12 shows that 
the lowest correlation (’column 4) is +,708 and the highest (column 5) 
is +.991 with an average correlation of +.91 (median = +.92). Out of , 
496 total correlations, 321 (65%) are above +.90, 477 (96%) are above 
+.80, and all are above +.70. These inter-group comparisons are
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Table 12. Summary of Correlational Analysis Resulting from Comparisons 

of Student Subgroups * Median Seriousness Values.Given to 
Types of Criminal and Delinquent Offenses, Arizona (1975).

Mean Corre-
Sub- Correlation(r) latlonCr) Lowest Highest
group with ^ with Other Standard Corre- Corre-
Desig- Total Sample Subgroups Deviation lation(r) lation(r) 
nation Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5

1 .972 .926 .032 .832 .974
2 .978 .938 .031 .873 .986
3 .916 .882 .054 .751 .970
4 .981 .936 .035 .825 .991
5 .966 .926 .035 .856 .978
6 .963 .928 .029 .876 .974
7 .959 .909 .047 .781 .964
8 .976 .938 .035 .814 .986
9 .961 .905 .052 .790 .965
10 . .993 .945 .037 .862 ) .980
11 : .973 .920 .047 .798 .990
12 .979 .928 .047 .804 .990
13 .954 .909 .035 .826 .966
14 .968 .924 .043 .820 .980
15 .970 .926 .040 .786 .972
16 .934 .890 .052 .752 .967
17 .903 .868 .047 .744 .933
18 .981 .937 .032 .865 .981
19 .924 .891 .047 . 785 .971
20 .979 .936 .033 .847 .991
21 .865 .822 .041 .708 . . 891
22 .880 .855 .048 . 771 .932
23 .920 .888 . 033 .819 .948
24 .924 .883 .036 .784 .933
25 .950 .900 .054 .771 .960



118
Table 12. Continued.

Sub
group
Desig- . . a nation

Correlation(r) 
with , 

Total Sample

Mean Corre
lation (r) 

with Other 
Subgroups

Standard
Deviation

Lowest 
Corre
lation (r)

Highest 
Corre
lation (r)

. Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5
26 .976 .925 .043 .842 .978
27 .984 .938 .036 .825 .980
28 .979 .931 .039 .820 .980
29 .965 .923 .030 .831 .970
30 .942 .892 .040 ,784 .966
31 .968 .922 .047 .826 .978
32 .893 .865 .048 .708 .928

^See Table 8 for description of student subgroups.
Pearson correlation (r) resulting from the loglinear regression 
equation [log y = a + b (log x)] where "y" represents a subgroup’s 
median seriousness values regressed on'"x," the total sample median 
seriousness values. 

cMean Pearson correlation (_r) resulting from the loglinear regression 
equation [log y = a + b (log x)] where "y” represents a designated 
subgroup's median seriousness values regressed on "x," the median 
seriousness values given by each of the other 31 subgroups (i.e., 
each mean is based upon 31 loglinear comparisons).
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displayed graphically in Figure 2; it is clear that those correlations 
are all exceedingly large when compared to the possible range of 
values' that they could take.

While there is some variance in the obtained correlations, 
overall there is consistent and pervasive relative agreement across 
student subgroups in their ratio scores of offense seriousness. Thus, 
a. given ratio change in one group’s set or the total sample's set — - 
of seriousness scores is associated with a fixed ratio change in 
another group's set of scores. In other words, given the numerical , 
scores (medians) for one group (or the total sample), the scores for 
another group can be determined with a high degree of accuracy.

As with the rank order analysis, the analysis here shows that 
the two subgroups in least agreement with the other subgroups’ ratings 
-- and the total sample ratings ■«— are Group 21 and Group 22 (i.e., 
younger rural non-Anglo males). A comparison of those two subgroups' 
ratings with the total sample pinpoints the areas of least agreement.
To illustrate., for certain offenses of violence against persons —  

forcible rape, assault, fighting —  both groups' median seriousness 
estimates are ranked lower than those of the total sample (or most of 
the other subgroups).

For these two rural subgroups of male respondents, their 
views toward selected offenses against persons suggest a localized 
subculture of violence where conceptions of masculinity and aggression 
or "toughness” against others may be intertwined, This certainly is 
consistent with the older "Wild West" sterotype where manliness was 
contingent upon one's physical ability to take care of oneself
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and others,. . This, pattern, d o n o t  prevail., hQweyer, among all male 
subgroups from the rural sample. And, even those two, subgroups display 
a high degree of overall agreement with the other subgroups and the 
total sample in their evaluations of criminal and delinquent offenses.

Assessing Absolute Consensus. While the numerical seriousness 
scores of any subgroup can be predicted quite well from knowledge 
of another subgrQup’s scores, and a straight line (on log-log coordi
nates) can adequately describe the form of the relationship among the . 
subgroups - seriousness scores, this does not mean that the subgroups 
concur in the absolute values, and hence the ratios of increase, from 
offense to offense. In other words, even perfect prediction of 
seriousness scores across subgroups does not insure equal or equivalent 
ratio sclaes. To the extent that the estimated slope from the 
loglinear regression equation departs from unity (b f 1.0), this 
represents a divergence from equivalent ratio scales and absolute 
consensus. This is shown graphically in Figure 3 where several 
hypothetical models of relative consensus are displayed. Each slope 
represents the bivariate plot of seriousness scores (on log-’log 
coordinates) from two different groups (Group Y on the vertical axis 
plotted against Group X on the horizontal axis).

Note first that, by definition, the value of 100 lies on each 
of the hypothetical slopes; that is, the slopes intersect at that point. 
This is because the value of 100 units of seriousness is the same for 
both groups petty theft as the standard offense was assigned that 
value prior to the rating process; While the estimates of seriousness 
for other offenses may be quite different, the value of 100 assigned



Gr
ou
p 

Y'
s 

Se
ri
ou
sn
es
s 

Es
ti
ma
te
s

122

3000 

2000

1000 
800

600 

400

200

100 
80

60 

40

20 

10
10 20 30 40 60 80 100 200 400 600 1000

Group X ’s Seriousness Estimates

Figure 3. Hypothetical models of relative and absolute ratio consensus 
representing bivariate plots (on log-log coordinates) of 
group Y's seriousness estimates (vertical axis) with group 
X's seriousness estimates (horizontal axis).

50~

0.01.0
0.0

25~ 2.0



123
to petty theft is:theoretically constant, This means that if we-' 
assume a linear fit to the seriousness scores given to offenses by 
Group X and Group Y, and both groups* estimates are approximately 
identical at 100, then any observed slope must rotate in either 
direction about that.point.

Slope A in Figure 3 represents the -'ideal model" of absolute 
ratio consensus while the other slopes represent various degrees of 
departure from absolute consensus (i.e,, only relative consensus). In ' 
the former case, for any ratio change in Group X*s seriousness scores, 
there is an identical ratio change in. Group Y's scores. If Group X 
believes that rape is 10 times more serious than drug use (i.e.,
500:50), Group Y concurs in that belief. This statement is not true 
of any other slope in Figure 3.

As the slope rotates clockwise from 1.0, its value becomes
smaller until it approaches 0.0 —  a horizontal line as depicted by
Slope B» As the value of b decreases, from 1.0, the ratio increase in
seriousness across offenses for Group Y becomes smaller relative to
the ratio change in Group X's scores. If the obtained slope is .25
(Slope C) when Group Y's.scores are regressed on Group X !s scores,
this means that while Group X views rape as 10 times more serious

.25than drug use. Group Y views rape as only 1,78 times CIO' ) more
serious than drug use. This is due to the smaller variance and 
absolute range in seriousness estimates given by Group Y. Put 
otherwise, Group Y^s smaller seriousness estimates (those smaller 
than 100) are larger in absolute value than those given to the same 
offenses by Group X, while their larger estimates (those larger than 100)
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are smaller in.absolute value than those given to the same offenses, 

by. Group X. Thus/ the ratios between the seriousness estimates for 
any two particular offenses must be smaller for Group Y.

When the slope rotates counter-clockwise from 1.0, its value 
becomes larger than 1.0 until it theoretically could approach an almost 
vertical line -- thus indicating that the ratios of seriousness 
increase faster for.Group Y relative to Group X. If the obtained slope 
is 2,0 (Slope D) when Group Y(s scores are regressed on; Group X's 
scores, this means that while Group X views rhpe as 10 times more

Oserious than drug use. Group Y views rape as 100 times (10^) more 
serious than drug use. This signifies a larger variance and absolute 
range in seriousness estimates across offenses for Group Y. In this 
case. Group Y ’s smaller seriousness estimates (those smaller than 100) 
are smaller than those given to the same offenses by Group X, while 
their larger estimates (those.larger than 100) are larger than those • 
given to the same offenses by Group X. Thus, the ratios between the 
seriousness estimates for any two particular offenses must be larger 
for Group Y,

How well do the student subgroups’ estimates of seriousness 
meet the assumptions of absolute ratio (numerical) consensus? Using 
the total sample medians as the basis for prediction, a summary of 
the results from the loglinear regression analysis is presented in 
Table 13. Column 1 repeats the values of jr while columns 2 and 3 give 
the regression coefficients (b and a) from the loglinear regression 
of each subgroups’ seriousness estimates with the total sample 
estimates. The values in column 4 are the subgroups' predicted
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Table 13, Summary of Loglinear Regression Analysis Resulting from

Comparisons of Student. Subgroups’ Median Seriousness Values 
with Total Sample Median Seriousness Values, Arizona (1975)»

Correlation(r) Predicted Value
with . for ■

Subgroup Total Sample Slope Intercept. Standard Offense0
Designation3, . Column 1 Column 2 Column... 3 Column 4

: 1 .972 : .98643 .00489 . 95
2 .978 1.14564 : -.29588 99
3 .916 1.04519 -.16963. 85
4 .981 1.22561s -.49350 91
5 .966 .79887s .43380 108
6 .963 .95336 .13930 110
7 .959 .67620s . .61833 93
8 .976 1.20063d -.40680 99
9 .961 .94187 .08745 94
10 .992 .99076 .05977 110
11 .973 1.04462 -.09491 99
12 .979 1.05452 -.09651 103
13 .954 .75448s .58196 123
14 .967 .84553d .35807 110
15 .970 1.01024 -.08829 86
16 .934 1.09125 -.18853 99
17 .903 .88721 .17499 90
18. .981 1.02923 -.02297 108
19 .923 1.15058 -.40537 : 80
20 .979 1.26648s -.54714. 97
21 .865 .65908s .72899 110
22 .880 .60799s .78191 99
23 .920 .74824d .42477 85
24 .924 .49762s .98895 96
25 .949 .84357d .27818 92
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Table 13. .. Continued.

Subgroup
Correlation (r ) 

with £ 
Total Sample Slope Intercept

Predicted Value 
for

Standard Offense0
Designation Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4

. 26 .976 1.06189 —.08469 109
27 .984 1.03441 -.06651 101
28 .979 .99095 ,05348 108
29 .965 .72678e .57466 107
30 .942 .94603 .10071 98
31 .968: .75413s .53059 109
32 .893 .94339 .18231 117

f'See Table 8 for description of student subgroups.
Pearson correlation (r) resulting from the loglinear regression 
equation, [log y = a + b (log x)] where "y" represents a subgroup’s 
median seriousness values regressed on "x," the total sample median 
seriousness values. 
cUsing the obtained values for the slope (column 2) and the intercept 
(column 3)> this is the antilog of the predicted value for the 
standard offense (petty theft) where the total sample value is 100 
(log value =2.00).
Slope is significantly different from unity at .05 level. 

eSlope is significantly different from unity at .001 level.



. 127
values for the standard offense of petty theft where the total sample 
value is 100. Recall that, if a linear relationship.(on log-log 
coordinates) is assumed between the subgroups’ seriousness estimates 
and the total sample estimates, those predicted values should all be 
approximately 100 regardless of the obtained slope values. That is, 
the obtained slopes should intersect and rotate about that point. This 
assumption is supported quite well; 22 (69%) of the subgroups’ 
predicted values for the standard diverge from 100 by ten percent or 
less while 30 (94%) diverge from, 100 by twenty percent or less.^

The values in column 2 show that the smallest and largest slopes 
are approximately .50 (Group 24) and 1.26 (Group 20). This means that* 
relative to the total sample, the ratios of seriousness increase at a 
slower rate for Group 24 and at a faster rate for Group 20 as shown 
graphically in Figure 4. While murder is viewed as 28 times (700:25) 
more serious than smoking by the total sample (horizontal axis).

3. Although not entirely obvious, these results suggest a 
similarity to the earlier discussion (see pages 100-104) where 
the designated offenses were compared according to their magnitudes 
of relative variation. There, it was found that the offenses whose 
median seriousness estimates approached the value of 100 (i.e., the 
standard offense) tended to have the least amount of relative variation 
in their seriousness estimates given by the 32 student subgroups. 
Alternatively, offenses whose seriousness values departed the most 
from the standard (i.e., 100) tended to have the largest magnitudes 
of relative variation. To the extent that the slopes from the loglinear 
regression equation in Table 13 (column 2) do not equal unity (b f 1.0), 
we would expect that the subgroups’ predicted seriousness values would 
indicate that the most and least serious offenses generally evidence 
the most relative variation while offenses closer to the standard 
would have the least relative variation.
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5 0that predicted ratio is approximately 5 (289 or 254;48) for

. 1 9 A ' .Group 24 and 67 (28 or 1138:17) for Group 20,
A closer look at column 2 shows that many of the other slopes 

are quite close to unity with 15 (47%) falling between .90 and 1.10. 
Using the Student t-tests for assessing the hypothesis that the obtained 
slopes equal unity (b - 1.0), 18 (56%) of the slopes, are not statis
tically different from 1.0 at the .05 level. At the .001 level, 22.
(69%) are not different from unity. Using analysis of covariance to 
assess the "homogeneity of slopes assumption" in a single test, the ; 
results indicate that the use of separate slopes for the subgroups 
accounts for only 2.7 percent additional explained variance in the 
prediction of the total sample estimates over the use of a common slope.

While comparatively little additional explained variance is 
being accounted for by the separate slopes model, the results are 
nonetheless statistically significant (F = 6.44; P < .001).
This suggests that there are some comparisons between subgroups and 
the total sample which should not be characterized by a common slope.
In other words, the estimated slope is contingent upon which compari
sons are being made.

The separate t-tests and analysis of covariance test show 
that the subgroups displaying the most consistent departures from 
the ideal model of absolute consensus are rural non-Anglo males (see 
Table 13, column 2 for Groups 21 through 24), and to a lesser extent, 
rural non-Anglo females (Groups 29 through 32). For these eight 
subgroups, their ratios of seriousness increase at a. slower rate —  

and in six cases, significantly slower —  relative to the increase
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in seriousness for the total sample. The predicted ratio increase 
in seriousness between any two offenses is smaller for these subgroups; 
they view the less serious offenses as more serious;, and alternatively,
they view the more serious offenses as less serious relative to the .
total sample. When these eight.subgroups’ estimates of seriousness 
are regressed on the total sample estimates in a single test, the
obtained slope is .74 (a = .53; _r = +.89) which is significantly 
different from unity (P < .001).

While there is some variance or divergence in these slopes 
across the student subgroups, the overall conclusion is that there is 
considerable absolute agreement among most subgroups in their numerical 
estimates -- and hence, their ratio changes — > of seriousness across 
offenses. When it is remembered that the obtained slopes could 
conceivably diverge from unity by rotating, from a horizontal line to 
an almost vertical line and still meet the minimum claim of relative 
consensus, these overall results are indeed impressive.

The Question of Normative Consensus Among Individuals
The previous analyses have relied exclusively.on multiple 

comparisons of student subgroups’ estimates of seriousness to assess 
certain types of structural consensus, it should be remembered that 
such aggregate estimates are summary measures of central tendency 
which may be masking a great deal of individual variation in their 
estimates of seriousness* This is not to say that using aggregate 
scores for "group" estimates of seriousness is somehow invalid. It is 
misleading, however, to imply (as do Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964:268)
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that individual group members agree without conducting appropriate
empirical inquiry. Baker (1977:916-917) writes:

Psychophysical methods, especially magnitude estimation, 
apparently can be used in the study of social phenomena such 
as attitudes or social perceptions. However, the problems 
of individual variability and the use of aggregated data 
demand much more replication of studies . . ,.. Cumulation 
of knowledge on the normal amount of variability in different 
substantive areas may help to establish confidence limits for 
claims about the applicability of models based on aggregated 
data. Or, such knowledge may simply rule out altogether the 
use of statistical averages, except for exploratory 
cross-cultural studies. Both the ability of individuals to 
give precise yet valid magnitude estimates Of social phenomena 
are matters for empirical analysis. (Emphasis added)

Baker might have added that these remarks are just as applicable to
category rating scales as they are to magnitude estimation procedures.

It appears that only two studies have investigated consensus 
at the individual level; that* is, the extent to which individual 
respondents concur in their evaluations of offense seriousness. In a 
"replication" of Sellin and Wolfgang's research using magnitude 
estimation procedures, Lesieur and Lehman (1975) address the issue of 
structural versus individual agreement. They conclude that, with their 
sample of New England college students (N - 563), there is considerable 
consensus across subgroups of raters (1975:77). They point out, however, 
that when individuals' estimates of seriousness are compared, there is 
no evidence of consensus.

Because Lesieur and Lehman rely on visual inspection of 
scatter-plots comparing only two offenses at a time, it is impossible 
to determine how little (or much) agreement there is among individual 
respondents across all offenses. Nonetheless, they give the 
impression that any departure from absolute agreement in individual
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ratio scores or rank orders, when comparing two offenses at a time, 
warrants the conclusion that consensus is lacking. Certainly, this is: 
a quite stringent requirement. If required, investigators would be 
hard pressed to argue that any agreement exists between individuals 
(or groups) in their evaluations of criminal and delinquent offenses.
In any event, Lesieur and Lehman are tacitly assuming consensus to be 
a qualitative phenomenon (1.e., either present or absent) rather than 
a quantitative variable.

The second study to focus on individual agreement was reported
by Rossi et al. (1974:235), They write:

To obtain a measure of the degree to which individual 
respondents agreed with each other, a correlation was computed 
between each respondent’s ratings and the average ratings 
given by the entire sample. Thus for each respondent, 
the scores given to the eighty criminal act descriptions he 
or she rated were paired off with the average ratings given to 
those acts by the entire Baltimore sample.

Of the two hundred correlations so computed, 195 (98%) 
were positive, covering a range from -.78 to .86. The 
average correlation was ,54 with a standard deviation of
.23. In short, even On the individual level where we can „
expect to find idiosyncratic factors at work, there is a 
great deal of agreement between individuals and the total 
sample.

Accepting these authors' claim of considerable agreement 
between individuals’ estimates and, the total sample estimates of 
seriousness (i.e., individual consensus), a. question remains: Would the
amount of agreement be essentially the same if. magnitude estimation 
procedures had been employed rather than categorical ratings in which 
seriousness estimates were truncated at the/upper end of the scale 
(viz., equating "most serious" with a value of "9")? Put otherwise.
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when individuals are allowed to select any range of values to represent 
their evaluations of offense seriousness, would the findings indicate 
considerable consensus?

To shed some light on these issues, it was decided to follow 
the lead of Rossi et al <, (1974) and compare each respondents/ set of 
seriousness estimates to those computed for the total student sample 
(Table 7). It is true that each individual? s estimates contribute 
to the total sample median estimates and, hence, the two sets of values 
are not strictly independent. Nonetheless, it is also true that 
deleting any particular individualT s scores in the calculation of the 
total sample medians, would have very little, if any, influence on 
those median values. When comparing individuals' seriousness values to 
those of the total sample, the question becomes: How much individual
agreement is there with the median seriousness estimates calculated 
for the total student sample? Put another way, to what extent do the 
individual respondents agree in their evaluations of offense seriousness 
To answer those questions, the analysis here is limited to rank order 
agreement and relative ratio agreement.

When each individual's set of seriousness values is ranked and 
compared to the rank of the total sample medians, this results in 2,717 
comparisons. The obtained Rho correlations range from -.85 to +.98 
with a mean of +. 68 (median = +. 78) and a standard deviation of .31. 
Moreover, 2,578 (95%) correlations are positive with 1,810 (67%)



- Z:"V ■ •. . ' 1344above +.70. Similarly, when each individuals s set of seriousness
values is compared to the total sample medians using the loglinear
regression model [i.e., log y = a + b (log x)] from the structural
consensus analysis, this results in 2,717 correlations (r) which
range from -.80 to +.96. The average correlation is +.66 (median =
+.75) with a standard deviation of .30. Finally, 2,575 (95%)

5correlations are positive with 1,703 (64%) above +.70.
■ ' ' « - - . .

These results indicate that, even on the individual level where
there is a good deal of variation in normative evaluations of illegal
behaviors, there emerges a striking amount of social agreement. To get
a better understanding of just how widespread this normative agreement
is among individuals,, these results are displayed graphically in
Figures 5 and 6. Using the total sample medians as the basis for
comparison, juveniles display (on the average) an extensive degree of
rank order consensus and relative ratio consensus in their judgments
of seriousness.

Despite the magnitudes of overall individual agreement, there 
are still many respondents who evidence very little agreement with the

4. Those respondents (U = 139) actually displaying some degree 
of disagreement with the total sample ranked medians (i.e., Rho with a 
negative sign) have an overall mean.of -.37. Alternatively, those 
respondents (U- 2,578) displaying some degree of agreement with the 
total sample ranked medians have a mean correlation of +.74.

5. As with the rank order analysis, those respondents (N = 142) 
displaying some degree of disagreement with the total sample medians 
have a mean correlation of -.36 while those respondents (N = 2,575) 
showing some degree of agreement with the total sample medians have
a mean correlation of +.72.
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total sample medians. In fact, there are individuals whose values of 
correlation suggest that they actually disagree -*-■ and in some cases 3 
quite strongly —  with those median estimates of seriousness. 
Unfortunately, it is impossible to.say with any certainty.whether those 
latter individuals should be termed ’’ideological deviants" —  deviants 
in the sense that their evaluations of seriousness depart considerably 
from the "general normative trend,” Obvious alternative interpretations 
are that they simply misunderstood the data gathering procedures 
and/or the questionnaire items themselves, or they purposely gave 
"erroneous" responses- Of course, such possibilities are not unique 
to the present study; these are common problems which continuously 
haunt survey research. At best, the investigator can only hope that 
such "errors" are randomly distributed among the sampled respondents 
rather than systematically related to particular characteristics of 
those respondents (e.g., gender, ethnicity).

Assuming that the obtained individual correlations do measure 
the extent of agreement (or disagreement) with the general normative 
trend (i.e., total sample medians), the immediate question is; Are 
there status characteristics of these respondents which.account for 
the variation in the degree of such agreement? Or, more importantly, 
how well do status characteristics of individual respondents account for 
that variation? To answer those questions, a multiple regression 
analysis was conducted using each respondent’s obtained correlation 
values (Rho and r) as separate dependent variables. The five status
characteristics identifying subgroup membership in the earlier struc^v " ' . . . /
tural analyses are used here as "dummy" independent variables and are



coded as follows: 1) city (1 = urban, Q = rural)^ 2) gender (1 =
female, 0 = male), 3) ethnicity (1 = Anglo, 0 = non-Anglo), 4) age 
(1 = 16 and older, 0 = 15 and younger), and 5) parents1 educational 
attainment (1 = high school education or more, 0 = less than high school 
education). The results from this analysis are presented in.Table 14 
and Table 15.

The first step in the analysis was to entertain two models 
depicting the effects of city, gender, ethnicity, age, and parents* 
educational attainment on the computed agreement values (Rho and r)
(see Table 14). The '"full model" includes the direct effects of the . 
independent variables and all possible interaction effects (first- 
through fourth-order), while the "restricted model" is limited to the
direct effects only. The full model results in an obtained R value

2 2 of .309 (R = .095) and .300 (R = .090) for rank order agreement
and relative ratio agreement, respectively. The restricted model

2 2 results in an obtained R value of .288 (R = .083) and ,277 (R = .077)
for the two types of agreement. For both rank order agreement and
relative ratio agreement, the difference between the full and restricted
models (i.e., the inclusion of the interaction terms in the full model)
adds very little in explained variance to that associated with the
restricted model —  approximately 1.3 percent in both cases.

Second, because the full model accounts for very little 
additional explained variance over that of the restricted model, it 
was decided to consider only the more parsimonious models depicting 
the direct effects of the independent variables. When the standardized 
partial regression coefficients from the. restricted model are examined
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Table 14. Two Multiple Regression Models Depicting the Effects of City 

of Residence (C), Gender.(G), Ethnicity (E), Age (A), and 
Parents’ Educational Attainment (Ed) on Degree of Rank Order 
Agreement (Rho) and Relative Ratio Agreement (r) with Total 
Sample Median Offense Seriousness Values Given by Arizona 
Juveniles (1975).

Type of 
Agreement . Model R R2

Degrees of 
Freedom F—Value P

Rank Order Full* .309 .095 31; 2685 9.430 <.001
Agreement

Restricted^ .288 .083 5; 2717 49.185 <.001
Difference0 .012 26; 2685 . 1.420 >.050

Relative Full3, .300 ,090 31; 2685 8.885 <.001
Ratio
Agreement Restricted .277 .077 5; 2717 . 45.333 <.001

Difference0 .013 26; 2685 1.530 <.050

aY(Rho or r) = a + b^(C) + b2(G) + b3(E) + b^(A) + bg(Ed)
+ bg(C-G) + b7(C-E) + bg(C-A) + bg(C-Ed) > b^q(G-E)
+ b11(G-A) + b12 (G-Ed) + b13(E-A) + b^(E-Ed) + b ^  (A-Ed) 
+ b16(C-G-E) + b17(C-G-A) + b18(C-G-‘Ed) >  b^g(G-E-A)
+ b20(G-E-Ed) + b21(G-A-Ed) -h b22(G-E-A) + b23(G-E-Ed)
+ ^24 CC5-A-”Ed) -H b2^ (E~A*̂ Ed) 4- b2^ (C—G—E-̂ A) 4- E—Ed)
4= b2g (C-G-A-’Ed) 4° b2g (C-̂ E—A—Ed) 4- b^Q (G—Ê -A—Ed)
4= b^^ (C-rG”E-̂ A-”Ed) •

(Rho or r) = a + b^(G) + b2(G) + b3(E) + b^(A) + b^(Ed).
^Difference between the full the restricted models.



Table 15. Restricted. Multiple Regression Model Depicting the Direct Effects of Selected Individual 
Characteristics on Degree of Rank order Agreement (Rho) and Relative Ratio Agreement (r) 
with Total Sample Median Offense Seriousness Values Given by Arizona Juveniles (1975),a

Rank Order Agreementtr--------— Relative Ratio AgreementC

Independent Simple r

Standardized
Partial

Regression
Coefficient P Simple r

Standardized
Partial

Regression
Coefficient P

Variables : Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6
City (1 - urban) .186 .14041 <.001 .188 .14740 <.001
Gender (1 - female) .045 .03939 <,050 .071 .06606 <.001
Ethnicity (1 = Anglo) .224 .16944 <.001 .205 .14956 <.001
Age (1 = 16 +) ,050 .05261 <.010 .034 .03656 <.050
Parents' Education 

(1 = H.S. +) .162 .08814 <.001 .153 .08311 <.001
9.^See Table 14 for description of "full" and "restricted" regression models *
Where each individual1s correlation value with total sample medians is regressed on five 
independent variables; R = .288.
Where each individual1s 2: correlation value with total sample medians is regressed on five 
^independent variables; R = .277.
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental surrogate).
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in Table 15 (columns 2 and 5), they indicate that each independent
variable attains statistical, significance at the < ,05 level. Given
the relatively large sample size upon which these coefficients are
based (N = 2,717), this is not particularly surprising. A further
examination of those coefficients, and simple. r/ s (columns 1 and 4)
suggests that those variables make a differential contribution to the
overall explained variance in individual agreement values. While the

2above restricted model provies an obtained R value of .288 (R = .083)
2and .277 (R = .077) for rank order agreement and relative ratio

agreement, respectively, a. model which includes only ethnicity and
‘ 2 2 city has an obtained R value of ,270 (R = .073) and ,259 (R = .067).

In both cases, the difference between the two models (i.e., including 
gender, age, and parents' educational attainment) accounts for only 
approximately 1,0 percent additional explained variance.

These findings indicate that, for both rank order agreement 
and relative ratio agreement, urban youth and Anglo youth are more 
inclined to display agreement with the general normative trend (i.e., 
total sample median seriousness values) than are their rural and 
non-Anglo counterparts. Also suggested by these findings is the obser
vation that females (relative to males), older youth (relative to 
younger youth), and youth whose parents completed at least a high 
school education (relative to youth whose parents did not) are more 
likely to show agreement with the total sample medians.

Excluding the comparatively small gender and age differences 
(see Table 15, columns 1 and 2, 4 and 5), we find that juveniles 
who express the most agreement with the general normative structure
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are exactly those who belong the the purported dominant groups within
American society (i.e., Anglos, urban residents, and youth of more
highly educated parents), These results are also similar to the
patterns of agreement found from the individual analysis reported by
Rossi et al. (1974:236,. Table 6). He reports that Anglos (whites)
and those of a higher educational attainment are.more likely to display.
agreement with the general normative trend (i.e., total sample estimates
of seriousness) than are non-Anglos (blacks) and those of a lower
educational attainment. These two studies thus suggest that there is
a small but consistent tendency for those belonging to the dominant
status groups within American society to share a higher level of relative
agreement in their normative evaluations of criminal conduct compared
to those who belong to less dominant status groups.

Nonetheless, the general conclusion from the present analysis 
is that the effects'of these status characteristics upon the extent of 
individual agreement are small. At best, the direct effects of these 
variables account for only approximately 8.3 percent of the total 
variance in agreement values, while a totally saturated model which 
includes the direct effects and all possible interaction effects 
accounts for roughly 9.5 percent of the total variance. It should thus 
be emphasized that the status characteristics, are explaining little of 
the variance in individual agreement.

6. The present research.is not directly comparable to that of 
Rossi et al. (1974) for the following methodological reasons:
1) difference in number of offenses which were evaluated, 2) difference 
in offense descriptions, 3) questionnaire versus interview, and 
4) magnitude estimation procedure versus categorical rating technique.
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Summary and. Conclusion

This chapter has focused primarily on-multiple comparisons 
of the median seriousness estimates given to certain criminal and 
delinquent offenses by selected subgroups of juvenile respondents from 
Southern Arizona subgroups defined on the basis of city of resi-’ 
dence, gender, ethnicity, age, and parents/ educational attainment.
Even when the respondents are allowed to give any range of values to 
depict their judgments of seriousness, the analysis has shown 
the following.

First, there is consistent and strong support for rank order 
consensus among the student subgroup comparisons with a mean correlation 
(Rho) of +.93 (median = +.94). This means that if the rank order 
distribution of offense seriousness for one group is known, the rank 
order for another group can be predicted with a high degree of 
accuracy. .

The second conclusion is that there is extensive support of 
a loglinear relationship between the ratio seriousness scores among 
the subgroups with a mean correlation (r) of +.91 (median = +.92).
This has been referred to as the minimum claim of relative ratio 
consensus—  a given ratio change in one group’s set of seriousness 
scores corresponds to a fixed ratio change in. another group.’ s scores.

The third conclusion is that there is considerable (although, 
not total) support for the maximum claim of equivalent ratio scales 
or absolute consensus ■—  a given ratio change in one group’s set of 
seriousness scores corresponds to an identical ratio change in another 
group’s scores. Using the total sample seriousness estimates as the
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basis for predicting the subgroups’ scores, the hypothesis that the 
obtained slopes from the loglinear regression equation equals unity 
(b: = 1. 0) is retained 18 times" (.56%) at the ,05 level and 22 times 
(69%) at- the .001 level.

The subgroups showing the most consistent divergence from 
the ideal model of absolute agreement are rural non-Anglo males.and 
females whose obtained slope is .74. While their predicted scores of 
seriousness increase at a significantly slower rate relative to the 
total sample, they nonetheless display a high degree of rank order 
agreement and relative ratio agreement with the other-subgroups.

Finally, following the lead of Rossi et al. (1974), each 
individual respondent’s set of seriousness estimates was compared to 
the total student sample median seriousness values, to obtain an 
overall measure of individual agreement. Those comparisons result in 
the conclusion that, even on the individual level, there.emerges a 
widespread social agreement on normative evaluations of offense 
seriousness. The average correlations across.all 2,717 respondents 
are +.68 (median = +.78) and +.66 (median = +.75) for rank order 
agreement and relative ratio agreement, respectively.

In an effort to account for the variation in rank order 
agreement and relative ratio agreement among individuals, their 
agreement values (Eho and r) were correlated With selected status 
characteristics (i.e., city of residence,, gender, ethnicity, age, and 
parents’ educational attainment). The findings suggest that, for 
both types of agreement, urban youth and Anglo youth are more inclined 
to display agreement with the general normative trend (i.e., total
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median seriousness estimates) than are their rural and non-Anglo 
counterparts. This is also true for females' (relative to males), 
older youth (relative to younger youth), and juveniles of a higher 
social status (relative to those of a lower social status). While 
the analysis does find the status characteristics as providing 
statistically significant effects on the individual agreement 
values, those characteristics account for only 8,3 percent of 
that variation.

The central question which guided the analyses was; To 
what extent do juveniles of diverse status or structural characteristics 
concur in their evaluations of the seriousness of criminal and 
delinquent offenses? Since the findings refer to particular types of 
structural consensus across only twenty-three types of offenses in 
four Arizona communities, the answer to that question is necessarily 
limited by those constraints. By any reasonable standard, however, 
the strongest conclusion which emerges is that there is an extensive 
and striking social agreement among selected juvenile subgroups of 
diverse status characteristics on the norms defining the seriousness 
of various criminal and delinquent offenses. Not only do the subgroups 
concur in their rank orderings of offenses from least to most serious, 
they also display considerable agreement in their absolute numerical 
estimates —  and hence, their ratio changes — - of seriousness across 
offenses. Individual respondents likewise display (on the average) 
a widespread relative agreement with the general normative trend.
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While there is a good deal of variation in the extent pf individual 
agreement, only a small portion of that variation is attributable tp 
the individual status characteristics considered.



CHAPTER 5

.. SUMMARY AMD CONCLUSION

At the start of this dissertation, a "norm" was defined as. a 
socially shared evaluation of behavior a collective belief of what 
behavior ought (or ought not) to occur. Put otherwise, evaluations 
of behavior are "normative" to the extent that they are socially 
shared. The considerable evidence presented here and elsewhere 
(e.g., Rossi et al., 1974) provides overwhelming and consistent support 
for the empirical generalization that evaluations of criminal conduct 
are normatively structured to an extensive degree by diverse subgroups 
of juveniles and adults within American society.

The analyses show that subgroups do not. attain the same 
"extent of agreement" with each other. There are also many individuals 
who display very little agreement —  and some who actually disagree 
quite strongly —  with each other and the general normative structure. 
Nonetheless, there is virtually nothing in these results which would 
suggest disagreement, conflict, or polarization among structural 
groups in their normative evaluations of illegal acts. On. the con
trary, it can be asserted that juvenile and adult evaluations of 
illegal conduct constitutes a collectively defined social fact. It is 
difficult indeed to suggest other beliefs which would evidence more 
extensive social agreement among population members than these beliefs.

147
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The findings that juveniles of diverse status characteristics 

share a widespread social agreement in their evaluations of criminal 
conduct are especially striking. This suggests that, at a relatively 
early age, young people learn and presumably "internalize" some of the 
same basic beliefs and values of the.general normative structure. As 
Rossi et al. (1974) contend, this learning process is greatly 
facilitated by (inter alia) exposure to the formal educational 
experience and the concomitant development of language handling 
ability. While no direct comparisons between juveniles and adults 
were made, the rankings of offense seriousness given by juveniles here 
are quite similar to those reported in other studies for adults. It 
thus appears that individualsT normative evaluations of criminal 
conduct generally do not undergo radical modifications after 
adulthood. This is probably more true for the traditional crimes 
against persons and property and less true for some victimless 
offenses (e.g., sex and drug related offenses).

Some conflict and Marxist writers may argue that such 
widespread consensus on normative evaluations of crimitial conduct 
1) reflects the fact that those who control the means of material 
production in society also control the production and distribution 
of values and norms; 2) indicates a "false consciousness" which 
serves only the interests of the ruling class; 3) signifies the 
successful indoctrination Of the masses by powerful elites so as to 
minimize divergence in normative beliefs.'and maximize behavioral 
conformity with existing criminal laws; and 4) provides a rationali
zation for more effective (i.e., repressive) social control over
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those whose conduct violates the criminal laws (cf., Horton, 1966:703; 
Chambliss, 1976a:3; Turk, 1976:289).

These remarks suggest that Marxists are really.interested in 
quite different questions than the central question in this disserta
tion. The question which guided the present research was: To what
extent do structural subgroups in American society concur in their 
normative evaluations of the seriousness of criminal and delinquent 
conduct? It appears-that Marxists are asking questions (or making 
assertions) about 1) how consensus on normative beliefs is created and 
maintained within a capitalist society; 2) who is responsible for its 
creation and maintenance; and 3) how normative beliefs serve as a 
mechanism of social control to enhance behavioral conformity with exis
ting criminal laws. While these are significant questions for all 
sociologists, they cannot be answered empirically with the present data.

Implications for Future Research 
A major question which survives this dissertation and should 

be taken as the starting point for future research in this area 
is one alluded to by the Marxists; namely, do normative beliefs

1. It may be dubious, however, to assume that Marxist theorists 
seriously entertain these as empirical questions or assertions. That 
is, they may eschew empirical research because they already "know the 
politically correct answers and explanations" (see Galliher, 1978:258 
for a quote by Quinney which represents this position). Chambliss 
(1976a:3) contends: "By implementing change (praxis) the social
scientist can assess theory. The ultimate test of a theory's utility 
is not its logical structure or its ’fit1 with empirical data but its 
ability to create workable recipes for changing the existing set of 
social conditions (both material conditions and the superstructure 
derived therefrom)." While Marxists may be opposed in principle to 
empirical research, they nonetheless raise cogent questions which 
deserve empirical treatment.



about the heinousness of criminal.and delinquent conduct serve as 
a mechanism of social control to enhance conformity with the criminal 
law? This suggests at least two less abstract questions: 1). to what
extent do those who comply behaviorally with the criminal law (i.e., 
non-offenders) share agreement with each other in their normative 
evaluations of criminal conduct, and 2) do non-offenders differ from 
offenders in their normative evaluations?

Surprisingly, such questions have been virtually ignored in 
studies on seriousness ahd consensus. Only one study (Hindelang, 1974) 
has reported systematic evidence which bears on the question of possible 
differences in normative beliefs between offenders and non-offenders. 
Other studies have compared institutionalized juvenile or adult 
"offenders" with selected non-institutionalized samples from the 
general population (e.g., college students). The outcomes of these 
latter studies are inconclusive. Where differences are reported 
(Figlio, 1975), this may reflect the effects of institutionalization. 
Where differences are not found (Valez-Diaz and Hegargee, 1970; 
Rosenquist and Megargee, 1969), this may be because actual offense 
involvement was not measured, directly and, hence, controlled. In any 
event, there is a pressing need to investigate more fully the possible 
differences between offenders and non-offenders in their normative 
evaluations of offenses.

There are writers who contend that there are no differences 
between offenders and non-offenders in their evaluations of illegal 
conduct (Hatza, 1964; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965), Matza (1964) 
takes the position that there is considerable consensus among juveniles
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in their social disapproval of illegal acts, and that, juveniles who
engage in illegal acts continue to disapprove of such behavior. A
similar prediction is advanced by Schumann (1976:289) who refers to
the "false consciousness of offenders'* the fact that criminal
offenders, like their non-offending counterparts, " . . . share the
ideology of immorality attached to the criminal law." He states
(1976:292) that offenders:

. . , have been subjected throughout their life to the 
socialization to behave in conformity with existant laws. Thus 
even if they justify their actions as proper according to their 
particularly restricted life chances, they will acknowledge the 
priority of legal definitions in relation to their own 
interpretations. In other words: the older and the more
common the definition of some kind of behavior as crime will 
be, the lesser the chances of an offender to justify his actions 
against the interpretations offered by agents of social control, 
and in anticipation of this imbalance: to justify it
for himself.

The implication of these remarks is the possibility that even 
the most flagrant and undetected criminal offenders agree extensively 
with pure conformists (those who never violate any criminal statutes) 
in their normative evaluations of criminal conduct. To the extent 
that this situation occurs, it provides negative evidence for one of 
sociology’s most sacred tenets—  that normative beliefs are crucial 
determinants of behavior (Mann, 1970:432). Thus, the reasons for 
conformity and offending must be sought elsewhere. The tenet could 
be "saved" by asserting that the incidence of criminal behavior and/or 
the number of offenders might be even greater were it not for norma
tive consensus. Such an assertion, however, is unfalsifiable even 

in principle.
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On the other hand, other writers argue that we should find

significant and consistent differences between offenders and
non-offenders in their normative evaluations of illegal conduct;
namely, with offenders viewing offenses they commit (or all offenses)
less negatively relative.to non-offenders (cf., Bindelang, 1974). Why
should such a difference be expected? Erickson, Gibbs, and Jensen
(1977:441) contend:

Although no well-known theory of crime is purely Tnormative,’ 
the attribution of social order to normative consensus suggests 
such a theory that centers on this proposition: The incidence
of an act in a. population is an inverse function of the moral 
condemnation of that act in the population. However, the 
proposition does not presume normative consensus; rather it 
presumes that for any type of act there are two divisions of 
each population: (1) those who condemn the act and therefore
refrain from it, and (2) those who do not condemn the act and 
therefore commit it.

Similarly, one variant or another of subcultural theory”
suggests that values and norms play a pivotal position in the etiology
of crime and delinquency (cf., Miller, 1958; Cohen, 1955) . As
Hindelang (1974:371) submits:

The position of various theorists regarding the relation of 
conventional and criminal (or delinquent) values ranges from 
a view that they are oppositional . . . to one that they are 
nearly identical . ... . with the bulk of the theorists tending 
more toward the oppositional pole of the continuum. For the 
theorists adopting an oppositional argument, the assumed 
oppositional value position of offenders, vis a vis conven
tional society, explains (at least partially) the oppositional 
(i.e., illegal) behavior of the offenders . , , .

While the ”subcultural thesis” can be invoked to account for 
observed differences between offenders and non-offenders in their 
normative evaluations of offenses, it is equally plausible to argue 
that normative evaluations are just as much a consequence of
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involvement .in. illegal behavior. To illustrate, once juveniles begin, 
to "experiment" with delinquent behaviors (for whatever reasons) and 
observe that the vast bulk of such behavior. Committed by themselves 
and their peers, is neither detected nor sanctioned when detected, 
they begin to view that behavior in a "less negative light" relative 
to non-offenders. The contention is that, if delinquent and criminal 
behavior were "really that bad, surely something, would be done about 
it." Cofrelatiyely, "since nothing was done, it must not really 
be that bad." This "normative erosion" process may lead to even 
further delinquent involvement, which in turn, results in further 
normative erosion. The one may feed upon the other until it is . 
recognized (correctly or incorrectly) that "something is being done 
about that behavior." And, this latter recognition may affect not 
only 1) the normative beliefs about illegal behaviors, but 2) 
involvement in those behaviors as well.

Notice also that offenders may differ among themselves in their 
evaluations of criminal conduct. For example, offenders who have 
been sanctioned by the criminal or juvenile justice system may display 
quite different views toward offenses they commit (or all offenses) 
relative to offenders with no such experience. Whether that experience 
is associated generally with a more (or less) negative view toward 
criminal conduct compared to the views of conformists or offenders 
with no legal contact remains sheer speculation at this time.

. It is recognized that the questions alluded to above suggest 
a host of complex conceptual and methodological issues which have 
been ignored. These include appropriate classification of types of
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offenders and non-offenders, temporal sequence qf variables, appropriate 
unit terms and data sources, criteria for inferring normative consensus 
or; divergence, etc. The resolution of these issues and examination 
of: such questions awaits further treatment.
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Table A.I. Median.: Seriousness Values Given to Specified Types of

Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by Selected Subgroups
of Tucson (Arizona) Male Anglos (1975),

Type of Offensea

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years Old or Older
Less Than 

High SchoojL 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Less Than 
High School 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Subgroup 1 Subgroup 2. Subgroup 3 Subgroup 4
Burglary 110.0 102.5 100.0 100.0
Shoplifting 75.0 90.0 87.5 90,0
Grand Theft 150.0 157.5 140.0 150.0
Assault 100.0 100.0 105.0 110.0
Fighting 50.0 v 52.5 70.0 73.0
Armed Robbery 200.0 200.0 182.5 200.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 120.0 150.0 120.0 150.0
Auto Theft 180.0 , 175.0 150.0 150.0
Truant 25.0 30.0 25.0 25.0
Run Away * 70.0 . 75.0 77.5 75.0
Defiance 45.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
Drinking 50.0 47.5 45.0 26.0
Drunk 66.0 62.5 50.0 50.0
Mairhuana 100.0 100.0 . 55.0 65.0
Drugs 150.0 150.0 100.0 110.0
Vandalism 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sexual Intercourse 50.0 25.0 10.0 25.0
Homosexuality . 200.0 195.0 175.0 200.0
Smoking 20.0 20.0 22.5 15.0
Murder ' 500.0 1000.0 550.0 1000.0
Forcible Rape 210.0 263.5 150.0 300.0
Bribery 300.0 400.0 300.0 357.0
Price Fixing 290.0 316.5 300.0 300.0

^See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate).
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Table A.2. Median Seriousness Values Given to Specified Types of

Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by Selected Subgroups
of Tucson (Arizona) Male Non-Anglos (1975), :

Type of Offense3

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years. Old or Older
Less Than 
High School 
Education

High School 
Education 
Or More

Less Than 
High School 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Subgroup 5 Subgroup 6 Subgroup 7 Subgroup 8
Burglary 110.0 100.0 100.0 110.0
Shoplifting 80.0 80.0 94.5 90.0
Grand Theft 130.0 150.0 . 120.0 150.0
Assault 110.0 100.0 100.0 130.0
Fighting 80.0 55.0 75.0 75.0
Armed Robbery 150.0 200.0 150.0 200.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 105.0 110.0 100.0 150.0
Auto Theft 109.0 . 150.0 100.0 150.0
Truant ' 45.0 50.0 50.0 30.0
Run Away 80.0 80.0 81.5 80.0
Defiance 70.0 55.0 50.0 50.0
Drinking 80.0 72.5 52.5 50.0
Drunk 75.0 93.5 77.5 55.0
Marihuana 101.0 100.0 85.0 75.0
Drugs 180.0 200.0 105.0 150.0
Vandalism 110.0 110.0 100.0 110.0
Sexual Intercourse 72.5 50.0 90.0 20.0
Homosexuality 135.0 200.0 100.0 200.0
Smoking 30.0 30.0 27.0 15.0
Murder 500.0 900.0 356.0 1000.0
Forcible Rape 277.5 300.0 175.0 350.0
Bribery 312.0 400.0 205.0 350.0
Price Fixing 350.0 287.5 252.5 350.0

^See Table 7 for full description of these offenses. •
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate)„
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Table A.3. Median Seriousness Values Given to Specified Types of

Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by Selected Subgroups
of Tucson (Arizona) Female Anglos'(1975)»

Type of Offense9

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years Old or Older
Less Than 

High SchoojL 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Less Than 
High School 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Subgroup 9 Subgroup 10 Subgroup 11 Subgroup 12
Burglary 110.0 110.0 120.0 115.0
Shoplifting 90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Grand Theft 200.0 150.0 175.0 . 150.0
Assault 100.0 125.0 150.0 150.0
Fighting 75.0 77.0 75.0 90.0
Armed Robbery 180.0 ■ 200.0 200.0 200.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 100.0 121.0 150.0 150.0
Auto Theft 100.0 140.0 150.0 125.0
Truant 25.0 40.0 25.0 . 30.0 .
Run Away 60.0 75.0 75.0 80.0
Defiance 35.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
Drinking 50.0 50.0 40.0 50.0
Drunk 70.0 75.0 50.0 50.0
Marihuana 70.0 100.0 75.0 75.0
Drugs 100.0 157.5 100.0 120.0
Vandalism 100.0 110.0 101.0 110.0
Sexual Intercourse 70.0 60.0 50.0 . 50.0
Homosexuality 121.0 150.0 100.0 100.0
Smoking 30.0 30.0 25.0 25.0
Murder 500.0 800.0 600.0 800.0
Forcible Rape 450.0 400.0 450.0 500.0
Bribery 300.0 350.0 400.0 350.0
Price Fixing 210.0 350.0 250.0 300.0 ,

^See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate).
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Table A.4. Median Seriousness Values Given to Specified Types of

Criminal, and Delinquent Offenses by .Selected Subgroups
of Tucson (Arizona) Female Non-Anglos (1975),

Type of Offense3

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years Old or Older
Less. Than 
High SchoojL 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Less Than - 
High School 
Education ,

High School 
Education 
or More

Subgroup 13 Subgroup. 14 Subgroup 15 Subgroup 16
Burglary : 105.0 110.0 . 100.0 110.0
Shoplifting 100.0 100.0 95.0 100.0
Grand Theft 200.0 150,0 110:0 200.0
Assault 117.5 125.0 100.0 200.0
Fighting 80.0 92.5 85,0 89.0
Armed Robbery 200.0 200.0 200.0 200.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 100.0 115.0 100.0 100.0
Auto Theft 140.0 110.0 100.0 110.0
Truant 50.0 55.0 30.0 30.0
Run Awa y 77.5 90.0 75.0 65.0
Defiance 60.0 : 75.0 50.0 50.0
Drinking 85.0 54.0 40.0 40.0
Drunk 92.5 82.5 40.0 64.0
Marihuana 100.0 100.0 51.0 50.0
Drugs 200.0 150.0 100.0 100.0
Vandalism 147.5 100.0 100.0 103.0
Sexual Intercourse 97.5 60.0 35.0 38.0
Homosexuality 215.0 100.0 100.0 60.0
Smoking 50.5 35.5 20.0 30.0
Murder 500.0 700.0 500.0 800,0
Forcible Rape 350.0 400.0 250.0 450.0
Bribery 300.0 300.0 400.0 500.0
Price Fixing 300.0 300.0 312.0 400.0

^See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate).
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Table A.5. Median Seriousness Values Given.to Specified Types of

Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by Selected Subgroups
of Rural (Arizona) Male Anglos (1975),

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Tears Old or Older
Less.Than High School Less Than High School

High Schoô L Education High School Education 
Education or Mote Education. or More

Type of Offense Subgroup 17 Subgroup 18 ..Subgroup 19 Subgroup 20
100.0 105.0 100.0 100,0
74.0 100.0

120.0 180.0

Burglary 
Shoplifting 
Grand Theft 
Assault 
Fighting .
Armed Robbery
Robbery w/o Weapon
Auto Theft
Truancy
Run Away
Defiance
Drinking
Drunk
Marihuana
Drugs
Vandalism
Sexual Intercourse
Homosexuality
Smoking
Murder
Forcible Rape 
Bribery 
Price Fixing

109.0 100.0
50,0 70.0
200.0 200.0,
99.0 140.0

100.0 176.0
30.0 50,0
58.0 . 83.0
40.0 50,0
50.0 40.0
50.0 60.0
99.0 110.0
200.0 150,0
99.0 101.0
30.0 50.0
300.0 200.0
35.0 25.0

498.0 900.0
102.0 300,0
270.0 400.0
250.0 300.0

82.0 . 89.0
150.0 150,0
100.0 100.0
50.0 50.0
200.0 200.0
111.0 ' 150.0
150.0 149,0
25.0 25.0
75.0 60.0
50.0 50.0
30.0 25.0
50.0 45,0
70.0 80.0

125,0 100.0
111.0 100.0
10.0 25.0
200.0 150.0
10.0 10.0
500.0 1000.0
200.0 300,0
200.0 300.0
300.0 300.0

^See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate).
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Table A.6. Median Seriousness Values Given to Specified Types of

Criminal and Delinquent Offenses by Selected Subgroups
of Rural (Arizona) Male Non-Anglos (1975)t

Type of Offense3,

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years Old or Older
Less Than 

High School 
- Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Less Than 
High School 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More

Subgroup 21 Subgroup. 22 Subgroup 23 Subgroup 24
Burglary 101.0 109.0 100.0 100.0
Shoplifting 100.0 100.0 90.0 100,0
Grand Theft 167.0 150.0 120.0 103.0
Assault 100.0 80.0 100.0 92.0
Fighting 50.0 70.0 50.0 70.0
Armed Robbery . 180.0 100.0 200.0 120.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 110.0 100.0 100,0 108,0
Auto Theft 130.0 101.0 100.0 100.0
Truant 34.0 50.0 40.0 50.0
Run Away 96.0 95.0 50.0 71.0
Defiance 100.0 80.0 50.0 70.0
Drinking 60.0 80.0 73.0 70.0
Drunk 86.0 90.0 75.0 50.0
Marihuana 200.0 100.0 75,0 60.0
Drugs 250.0 155.0 100.0 100.0
Vandalism 105.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sexual Intercourse 90.0 30.0 30.0 50.0
Homosexuality 126.0 190.0 110.0 100.0
Smoking 50.0 50.0 25.0 50.0
Murder 500.0 410.0 400.0 312.0
Forcible Rape 150.0 150.0 100.0 120.0
Bribery 250.0 200.0 210.0 122.0
Price Fixing 201.0 200.0 200.0 150.0

f'See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers, to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate).



Table A .7. Median Seriousness Values Given to Specified Types of
Criminal and Delinquent Offenses' by Selected Subgroups
of Rural (Arizona) female Anglos (1975),

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years Old or Older
Less Than 
High Schoô L 
Education

High School 
Education 
or More .

Less Than . 
High School 
Education

High. School 
Education 
or More

Type of Offensea Subgroup 25 Subgroup 26 Subgroup 27 Subgroup 28
Burglary 100.0 102.0 105.0 105.0
Shoplifting 98.0 100.0 101.0 100.0
Grand Theft 149.0 150.0 . 152.0 155.0
Assault 101,0 100.0 111.0 150.0
Fighting 75.0 76.0 91.0 90.0
Armed Robbery 150.0 176.0 200.0 190.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 103.0 110.0 110.0 110.0
Auto Theft 100.0 110.0 120.0 110.0
Truant 50.0 30.0 32.0 35.0
Run Away 71.0 90.0 77.0 80.0
Defiance 50.0 50.0 49.0 50.0
Drinking 50.0 50.0 49.0 50.0
Drunk 50.0 75.0 50.0 50.0
Marihuana 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Drugs 100.0 176.0 151,0 149.0
Vandalism 102.0 100.0 101.0 130.0
Sexual Intercourse 90.0 76.0 40,0 50.0
Homosexuality 151.0 256.0 200,0 200,0
Smoking 16.0 25.0 20.0 35.0
Murder 500.0 1000.0 500,0 700.0
Forcible Rape 300.0 500.0 400.0 500.0
Bribery 200.0 300.0 375.0 312.0
Price Fixing 200.0 350.0 328.0 310.0 .

ĵ See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers to educational attainment of father (or mother or parental
surrogate).
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Table A.8. Median Seriousness Values Given.to' Specified Types of

Criminal and Delinquent Off enses by: Selected Subgroups
of Rural (Arizona) Female Non-Anglos (1975),

15 Years Old or Younger 16 Years Old or Older
Less Than 
High SchoojL 
Education

High School 
Education 
op More

Less Than 
High School 
Education.

High School 
Education 
or More

Type of Offense3, Subgroup 29 Subgroup 30 Subgroup 31 Subgroup 32
Burglary 110.0 102.0 110.0 110.0
Shoplifting 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Grand Theft 150.0 . 126.0 125.0 200.0
Assault 100.0 100.0 110.0 212.0
Fighting 80.0 72.0 . 90.0 . 100.0
Armed Robbery 200,0 166.0 150.0 250.0
Robbery w/o Weapon 100.0 100.0 102.0 100.0
Auto Theft 100.0 100.0 106.0 100.0
Truant 50.0 30,0 50.0 66.0
Run Away 80.0 70.0 86.0 100,0
Defiance 76.0 50.0 76.0 98.0
Drinking 80.0 74.0 76.0 99,0
Drunk 60.0 50.0 82.0 100.0
Marihuana 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0
Drugs 132.0 " 130.0 120.0 100.0
Vandalism 101.0 100.0 102.0 100.0
Sexual Intercourse 50.0 100.0 90.0 31.0
Homosexuality 170.0 202.0 160.0 101.0
Smoking 50.0 16.0 30.0. 18.0
Murder 500.0 500.0 500.0 702.0
Forcible Rape 299.0 312.0 312.0 500.0
Bribery 205.0 500.0 308.0 500.0
Price Fixing 255,0 200.0 276.0 300.0

?See Table 7 for full description of these offenses.
Refers to educational attainment of father : (or mother or parental
surrogate).
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