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SERIOUS C R I ME SURVEY·· 

J:1 :xv··.· 1980 UPDATE 
~,~J, Citizens'Opinions about Criminal Justic'e and Their Use 
:~n SEPTEMBER, 1980 of Crime Preventionre'chniques 
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, INTRODUCTION 

This bulletin contains informa­
ti on on Ol~egoni ans I percepti ons 
and opinions about cri(l1inal jus­
tice issues, and citizens' use 
of crime prevention techniques. 

It is designed to serve as an, 
update to two reports publ ished 
in January and March, 1980: 
"What do Citizens Think About 
Crime and the C~imina1 Justice 
System? II and "00 Oregoni ans Use 
Crime Prevention Techniques?" 
Those reports were based on the 
results of the second annual 
Oregon Seri ous Crime Survey ~ 
conducted in Marchand April of 
1979. Thi s bull eti n, presents 
findings from the third annual 
Serious Crime Survey which was 

,initiated in March of 1980." 
Detailed analyses will be· pre­
sent~d only for tho~e survey 
items for which responses changed 
significantly from the -previous 
year's survey and for questi ons 
notprev{ously includ~d. Readers 
wisbing more complete information 
about specific items are referred 
to the reports cited ~bove. 

As in previous years, survey 
quest i onna i res were mail eo to a 
random sample of' 1,500 ci ti zens 
drawn from the Oregon drivers I 
license files. This year, 1,096 
completed questionnaires were 
returned--represen;l:ing 73.1 per-' 
cent of the tota 1/ s amp 1 e and 
80.5 percent of the surveys 
Which reached the individuals to 
which· they were mailed (i.e., 
excl udi ng those returned as non­
forwa.rdable by the post office). 
This is an exceptionally high 
rate of -return for a mai l-out-

Increased 

Decreased 

Stayed the 
Same 

percegtion of How Neighborhood Crime 
hanged from Prevlous Year 

25% ' 
.29% 

~%7% 

46% 
47% 

, ' . 
No Opinion 
or Have Not 

, Lived There 
,Long Enough 

~ 1979 Survey 
_ 1980 Survey 

The vast majority of crimes are 
property related suc~ as burg­
lary, larceny and vanda,lism. 
The dhances of b~ing a victim of 
a serious violent crime are rare, 
although about - half the house­
holds can expect victimization 
of a minor crime such as vandal­
ism or a minor theft. 

In the 1980 Survey, resul tswere 
very similar to those in the 
previ ous ,two years. However, 
there was a statistical1ysigni­
ficant increase in the numbers 
of respondents who thought crime 
in ,their neighborhood had 
increased. 

22% 
9% 

Treatment of Juvenile 
Offenders· 

I 
I 
! 

, "; survey. As the ill ustrati on shows, 29 

In the past two years two ques­
ti ~ns about the treatment of 
juvenile offenders . have been 
included. The first asked about 
how noncriminal status offenders 
should be treated. As in pre­
vi ous years, most thought. they 
s houl d be he i din nonsecure 
facilities or released with 
court supervision rather, ,than 
being detained in a jan or 
detention facility. The .. only 
variation in this response was 
that males were mQre 1 i ke Ty than 
females to favor the use of jails 
and detention facilities. 

, i '. :. percent of.the respondents ! Perceptlon of Crlme" ,'th,O ouugghh~t . I irrte had increased, 
",I ", a ,~-~ in 1979 only 25 percent 

--'- ~~~ '" In the 1979 __ ~,t;r..V_e~ thought it had increased. 
'j ~-~5€l"'v'Gd~tlic;rlleople had a faldy 

The second q!Jesti on concerned 
whether 'citizens would support a 
greater use of theW, tax ·'do 11 ar 
for programs design'ed to prevent 
juvenile offenders from becoming 
adult criminals. 'There was a 
statistically significant- change 
in the response this ,year. 
Support for greater use of the 
tax, do 11 ar increased from 65 to 
69 percent. Thi rteen 'percent 

'f 

j 

'i accurate, picture of crime in 
i Oregon. The 1 argest percentage 

of respondents sai d crime in 
their neighborhood remained about 

. the same; most di d not' expect to 
be a victim in the ,cQming year; 

""' and, tbg:;e~that-cexpectea too-De a 
=--~-~-vlct:fm thought it woul d i nvol ve 

a property crime' such as burg­
lary, theft or vandalism. This 
is a realisti.c picture of crime 

i since crime has remained fairly 
~ stable over the past five years, 

increas i ng s 1 i ghtly in 1979. 

"II 

There were no significant changes 
in the number of ,people whc 
expected to be vi ct.imi zed or in 
the crimes for which people 
expected victimization. As 
observed in last year's survey, 
those 50 and older were less 
likely to expect" victimization. 
Thi sis an' accurate percepti on 
as the older one is the less 
likely he or she is to be a vic-

,remained opposed. An analysis 
of the data by group showed tha,t 
women were less likely to oppose 
this use of the tax dollar. 

. tim of crime. It is also true 
that females and those living in 
rural areas are less likely to 
be victimized. However, these 
groups 'do not seem to percei ve 
the difference. 
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Support 

Oppose ~ 13% 
_ 13% 

'0 on I t Know ~22% 
_17%, 

Iii 1979 Survey 
1980 Survey 

... /, 
(.r-

Use of Juvenile Criminal 
Records 

Under current Oregon law, crimi­
nal records of juveniles. are 
confidential, whereas. the origi­
na 1 arrest and convi cti on records" 
of adults are open to the public. 
While criminal justice agencies 
may use juvenil e records they 
must' be stored' separately from 
adul t Y'ecords. and cannot be 
inc 1 uded ina central state 
reRository. This limits the 
useful ness of crimi na 1 records 
for such .things as_._suspect .. 
identification, s~ntencing, and 
correcti onal program placement. 
Additionally, if a juvenile is 
arrested and treat~d informally 
by the court (i. e. charges are 
founded, .. but formal court pro­
cessing is considered unneces­
sary), the record shall be 
.expunged withi n two years. 
Forma 1 court records may be 
expunged if a chi ld has not had 
f urt her ref erra 1s for two years. 
Thi s expungement process limit~ 
the systemls ability to consider 
a juvenile criminalrec.ord for 
sentencing when the 'Offender 
becomes an adult. ' 

Survey respondents (were asked 
~wo questions about juvenile 
recorqs. . The fi rst quest ion . 
asked whether the recordsshoul d 
be. confi denti al or open. to the 
pubJ i c. The.' second concerned 
whether . the sentenci ng of an 
adult offender should consider 
the person'l s juvenile cr.iminal 
record. 

Author: Pamela Erickson Gervais 

Survey Administration and 
Data Processing: StanWoodwell 

Victor Atiyeh 
Governor 

James M. Bro\,1n 
- Chairman 

1-

Oregon. Law Enforcement Council . 

Keith A .• Stubblefield 
Administrator \ 

Oregon Law Enforcement counci 1 

Confidentiality of Juvenil~ Criminal Records 

They should remain 
completely confidential 

They should beop~n 
(treated same as adult) 

They should be,con­
fidential except for use 
by criminal justice 
agencies 

Iri examining the results of the 
two questions, ,it seems that 
there .is public support for some 
degree of·' confidentiality for 
juveni le records but not to ·the 
extent tnat such records cannot 
be used by crimi nal . justi ce 
agencies or. for sentencing adult 
offenders. The 1 argest percent­
age of respondents thought juve­
nile records shoul d be confi den-

- tial except for use by criminal 
justice agencies. Ther~ was 
1 ittle support for total confi-' 
dentiality. 

On the second qUestion, .. th~ vast 
maj-ority of respondents (81 per-' 
cent) thought that juvenile 
records should.be used when sen­
tenc i ng an adult off ender • Th is 
suggests that ci ti zehs are wi 1-
ling to let juveniles have a 
second chance as adults in most 
areas except when they. commit 
another crime. This may mean 
that the current 1 aw wh i ch a 1-
lows expur:lcti on (destructi·on) of 
juvenile, crimi.nal recordS may 
not have much pub 1 i c support 
because it means these records 
cannot be used for 'sentencing an 
adult. 

15.4% , .#< 

;', 

()r 

33 •. 5% 

, 

51..5% 

Ana lys i s of group data i ndi cates 
that the age group" 15-19 is much 
more likely to .think juvenile 
records should be confidential 
and they·should not be used' for 
adult sentellcing •. · Males were 
more likely than females to say 
juvenile records should be 
treated the same as adult and to 
favor· this use' in c~sentencing ·an 
adult. 

Sentenci n{Oi sparity 

There·was no change 9n the ques-
t ion re 1 at i n9 to sentenc i ngdi s­
parity. When asked how likely 
it woul d be that two offenders 
with. the same crimi·nal hi story 
woul d get. the same sentence, 
about 26 percent said th~re would 
be a 50/50 chance of getting the 
same sentence. About one..;fourth 
sai,d they would be likely to get 
the same sentence and one-fourth" 
sai d it woul d be unl i kelY. Over 
20 percent . of the r:espondents "'. 
indicated that they· "have no 
idea" as to the likelihood of 
similar offenders receiving 
simil ar sentences. 

This project was supported by- Gran~ No. 79-MU-AX-0002, awarded by the Law 
Enforcement Assi stance Admi nistrati on, United States Deptartment of 
Justice'. Points of view or opi.nions stated in this publication are those­
of the Law Enforcement Council and do not necessarily represent the 
offi ci al positi on of the-United States Department of Justi ceo 
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OREGON SERIOUS CRIME SURVEY - 1980 UPDATE 

Functions Most Important to Retain 
if Police Budgets are Cut 

Violent Crime Investigation 

Emergency Response 
Hard Drug Investigation _ 
Property Crime Investigation 

Community Patrols 
Traffic Enforcement 
Crime Analysis 
Crime Prevention 

Rank 

Investigate Minor Violent Crime 
Equipment Purchase 
Investigate Victimless Crime 
Complaint Response 
Crowd Control 
Investigate Minor Property Crime 

Score* 

1 Scored over 1800 

2) 
3) Scored 600-900 
~) 

5) 
6) 
7) . Scored 150-350 
8) 

9) 
10) 
11) .Scored less tqan 100 
12) 
12} tie 
13) 

Functi ons to be Reduced Fi rs"t 
if Police Budgets are Cut 

Complaint Response 
Crowd Control 
Investigate Victtmless Crime 

Crime Prevention 
Equipment Purchase 
Crime Analysis 

Investigate Minor Property Crime 
Traffic Enforcement . 
Investigate Minur Violent Crime 

Community Patrols 
Hard Drug lnvestigation 
Emergency Response 
Violent Crime Investigation 
Property Crime Investigation 

Rank 

1) 

~~ 
4) 
5) 
6) 

7) 

~~ 
10) 
11) 
12) 
13} 
14) 

Score* 

Scored 1000 or more 

Scored 200-450 

Scored 100-200 

Scored less than 100 

*The score was developed by allowing 3 points for a function marked number 
1, 2 points for a function marked number 2, and 1 point for one marked 3. 
A composite score was compiled by adding all respondents' scores. 

Budget C!Lts for Police 

In the 1979 Survey a newqu~stion 
was added concerning the func­
tions most important to retain 
and those that should be reduced 
if pol i ce budgets are cut. The 
results in 1988 were very similar 
to those in the previous year. 
As to functions most important 
to retain, there was a hi gh de­
gree of agreement that the i n­
vestig~tion of serious violent 
crime is the most important 
function to retain. This func­
ti on was rated two times as hi gh 
as any other. Emergency re-
sponse, hard drug investfga-
tions, and investigations of 

Functions consi qeredl east im­
portant to retain were investi­
gation of minor violent crime, 
equipment purchases, investiga­
tign' of victimless crimes, com­
plaint response, crowd control 
and i nvesti gati on of mi nor, prop­
erty crime. 

When ~espondents were asked which 
functions should be reduced 
first~ the results. were similar. 
There was substantial agreement 
that response to complaints, 
crowd control and investigation 
of victimless crime should be 
reduced first. The next group 
of functions received a much 
lower score (200-450).' They 
were crime prevention, equipment 
purchase and crime analysis. 
The remaining functions all 
sCQred below 200. 

.. 

1 
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Page Three 

Corrections Programs 

A questi on, on community correc;.. 
t ions programs has been included 
in each year I s survey. The 
question asks whether respondents 
would be willing to have a com­
mun ity correcti ons program in 
their community for different 
types of adult or juvenile 
offenders. In previ ous years 
the resul ts have i ndi cated sub­
stantial support for community 
corrections . programs involving 
juvenile or adult first time 
offenders convicted of a violent 
or property crime. Citizens 
apparently do not favor· such 
programs for repeat offenders of 
any , ki nd or " for fi rst time 
offenders convicted of a violent 
sex offense. 

The results from the 1980 Survey 
do not al ter this pattern; how~ 
ever, there were a few statisti­
ca 11y si gnifi cant changes. What 
appears to hav,e happened is a 
shift from some: of those in the 
"undeci ded" category to the 
opposi ti onsi de for three cate­
gories of offenders. For juve­
nile first offenders convicted 
of violent sex crimes, opposition 
increased from 51 percent in 
1978 to 52 "percent in 1979 and 
to 55 perGent in 1980. For 
fi rst time j uven il e property 
offenders, oppositi on went from 
19 percent in 1978 to 16 percent 
in 1979 and to 21 percent in 
1980. For adu 1 t property repeat 
offenders opposition went from 
81 percent in 1978 to 85 percent 
in 1979 and to 86 percent in 
1980. 

Analysis of group data suggests 
that \Ommen and young people (age 
15-19) are more supportive of 
community corrections programs. 

In the 1979 Survey a questi on on 
the purpose of correctional 
institutions was added. In the 
1980 .Survey si grtifi cant. changes 
in the responses were observed. 
The percent which felt, protec­
tion of society was the number 
one functi on rose from 59' to 64 
percent. Those feel i ng .' that 
rehabi 1 it at i on was the most 
important function fell from ,29 
to 25 percent. , Analysis of group 
data showed that men were more 
likely than women to feel 
"punishment" was the most impor­
tant function, whereas women 
were somewhat more likely to say 
rehabilitation was the mostim­
port ant funct ion •. 

serious property crimes were 
consi dered the next most impor":' 
tant functions. As the iJlus­
trati,on shows, these scored in 
the 600-900 range. A third 
grouping of functions consisted 
of community patrQls, traffic 
enforcement, crime analysis and 
crime prevention. These scored 
from 150-300. 

What is the "Most Important Purpose 
of Correctional Institutions? 

i'. 

This report contains no data 
tables, results of statistical 
:tests ~ orcopi es of the survey 
form. Such i nf ormati on is 
available upon request by 
call lng or writing the Oregon 
Law Enforcement' Counci 1, 2001 
Front street N.E., Salem, Oregon 
97310~ (503~ 378-4229. 

------

Protection of Society. ~ 59% 
from Crime 64% 

Rehabi litati on 

Punishment 

iii 1979 Survey 
1980 Survey 

~29% 
. 25% 

'~ 14% 
12% 
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Page Four 

Capital Punishment 
{i 

In 1979, capital punishment was 
leinstated in Oregon. At· the 
present time, the death sentence, 

,can be invoked for conviction on 
the cdme of murder'. In thi s 
state murder consists of four. 
situations: intentional murder 
whi ch . is commi tted not under 
extreme' emoti ona1 di sturbance; 
death resu] ting from the' commi s ... 
si on of another specific cr.fme 

. (arson, burglary, escape, kidnap­
ping, rape, sodomy or robbery); 
placing or' discharging a bomb; 

, or air piracy. A question was 
i nel uded on the survey to deter­
mi newhether citizens support 
the use of the death penalty for 
premeditated murder only, all 
murders, or all murderspl us 
other serious crimes. ' 

.80.7% 

. YES-

Support for Death Penalty 

The results indicate'r=a high 
-degree 'of support for the-:death 
penalty. Only 19 percent said 
they . do "not support the death 
penalty in any circumstance. Of 
those in support, 51 percent 
wish ,to see it used only for 
premeditated 'murder. fourteen 
percenti ndi cated that it should 
be a penalty for all murder.s and 
~5 percent would, support it for· 
all murders, plus other serious 
crimes 'such as rape., orki dnap-

. ping. In examining the remarks 
some respondents wrote on· the 
questionnaire, there was an 
indication that, some people 
support the death penalty for 
some :tlnurders' and some other 
crimes, such as murdersand other 
crimes which 'involve mutilation. 
S; nce this" choice· was not 
incllJded on the questionnaire, 
it . is not known what percentage 
favor the death sentence for 
this situation. In the next 
year's survey the questi on will 
be modifi ed to make'~ that 
determination. 

Some differences' on this ques­
tion were revealed for males and 
fema1 es and for geographic loca-

,tion of the respondent. Women 
\'Jere more 1 i kely to say they do 

-not support the death penal ty in 
any si tuati on, whereas men were 
more likely to say the death 
penalty's,hould be used for all 
murders' and ot her, ser i ous crimes. 
Respondents living in Portland 
andS a lem were less 1 i ke 1 y to 
support the death penalty, while 
those in Medf.or.d/CentralPoint 

·were mor:e 1 i ke 1 i to support it. 
jtesp.ondents ,i n Medford/Central 
'''P o'fht and So a 1 em were more 1 i ke 1 y 
to say the deattJ penalty should 
be 'used for all murders and other 
serious crimes. 

--- --
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OREGON 'SERIOUS CRIME SURVEY - 1980 UPDATE 

r; 
Crimes for Which Death Penalty 

Should be· Used 

Premeditated 
Murder Only_ 

All Murders 

All Murders, plus 
other serious crimes 
(e.g. rape; kidnapping) 

Diversion 

A question asking for, people's 
ooi nion on the use ofdi versi on 
for adult or juveni 1 e property 
or vi 01 ent . off enders revea 1 ed 
little change from . previous 
years. Most do hot support 
diversion except for juvenile 
property off~nders. A small but 
significant shift was observed 

'from those who were. undeci ded to 
those opposed to use of diversion 
for adults accused ofa violent 
crime. The analysis of group 
data showed that older people 
are more inclined to oppose 
diversion prograrris. _ 

Community Prob 1 ems-

F or each year's survey respond­
Emts have been asked to rate the 
seriousness of 14 community, 
prob 1 ems. The ranki ng of these 

. problems for all tliree surveys 
is shown below. 

For all three. years cost of 
1 i vi ng, property, taxes, . a 1 coho 1 
and drug abuse remai ned the top 
four community problems. How- , 
ever, the problem of unemployment 
increased in rank from 9 in 1979 
to number 5 in 1980. Violent 
crime dropped from 5 '. to 10 and 
land use/zoning problems' rose 
from 12 to 8. 

51.1% 

14.4% 

34.5% 

An analysis of the grou~ data 
provides some interesting 
results, particularly regarqing 
location of the respondent. 
Below is a table showing the 
rank order of nei ghbQrhood prob-
1 ems . by city. 'While all areas 
agree that II !=ost of 1 i vi ng" is 
the number one problem, there 
are vari ati ons on some' of the 
others. For example, Eugene 
rates violent crime as the number 
two problem. Other areas rated 
it much lower. Salem and Port­
land rated property crime much 
higher than di d other areas. 
Medf ord/Centra 1 Poi nt rated 
pollution and land use issues 
higher 'than other localities. 
They a1 so rated unemploymen.t as 
the third highest problem. 

Anai?1sis by other groupings 
shows that women rate alcohol 
abuse, -poverty, and u nemp 1 oyment 
higher than men do.' Young 
people rate' pollution and drug 
and alcohol abuse higher" and 
pro'perty and wh i te co 11 ar cr ime 
somewhat lower. 

Since alcohol and drug abuse 
were rated among the tgp four 
problems, a question was added 
to the 1979' Survey to' determi ne 
specifically what people saw as 
the nature of' drug and alcohol 
prob.lems • 

Rank Order of Communi ty Problems 

. 1978 -

1. Property Tax 
2. Drug/Alcohol Abuse 
3. Cost of Living 
4.' Juvenile Delinguency 
5. PropertyCrime 
6. LandUse/Zoning 

·7. Quality of Education 
8. Unemployment 
9. Environment 
10. Violent Crime 
11. Poverty 
12. White Collar Crime 
13. Domestic Violence 
14. Race Relations 

1979 

Cqst of Living 
Alcohol Abuse 
Property Tax 
Drug Abuse 
Violent Crime 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Property Crime 
Quality of Education 
Unemployment 
Environment 
Poverty 
Land Use/Zoning 
White Coll ar Crime 
Domestic Violence. 

1980 

Cost of Livtng 
Property Tax 
Alcohol Abuse 
Drug Abuse 
Unemployment 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Property Crime 
Land Use/Zoning 
Eudcation 
Violent Crime 
Po1ution 
Poverty 
White Collar Crime 
Domestic Violence 

Ranking of Community Problems by City' - 1980 

Medford/ i Rest of 
Portland ~ Eugene Cnt. Pt. State 

1. Cost of living 1 1 . 1 i 1 2. Quality of Education 7 7 10 11 9 3. Domestic Violence 14 14 14 14 12 4. Juvenile Delinquency 6 8 ~7 9 6 5. Pollution 10 13 9 5 11 6. Drug Abuse 5 6 6 8 4 7. A 1 coho 1 Abuse 4 4 3 6 3 8. Poverty 12 11 13 13 10 9. Property Crime 3 2 8 7 8 10. Property Tax' 2 4 2 2 2 11. ,Unemployment 8 9 ,5 3 5 12. V~~lent Crime 9 5 2 " 10 10 13. land Use/Zoning Issue 11 10 11 4 7 14. White Collar Crime 12 12 12 12 13 
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Ranking of Alcohol and Drug Problems 

Alcohol Drug 

80 Rank 

Health P.roblems 
Family Problems 
Absenteeism 
Accidents Under Influence 
Crimes Under Influence 
Crimes Committed to Suport 
Other 

In 1979, respondents rated 
II acci dents caused whi 1 e under 
the i nfl uence ll as the most 
sedous alcohol problem. Family 
and health problems were rated 
second and third, respectively. 
The results from the 1980 Survey 
were identical. 

. 
for drug problems, people viewed 
II crimes committed to support 
addi cti on"" as the most serious 
drug problem. Health problems 
were ranked second, crimes COITI­

mi tted . under the i nfl uence were 
third, and family problems were 
fourth. In 1980, some signifi­
cant shifts were observed, sug­
gesti ng peopl e are more prone to 
view drug problems in terms of 
their impact on society rather 
than the eff ects on the i ndi vi d­
ual. Crimes committed while 
under the i nfl uence. moved from 
third' to -second, while he~lth 
problt:!ms dropped from second to 

. third. Accidents caused while 
under the influence rose from 
fifth to fourth, while family 
problems dropped from fourth to 
fifth. 

3 
.2 

6 
1 
4 
5 
7 

79 Rank 80 Rank 79 Rank 

3 
2 
6 
1 
4 
5 
7 

3 2 
5 4 
6 6 
4 5 
2 3 
1 1 
7 7 

Use of Crime Prevention 
Techniques -

The survey has included a ser' i es 
of questi ons re 1 ati ng to how 
frequently citizens lock their 
homes, garages· and cars; engrave 
the i r va 1 uab 1 e property; use 
anti-burglary decals; "maintain 
locks in, operable condition; 
have burgl ar al arms; and, keep a 
firearm in the home. A separate 
update bulletin is not being 
produced on thi s seri es of ques­
tions primarily because there 
were no new questi ons nor major 
changes in the results for 1980. 

A ~ummary of the results show 
that a maj ority of citi zens make 
use of the basic. crime prevention 
measures such as locking the 
house, havi ng operable locks, 
and locking the garage. ~owever, 
less than a majority use anti­
burglary decals, mark their 
valuable property or lock their 
car when it is parked near the 
home. These' represent areas 
where"improvement is needed. 

Percent Which Alwa~s Lock Doors of 
HeSldence nen'Away 

Portland 

Salem 

Eugene 

Rest of State 

" . Portland 

Salem 

Eugene 

Rest of State 

Percent. Which Always Lock 
Their Garage 

54% 

65% 

79% 
Portland 

86% 
Salem 

79% 
Eugene 

Rest of State 

70% Portland 

n% Salem 

76% Eugene 

Rest of State 

The results also indicate' that 
the age group 15-29 might be 
considered a target group for 
focus ~.by/crime preventi on pro­
gramseThat group experiences 
the highest rate -of victimiza­
tion and is fhe least likely to 
use most prevention techniques. 

, As in last year·1 ssurvey, about 
ha lf of the respondents reported 
owning a firearm; however, few 
vi ewi t as a dev; ce for pro­
tecti on agai.nst crime and most 
own it for recreati ona 1 purposes. 

Some i nteresti ng resul ts regard­
i ng the geographi c 1 ocati on 'of. 
the respondent were' uncovered 
this year. The results' suggest 
that some areas are' maki ng more '.' 
progress in certain aspects of 
crime preventi on than others. 
As the illustrations show, Port­
land, Salem and Eugene" evidence 
more use of home security than 
areas. in the rest of the state. 
Res; dents outsi de these three 
ci'ti es were less 1 i kely to lock 
the:ir doors when away from home 
or lock their cars when parked 
at or away from home. This dif­
ference could be attributed to 
the fact that crime preventi on 
programs have operated for long­
er peri ods of time in Port1 and, 
Salem and Eugene. 

The City of Portl and appears to 
be ahead of other areas i nthe 
use of anti-burglary stickers 
and property engraving. About 
30 percent of the respondents 
reported maki ng use of these 
techniques. Si gnifi cantly fewer 
respondents in other areas· of 
the state report 'using these 
techniques. More people in 
Portland also reported having a 
burgl ar al arm. 

Percent of Respondents Who Have Engraved 
Valuable Property 

30% 

18% 

16% 

16% 

Percent Which Display Anti-Burqlary Stickers 

31% 

19% 

14% 

11% 

I' 
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Portland 

Salem 

Eugene 

Rest of State 

Portland 

Salem 

Eugene 

Rest of State, 

~. 

Percent WhichAl~ays Lock-the Car:When 
Parked at Home 

35% 

Percent Which Always Lock the Car When 
Parked ·Away from Home 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT COU~CIL 
STATE PLANNING AGENCY 

2001, Front Street N.E. 
SALEM, OREGON 97310 
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For more detai 1 ed information 
about the use of crime prevention 
techniques, the reader is reFer­
red to the1979re~ults publishe~ 
in the bulletin entitled, "Survey 
of Serious Crime, ·Part 2, Do 
Citi zens Use Crime Preventi on 
Techni ques? II S i nee there wer.e 
no major changes in 1980, these 
results can be considered still 

, valid; 
o 

(j' 

UP~COMING REPORTS 

1. Analysis of Crime in Oregon -
1979, ,avail abl e· . September, 
198IT - cost, $5.00. 

2. What Happens After Arrest in 
Oregon, avai1ablein October, 
1980 • 

For" information or copies of 
these reports contact:' II 

Pamel a, Erickson Gervais, Oregon 
Law Enforcement· Council, 2001 
Front Street N~E.,· Salem,OR 
97310. Phone: (503)378~8056~ 

I' .-

i:; 

.' 

.~ 

v 

~ c· 

~\ 

/.1 
·""il· 

~>1>-P 

, 

'" 

-0 

o 

• 

- "",\ 

' .. . .,. 

." 

':..~ 

'1 
1 

$ 
~ 




