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SUMMARY

Victimization surveys of approximately 600 households were conducted in
Central Point two years apart to measure the percentage of the population
victimized by seven different property and violent crimes. The surveys also
measured the changes in crime prevention precautions and actions citizens have
taken to reduce their Tikelihood of being victimized.

The major findings are:

1.

There has been a small and statistically insignificant increase in the
number of burglaries over the first two years of the crime prevention
program.

Theft has increased significantly over the two-year period, from
9.3 percent of those surveyed in 1977 to 13.6 percent in 1979.

When the victims of all completed property crimes were grouped together an
insignificant increase was noted (1977: 23.8% vs. 1979: 26.4%) .

When the same was done for all attémpted property crime victims an
insignificant decrease occurred (1977: 8.3% vs. 1979: 7.3%).

Combined violent crime rates and attempted violent crime rates have both
increased insignificantly between the 1977 and 1979 surveys.

There was a small increase in the proportion 'of citizens who are aware of

Central Point's crime prevention program. In both survey years the

greatest source of information about the crime prevention program was
through the media and word of mouth.

A majority of citizens exercise common crime prevention precautions such
as the Tocking of house doors and windows. There was a nearly significant
increase in the proportion who "always" lock their vehicle doors and a

very significant decrease in the percentage who "rarely or never" lock
their vehicles when parked near home.




Likewise, the proportion of people who "always" lock their vehicle when

parked away from home also increased significantly, from 64.3 percent in
1977 to 73.1 percent in 1979.

More people have engraved most of their valuable property with
identification numbers since the pre~program survey (12.7% in 1977 vs.
16.4% in 1979). Unfortunately, only sTightly more than 6 percent of those

surveyed in both years have displayed anti-burglary warning stickers on
their home's doors and windows.

To test the effectiveness of awareness and participation in the crime
prevention program in reducing the risk of victimization, responses to
each crime prevention-related item were cross tabulated with victimization
experience. Only one crime prevention precaution approached a significant
association with victimization.1 But in both survey years the
relationship was less than significant (see Tables 8a and 8b).

. Unfortunately, because many people who had some direct contact with

Central Point's crime prevention program were contacted as the result of
being victim of one or more property crimes within the survey period, it
was not possible to accurately assess the effect of direct contact and
participation with the risk of victimization. Because of this a few of
the crime prevention awareness items were positively related to
victimization. That #s, in some instances contact and participation was
associated with higher risks of victimization. Due to Timitations in the
survey questionnaire it was not possible to determine if the victimization
occurred before or after contact with the program.

In the 1977 survey, significantly more people who learned of the crime
prevention program through pubiic meetings were victimized than those who
did not attend such meetings. And in the 1979 survey, there was a nearly
significant higher risk of victimization among those who had residential
security surveys. But this is probably due to the fact that many of those

lere victimization included victims of one or more completed or attempted
thefts, auto thefts, or burglery.

vi

11.

12,

who availed themselves of the household security surveys did so as a
result of being victimized prior to the survey. For the same reason,
twice as many people who had direct contact with the crime prevencion
officer were crime victims as those not having contact. But this does not
mean that the contact caused the increased risk, since many people in this
higher risk group were contacted shortly after being victimized.

Significantly more people in the follow-up survey think that they will not

be a victim of a crime within the next year than was the case in the

pre-program survey. This indicates a noticeable improvement in people's
sense of security from crime.

In the 1977 survey the top three community issues affecting Central Point
were drug/alcohol abuse, the cost of Tiving, and property tax. In the
1979 survey, priorities were the cost of living, drug abuse and
unemployment. Overall, there has been Tittle change in the community's
perception of the serijousness of several social problems and issues.
Property crime was ranked 6th and 8th out of 14 issues, while violent
crime and white collar crime were rated between 11th and i3th position in
the two surveys.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In early 1978 the Central Point Police Department began a formal crime
prevention program funded through the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) and the Oregon Law Enforcement Council (OLEC). The
Central Point crime prevention program continued to operate under federal,
state and local funding through December, 1980.

Through the assignment of one full-time sworn crime prevention officer to
coordinate the crime prevention activities and programs within the community,
the major objective of the crime prevention program was to reduce the
incidence of burglary and theft in Central Point. This was to be accomplished
by a program of citizen involvement and education involving the media,
community service organizations, and individuals.

Specific activities included:

Residential and commercial security surveys.

Property engraving.

Vacation home checks.

"Mini-security surveys" conducted by patrol officers.

Television and radio announcements.

Newspaper articles.

Fostaring of a community crime prevention volunteer program,
Distribution of Tight/timing devices.

The evaluation of crime prevention programs conducted by police departments
often rely on a simple pre-program, post-program comparison of reported
crime. Unfortunately, there are potentially misleading and invalidating con-
sequences of relying solely on reported rates as indicators of crime preven-
tion program success. Since surveys of the general public have consistently
shown that only a fraction of all crime is reported to the police, any change
in the number of reported crimes might be due to 1) a change in the proportion
victimized, 2) a change in the percentage of crimes reported to the police, or
3) through some combination of these two.




Paul Cirel, et al., in their report on Seattle's Exemplary Community Crime
Prevention Project wrote that:

Program success in increasing citizen reporting of burglaries could

mask (a crime prevention program's) crime reduction impact and might

even produce an increase rather than decrease in burglary...since

the program goals have opposite effects on police burglary data, an

independent source of data is needed to assess the program's impact

on burglary. Victimization surveys provide that data...(1:47).
Like most other crime prevention programs, particularly those in medium and
small sized cities, Central Point's crime prevention target area consisted of
the city's entire residential and commercial population. Because of this
city-wide emphasis and the Tack of a suitable nearby city without a formal
crime prevention program to use as a control group, it will not be possible to
state conclusively that it was solely Central Point's crime prevention program
that "caused" any decrease in property crime victimization rates, no matter
how statistically significant they might be. This is because in the absence
of a cortrol city it will not be possible to measure and control for any other
crime influencing changes which may have occurred concurrently with Central
Point's crime prevention program.

This limitation, although serious, does not totally invalidate this evaluative

effort. If significant reductions in burglary and larceny are measured be-
tween the 1977 and 1979 victimization surveys, it can at least be said that

the crime prevention program was a likely contributor to that decrease.

The rates of victimization for the target crimes (burglary and larceny)--as
well as motor vehicle theft, vandalism, robbery, assault and rape--have been
compared between the pre-project period (1977) and two years later during an
intermediate project period (1979). Also, changes in crime prevention program
awareness and participation were appraised. It is anticipated that the pro-
portion of the population affected by target crimes will decrease and knowl-
edge of and participation in Central Point's crime prevention program will
increase.

This report is one of four separate reports produced to document the effect of
crime prevention programs in Ashland, Central Point and Gresham, Oregon.
Milwaukie has been used as a control city for thke evaluation of Gresham's

program.

e e e,

In March of 1978 victimization surveys were mailed to 1,000 randomly selected

residences within each of the four cities to gather baseline (pre-program)

measures of victimization, crime prevention program awareness and participa-

tion for calendar year 1977. Identical sampling methodology was used to
determine the victimization and crime prevention awareness of the same Cities
for calendar year 1979. This report compares the results of these two surveys

for the city of Central Point. (See Appendix C for a description of the
sample and survey methodology.)




II. FINDINGS
A. Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Victimization Rates

1. Proportion Victimized by Property Crime

Table 1 Tists the ten types of completed and attempted property crime
included in the 1977 (pré-) and 1979 (follow-up) surveys. Beside
each crime type are listed the percentage of the households surveyed
that were victimized by one or more incidents of each crime type.
The Tast column shows the significance of the difference between the
1977 and 1979 victimization proportions.” Neither category of
completed burglary changed significantly between 1977 and 1979,
However, the rate of attempted burglaries did decline significantly,
dropping from 3.8 percent to 1.7 percent of the households surveyed.
Also, it is encouraging to note that the'percentage of the residents
victimized within the combined burglary category declined in 1979 by
1.5 percent. However, this decline is statistically not
significant.

Motor vehicle theft decreased insignificantly and the proportions
victimized by attempted auto theft were identical in 1977 and 1979.

Theft increased significantly, rising from 9.3 percent to 13.§ per-
cent between 1977 and 1979, while attempted theft decreased

insignificantly. Both vandalism and attempted vandalism decreased
but neither reached significance.

———— e

1If two sets of values, expressed as averages or percentages, are
significantly different, this means that there is a five percent or less
probability that the difference is due to chance alone. This probability is
commonly expressed as P <.05, where P represents probability, " &
indicates "less than," and .05 represents 5 percent. .

2The category "burglary combined® groups the three types of burglary

(property stolen, entry but nothing stolen, and attempted burglary) into one
group. This composite percentage is less than the addition of the percentage
of victimization in the three burglary categories comprising it. This is
attributed to several of the households being victimized by more than one type
of burglary, and if counted more than once would result in” an inflated
proportion of victimized households. This single counting of households was
done only in the case of victimization proportions, the actual number of
incidents of crimes discussed in Section C of this report counts all separate
incidents, whether or not they occurred within the same household.

-5~ Preceding page blank




Burglary-Property Stolen

Burglary-Nothing Stolen

Attempted Burglary

Burglary Combined

Motor Vehicle Thefta
Attempted Motor Vehicle Thefta
Theft

Attempted Theft

Vandalism

Attempted Vandalism

TABLE 1
Comparison of Proportions Victimized by Property Crime
1977 - 1979
1977 1979 Significance
(N=605) (N=595) of Change
3.0% 3.4% N.S.
Z=-,39
p= .35
1.8% 2.01% N.S.
Z=-,254
p= .40
.8% 1.7% Significant
3.8 Z=2.221
p = .041
8.1% 6.6% N.S.
~ Z = .995
p=.16
0.66% - 0.34% N.A.
0.50% 0.50% N.A.
.3% 13.6% Significant
9. 3% VA g -2.341
p= .01
2.3% 1.7% N.S.
Z=.742
p = .23
16.4% 15.8% N.S.
Z=.,283
p = .39
% 2.5% N.S.
2.7 Z=.,218
p = .38

@Proportions based on less than 10 incidents, no test of significance was

made.

Table 2 Tists the proportion of Central Point's households victimized by four
combined property crime categories. This grouping was done to measure the
extent of change in all residential property crime between the two survey

periods. When all completed property crimes are combined there has been a

2.6 percent increase in the percentage of homes victimized. This difference

is not significant. A1} attempted property crimes declined insignificantly,
going from 8.3 percent in 1977 to 7.3 percent in 1979,

When vandalism is excluded from the combined property crime category, the
resulting increase in the proportion victimized is significant. This

significant increase in property crime is largely due to the significant
increase in theft.




TABLE 2

1977 - 1979

1977

(N=605)

Completed Property Crimesd 23.8%

Attempted Property CrimesP 1 8.3%
Completed Property Crimes-

Egcluding Vandalism 12.4%
Attempted Property Crimes-

Excluding Attempted Vandalism 6.8%

Completed Violent CrimesC 2.5%

Attempted Violent Crimesd 4.8%

bInc]udes attempts of the crimes Tisted above.

“Includes robbery, assault with body, assault with weapon and rape.

dInc]udes attempts of the crimes listed zbove.

1979

(N=595)

26.4%

7.3%

16.2%

5.2%

2.9%

5.,4%

3Includes burglary, theft, motor vehicle thefts and vandalism.

Comparison of Combined Property and Violent Crime Categories

Significance

of Change

S

"-1.039
.149

v

".646
1258

T NZE T NZ=
L] L)
i unwm

Significant
Z =-1.881
.03

Y

"1.166
.123

N
-
It W

o

T-.428
.334

n uwwm

_.472
2319

T N2 T NZE
inwwm

Proportion Victimized by Violent Crime

Both the proportion victimized by violent crime and the proportion
experiencing attempted violent crime increased in the follow-up survey,
although neither increase is significant. The percentage of residents 15
years of age or older victimized by robbery, rape, or assault increased
from 2.5 percent in 1977 to 2.9 percent in 1979 and the percentage

experiencing attempts of these same crimes increased from 4.8 percent to
5.4 percent over the two-year period (see Table 2)

Table 3 Tists the proportion of people victimized by each individual

violent crime type. Due to the Tow incidence of victimization within each
of these crimes, tests for significance of change were done only for those
Crimes where there were at Jeast ten victims (assault with body, attempted

assault with body, all completed violent crimes, and all attempted violent
crimes).




TABLE 3
Comparison of Proportions Victimized by Violent Crime
1977 - 1979
1977 1979 Significance
(N=605) (N=595) of

Change - —_— —_
Robberya 0.33% . 0.17% N.A.
Attempted Robbery : 0.17% 0.17% N.A.
Assault w/Weapon 0.17% 0.34% N.A.
Attempted Assault w/Weapon 0.83% 1.2% N.A.
Assault w/Body 2.3% 2.4% N.S.
Attempted Assault w/Body 4.1% , 4.4% §.§. 258

p= .397
Rape _ 0.0% 0.0% N.A.
Attempted Rape 0.50% 0.34% N.A.
A1l Completed Violent Crime 2.5% 2.9% N.S.

Z=-.428

p= .33
Attempted Violent Crime 4.8% 5.4% N.S. v

Z=-.472

p= .319

3Proportions derived from 1-5s than ten victims. Tests of significance
were done only on those crime types where there were at least 10 victims in
each of the samples.

-10-
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B. Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Survey Crime Incidence3

Since the survey sample sizes were different (1977: N = 605,

1979: N = 595) it was necessary to equate or normalize the two surveys
prior to comparing the number of crime incidents. To correct for the
unequal sample sizes the number of crimes of each crime type were compared
on the basis of the number of crimes per 1,000 households for the property
crimes and 1,000 persons for the violent crimes.

Table 4 1ists the number of household crimes per 1,000 households
occurring in 1977 and 1979. Completed burglary increased by 4.1
burglaries per 1,000 households between the two year period. Likewise,
éuccessfu] entries into households where nothing was stolen increased by

2 per 1,000 households. Attempted burglaries, however, declined by 20.9
per 1,000 homes.

3The preceding sections dealt with the percentage of the survey
respondents victimized one or more times--the fact that some people were

victims of more than one incidence of the same crime was ignored. This
section, however, does count the actual number of incidents including multiple

incidents and equates the difference in the‘two sample sizes by projecting the

number of crimes per 1,000 households for burglary, auto theft and vandalism

and the number of crimes per 1,000 persons aged 15 and over for violent crimes
and theft.

-11-




TABLE 4

Comparison of 1977-1979 Household Crime Victimization Rates
(Number of Incidents per 1,000 Households)

Rate per 1,000 Change in
Households Rate per 1,000

Crime Type 1977 1979 Households
Complieted Burglary 43.0 47.1 +4.1
Burglary-Nothing Stolen 21.5 23.5 +2.0
Attempted Burglary 54.5 33.6 -20.9
Motor Vehicle Theft 6.6 3.4 -3.2
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 5.0 8.4 +3.4
Vandalism 289.3 275.6 -13.7
Attempted Vandalism 38.0 37.0 ~-1.0

Motor vehicle theft declinc” by 3.2 and attempted motor vehicle theft
increased 1.6 per 1,000 households. Vandalism and attempted vandalism also

declined slightly.

Table 5 compares the change in personal crime incidence.4 The number of
incidents of robbery, attempted rape and attempted theft declined during

1979. Attempted robbery remained constant, while the incidence of assault
with a weapon, assault with body, rape, and theft increased, as did both types
of attempted assault. The largest increases were in attempted assault with
body, up 46.8 per 1,000 people; and theft, up 63 per 1,000 individua]s.5

Ypersonal crimes are all completed and attempted violent crimes, plus

theft. Theft was included as a personal crime since it is more likely to
affect individual members of a household than are other property crimes such
as burglary and motor vehicle theft where the crime affects the entire
household.

5The incidence of violent crime is a relatively rare event compared to

more common property crime. The reader should be aware that with the
exception of 1977's rate of attempted assault with a weapor and completed and
attempted assault with body, all other violent crime rates in both surveys are
based on fewer than 10 survey-disclosed incidents. These crime rates may not
be reliable because of this relatively low frequency.

-12-

TABLE 5

Comparison of 1977-1979 Violent Crime Victimization Rates
(Per 1,000 Persons Age 15 and Over)

Rate per 1,000 Change in

s Persons Rate per 1,000

Lrime Type 1977 1979 Persons
Robbery“ : 3.39 1.72 ~1.6
Attempted Robbery 1.7° 1.72 0.0
Assault-Weapon 1.7¢8 3.4% +1.7
Attempted Assault-Weapon . _ 8.3% 23.5 +15.2
Assault-Body . 38.0 45.4 +7.4
Attempted Assault-Body 89.3 136.1 +46.8
Rape --8 b .3 b -
Attempted Rape 9.6% P 3.4% P -6.5
Theft 138.8 201.7 +62.9
Attempted Theft 46.3 .16.8 -29

a .
Rate based on fewer than 10 survey-disclosed crime incidents.

b
Rate based on total population age 15 and over, males and females.

~-13~
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Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Survey and

Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting (OUCR) Crime Incidents

Table 6 lists and compares the number of incidents of survey-disclosed
crimes with the number of crimes reported through the Central Point Police
Department to the Oregon Uniforr Crime Reporting System (OUCR). Columns 1
and 3 show the number of survey-projected crimes occurring in Central
Point during 1977 and 1979. These projected values were derived by
multiplying the number of incidents disclosed in the surveys by either a
household crime factor or a personal crime factor. Multiplying the number
of survey~disclosed crimes by the appropriate factor yielded the estimated
number of such crimes occurring in the entire City of Central Point.

Columns 2 and 4 1ist the number of crimes reported by the police to the
‘QUCR system. Column 5 shows the percent change in the number of
survey~-projected crimes experienced in 1977 and 1979, while Column 6 lists
the percent change in the number of crimes known to the police (OUCR).

Overall, the number of survey-projected crimes has increased by
27 percent, while the number of OUCR crimes have decreased by 4 percent

" over the two-year period.
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TABLE 6

Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Survey Projected
and OUCR? Crime Incidence

Col. 5 Col. 6
Col. 1 Col., 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 77-79 77-79

1977 1977 1979 1979 Survey  OUCR
Survey OUCR Survey OUCR % Change % Change
Residential Burglary 83 46b 96 340 416y -26%
Theft 634 2223 975 225¢ +549 +1%
Motor Vehicle Theft 139 11 79 169 _a6y +369%
Vandalism 558 184€ 563 167¢ +1% -9%
Assault 181 38 235 42 +30% +11%
Robbery 159 3 89 L -47% -67%
Rape 9 1 09 0 0% ~-100%
Total 1,484 505 1,884 485 +27% -4%

q0UCR: Oregon Uniform Crime Report.
bExc]udes commercial and attempted burglaries.
Excludes shoplifting and theft from coin operated machines.

dOUCR figures include an_unknown number of thefts involving commercially
owned and operated vehicles.

€oucr figures include an unknown number of vandalisms involving commercial
property.

fFigures exclude attempted rape.

gPrjojected survey incidents based on fewer than 10 surve{-disciosed
crimes. Therefore, these survey projections may be unreliable.
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Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Crime Prevention Program Awareness
and Participation

There has been a 3.6 percent increase in the proportion of people who are
aware of Central Point's Crime Prevention Program. This difference
approached but did not attain si'gniﬁcahce.6 Table 7 1ists and

compares the change in the awareness of and participation in Central
Point's Crime Prevention Program.

Very little change was noted in the way in which people became
knowledgeable of the program. In-both the pre- and follow-up surveys the
most frequent mode of learning about the program was through radio and TV
and ward of mouth.

Responses to Item 3 reveal that nearly one-quarter of the surveyed
citizens have had direct contact with Central Point's Crime Prevention

Officer sometime within the two-year survey period.

There has been a 3.2 percent increase in the proportion of residents who
Tock their doors and windows in the 1979 follow-up survey. As of 1979
approximately 8 out of 10 householders "always" lock their doors and
windows when not home. Less than 1 in 10 respondents "sometimes" or
"rarely or neverd Tock their doors and windows.

Although Tess than half of the residents "always" close and lock their
garage door(s) routinely, significantly fewer respondents "rarely or
never" lock their garage door(s) in the 1979 survey. This indicates a
marked tendency for residents to take more care in Tocking their garage.

Two notable changes occurred during the 1979 survey in relation to the
locking of vehicles while residents are parked near home. The 4.2 percent
increase in the proportion of people who "always" Tock their car doors
while parked near home was nearly significant,7 and the 5.5 percent
decrease in the percentage of people who "rarely or never" lock their
vehicle doors was significant. An even stronger tendency to lock vehicle
doors to prevent theft was evident when leaving vehicles parked away from

62 =1.26, p= .11
77 =1.45, p = .074
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respondent's homes. There was an 8.8 percent increase during the 1979
survey in the percentage of people who "always® lock their car doors when
away from home. The 4.3 percent decrease in the number of people who
“usually" lock their car doors under similar circumstances is largely a
result of the shift to the "always" category. Also, the 3.6 percent
decrease in the proportion of people who “rarely or never" lock their car
doors 1is also significant. Taken together, responses to both items 6 and
7 on Table 7 demonstrate an encouraging trend toward greater crime preven-
tion activity since the beginning of the crime prevention program in 1978.

The 3.7 percent increase in the percentage of residents who have engraved
their valuable property with identification during the 1979 survey is also
significant and in the expected, positive direction. Although
significant, this increase means that not even one in five residents have
engraved their property with identification numbers, far short of a
majority of citizens.

Virtually the same percentage of people have placed anti-burglary stickers
on their doors and windows. The purpose of these decals and stickers is
to warn would-be burglars and thieves that the property in these premises
have been engraved with identification numbers to aid in the recovery of
property in the event of burglary. It would be expected that nearly the
same proportion of householders would display these decals as have marked

their valuable property, yet only 6.6 percent have displayed warning
decals while 16.4 percent have engraved their property.

Likewise, about the same proportion of the respondents have door and
window locks that are in working condition in both survey years
(1977: 94.94%, 1979: 93.1%).

There has not been any change between 1977 and 1979 in the proportion who
have one or more firearms in their home (1977: 67%, 1979: 68.6%). The
majority of those who have firearms use them for recreational purposes, as
opposed to protection and self-defense.

Finally, only one or two homes in every hundred have some kind of burglar
alarm device (1977: 1.2%, 1979: 2.1%).
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Comparison of Crime Prevention Program
Awareness and Participation

TABLE 7

1977 - 1979
1977 1979 Significance
(N=605)  (N=595) of Change
Are you aware of Central Point's
Crime Prevention Program?
Yes 40.6% 44.2% N.S.
No 59.4% 55.8% N.S
Source of Contact
Radio and TV 38.3% 38.0% N.S.
Public Meeting 4.2% 3.4% N.S.
Word of Mouth 20.9% 19.8% N.S.
Block Meeting 1.2% 4% N.S.
C.P. Officer 5.8% 3.2% Significant
Z=2.17
p= .015
Security Survey N.A. 5.0% N.A.
Light-Timing Device N.A. 5.8% N.A.
Engraving Tool N.A. 7.3% N.A.
Anti-Theft Decals N.A. 4.0% N.A.
Other Source 6.1% 5.0% N.S.
Time of Direct Contact with
Central Point's C.P. Officer
(Other than TV, Radio or Newspaper)
a. None N.A. 75.4% N.A.
b. 1 to 6 Months N.A. 6.4% N.A.
C. 7 to 12 Months Ago N.A. 4.8% N.A.
d. 13 to 18 Months Ago N.A. 3.5% N.A.
e. 19 to 24 Months Ago N.A. 2.2% N.A.
f. Over 24 Months N.A. 2.4% N.A.
g. Can't Recall N.A. 5.4% N.A.
Total 100.0%
1977 1979 Significance
(N=600)  (N=584) of Change
How often do you Tock all the
doors and windows when no one
is home?
a. Always 76.3% 79.5% N.S
b.  Usually 14.1% 12.1% N.S
C.  Sometimes 4.6% 3.6% N.S
d. Rarely or never 4.0% 4.0% N.S
e. Doesn't apply .9% .8% N.S

-18-

TABLE 7 (Cont'd.)

Do you keep your garage door(s)
closed and locked as a matter
of course? '

a. Always

b. Usually

C.  Sometimes

d. Rarely or never

e. Doesn't apply

Do you lock your vehicle doors

when leaving the vehicle parked
near your home?

a.  Always

b.  Usually

C. Sometimes

d. Rarely or never
€. Doesn't apply

Do you Tock your vehicle doors
when leaving the vehicle parked

away from home?

a. Always

b.  Usually

Cc.  Sometimes

d. Rarely or Never
e. Doesn't apply

1977
(N=590)

45.9%

16.6
5.4%
9.7%

22.4%

1977
(N=600)
42.3%

22.0%
13.2%
22.4%

1%
1977
(N=601)
64.3%
22.0%

9.4%

4.2%
1%

1979 Significance
(N=576) of Change
46.5% N.S.

16.9% N.S.

5.1% N.S.

6.0% Significant

Z=2,346
p= .009

25.5% N.S.

1979 Significance
(N=579) of Change
46.5% N.S.

Z=-1.45
p=.074
21.4% N.S.
14.6% N.S.
16.9% Significant
L =2.374
p = .009

5%

1979 Significance
(N=595) of Change
73.1% Significant

Z=-3,281
p = .0004
17.7% Significant
Z =1.864
p= .031
5.8% Significant
L =2.348
p = .009
2.9% N.S.
.5%




10.

11.

12.

TABLE 7 (Cont'd.)

Have you engraved most of your
valuable property with identifi-
cation numbers?

Yes

No

Do you use anti-burglary
stickers or decals?

Yes
No

Are all of your door and
window Tocks operable?

Yes
No

Do you have a firearm in your
home for:

Yes
No

Do you have an operating burglar
alarm system in your home or
apartment? ’

Yes
No
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1977 1979 Significance
(N=590)  (N=570) of Change
12.7% 16.4% Significant

Z=-1.788
p= .037
87.3% 83.6% Significant
Z =1.788
p= .037

1977 1979 Significance
(N=588)  (N=560) of Change

6.5% 6.6% N.S.

93.5% 93.4% N.S.

1977 1979 Significance
(N=585)  (N=555) of Change
94.9% 93.1% N.S.

5.1% 6.9% N.S.

1977 1979 Significance
(N=605)  (N=595) of Change
67.0% 68.6% . N.S.

33.0% 31.4% N.S.

1977 1979 Significance
(N=583)  (N=562) of Change

1.2% 2.1% N.S
98.8% 97.9% N.S

N

For both the 1977 and 1979 surveys, responses to all crime prevention
items were cross tabulated with property crime victimization to assess the
association between crime prevention knowledge and practice and the risk
of being a victim of property crime.

In the 1977 survey one crime prevention item approached a significant
relationship with property crime victimization. Table 8a reveals that of
those households with operable locks 17 percent were victims, while nearly
twice as many households (29.6%) with inoperable locks were victimized.

In the 1979 survey 18.1 percent of those households having operable locks
were victims, whereas 26.1 percent of those with inadequate locks were
victims. Although not statistically significant, the consistancy of these

findings point to the need for secure locks in lessening the risk of
victimization.
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TABLE 8a

Significant Associations Between Crime Prevention Methods
and Property Crime Victimizationd, b
(1977 Survey)

Are all the window and door locks in your
home or apartment operable?

Yes No
Property Crime Yes ‘ N= 94 N=29
Victim? 17.0% 29.6%

No N = 461 N =21
’ : 83.0% 70.4%

Raw Chi Square = 3.101, p = .0783a
Corrected Chi Square = 2.291, p = .1302a

4ATthough both the corrected and raw Chi Square are not statistically
significant this table was included because it is practically significant that
those homes with inoperative locks were victimized nearly twice as often as
those home equipped with good locks (29.6% vs. 17.0%).

bror purposes of this analysis property crimes included theft, auto theft,
and burglary. Vandalism was excluded.
TABLE 8b

Significant Associations Between Crime Prevention Methods
and Property Crime Victimizationa
(1979 Survey)

Are all the window and door locks in your
home or apartment operable?

Yes No

Property Crime Yes N= 94 N =10
Victim? 18.1% 26.1%

No N = 423 N =28

81.9% 73.9%

Raw Chi Square = 1.479, p = .224a
Corrected Chi Square = 1.002, p = .317@

8s in Table 8a, the corrected and uncorrected chi squares are not
statistically significant. There is a tendency for homes having inoperable
Tocks .to be victimized more than those equipped with locks that work.

bSee footnote P from Table 8a
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Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Demographic Characteristics

This section examines the risk of propert crime victimi i

Point rgs1dents, according to citigeng' mgmbersh1p1?n12;§a5;;ggigghgsntra]
categories; sex, age, ethnicity, income, education and household size.

For the purpose of this analysis, victimization risk is defined as the
percentagg of people in each sub-category within each demographic factor
who experienced one or more property crimes during 1977 and 1979.

1. Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Sex

Table 9 shows that in 1977 significantly more men were victi

ctims than
were women (28.6%.vs. 18.7%). However, in 1979 the proportion of
victimized women increased to a point where there was no significant

difference in the risk of property crime victimization between
men and women (men: 29.6%, women: 25.1%). en the

When yanda1i§m is excluded from the analysis women continued to
éxperience significantly less victimization than men during 1977
(21.1% vs. 14.6%). But again, in 1979, the difference between the
two sex's victimization rates was insignificant (see Table 10)
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Table 9

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Sexa

Male Female Significance
(N=457) (N=205) (N=252)
1977 % Nonvictims o 71.4% 81.3%
(N=140) (N=87) - (N=77) Significant
1977 % Victims 28.6% 18.7% p = .006
(N=410) (N=192) (N=218)
1979 % Nonvictims 70.4% 74.9%
(N=154) (N=81) (N=73) N.S.
1979 % Victims 29.6% 25.1% p = .27

e

aThis category of property crime includes completed acts of theft, auto
theft, burglary and vandalism.

Table 10

Risk of Property Crime Victimization
by Sex (Excluding Vandalism)a

Male Female Significance
(N=452) (N=226) (N=265)
1977 % Nonvictims 78.9% 85.4%
(N=106) (N=61) (N=45) Significant
1977 % Victims 21.1% ' 14.6% p = .05
(N=452) (N=220) (N=232)
1979 % Nonvictims 80.9% 79.5%
(N=112) (N=52) (N=60) N.S.
1979 % Victims 19.1% 20.5% = .76

aThis category of crime inciudes completed and attempted acts ofqburglary,

theft and motor vehicle theft. Vandalism and attempted vandalism is excluded.
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2.

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Age

As shown in past victimization surve i

S _ : ys, age is more closely associated
g;;h theh(1sk of proper?y crime victimization than 1is any gfher :
helggg;ptgg Eﬁgtggugggggdgggd. The twg ?1ghest risks of victimization are

. : groups, while the two oldest a
the Towest risk of victimization. H i N el i
. 4 . » the risk of victimization i
not linear in these sanples. 1In theolvlvever 3 cging at 27
. 977 survey, the risk begins
Egggeg%dfgﬁoﬁge ;gazghgsag old grogg, rises to 33.8 percent ?g;nih:t3gziz
. rops to 13.8 percent and 17.0

45-64 and 65+ year old age groups, respectively. percent for the

A similar pattern of risk exists f
or the 1979 follow-up survey, e
s?ggig?e §5—64 year old age group has a considerably h?gher r?gk égept
1zation than in the 1977 survey (24.3% vs. 13.8%). (See Table 11.)

After removing vandalism from the cro i
A ] s ss-tabulation, the
continue to demonstrate higher risks of victimization (Sggu¥g§§ea§g)groups
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(N=459)

1977 % Nonvictims
(N=141)

1977 % Victims

TABLE 11

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Age

15-29 Yrs. 30-44 Yrs. 45-64 Yrs. 65+ Yrs. Significance

(N=149)
72.8%

(N= 93)
66.2%

(N=140)
86.2%
(N= 22)

(N=

83.

(N=

78)

0%

16)  Significant
0%  p = .0001

- em mm em ws m em em e e e e em e
- ke mr o we e ar e am e e

(N=418)

1979 % Nonvictims
(N=154)

1979 % Victims

(N=494)

1977 % Nonvictims
(N=106)

1977 % Victims

Risk of Property Crime Victimization

33.7%

TABLE 12

by Age, Excluding Vandalism

15)  Significant
7% p = .016

15-29 Yrs. 30-44 Yrs. 45-64 Yrs. 65+ Yrs. Significance

(N=159)
78.1%
(N= 45)
21.9%

(N=109)
77.9%
(N= 31)
22.1%

{N=141)
86.8%
(N= 21)

- ma e ma am e o mm em e = aw e e e e= e

(N=459)

1979 % Nonvictims
(N=113)

1979 % Victims
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(N= 85)

90.5%

(N=9) Significant
9.5% p = .012

(N= 80)

86.1%

(N=13) Significant
13.9% p = .053

o I

3. Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Ethnicity

With a few exceptions--the Portland and Eugene Metropolitan Areas--the
nonwhite population of Oregon is very small. Because of this, very large
differences in the risk of victimization must exist between the white and
nonwhite subsamples for this difference to be significant. The reason for
this is that, generally, the smaller the sample (or subsample) the greater
the possibility of error in measurement, or the greater is the chance of
obtaining unusually high or low risks of victimization in any given

survey. This condition seems to have happened in Central Point samples.

In the 1977 sample 16.4 percent of the nonwhite sample were victims
compared to 33.8 percent in 1979. And in both samples the nonwhite
subsamples were very small (1977: N=12, 1979: N=14). A much larger

nqnwhi?e sample is needed to obtain a more reliable measure of the true
victimization rate.

The risk of victimization among whites increased slightly between 1977 and
1979, 23.7 percent to 26.4 percent. In neither the 1¢77 nor 1979 surveys

did the difference between the white and nonwhite risk of victimization
reach significance (see Table 13.).

With vandalism excluded the differ

ence in risk remained insignificant (see
Table 14). .
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TABLE 13

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Ethnicity

Nonwhite White Significance
(N=449) (N= 10) (N=439)
1977 % Nonvictims 83.6% 76.3% .
(N=139) - . (N=2) (N=137) .S.
p 7. o l7o p = .81
1977 % Victims . : 16.4% 23 7{ ~~~~~~~~~
) u(N=416) 4 (N="9) (N=407)
y .6%
1979 % Nonvictims 66.2% 73 .
(N=151) (N=5) (N=145) . .}75
6.4% p=.
1979 % Victims 33.8% 2
TABLE 14

i i ictimization
Risk of Property Cr1me.V1ct1m1za.
by Ethnicity, Excluding Vandalism

Nonwhite White Significance
(N=483) (N= 10) (N=473)
' y 1%
1977 % Nonvictims 88.0% 82.1% s
(N=104) (N= 1) (N=103) .S.
. 9 .9% p=.89
1977 % Victims 12.0% 17-9{ ~~~~~~~~~
(N=458) (N= ) (N=449)
i % 81.2%
1979 % Nonvictims 67 .4% .
(N=109) (N="- 5) (N=104) .S. "
\ ‘ ' 18.8% p = .
1979 % Victims e 32.6%
-28-

Risk of Property Crime Victimization,by Income

In both the pre- and follow-up surveys the risk of being the victim of a
Property crime increases as family income increases. However, this
relationship was only significant in the 1979 survey where the risk of
victimization rose from 19.7 percent in the Towest income group to

35 percent in the highest income group (see Table 15).

Vandalism seems to be one of the contrs
relationship. With vandalism taken oy
risk between the income groups was not signifi

4 » although the highest
income group continued to have the highest risk of v
Table 16).
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TABLE 15

Risk of Property Victimization by Income

i
Lo

e,

$2,999- $10,000- o
9,999 24,999 $25,000+ Significance
(N=409) (N=115) (N=256) (N= 38)
1977 % Nonvictims 79.8% 74.1% 69.6%
(N=135) (N= 29) (N= 89) (N= 16) N.S.
1977 % Victims ‘ 20.2% 25.9% 30.4% p=.25
(N=385) (N= 84) (N=235) (N= 66)
1979 % Nonvictims 80.3% 73.3% 64.2% o
(N=143) (N= 21) (N= 86) (N= 37) Significant
1979 % Victims 19.7% 26.7% 35.0% p = .03
TABLE 16
Risk of Property Crime Victimization
by Income, Excluding Vandalism
$2,999- $10,000-
9,999 24,999 $25,000+ Significance
(N=440) (N=122) (N=278) (N= 39)
1977 % Nonvictims 84.8% 80.5% 72.7%
(N=104) (N= 22) (N= 67) (N= 15) N.S.
1977 % Victims 15.2% 19.5% 27.3% p=.15
©(N=422) (N= 84) (N=264) (n= 76)
1979 % Nonvictims 80.1% 82.3% 73.9%
(N=105) (N= 21) (N= 57) (N=27) N.S.
1979 % Victims 19.9% 17.7% 26.1% p = .18
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Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Education

Probably because of the general tendency for income to increase with the
level of education, the risk of victimization increases as educational
level increases. In the 1977 sample the Towest risk was in the group

having an elementary or some high school education and increased with each
higher educational group.

In the follow-up survey the lowest educational group had a risk factor of
30 percent which decreased to 23.5 percent and 23.9 percent in the two

intermediate groups and rose to the highest risk of 40.1 percent in the
group having a college undergraduate or postgraduate degree.

A§ in the case of income, when vandalism is removed from the breakdown of
risks, the difference in the risk of victimization decreases to
insignificance.
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TABLE 17

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Education

(N=443)

1977 % Nonvictims
(N=139)

1977 % Victims

(N=410)

1979 % Nonvictims
(N=148)

1979 % Victims

+Some H.S. Graduate College or Post.Grad. Significance
(N=104)  (N=208) (N=93) (N= 39)
80.7% 78.4% 71.5% 65.6%
(N= 25) (N= 57) (N= 37) (N= 20) N.S.
19.3% 21.6% 28.5% 34.4% p = .06
(N=76) (N=191) (N=108) (N= 35)
70.0% 76.5% 76.1% 59.9%
(N= 33) (N= 59) (N= 34) (N= 23) Significant
30.0% 23.5% 23.9% 40.1% p=.05

TABLE 18

(N=477)

1977 % Nonvictims
(N=105)

1977 % Victims

(N=448)

1979 % Nonvictims
(N=111)

1979 % Victims

+Some H.S. Graduate College or Post.Grad. Significance

(N= 99) (N=227) (N=107) (N= 44)

77 .2% 85.7% 82.0% 75.7%

(N= 29) (N= 38) (N=23) (N= 14) N.S.

22.8% 14.3% 18.0% 24.5% p=.11
(N= 80) (N=205) (N=113) (N= 49)

74.1% 81.9% 79.7% 84.8%

(N= 28) (N= 45) (N=29) (N= 9) N.S.

25.9% 18.1% 20.3% 15.2% p = .29
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Elementary High School

Some College Grad.

Risk of Property Crime Victimization

by Education, Excluding Vandalism

Elementary High School

Some College Grad.

Risk of Property Crime VictimiZation by Household Size

In both the 1977 and 1979 surveys there is a consistent relationship
between the number of people in households and their risk of
victimization. Generally, the risk of property crime goes up as the sjze

of the household increases. The risks are practically identical between
the two samples.

After removing vandalism from the analysis the difference in risk between

household size categories loses significance in the 1977 survey but
retains significance in the 1979 survey.

This breakdown of risk by household size revealed a curious finding. For

some reason (or reasons), in both the pre- and follow-up surveys, those
respondents Tiving with only one other person had the lowest risk of
victimization, even lower than those living alone.
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TABLE 19

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Household Size

2-3 4 or
Single 1 Other Others More Significance
(N=452) (N= 45) (N=174) (N=168) (N= 64)
1977 % Nonvictims 76.0% 84.8% 72.2% 70.3%
(N=137) (N= 14) (N= 31) (N= 65) (N= 27) Significant
1977 % Victims 24.0% 15.2% 27.8%  29.7% p = .006
(N=417) (N= 30) (N=169) (N=165) (N= 53)
1979 % Nonvictims 76.3% 82.9% 67.8% 70.4%
(N=145) - (N=9) (N= 35) (N= 78) (N= 22) Significant
1979 % Victims 23.7% 17.1% 32.2% 29.6% p = .003

TABLE 20

Risk of Property Crime Victimizatign by
Household Size, Excluding Vandalism

' 2-3 4 or L
Single 1 Other Others More Significance
(N=484) (N=47) (N=178) (N=186) (N= 73)
1977 % Nonvictims 78.0% 86.7% 79.7% 81.0% .
(N=105) (N= 13) (N= 27) (N=47)  (N=17) N.S.
1977 % Victims 22.0% 13.3% 20.3% 19.0% p = .20
(N=453) (N= 32) (N=178) (N=186) (N= 58)
1979 % Nonvictims 80.0% 87.0% 76.6% 76.8% N
(N=109) (N=8) (N= 26) (N= 57)  (N=17) Significant
1979 % Victims 20.0% 13.0% 23.4% 23.2% p = .003
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F. Comparison of 1977-1979 Monetary Loss

A series of questions were included in both the 1977 and 1979 surveys
which asked the victims to indicate the replacement value of stolen or
damaged property and the total costs of any medical or legal fees, Tost
wages or any other expenditures resulting from crime. Table 21 summarizes
the results of these monetary loss questions.

TABLE 21
Property Loss and Associated Costs of Crime
1977-1979
1977 1979
Total Survey Loss Pera Total Survey Loss Pera
Loss Victim Loss Victim
(N=150) (N=163)
Property Loss $20,915 $139 $23,338 $143
Other Lossb 6,209 41 2,307 14
$27,124 $180 $25,645 $157

L oss per victim based on total number of victims

of completed property
and/or violent crime (1977 N=150, 1979 N=163).

bLoss due to medical and Tegal éxpenses and wages lost from work.

To correct for the unequal sample sizes between the two surveys, the
total monetary losses were divided by the total number of people in each

sample who were victims of any completed property and/or violent crime.
This yields an average 10ss per victim.

There has been a drop of $23 in the average cost of crime per victim in
the 1979 survey (1977: $180 - 1979:  $157). Although these averages

may seem low, it should be mentioned that the majority of these crimes

were thefts and vandalism, many of which involved relatively small

losses. However, these figures may underestimate the actual loss per
victim, as only 93 (62%) of the 150 victims in the 1977 survey indicated

a loss of any kind. In 1979, 108 (66%) of the 163 victims disclosed a
crime related cost.
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G. Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Perceptions of Crime and

Crime-Related Issues

1.

Neighborhood Crime Trend

Table 22 reveals that there has been little change in the way the
residents of Central Point feel about the incidence of crime. The
biggest proportion feel that crime has stabilized. The proportion
who share this opinion has grown 3.7 percent since the 1977 survey.
There has also been a slight gain in the percentage of people who
feel that crime has increased within the follow-up survey year

(21.1% vs. 21.8%). Overall there has been little change in citizens'

perception of crime in Central Point, as none of the changes reached
sigm’ficance.8

TABLE 22
Perception of Crime Trend

Within the past year do you think that crime in your neighborhood
has increased, decreased or stayed about the same?

. 1977 1979 Significance

Crime has: (N=591) (N=595) of Change

Increased 21.1% 21.8% N.S

Decreased 7.0% 5.3% N.S.

Stabilized 34.8% 38.6% N.S.

No Opinion 21.9% 22.4% N.S.

Have not Tlived o

here that long 15.2% 11.9% Significant
Z=1.99
p= .023

100.0% T00.0%

Perceived Likelihood of Future Victimization

Although there has been a slight increase in that segment of the
population who feel they will be a crime victim within the next

year, that increase is not significant. The significant shift has

occurred in a drop in the percentage of people having "no opinion”

8The percentage of people who have not lived in Central Point long enou%h
has apparently decreased significantly since the 1977 survey; however, that
change is not as relevant as changes in the other categories.

e~

R

[eewsc

and a move to an increase in the percentage of people who feel that
they will not be a crime victim in the coming year. This change
indicates that there has been a small but encouraging improvement in
citizens' feeling of security from crime (see Table 23).

TABLE 23
Perceived Likelihood of Future Victimization

Do you believe that you are Tikely to be the victim of a crime
during the next year?

1977 1979 Significance
(N=579) (N=554) of Change
Yes 13.8% 14.3% N.S.
No 50.8% 56.0% . Significant
Z=-1.75
p= .04
No Opinion 35.4% 29.6% Significant
Z=2.08
p= ,019
100.0% 100.0%

Table 24 1ists the type of crime that each of the survey
respondents felt might happen to them within the next year. Beside
each crime type are the percentages of the total sample who fee]
they will be a victim and the percentage of those who responded to
this question. Burglary was seen the most likely crime to affect
people in 1977, followed by vandalism and theft. However, in 1979
vandalism was perceived as more 1ikely to occur than burglary or |
theft. The actual rate of victimization within Central Point is
higher than people realize. A comparison of the actual rate of
victimization in Table 1 with Table 24 shows that there is a gen-
eral underestimation of the expected level of victimization. This
same tendency is also true for assaultive crimes, particularly a
Tower than actual percentage who feel that they will be the victim
of assualt with body (without a weapon) within the coming year.
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TABLE 24
Type of Crime Perceived Most Likely to Occur

1977 1979

, .»»,
e
S

% Total % Respondents % Total % Respondents

Sample to the Quest. Sample to the Quest.
(N=605) (N=85) TN‘%W (N=10%)

Burglary 5.0% 34.9% 4.5% 31.4%
Attempted Burglary -— - -~ --
Theft 3.5% 24.4% 4.4% 19.2%
Attempted Theft -- -~ -- --
Motor Vehicle Theft -- -- 0.2% 1.0%
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft -- -- -- -=
Vandalism 4.1% 29.1% 5.2% 29.8%
Attempted Vandalism -- -- -~ --
Robbery 0.7% 4.7% 0.2% 1.0%
Attempted Robbery ~— - 0.2% ‘ 1.0%
Assault w/Weapon - - 0.2% 1.0%
Attempted Assault w/Weapon -- -- -- -
Assault w/Body 0.3% 2.3% 0.2% 1.0%
Attempted Assault w/Body -- -- -- --
Assault Undetermined 0.2% 1.2% 0.2% 1.0%
Rape 0.3% 2.3% 0.3% 1.9%
Attempted Rape -- -- -- -
Unknown 1.2% 1.0% 5.8%

0.2%

None of the differences in the pre-program and follow-up percentages

are significant.
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3. Treatment of Juvenile Status Offenders?

There has not been any noteworthy change in the way the residents of
Central Point think that status offenders should be treated.
Approximately three-fourths of both samples surveyed feel that such
Juvenile offenders should be held in institutions out of contact with

adult and juvenile criminal offenders.

Only 5.3 percent and 3.8 per-

cent of those surveyed think that status offenders should be held in
jail with adult and juvenile criminal offenders.

TABLE 25

Treatment of Status Offenders

How do you feel juvenile status offenders (noncriminal) should be
treated by juvenile authorities?a

1977 1979 Significance
(N=555) (N=543) of Change

1. Held in jail with adult

and juvenile criminal

offenders 5.3% 3.8% N.S.
2. Held in juvenile deten-

tion with juvenile

criminal and status

offenders 9.9% 13.0% N.S.
3. Held not in contacf

with adult criminals

and Jjuvenile criminal

offenders 77.1% 74.6% N.S.
4, Released without

court supervision 7.7% 8.5% N.S.

3For exact wdrding of this item see Appendix A, Item 45.

9Status offenders are those juveniles (under 18) who have committed a

crime that does not apply to adults (e.g., running away from home, possession
of alcohol, etc.).
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Increased Taxes for Treatment of Juvenile Offenders

Nearly identical percentages of people would be willing to pay more
taxes for the treatment of juvenile offenders. In 1977, 46.8 percent
"strongly agreed" or "agreed" with this policy. In 1979, 45.9
percent were in some form of agreement and 21.5 percent were 1in
disagreement. None of the pre- or folow-up comparisons were

significant; however, two changes approached significance (p < .15),
the increase in those who are "uncertain" and the decrease in those

who "disagree" (see Table 26).

TABLE 26

Support for Increased Juvenile Offender Prevention Programs

I would be willing to pay more taxes to treat juvenile offenders to
prevent them from becoming adult criminals.

1977 1979 Significance

(N=593) (N=569) of Change
1 Strongly Agree 12.9% - 12.8% N.S.
I Agree 33.9% 33.1% N.S.
I'm Uncertain 29.4% 32.7% N.S.
I Disagree 13.1% 10.6% N.S.
- I Strongly Disagree _10.7% _10.9% N.S.

100.0% 100.0%
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Disclosure of Criminal Records

There was no significant change in the percentage of people who
"agree" or "disagree" with the policy of releasing a person's
criminal record to anyone who wants them. The Targest percentage
(1977: 42.6%, 1979: 40.7%) opposes the release of criminal
records, while a 1ittle more than one-third agrees with the policy
of criminal record disclosure (1977: 37.7%, 1979: 37.8%).

TABLE 27

Access to Criminal Records

Do you feel that a person's criminal record should be made

avai]ap]e to anyone who asks for them, including to employers or
potential employers?

1977 1979 Significance
(N=592) (N=595) of Change
Yes 37.7% 37.8% N.S.
No 42.6% 40.7% N.S.
Not Sure 19.8% 21.5% N.S.
-4]-
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Sentencing Disparity

Besides the significant increase in the proportion of people who feel
that there is a "50-50 chance" of equal sentences in any two
hypothetica]]y similar court cases, there were no other notable
changes in people's opinion regarding this issue.

If two offenders with similar criminal backgrounds appear in court
for the same type of crime, a total of 24.7 percent of the 1977
sample feel that it is “very Tikely" or "likely" that they will
receive the same sentence, as opposed to 22.3 percent in 1979. And
in the 1977 and 1979 surveys about one-third of the respondents
thought it “"unlikely" or “very unlikely" that these hypothetical
criminals would receive equal sentences.

TABLE 28
Sentencing Disparity
If two people with similar criminal backgrounds are cenvicted of

the same crime in your community, how 1likely do you think it is
that they will receive the same sentence?

1977 1979 Significance
(N=595) (N=577) of Change
Very Likely (76-100%) 9.5% 7.0% N.S.
Likely (51-75%) 13.2% 15.3% N.S.
About 50-50% Chance 23.0% 29.5% ;igngfggant
p = .006
Unlikely (25-49%) 21.0% 17.9% N.S.
Very Unlikely (0-24%) 12.4% 10.4% N.S.
Have No Idea 20.9% 19.9% N.S.
-4

Community Corrections Program

The public's willingness to establish community-based correctional
programs in Central Point was examined for three categories of
crimes and four types of offenders. The categories of crime are
violent crime, violent sex crime, and property crime. The types of
offenders are first-time Jjuvenile offenders, first-time adult
offenders, and repeat juvenile offenders and repeat adult offenders.

For the first-time Juvenile offenders there has been no significant
Change in the proportion of people supporting or opposing community-
based corrections programs. About six out of every ten people
support and one out of every four or five people oppose such
programs. However, there has been a significant decrease in
opposition to community corrections programs for first-time adult
offenders and for repeat juvenile offenders.

Generally, there is very Tittle support for community corrections
programs for repeat juvenile and adult violent crime offenders,

The largest percentage of people are also in opposition to such
programs for first-time juvenile and adult violent sex crime
offenders, and opposition rises appreciably for repeat offenders of
such crimes. Only a Tittle more than one in ten people support
community correction programs for repeat sex crime offenders.,

There was no significant change in the pattern of responses to this
category of offenses between the 1977 and 1979 surveys.

Central Point is generally supportive of community-based programs
for prorerty crime offenders, particularly in the case of
first-time juvenile offenders where there has been a significant
decrease in opposition to such treatment facilities (1977: 14.3%,
1979: 10.6%). 1In both the 1977 and 1979 surveys more than seven
of every ten people are in support of these programs for First-time
Juvenile offenders, and about six of every ten people support these
corrections programs for fipst time adult offenders. The
opposition increases dramatically for repeat juvenile and adult
property criminals.
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TABLE 29

Comparison of Attitudes Toward
Community Corrections Programs

Overall, would you say that you support or oppose the establishment
in _our community of correctional programs, such as halfway houses
or work release centers?

Correctional Programs 1977 1979
In Your Community For: (N=672) (N=554)
Violent Crimes ‘ % Support % Oppose % Don't Know

(e.g., homicide, robbery,
or assault)

1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979

i 9 9 17.7%
irst-Time Juvenile Offenders 59.6% 60.8% 24.5% 21.5§ 15.9% ;
Fi:st—Time Adult Offenders 49.2% 52.0% 32.1% 27.6%* 18.7% 20.4%

(z=1.66) ]
Repeat Juvenile Offenders 14.3% 17.7% 66.8% (z§§'é§; 18.9% 20.2%
Repeat Adult Offenders 11.7% '13.5% .71.1% 68.2% 17.2% 18.3%

Violent Sex Crimes

First-Time Juvenile Offenders 37.0% 37.74 46.1% 42.4% 16.9? 19.9?
First-Time Adult Offenders 25.7% . 25.3% 57.4% 54.7% 17.0% 20,0;
Repeat Juvenile Offenders 11.1% 13.3% 73.5% 69.8? 15.4% %g.g;
Repeat Adult Offenders 10.3% 11.5% 74.9% 71.6% 14.9% .8%

Property Crime

First-Time Juvenile Offenders 71.9% 74.0% 14.3% 10.6%* 13.9% 15.4%

(z=1.88)

i j y’ ¥ 7 13.8% 15.9%
First-Time Adult Offenders 58.8% 59.1% 27.4% 24.9f ; ;
Repeat Juvenile Offenders 17.5% 20.1% 65.8% 62.8% 16.7f 17.2%
Repeat Adult Offenders?@ 15.3% - 69.3% -— 15.4% --

*Difference 1977-1979 percentages significant at p<.05

a i i the category "repeat
Due to a typographical error in the 1979 survey gory
juvenile of¥zngerg" was repeated twice and "repeat adult offenders" was

omitted.
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Diversion Programs

Traditional and community corrections programs are directed toward
convicted criminals while diversionary programs extract the
offender before formal adjudication has taken place. These
diverted offenders are then released without obligation if the
crime is not serious or referred to noncriminal social service
agencies for attention or treatment.

No appreciable change has occurred in people's support or
opposition toward diversion of first-time Jjuvenile and adult
property crime offenders (see Table 30). There has been a sTight
increase in the endorsement of such programs for juvenile property
crime offenders (1977: 53.9% vs. 1979: 57.6%) and a small
increase in opposition to diversion of first time adult offenders
(1977: 49.2%, 1979: 53.2%). However, neither of these changes
were significant. Overall, there is agreement with the diversion
of first time juvenile property offenders while there is

disagreement with a policy of diversion for first-time adult
property offenders.

Support falls sharply for both first-time violent Jjuvenile and
adult offenders. Barely one in ten people 1ike the jdea of
diverting first-time violent Juveniles, and only about one in

twenty support these programs in the case of first-time adult
offenders.
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TABLE 30
Comparison of Attitudes Toward Diversion Programs

Generally, do you think that diverting first-time property crime
offenders is a good idea?

% Yes % No

1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979
(N=588) (N=566) (N=588) (=556) (N=588) (N=566)

% Not Sure

For Juvenile Offenders 53.9% 57.6% 27 .9% 27 .3% 18.2% 15.1%
For Adult Offenders , 29.4% 28.7% 49,9% 53.2% 20.7% 18.1%

First-time Violent Crime Offenders?

% Yes % No % Not Sure

1377 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979
(N=588) (N=566) (N=588) (N=566) (N=588) (N=566)

For Juvenile Offenders 8.5% 10.1% 77.5% 77.4% 14,02 12.6%

For Adult Offenders 3.9% 5.8% 84.1% 84.6% 12.0% 9.6%
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9. Rating of Community Issuss

The opinion portion of the questionnaire ended by having each
respondent rate the seriousness of community problems or issues on a
10-point seriousness scale.

Table 31 lists the fourteen issues and their respective rank of
seriousness for both the 1977 and 1979 surveys. Overall, there is
fairly close agreement between the two lists of ranks.10

However, there has been one notable change. The biggest shift in
ratings was for the problem of unemployment as it ranked seventh out
of fourteen issues in 1977 but rose in priority to third position

in 1979,

In the 1979 survey the drug/alcohol abuse issue was divided into two
separate categories; consequently, comparison with the 1977 survey is
difficult. 1In 1977 drug/alcohol abuse was rated the number one
concern of those Tisted, while in the 1979 survey the separate issues
of drug abuse and alcohol abuse were ranked second and fifth,
respectively. This decrease was due to the change in people's
perception of the seriousness of unemployment and the cost.of living,
both of which increased in seriousness. Still, drug abuse is ranked
as the number two concern and alcoho] abuse is rated fifth.

Of the top five concerns in 1977 two were crime-ralated --the
problems of drug/alcohol abuse and Juvenile delinquency. 1In 1979
only the split category of drug/alcohol abuse was rated within the
top five issues. 1In both survey years the other crime related issues
were of relatively low priority with property crime being ranked
sixth and eighth, violent crime rated eleventh for both years, white
collar crime rated twelfth and thirteenth, and domestic violence
rated thirteenth and fourteenth.

10Spearman rank order correlation (rho)-.86, p= .002. The correlation
coefficient (rho in this case) is a measure of the agreement between the two
lists of rank values. Correlation coefficients vary from 0 (no agreement) to
1.0 (perfect agreement). The probability that the correspondence between

these two sets of rankings s due simply to chance is only 2 in 1,000.
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TABLE 31

Rank Order Comparison of
Community Issues

(Lowest Number Equals Highest Rank)

Rank Order Rank Order
Issue in 1977 __in 1979
Drug/Alcohol Abuse 1 * A
Drug Abuse o 2 ﬂ
Alcohol Abuse *% 5 3
Cost of Living 2 1 3
Property Tax 3 4 %
Pollution/Environmental Concerns 4 6 %
Juvenile De1inquency 5 7 é
Property Crime 6 8 E
Unemployment 7 3 g
Zoning 8 10
Quality of Education 9 9
Poverty 10 12
Violent Crime 11 11
White Collar Crime 12 13
Domestic Violence 13 14
*kK

'—I
~

Race Relations

PR N

*Separated in 1979 into two categories--Drug Abuse and Al
**Combined into a single category in the 1977 Survey
***Omitted in the 1979 Survey
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SUBVEY OF SERIOUS ¥

Tit CENTRAL POINT

THIS BOdKLET CONTAXVg QUESTIONS ABOUf YOUR EXPERI~
ENCES AND VIEWS OF CRIME IN CENTRAL POINT.-

YOU HAVLC BEEN SELECTED THROUGH A RANDOM SELECTION
PROCEDURE -TO HELP- GIVE AN ACCURATE AND REPRESLKTA-
TIVE PICTURE OF CRIMINAL VICTIMIZATION,. THE IHFOR-
MATION GALIEC THROUGH THIS STUDY MAY BE USED IN
MAKING FUTURE CRIMINAL JUSTICE DECISIOHS. - BECAUSE
OF THIS, IT 13 IMPORTANT THAT WE RECEIVE YQUR COOP~
ERATION lN rILLING ouT THIS BOOKLET

ALL THE QUESTICHHAIRLS SENT TO CITIZENS,

PLEASE TAKE THf FEW MIhUTES REQUIRED TO ANSWER THE
QU[?T&ONS [N THIS BOOKLET. THANK YOUR FOR YOUR COOP-
LRATION. '

YOUR ANSNERS HILL BE TREATED CONFIDENTIALLY EACH %%
BOOKLET IS HUMBERCO SO THAT WE CAN KLEP TRACK OF = ldei”

Ti{STRUCTLONS

Please read each question carefully before responding. Do not skip
any questions unless there are instructicns o do so.

Notice that we are dnterested in the crimes committed against you or
your property only between January 1, 1979 and December 31, 1979
PYease do not Tncfude crimes happening before or after tn1s perlod
of time,

PART I: TYPES OF CRIME (OCCURRING BETHEEN JANUARY 1, 1979 AND
DECEMBER 31, 1979).

Please indfcate the number of times within the year of January ),
1979 to December 31, 1979, that each of the following occurred. If
an everi never occurred in this time period, please enter ror 1n the
appropriaté space.

KOTE: If more than otie crime occurred on the same occasion,
please note each crime separately in the appropriate

space, For example, if your home was burglarized once and
on that same occasion you were also assaulted by the

burglar, you would put a "1" in the apprapriate space under’

. “burglary" and *1" in the appropriate space under "assault."

EXAMPLE: Number of Times

Event Occurred
BURGLARY

1.  Someone broke into my house or apartment
' {including garage, etc.) and property was
stolen,

2.  Someone broke into my house or apartment
(including garage, etc.), but nothing was
stolen.:

?“IOL

3. An attempt was made to break in, but it
failed.

. The above example indicates that the person filling it out
was the victim of one (1) burglary and two {2} attemptcd
burglaries.




Romenber, wa are interested wn the period
January 1, 1979 to December 31, 1479,

RO, We ate tborgStee 1 A perioe
Number of Times vdnigty 1, 1YY 1o boaumbor Sk sy,
Event Cccurred

BURGLARY

hurlor of Times
Latmty Occurnco
Someune broke into my house or . VAKDA, 19
-apartment (1ncluding garage, etc.) ' SRR

ang property was stolen,

12.] Soncone wmtentionaliy ar reck-
1ces 1y damageo or uestroyes proe

Someene broke inlu my louse or per Ly bzlonging o me,

apartyent (inclut¢ing garage,
ets.r, bul nothing was stolen.

L
Someone U icy Lo gamage or destroy

An attempt was mave to break in, & l'nl('l_;wt,v belonging 1o me, but
but 1t failea. i avita. ,

H
Y

ROBLIRY

_ Someone touk noncy or other valu-’
avles divectly fran me under the
tiweat o acjuol use of force.

OR VEHICLE THEFT

Somecnc stole my car,

Someone stole my truck, (S

154 Soreene tricd to rob me, but

MOT

Someone stcle my motorcycle. ] \ : : — faricd.
. : .

(e

Scmeene stole my boat. © ASSAULT "wiTH HEAPON

- f Someon¢ beat or attackeo me witir a

Scmecrie stole my avrcraft.

Scmeonie aliumpiea (¢ steal a motor Murfe, gun, club, or other weapon.

:
;eg'f'fi goat, or aircraft fron me Lo Stnpone Lireatencd me wilh a wea-
ut Tailed. pon bub did not actually atlack me
with it,
THEFT ; ASSAULT WITH BODY
e ! .
—_— Someore stole propurty or moncy ' | Someone hit or struck fie with
belorging to me nut noted above. Pt ; their fists, feet, or other
. 3 iy t N
{*Reminaer:  {f the property or o2 ST ’ i partys) of their booy,
money was taken dircctly from you AT e f‘gf}‘ziillfn, P Sumcene Lhreatened to hit or
unoer actual or threatoned force-- B} R 1 - strike me but did not actuilly do
it was a rabbery and should be L N U 50,
markca on question #12. It the «f 5
property or tieney wa§ taken by
someone who entercd your home,
apartmeal, or gzraye #iChout your .
periiission--it was o burqlary snd
shouly e checked an question i), . H

—_— Sumecne tricd Lo stcal my property
o money, but farles,
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Remember we are iterested in the periou
January 1, 1979 10 December 31, 1979,

Number of Times
Events Cecurrec
=iy LeCurrer

RAPE

—_— Serecne assaulted ang forcibly
repau me,

—— Soreone sexually assaultea or
molesiea me but aid not rape me.

- what s tre total nurber of crimes
{birglary, robbery, theft,
varaaiisi, rape, assauit, auto
tneft, cormittes against you
between January 1, 1979 and
December 3i, 1978,

If you were assauited or were the
victim of 2ny sexual crime, what
was your relationship to the
assatiant?

1. Strenger,

{Type of Crime)

2. Friend or acquaintance, — .
{Type ot Crime)

(Type of Lrime) ’

“— 4 Other household member, .
{Type of Crime}

3.  Spouse,

NOTICE

IF_YOU WERE A VICTIM OF ANy CRIME MENTIONED SO
FAR, PLEASE CONTIWGE WITH QUESTION 23,

IF YOU WERE KOT A VICTIN OF ANY OF THESE CRIMES,

SKIP 70 QUESTION 42—

o v 0

RSty

SR R

2 TR

Remenber, we are interestey 1 the perioc
sdanyary 1, 1979 w Decewoer 3ty 1979,

Number of Times
Event Qccurreu

PERSONAL INJURY

— I wds the victim of one or more of

5]

[a
o
Y

~
~

o«

. ne
o

the above crimes, but I was not
physicaily or mentally njurea.

I required first aig following the
crime, but no hospitalization.

I required medica) attention in a
doctor's office or hospital fol- R
towing the crine, but no overnight
hosprtalization, <

I required hospitalization for
more than 24 hours as a result of
the crine,

I was psycholegically disturbed as
a result of the crme(s), but I -
receives no counseling, '

I received psychological coun~
seliny as a result of the crime(sy.

If_you were a victim of any crimes
belween Janvary 1, 1979 and
December 31, 1979, which of the
tollowing weepons were used
against you? (PLEASE CHECK ALL
THAT AP3LY.)

No weapon was used in any of the
crimes, .

Bodily threats.

Fists, Feet, etc,

Gun,

Fnife.’

Club. . .

Other weapon,

SERRRRRRREY

Kemember, weo are interested in the pericy
Junuary 1, 197y to Uccesdber 31, 1979,

PROPERTY LSS

EIR

It your propert, wds bturclariz
stelen, or rolwes Eefwee: Jong
1,197y enG DeCervar 31, 1444,
whdl was Lhe total replacenent
vaiue of the ivss or Jesses:
Please specity: §

If you are not sure of the exac
total replacement value of the

Property loss{es;, what 1is your
estimate of the total repiaceme
value?

i.  Less than $5.

¢z 5 to %19,

< $c0 to $49,

4., 350 to $9y.

5. $:00 to $199,

6. 37200 to $499,

7. $500 to $999,

R, $1,000 to $1,999.
9,  $2,000 to $2,999.
0. $3,C00 to $4,999,
aie 34,000 to $4,999,
.20 $5,009 or more,
COSTS OF CRIME TO VICTIM :

e

T

Which of the tollowing costs of
crime occurring between January |
1979 and Uecember 31, 197y apply
to you (if any)? (PLEASE CHECK
ALL THAT APPLY.)

[ had ro costs cue to any crime
occurring between January £, 147y
and December 31, 4979,

Medical or psychological treatmen
following a crime. .

Legal expenses following 2 crime,

Other Costs \please specify; ___




anber, we are interested in the period ~
uary i, 1979 to Lecember 31, 1979,

ARRRRRRRRER

If you had any medical, legal,

g,

10.
il
12,

155t wages, or other costs af
crire, what was the total value of
Lhese custs? (00 NOT IRCLGDE
PROPERTY LOSS COVERED IN LUTSTIONS
30 and 31). Please soecify

costs, $ .

If you are not sure of the exact
total value of the costs, what is
your estimate of the total costs?

Less than $5.

$5 to S19,

$20 to $4Y.

$50 to $9Y.

$100 to $1Y9,
$200 to $4y9,
$500 to $999.
$1,000 to 3,999,
32,000 to $2,999.
33,000 to $3,999.
$4,000 to 34,999,
$5,000 or more.

INSURANCE COVERAGE

45,
o

Did 1nsurence cover any of the
costs ¢ eapenses from crime{s)
occurring betwe.a danuary 1, 1979
and December 31, 19797 tincluding
praoperty losses cavereg in

Quest ons JU, 31 and other costs

Remember, we are interested 1n the periog January
1, 1979 to Necember 31, 197Y.

LOCATION OF CRIME

In which of the following places did
a crime against you occur? Please
check a1l that epply, and incicate
which crure(s) occurres at each
PT3CE checked.

Number of Times
Event Occurred

LOCATION OF
CRIME(S)

CRIME(S) THAT
OCCURRED

I

2.

coverea in Questions 33 &nd S4.)
Question doesn't apply; I hac no
loss from any crime,

. r
Yes, tn‘urance covered all losses
and expenses,

Insurance covered over half but

not all of the losses anc expenses,

Insurance covered sgme but less
than half of the losies and
expenses,

Insurance coverea none of tre
lusses or expenses;

3.

9'

In the street,
within a few
blocks of home

In the stree.,
away from home
{more than a

few Blocks)

In a store,
bar, or other

|1

commercial {ocation

In my home or
apartment

Outside, near
ay home {yard,
porch, etc.)

In my opartuant
building

At vork, on the
Job

At schoo)

Other location
\please specify

I

i

i

e ——

1l

!

||

MONTH OF CRIME(S)

In which of the following months

did a crime agaipst you occur?
Please check alr that apply, and
indicate which crimes accurred
aur 11g each menth checked.

CRIME(S) THAT
OCCURRED

January 1979

February 1979

Marcn 979

April 1979

May 1979

June 1§79

July 1579 -

August 1979

September 1979

Octoper 1977

Hovemaer $47Y

Decemver 1979

NOTICE 10 POLICE

As far as you know, were the

police or other law enfarcement
austhorities notified of the
crme{s} that occurrec to you
setween January i, 1979 ang
December 31, 19797

Yes, they were notifiead of all
incidents,

Tney wore notified of some but not

al1 ot the incidents,

They were notified of none of the

1civents,

le

.

Inoicate the type and number of
trames reported to the following
agencies:

TYPE OF NUMBER OF
CRIME CRIMES
- Central
Point
Police
dJackson

Cu. Sherifr

Oregon State

Police

Other Agency

Specify

Agency Name

Please 1ist below each type of
crime against you betwsen January
1, 1479 and December 31, 1979 that
was not reportec to the police, as
far @s you know. Beside each type
of crime 1ist the number of inci-
dents of that type not reported to
the pelice.

TYPE OF CRIMCS NUMBER OF CRIMES
NOT1 RLPURTED NUT_REPORTLD
L.

Z,

3.

4.




R LT e e

alal wis the main reason why

CHa@{%) you fistes 10 Lrestion 40
waS/wWere not reported to tne
pe.ice” PLEASE CHECK THE SINGLE
MOST HIPORTAMT REASChH.

Fest 11 was useless to report
DLCIUsSe nothing coulu woulu be
acez,

Afraid of retatiation.

Afravd of police investigation.

Felt tke crime wasn't important
enoJgh tc report,

Felt tou much time would be
requires cf me 1f | regorted the
crime--loss of work, etc,

Diu not get araunu to it because I
wés Lusy with otner matters.
Afraid or emba-rassed by what
prosecutor and investigator might
ask or find out.

Other (slease describe,

fie,

Between danuary 1, 1579 ane
Leceaver $1, 59/Y hea often were
each of the foliowir) crimes
coniilley against eiier mempers of
JOUr_nousenuid?

8 0T IHCLUDE CRIMES PREVICULSLY
HOTED

Docsn't appiys, there are no
olher mauwbers of my househeld.

Doesn't apply, there were no
crimes comittee against
other memders of my household.

NUMBER UF TIMES

CRIME QUCURRED

TYPE OF CRIME

R Robbery

b - Atterptea Robbery
5. —— Thett

G, Attempted Theft

Motor Vehicle Theft
Attempted dotor
Vehicle Theft

9. Assault

w__ Attempted Assault

1L, Rape .

12, o Attemptes Rape

13, e, Murger

14, e Attempled Murger

Other Crities

(Please Specify)

45, -

16.

7.

PERCEPTICHS OF CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
Within the past year, uo you think

1.
2.
3.
4.
b,

that crime in your reighborhood
has increased, decreased, or
stayca about tne same?

Crime has increased,

Crime lias decreased.

Crime has stayed about the same.
Ho opinion,

Haven't livea here that long.

+

1.

2.’

3.

lz you believe that you are likeiy
Lo bu the victim of a crime during
e rext year?

*es,  If “Yes", what

tipe;

LTEY

he Up1yion,

Lraminal justice officials have
cistinguished two general types of
suvenie offenders (beluw age 183
twese we i) Criminal Juvenile
cfiencers and ¢) Stutds juvenile
¢iiengers. Criminal juvenile
ctiencars are those juveniles who
nave cumritted a crime (e.g.,
urglary, assault, etc.;. Status
Juwient e oftenders are thuse
Jureni.es who have committes a
crice that does not apply to
acuits, (e.g., running away from
nove, ninor in passession of
aicvho!, etc. ).

hew do you feel status offenders
inet-craminal) should ve treateu
by guvetale authorities?

Held in Jatl with aduit and
Juveniie cryminal offenders.,

Held in juvenile detention homes
with juvenile cryminal ang status
of ferders.

Helu in other facilities where’
thizy are nut in centact with aault

cruninals and criminal juveniie
ufteuvers.

Stdlus offencvers should Le

rejeased without court
suptr vision, .

]

W -
.

£
o

Do yeu agree or disagree with th
tollowing statement? "I would b
w111ing to pay more taxes to tre
juveniie cffencers to prevent th
frem becoming ecult criminals.”

{Please check only one cheice.)
Strongiy agree.

Agree

Uncertain

Jisagree,

Strongly disagree.

Do you feel that a person's
criminal records should be made
available to anyone who asks for
them, including to employers or
potential employers?

Yes

No

Not sure.

If two people with similar
criminal backgrounus are convictg
of tne same crime in your
cutnunity, how hikely do you thir
tLo1s that they will receive the
same sentence?

Very likely (76-100% chance).
Likely {51-75% chance),

Aﬁout 50-50% chance,

Unlikely (25-49% chance).

Yery unlikely (0-24% chance),

Have no idea




~

Over-all, would you say you support or oppose the establishment

in your community of correctional programs, such as halfway
houses or work release centers? Please indicate your epinion
tor EACH of the follewing types of criminal offenders.

Correcticnal Programs
In Your Lonwounity For:

Violent Crimes

(2.9., homicide, robbery,
or assault)

First-time suvenile offenders
First-time aoult offenders
Repeat juvenile offenders

Repeat acult offenders

Violent Sex Crime . (e.q., rape)

First-time juvenile offencers
First-time acdult offencers
Repeat, juvenile offenders

Repeat avult otfenders

Propertz Crimes (e.g., theft
ana burglary)

First-time juvenile offenders
First-time adult offenders
Repeat juvenile offenders

Repeat juvenile offenders

My Position

Support Oppose Don't Know
Support Oppose Don't Know
Support Oppose Don't Know

Wveeston 1 the practice of dealiny with erwnngis i such

dondy 1al tne conyventivnal criminal Justice systen unes
noL becowe ynvolved. E«amples of such diversion are

Cwdrning and release, coernunity service or reterral Lo cther

ran-Cuninal social agencies,

benuratly, do you think that diverting first-1amu property
; e B

Llume (doy. theft, burglary) offenuers 15 a1 Guun idea?
ie Fur juvenile
nffenders Yes No Hot Sure

¢ Tor adult .
ottenders ___ Yes ‘Mo tot Sure

Generally, do you think that*Aiverting Tirst-time vioient
glgmi \€.g., homicice, rape, assault) oficnders 15 a youd
iceda? -

3. For juvenile

cifenders Yes Mo Not Sure
4,  Four aduit )
offenaers - Yes No Not Sure

.

ey
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How do you rate the ‘seriousness of cach of the follewing 7. Poverty ' ’
wnditiens in your cy-xuulty? . Not a Very
Place a check mark (¥} girectly avove the number chosen for Problem ~ Serious
EACH ISSUE. Example: . At ANl Problem
] 0 i ] 3 5 5 1] 7 4 G 10
Not a Ver .
Problem Scr};ous 8. Property Crime (e.g., burglary, theft)
At AN \/ Problem ’ ’
STy 6 7 8 9 10 Not 2 . Very
Problem Serious
Issue At AN Problem
— ’ [ 1 4 3 [ ° b 7 B 9 10
1. Cost of Living : 9. Property Taxes '
! Not a Very .
s . Not a Yery
Z:u:ﬁm gs;g‘l’:; _ Problem Serious
[1] I < 3 [} 50 7 (] ] 10 . : At A Problem
. : [] 1 2 3 [ |1 [ 7 8 E] 10
2. Quality of Education ‘ ' ! 10. Alcohal Abuse
Not a Very
Problem Sericus ’ g"t ? Ver_y
At Al - Problem roblem Serious
735 % 5 & -7 8 39 IO : At ANl Problem
. ; 1 2 38 ] [ 7 3 9 10
3. Domestic Violence
(assaults, between household members) 11, Unemployment
. . : Not a : Very
Not a . Very . y
Froblem Serious : . Problem Serious
AL ALY Proulen . At AN Problem
- e T ANNNE B R () o Ty 4 5§ 7 & 931 '
4. Juvenile Delinquency ’ . 12. violent Crime {e.g., assault, rape) '
Not a VYery ! Not a ' Very
Problem Serious _ Problem , Sarious
AL AN Problem At All Problem
. 1 F4 3 P [ K ] 9 10 . 0 1 H 3 4 [ 6 7+ 8 9 10
5. Pollution/Environmental Concerns ’ ' .t .
' .. : 13, Lana Use/Zoning Issues '
Not a Very .
Problem . Serious . Not a . : . Very
At AN : Problem - | Proslem . ' Serfous
g 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 g9 10 . At Al Problem
. 1 13 3 4 5 1] 7 8 ] W
6. Drug Abuse . . 14, White Collar Crime - ‘
. . . (e.q., employee theft, graft, fraud
Hot a : Very . . . 9., employ » graft, )
Problem *Serious Not a ' . . Very
At AN} . ’ Probiea . ! Problem K - ' Serious
) 1 Z 3 q 5 b 7 g 9 10 . At AN Problen
[9 1 3 3 ) ] [ 7 [ 9 10 '

DU
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CRIME PREVENTION ACTIVITIES

Are you aware of the crime
prevention program in Central
Point?

1. Yes.

Z.. No.

dere you ar a member of your
famly contactes by Central
Pcint's crime prevention officer
or their representative as a
resuit of being the victim of a
¢rime frem January i, 1978 through
December 19797

1. Yes.

2. No.

Have you or a member of your
family been centacted by or
receivea information about Centra)
Point's {rime Prevention Program
through any of the foliowing
sources? {(Cherk 3l that apply.)

L. Rad‘o/T/Newspaper ariicles.

2. Pubiic or organizational
meelings,

3, Word of mouth.

4, Crime prevention block
meetings.

%, Rape prevention meeting,
b, Household security survey.

7. Checked out and used light
timing device.

8. Checked out ano used property

engraving tool.

5. Receivea and 3ppliea
antiburglary warning decals.

10, Other contact witn Central
Point's Crime Prevention
Dfficer or his/ler
representative.

14, Other sources, please
tist:

1t you or g member of your
househoid hes iea airect contact
wilh Central Point's Lrime
Prevention Program {any contact
oLher than contact tarvuun TV,
TIUlu or newspeper; when dvid this
Hirst encounter happen?

. Ho Comtact.

. 1 to b morths ggo.

7 {0 1¢ months agu,

L year to : 1je years ago.
1 4/¢ to 2 years ago.

More than ¢ years ago.
Can't recall,

N U Dt
PR

How often do you lock all the
dours and wincows to your home
when you are leaving and ne one
else is there?

Always

Usually

Somet imes

Rarely or neyer

Doesn't apply: there is always
someune else at nure when | leave,

D0 you keep yuur Garage duorysj
cigsed anu logkes as 4 maller of
cotrse?

Always

Usually

Semetimes

Rarely or never

Doesn't apply: don't have 3
garage,

3.

4,

1
How often do you lock your vehicle
deurs whea teaving the vehicle

parked near your hone?
Always

Usuzlly

Somelimes

Rarely or never

Doesn®t apply: don't own or use a
cer, truck, ete,

How cften do you lock your vehicle
docrs wilen leaving Lhe venicle
parken at some other focation away

T7oT yolr home?™
Always

Usually L
Sometimes

Rarely or never

Boesn’t apply: don't own or use a
car, truck, etc.

Have you engraved most.of your
valuable property with
identitication numbers?

l.  Yes.

Z. Ko,

If yoy were the victim of a
property crime {(theft or bu- 3lary)
between January 1, 1974 and
December 3i, 1979, was your
pruperly engraved before or after
the cramels)? {(Check only one)

Dees rot apply, I wasn't a3 victim.

I wds 4 victim, but property was
not engraved, :

I was a‘victim ang property was
engraved hefore the crime occurred.

T was a victim but property was
engravea after the crime occurrea,

Are antiburglary-stickers or
warning gecats- in place on your
home windows or‘doors? -

Yes
o

It you were the victim of a
property crune (theft or burglary)
between Jantary L, 1979 ang
Deconber 31, 1979, were
anti-burgiary stickers or warning
sccals dispiuyes before or after
tae ¢rue(5; tock placer

Does not apply, I wasn‘t a victim.
! was 3 victim, but warning decals
were not displayed.

I was a victin and aecals were
aisplayea before the crime
occurred,

I wes a victim, but decals were
d¢isplayed after the crime occurred.

Are all your hovse or apartment
wour and window locks in operable
condition? .

Yes

Ko
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DEMOGRAPHIC
STATISTICAL

RRERE

U8 you Koep ope or rav e iredies
10 yeauk [

NG
ves, If so, for wnet perpesls
(IreCk Ofg OF WOTC teduths)

zecreation (nunting, tergel
gnesting, gun collecting, vic.)
Fratection for possitic Crives
e32inst you, your farily or your

ryne

Ccc.pational requivement (police
officer, security guard, private
irvestizator, etc.)

Otner reasons (Specy) .

fo you have an operating burglar
2ierm system in your home or
arertment?

Yes
No

INFCRMATION FOR
PURPUSES ONLY

what is your sex?

In
2.

Male

Female

what is your age?

5.1 __ 7. 45-84
20-26  __ 8 50-54
26.29 T 9, b5-59
0-44 T 0. 6u-ua
-39 T 1l 65-69
a-a4 TN, 70-74

13, 75 2na over

NRRRARE

(PP

wiich of tie fo) At 1€ Or
Chrne eateger vy fity yuu Lol

feerican Jngian

fsian

Black ur Alre-Rroricin

white or Ceucas.en tavn-nispenic}

Hispanic (Spanisn-speaking or
Sparish heritese,

Other (please specify) o

which of the fol*osing categeries
represenats your family's totel
yearly incore Lefere taxes?

$2,094 or less
§3,000-45,559
$6,000-89,9%Y
$10,00C-$14,999
$14,0u)-324,959
$29,000-$69,452
50,000 or nere

4.
b,

6.

L

P

what 15 the highest level of edu-
cation you have tumpleted?

Elenentary School

j-4 years
5-7 years
t yuors

thigh_School
i-3 years
4 years

Technica} School

Technical School
Attendance beyond high school

College
1-3 years

4 years
Post-graduate degree

How many people live with you in
your hodsehold?

MyscW only ___ G. Five others
One other 7. S5ix others
Ino olhers 8. Seven others

Three others
Four others

9, Eigat others
10. Nive or maore

Thank you for your cooperation! Piease place
this questionnaire in the enclosed return

envelope anu urop it in the mail,




INSTRUCTIONS

Please read and familiarize yourself w1th the following definitions
of crime. It is important that you can distinguish between the
types of crime which have or could affect you before comp1et1ng the

questionnaire.

Pay particular attention to the distinction between theft, burglary -

and robbery.

After familiarizing yourself with these definitions, go on to the
next set of instructions before answering the questions. KEEP THIS
PAGE ALONG SIDE OF THE QbESTIONNAIRE TO AID YOU IN ANSWERING THE

QUESTIONS.

BURGLARY:

MOTOR VEHICLE
THEFT:

THEFT:

VANDALI SM:

ROBBERY:

ASSAULT WITH
WEAPON:

ASSAULT WITH
BODY:

RAPE:

CRIME DEFINITIONS

Unlawful entry of a RESIDENCE or BUSINESS with or
without force with the intent to commit a crime
(usuaTTy the taking of property).

Theft or unauthorized use of a motor vehicle (car,
truck, motorcycle, boat, or airplane).

The unlawful taking of property or money without
actual or threatened force being used.

Intentional or reckless destruction or defacement of
property without consent of the- owner.

Theft of property or cash directly FROM A PERSON by
force or threat of force, with or without a weapon.

Attack with a dangerous or deadly weapon resulting
in any physical injury.

Attack without a wéqpon; using only fists, arms, feet
or other bodily part, involving any physical injury.

Sexual intercourse through the actual or threatened
use of force. “Statutory rape" (sexual intercourse
without force committed against a person under 18
years of age) is excluded.

R

[SEv——

bl i




R i b

CRIME
PREVENTION

CENTRAL POINT POLICE DEPARTMENT 547 E.PINEST. CENTRAL POINT, OREGON 97502 (503) 664-5578

Dear Central Point Citizen:

Your police department needs your help! We are conducting a crime trend
survey designed to more accurately measure the crime problems in Central
Point. As you may be aware, distribution of police resources and
establishment of priorities are usually based on statistics derived from
crimes reported to the police. It is generally believed that. many crimes aie
not reported for various reasons. If this is true in our community, your
assistance may well help us understand and address the true crime picture.

Two years ago a similar survey was conducted in Central Point. By comparing
the results of these two surveys we will be able to determine what changes, if
any, have occurred in crime and reporting rates, public opinion regarding
crime, and knowledge and practice of crime prevention tactics.

You are one of 1,000 Central Point citizens who have been selected at random,
Enclosed with this letter is a questionnaire booklet and a self-addressed
stamped envelope. Please read the instructions carefully and be sure to
include the number of incidents of each type of crime you experienced during
1979. The information you submit will be treated confidentially. The number
appearing on the booklet's face enables us to keep track of them.

Remember, by knowing what crimes occur, when they occur, who they are
perpetrated against as well as which areas of the city are involved, your
police department will be able to do a better job for you.

If the person to whom this letter is addressed is unable to complete the
questionnaire, you can assist us by having any person 16 years of age or
older, who has lived in your home since January 1, 1979, complete the
questionnaire.

I would 1like to thank you in advance for your assistance and cooperation and
also advise you that this project was funded by the Oregon Law Enforcement

Council.

Very truly yours,

_.:<§é%kkﬂéﬂiajéf§§)6:2%4%227u2249—//

Jghes E. Whalen
Chief of Police

S




INSTRUCTIONS

Please read and familiarize yourself with the following definitions
of crime. It is important that you can distinguish between the
types of crime which have or could affect you before completing the

questionnaire.

Pay particular attention to the distinction between theft, burglary -

and robbery.

After familiarizing yourself with these definitions, go on to the
next set of instructions before answering the questions. KEEP THIS
PAGE ALONG SIDE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO AID YOU IN ANSWERING THE
QUESTIONS. ' :

CRIME DEFINITIONS

BURGLARY: Unlawful entry of a RESIDENCE or BUSINESS with or
without force with the intent to commit a crime
(Usually the taking of property).

MOTOR VEHICLE Theft or unauthorized use of a motor vehicle (car,
THEFT: truck, motorcycle, boat, or airplane).

THEFT : The unlawful taking of property or money without
actual or threatened force being used.

VANDALI SM: Intentional or reckless destruction or defacement of _

property without consent of the- owner.

ROBBERY: Theft of property or cash directly FROM A PERSON by
force or threat of force, wWith or without a weapon.
ASSAULT WITH Attack with a dangerous or deadly weapon resulting
WEAPON: in any physical injury. .
ASSAULT WITH Attack without a wéapon; using only fists, arms, feet
BODY: or other bodily part, involving any physical injury.
RAPE: Sexual intercourse through the actual or threatened

use of force. "Statutory rape" (sexual intercourse
without force committed against a person under 18
years of age) is excluded.

e —

CRIME
PREVENTION

CENTRAL POINT POLICE DEPARTMENT 547 E. PINEST. CENTRAL POINT, OREGON 97502 (503) 664-5578

Dear Central Point Citizen:

Several weeks ago a pamphlet questionnaire was mailed to you entitled
“Survey of Crime in Central Point", and we have not yet received your
reply. Realizing that many of our citizens were away on business or
vacation at that time, or that mail can be lost or misplaced, I am
enclosing another pamphlet for your consideration.

I would Tike to emphasize the importance of your cooperation in this
survey. You are one of only 1,000 persons selected to participate in
this effort. The information you and your fellow citizens provide will
help your police department to do a beiter job for you.

If you have a]rea@y mailed me your original pamphlet within the last 3 or
4 d§ys, ignore this request. If not, I again request your cooperation by
taking the time to fill out the questionnaire and return it to me in the
enclosed, self-addressed envelope. Remember, your answers will be
treated confidentially.

Thank you again for your assistance in helping your police department‘do
a better job for you. .

Very truly yours,

~_7// R - A/
N =22 Cﬁé?(::;késViﬁtééﬁa<,/

Jahes E. Whalen
Chief of Police
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ﬂgge you returned your "Survey of Crime in Central Point" to

We need your vesponse to help us measure crime trends in.
Central Point. - '

. Since you are cne of only 1,000 Central Point residents who

- are in our sample, your response is very important. Please
~complete the questions and return it to us. .

. If you have already returned your form, we thank you for your
" participation and cooperation. :
= Y 55%422%3%35£2a,/

James E. Whalen

Chief of Police Central Point, Oregon

, _ Central Point Police Department
; 547 E. Pine St.
» Central Point, Oregon 97502

APPENDIX B
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Appendix B

Survey-to-Population Crime Projection Weights

To extrapolate the survey-disclosed incidence of crime to the entire Central
Point population age 15 and over the survey incidence of each crime type was
multiplied by the following factors: ,

For 1977 and 1979 household crime (burglary, motor vehicle theft and
vandalism) =

Total Central Point Population

—=__ Number of surveyed
Average Number of People per Household o Households
(1977) = 5,930 - 605 = 3,188
3.075

(1979) = 6,250 . 595 = 3,434
3.059

i

The survey-projected frequency of theft

» assault, robbery and rape was
calculated by multiplying the survey cr

ime frequency by the following factors:

= Total 15 + Age Population of Central Point
Number of People in SampTe

(1977) = 4,566 - 7.547
605

! (1979) = 4,832 _ 8.121
! 595

-B-1-
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Appendix C

Sample Selection and Description

In both the 1977 and 1979 surveys, the following procedure was used to select
the samples. First, the Oregon Motor Vehicle Division supplied the Law
Enforcement Council with a computer-readable magnetic tape listing of all
drivers license holders who resided within Central Point's zip code area
(97502). This master 1ist was screened to identify and delete all people
residing outside of Central Point's city limits.

From this 1ist a random sample was generated for the final screening process.
First, the 1ist was edited to exclude all duplicate addresses; that is, in all
those instances where more than one person was listed at a particular address
a random procedure was used to delete all but one of these people. This
resulted in a 1ist of people who resided at different addresses. This was
done to eliminate the possibility of duplicating the incidence of household
crime (e.g., burglary and motor vehicle theft) if two or more people within
the same househecld returned completed questionnaires.

Once these steps were taken a final sample of 1,000 people were randomly
chosen. Address Tabels were computer generated and the questionnaires were
mailed in early March of 1978 and 1980. This initial mailing was followed at

two week intervals with a postcard reminder, a full questionnaire remailing,
and a second postcard reminder.

Two weeks after the final postcard reminder 605 useable questionnaires were
returned in the 1977 survey, and 595 were completed and returned in the 1979
survey. Once these gqurestionnaires were coded and keypunched, the data were
placed on a computer file. Several runs were made to screen for coding
errors. Obvious errors were corrected and where questionable data was

spotted, the original questionnaire was re-examined and appropriate
adjustments were made.

To achieve parity between the sample and the current population of Central
Point both the 1977 and 1979 samples were weighted so that the resulting
samples matched the age and sex distribution for Jackson Countyl, ‘

Tabies C-1 through C-6 list the 1977 and 1979 weighted samples by demographic
categories. : .

Lrhe 1977 survey was weighted according to 1977 age and sex census
estimates. The 1979 survey was weighted according to 1978 age and sex census

estimates. 1979 population figures by sex and age categories were not
available.
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f Table C-1a
. i Sample Distribution by Age Category
\ Co ) 1977 1979
‘ i _Age ' N % of Total N % of Total

15-19 51 8.5% 51 8.6%

: 20-24 57 9.5% 53 8.8%
25-29 96 15.8% 88 14.9%
30-34 73 12.0% 57 - 9.6%
35-39 39 6.5% 44 7.4%
40-44 28 4.7% 34 5.7%
45-49 40 6.7% 35 5.9%
50-54 39 6.5% 36 6.0%

L 55-59 34 5.6% 43 7.2%

j 60-64 48 8.0% 38 6.4%

i 65-69 45 7 .4% 43 7.2%
70-74 28 4.6% 38 6.3%
75 + 21 3.5% 13 2.2%
Unknown _5 .8% 23 3.9%

Total 605 100.0% 595 100.0%
1
Table C-2
k ' Sample Distribution by Sex Category
| 1977 1979
_Sex N % of Total N % of TotaTl
Male 287 47 .4% 273 45.8%
Female 310 51.2% 292 ‘ 49,0%
Unknown ‘ _8 1.3% 31 5.2%
Total 605 100.0% 595 100.0%

ue to rounding errors, the totals may vary by + or - 2 in the case of
the total number of respondents (N), and + or = 0.1% in the percentage totals.
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; To test the representativeness of the samples the weighted sample age and sex
; distributions were compared with the expected age and sex distribution from
Table C-3 | 1977 and 1978 census estimates supplied by the Center for Population Research
by Ethnic Category and Census, Portland State University. Tables C-7 and C-8 show that there is
T ic ,
Sample Distribution by Ethn g j very close correspondence between the ages of respondents in the 1977 and 1979
1977 tal N 19;90f Total ' surveys and the expected number by age group according to 1977 and 1978 census
Ethnic Group N % of Tota — estimates. The difference between the expected and obtained sample
American Indian 6 1.0% 6 1.1% distributions were not statistically significant, indicating that the 1977 and
Asian 1 2% 2 0.3% 1979 samples are representative of the actuyal age distribution of Centra]
| Black . 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Point. Tables C-9 and C-10 show that there is also no significant difference
White 576 95.2% 553 92f8% between the expected and obtained sex distributions.
Hispanic . 3 -5% 2 4% ,
Other 1 2% 3 .5% o
. Unknown 17 2.9% 29 _4.8% i TABLE C-7
.0% 595 100.0% “
Total 605 100.0% Comparison of 1977 Weighted Survey Sample Age
: } Distribution and 1977 Censuys Estimatesa
Expected Obtained
; _ Number Percentage Number Percentage
i Age from Census of in of
, , : a
Table Cod | Group Estimates®  Total JSurvey  __ Total _
| 15-29 205 33.9% 204 34.14%
Te Distribution by Income Category |
Sample Y ? 30-44 141 23.3% 140 23.44%
1979 ‘ 5 _ 0 8
i neome . L ST TSEAT . ‘ 45-59 124 20.5% 113 18.9%
| ‘ —_—— —_— | 60+ , 133 22.0% 142 23.7%
| $2,999 or Tless 13 2.2% 16 2'7? P '
r $3,000-5,999 56 9.3% 32 5.3% Total 603 99. 7% 599° 100.1%°
o $6,000-9,999 o 12.3% 57 9.7%
20.1% |
10,000-14,999 131 21.7% 120 !
$10 A ' 3549 201 33.8% : X2 = 0.80, p =« .98, 3 d.f. not significant.
$15,000-24,999 214 e , The nonsignificant X2 petween the expected and obtained number of
$25,000-49,999 50 8.2% 97 16.3% 2 respondents indicates that the weighted survey sample age distribution does
$50’OOO 5 8% 6 9% ' not differ from the expected census distribution.
R + «O/o d .
Unknown 61 10.1% 66 .2 j
, . 595 100.0% ‘ g 3Census data are taken from 1977 age and sex distribution estimates for
Total 605 100.0% tYU.Us . ( Jackson County, furnished by the Center for Population Research and Census,
: Portland State University,
‘ t 5{ bFigures may not add up to 100% due to rounaing.
gf “Obtajned number in survey excludes § respondents with unknown age.
3
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Sample Distribution by Education Category

Table C-5

1977 1979

Level of Education N % of Total N % of Total
Elem. 1-4 Yrs. .6% 3 .6%
Elem. 5-7 Yrs. 9 1.5% 1.0%
Elem. 8 Yrs. 20 3.2% 21 5%
High School 1-3 Yrs. 97 16.0% 78 13.1%
High School 4 Yrs. 190 31.3% 194 32.7%
Tech. School 75 12.4% 55 9.3%
College 1-3 Yrs. 130 21.5% 142 23.9%
College 4 Yrs. 35 5.7% 37 6.2%
College-Post Grad. 24 4.0% 21 3.5%
Unknown _23 3.8% 37 6.2%

Total 605 100.0% 595 100.0%

Table C-6

Sample Distribution by Household Size

1979

Household Size N
Single 60
One Other 205
Two Other 105
Three Others 129
Four Others 56
Five Others 17
Six Others 14
Seven Others 2
Nine or More 1
Unknown _16

Total 605

1977
% of Total N

9.9% 40
33.9% 204
17.3% 128
21.3% 115
9.3% 41
2.8% 24
2.4% 4

4% 5

2% 1

2.7% 33
100.0% 595
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% of Total

6.7%
34.3%
21.5%
19.3%

7.0%

4.0%

I
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- TABLE C-8

Comp@risqn of 1979 Weighted Survey Sample Age
Distribution and 1978 Census Estimatesd

Expected Obtained
Number Percentage Number Percentage
Age ‘ from.Census of in of
Group Estimatesa Total Survey Total
15-29 202 34.0% 192 33.5%
30-44 142 23.9% 135 23.6%
45-59 120 20.1% 114 19.9%
60+ 131 22.0% 132 23.0%
Total 595 100.0% 5730 100.0%

X2 = 0.17, p = < .99, 3 d.f. not significant.
The nonsignificant X between the expected and obtained number of

respondents indicates that the surve sample age distri . ]
from the expected census diStributio%. ple ag bution does not differ

Census data are taken from 1978 age and sex distribution estimates for

Jackson County, furnished by the Center for Popylati
Portland State University, Y putation Research and Census,

b . . |
Obtained number in survey excludes 22 respondents with unknown age.
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TABLE C-9

Comparison of 1977 Weighted Survey Sample Sex
Distribution and 1977 Census Estimatesa

Expected | Obtained

Number Percentage Numpér Percentage

from Census of in of

Sex Estimates Total Survey Total
Male 291 48.1% 287 48.1%
Female 314 51.9% 310 51.9%
605 100.0% 597" 100.0%

X2 = 0.00008, p = <..99, 3 d.f. not significant.
The nonsignificant X2 between the expected and obtained number of

respondents indicates that the survey sample sex distribution does not differ
from the expected census distribution.

dCensus data are taken from 1977 age and sex distribution estimates for
Jdackson County, furnished by the Center for Population Research and Census,
Portland State University.

bobtained number in survey excludes 8 respondents with unknown sex.
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TABLE C-10

Comparison of 1979 Weighted Survey Sample Sex
Distribution and 1978 Census Estimatesa

Expected Obtained -
Number Percentage Number Percentage
from Census of in of
Sex Estimates Total Survey Total
Male 286 48.1% 273 48.3%
Female 309 51.9% 292 51.7%
595 100.0% 5650 100. 0%

X2 20,007, p = < .99, 3 d.f. not significant.

The nozsi%nifigant X between the expected and obtained number of
respondents indicates that the survey sample sex distrib tion does it
from the expected census distributioy P Hhion £ogs not differ

Census data are taken from 1

Jackson County, furnished by
Portland State University.

978 age and sex distribution estimates fof :
the Center for Population Research and Census,

bObtained number in survey excludes 30 respondents with unknown sex.
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