United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, NE
Suite 2-500
Washington, DC 20002-8002

March 14, 1997

MEMORANDUM
FROM: Richard P. Conaboy
Chairman
SUBJECT: Public Opinion on Sentencing Federal Crimes

The Sentencing Commission is pleased to release this national sample survey of public opinions
on sentences for federal crimes. Pursuant to our enabling statute, the Commission continues to assess the
sentencing guidelines to reflect, to the extent practicable, advancement in the knowledge of human
behavior as it relates to the criminal justice process.

The attached research study addresses the Commission’s obligation to “develop means of
measuring the degree to which the sentencing, penal, and correctional practices are effective in meeting
the purposes of sentencing,” including the purpose of providing “just punishment for the offense” (28
U.S.C. §8991(b)(2)). Two of the seven factors the statute directs the Commission to consider in
developing guideline offense categories are the community view of the gravity of the offense and the public
concern generated by the offense. This study will prove helpful in our efforts to improve the guideline
system.

The Commission contracted with Dr. Peter H. Rossi of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
and Dr. Richard A. Berk of the University of California at Los Angeles to prepare a general report
summarizing the survey data. We thank them for their contributions in improving the federal sentencing
system. While the Commission accepted their final report as fulfilling the terms of the contract, the report
is the work product of these independent contractors and does not necessarily reflect the views of the U.S.
Sentencing Commission.
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