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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 likelihood 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. 

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

3. 

4. 

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 swne was done for all attempted 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. 

5. 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. 

6. A majority of citizens exercise common crime prevention precautions such 
as the locking 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. 
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7. Likewise, the proport'ion of people who lIalwaysll lock their vehicle when 

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

8. 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 slightly more than 6 percent of those 
surveyed in both years have displayed anti-burglary warning stickers on 
their home's doors and windows. 

9. 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 thon significa~t (see Tables 8a and 8b). 

10. 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 :5, in some instances contact and participation was 
associated with higher risks of victimization. Due to limitations 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 pub~ic 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 

1Here victimization included victims of one or more completed or attempted 
thefts, auto thefts, or burglary. 
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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 prevention 

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. 

11. Significant1y 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 impr9vement in people's 
sense of security from crime. 

12. In the 1977 survey the top three community issues affecting Central Point 
were drug/alcohol abuse, the cost of living, and property tax. In the 
1979 survey, priorities were the cost of living, drug abuse and 
unemployment. Overall, there has been little change in the community's 
perception of the seriousness 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 13th 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: 

1. Residential and commercial security surveys. 
2. Property engraving. 
3. Vacation home checks. 

4. IIj~ini-security surveys" conducted by patrol officers. 
5. School presentations. 
6. Television and radio announcements. 
7. Newspaper articles. 

8. Fost8ring of a community crime prevention volunteer program. 
9. Distribution of light/timing devices. 

The evaluation of crime prevention programs conducted by police departments 
often rely on a simple pre-program, post-program comparison of l"eported 
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 crim~s 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. 

~~I." __________________________ mw __ =_. __________________ , ______________________________ n~\ _______________________ ~~ ____________________ _ 
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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 program1s) 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. 8ecause of this 
city-wide emphasis and the lack 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 control 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 
criwe prevention programs in Ashland, Central Point and Gresham, Oregon. 
Milwaukie has been used as a control city for the evaluation of Gresham's 
program. 

-2-

- .1. 

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.) 

-3-
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II. FINDINGS 

A. Comparison of 1977 and 1979 Victimization Rates 

1. Proportion Victimized by Property Crime 

Table 1 lists the ten types of completed and attempted property crime 
included in the 1977 (pre-) 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 last column shows the significance of the difference between the 
1977 and 1979 victimization proportions. 1 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 

, 'f' t 2 slgnl lcan • 

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 13.6 per­
cent between 1977 and 1979, while attempted theft decreased 

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

1rf 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, II <. II 
indicates IIl ess than,1I and .05 represents 5 percent. 

2The category IIburglary combined ll 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 
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TABLE 1 

Comparison of Proportions Victimized by Property Crime 
1977 - 1979 

1977 1979 Si gnifi cance 
(N=605) (N=595) of Change 

Burglary-Property Stolen 3.0% 3.4% N.S. 
Z = -.394 
P = • 35 

Burglary-Nothing Stolen 1.8% 2.01% N.S. 
Z = -.254 
P = .40 

Attempted Burglary 3.8% 1.7% Significant 
Z = 2.221 
P = .041 

Burglary Combined 8.1% 6.6% N.S. 
Z = .995 
p = .16 

Motor Vehicle Thefta 0.66% 0.34% N.A. 

Attempted Motor Vehicle Thefta 0.50% 0.50% N.A. 

Theft 9.3% 13.'6% Significant 
Z = -2.341 
p = .01 

Attempted Theft 2.3% 1. 7% N.S. 
Z = .742 
P = .23 

Vandalism 16.4% 15.8% N.S. 
Z = .283 
P = .39 

Attempted Vandalism 2.7% 2.5% N.S. 
Z = .218 
p = .38 

aproportions based on less than 10 incidents, no test of significance was 
made. 
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Table 2 lists 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. All 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. 

-7-



TABLE 2 

Comparison of Combined Property and Violent Crime Categories 
1977 - 1979 

Completed Property Crimesa 

Attempted Property Crimesb 

Completed Property Crimes­
Excluding Vandalism 

Attempted Property Crimes­
Excluding Attempted Vandalism 

Completed Violent Crimesc 

Attempted Violent Crimesd 

1977 
(N=605) 

23.8% 

8.3% 

12.4% 

6.8% 

2.5% 

4.8% 

1979 
(N=595) 

26.4% 

7.3% 

16.2% 

5.2% 

2.9% 

5.4% 

alncludes burglary, theft, motor vehicle thefts and vandalism. 

blncludes attempts of the crimes listed above. 

clncludes robbery, assault with body, assault with weapon and rape. 

dlncludes attempts of the crimes listed above. 

-8-

Significance 
of Change 

N.S. 
Z = -1.039 
P = .149 

N.S. 
Z = .646 
P = .258 

Signific:J.nt 
Z = -1.881 
P = .03 

N.S. 
Z = 1.166 
P = .123 

N.S. 
Z = -.428 
P = .334 

N.S. 
Z = -.472 
P = .319 
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2. 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 lists the proportion of people victimized by each individual 
violent crime type. Due to the low incidence of victimization within each 
of these crimes, tests for significance of change were done only for those 
crimes where there were at least ten victims (assault with body, attempted 
assault with body, all completed violent crimes, and all attempted violent 
crimes) . 

-9-



TABLE 3 

Comparison of Proportions Victimized by Violent Crime 
1977 - 1979 

Change 

Robberya 

Attempted Robbery 

Assault w/Weapon 

Attempted Assault w/Weapon 

Assault w/Body 

Attempted Assault w/Body 

Rape 

Attempted Rape 

All Completed Violent Crime 

Attempted Violent Crime 

1977 
(N=605) 

0.33% 

0.17% 

0.17% 

0.83% 

2.3% 

4.1% 

0.0% 

0.50% 

2.5% 

4.8% 

1979 
(N=595) 

0.17% 

0.17% 

0.34% 

1.2% 

2.4% 

4.4% 

0.0% 

0.34% 

2.9% 

5.4% 

Significance 
of 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N. A. 

N.A. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
Z = -.258 
P = .397 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.S. 
Z = -.428 
p = .334 

N.S. 
Z = -.472 
P = .319 

aproportions 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 lists the number of household crimes per 1,000 households 
occurring in 1977 and 1979. Completed burglary increased by 4.1 

burglaries per 1,000 household~ between the two year period. Likewise, 
successful 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 ~~rvey 
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 
sect"ion, 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-
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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 

Completed 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 ~89.3 275.6 -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 robb\::fY 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 

c::: 

body, up 46.8 per 1,000 people; and theft, up 63 per 1,000 individuals.~ 

4personal 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 pr'operty 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. 
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TABLE 5 

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

Rate per 1,000 Change in 
Persons Rate per 1,000 

Crime ~ 1977 1979 
, 

Robbery 3.3a 
1. 7a 

Attempted Robbery 1. 7a 
L 7a 

Assaul t-Weapon 1. 7a 3.4a 

Attempted Assault-Weapon 8.3a 23.5 
Assau1t-Body 38.0 45.4 
Attempted Assault-Body 89.3 136.1 
Raoe __ a, b a, b 

Attempted Rape 9.9a, b 3.4a, b 

Theft 138.8 201. 7 
Attempted Theft 46"3 , 16.8 

aRate based on fewer than 10 survey-disclosed crime incidents. 

bRate based on total ~opulation age 15 and over, males and females~ 
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Persons 

-1.6 
';0.0 

+1.7 
+15.2 
+7.4 

+46.8 

-6.5 
+62.9 
-29.5 

.... " ... , _______________________________________ ......... .l.." _________ --"-~ _________ ,~. ____ . _________ _ 
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C. 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 Unifor~ 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 Centra) Point. 

Columns 2 and 4 list the number of crimes reported by the police to the 
OUCR system. Column 5 shows the percent change in the number of 
survey-projected crimes experienced in 1977 and 1Q79, 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-yeal~ period. 
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TABLE 6 

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

Col. 1 Col. 2 
Col. 5 

Col. 3 Col. 4 77-79 
1977 1977 1979 1979 Survey 

Col. 6 
77-79 
OUCR Surve,x: OUCR Surve,x: OUCR % Change % Change 

Residential Burglary 83 46b 96 34b +16% -26% Theft 634 222c 975 225c +54% +1% Motor Vehicle Theft 13g l1d 7g 16d -46% +36% Vandalism 558 184e 563 167e +1% -9% Assault 181 38 235 42 +30% +11% Robbery 15g 3f 8g 
-47% -67% Rape og 1 og If 

0 0% -100% 
Total 1,484 505 1,884 485 +27% 

a 
OUCR: Oregon Uniform Crime Report. 

b 
Excludes commercial and attempted burglaries. 

c 
Excludes shoplifting and theft from coin operated machines. 

dOUCR figures include an unknown number of thefts involving commercially owned ana operated vehicles. 

eOUCR figures include an unknown number of vandal isms involving commercial property. 

fFigures exclude attempted rape. 

gP~ojected survey incidents based on fewer than 10 survey-disc1osed 
crlmes. Therefore, these survey projections may be unreliable. 
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D. 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·gnificance. 6 Table 7 lists and 

6Z 
7Z 

compares the change in the awareness of and p~rticipation 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 wr.rd 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 
lock 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 never" lock their doors and windows. 

Although less 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 locking 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 p~rcent 
increase in the proportion of people who "always" lock 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 

= 1. 26, P =- .11 

= 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 is 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 
(1977: 94.94%, 1979: 

in working condition in both survey years 
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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TABLE 7 I TABLE 7 (Cont'd.) ( 

Comparison vf Crime Prevention Program I 
1977 1/ 1979 Significance Awareness and Participation 

f 5. Do you keep your garage door(s) (N=590) (N=576) of Change 1977 - 1979 
I closed and locked as a matter 1977 1979 Significance i of course? 

1. (N=605) (N=595) of Change 
Always 

Are you aware of Central Point's 
a. 

45.9% 46.5% N.S. 
Crime Prevention Program? 

b. Usua lly 16.6 16.9% N.S. c. Sometimes 5.4% 5.1% N.S. 
Yes 40.6% 44.2% N.S. d. Rarely or never 9.7% 6.0% Significant 
No 59.4% 55.8% N.S 

2. Source of Contact Z = 2.346 
Doesn't apply p = .009 e. 22.4% 25.5% N.S. Radio and TV 38.3% 38.0% N.S. 

1977 1979 Significance 
Public Meeting 4.2% 3.4% N.S. 

(N=600) (N=579) of Change 
Word of Mouth 20.9% 19.8% N.S. 6. Do you lock your vehicle doors Block Meeting 1.2% .4% N.S. when leaving the vehicle parked C.P. Officer 5.8% 3.2% Significant near your home? 

Z = 2.17 
P = . 015 a . Always 42.3% 46.5% N.S. 

Security Survey N.A. 5.0% N.A. 
Z = -1.45 

Light-Timing Device N.A. 5.8% N.A. 
P = .074 

Engraving Tool N.A. 7.3% N.A. b. Usually 22.0% 21.4% N.S. 
Anti-Theft Decals N.A. 4.0% N.A. c. Sometimes 13.2% 14.6% N.S. 
Other Source 6.1% 5.0% N.S. d. Rarely or never 22.4% 16.9% Significant 

Z = 2.374 
3. Time of Direct Contact with 

p = .009 
Central Point's C.P. Officer 

e. Doesn't apply .1% .5% (Other than TV, Radio or Newspaper) 

1977 1979 Significance 
a. None N.A. 75.4% N.A. 

(N=601) (N=595) of Change 
b. 1 to 6 Months N.A. 6.4% N.A. 7. Do you lock your vehicle doors c. 7 to 12 Months Ago N.A. 4.8% N.A. when leaving the vehicle parked d. 13 to 18 Months Ago N.A. 3.5% N.A. away from home? e. 19 to 24 Months Ago N.A. 2.2% N.A. 

Always 
f. Over 24 Months N.A. 2.4% N.A. a. 

64.3% 73.1% Significant 
g. Can't Recall N.A. 5.4% N.A. 

Z = -3.281 
Total 100.0% 

p = .0004 b. Usually 22.0% 17.7% Significant 1977 1979 Significance 
Z ,-' 1.864 (N=600) (N=584) of Change 

Sometimes P = .031 
4. How often do you lock all the 

c. 
9.4% 5.8% Significant 

doors and windows when-nD one 
is home? 

Z = 2.348 
p = .009 d. Rarely or Never 4.2% 2.9% N.S. 

a. Always 76.3% 79.5% N.S. e. Doesn't apply .1% .5% 
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. 
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TABLE 7 (Cont'd.) 

1977 

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

Yes 

No 

9. Do you use anti-burglary 
stickers or decals? 

Yes 
No 

10. Are all of your door and 
window locks operable? 

Yes 
No 

(N=590) 

12.7% 

87.3% 

1977 
(N=588) 

6.5% 
93.5% 

1977 
(N=585) 

94.9% 
5.1% 

1979 
(N=570) 

16.4% 

83.6% 

1979 
(N=560) 

6.6% 
93.4% 

1979 
(N=555) 

93.1% 
6.9% 

Significance 
of Change 

Si gnifi cant 
Z = -1.788 
P = .037 
Significant 
Z = 1. 788 
P = .037 

Significance 
of Change 

N.S. 
N.S. 

Significance 
of Change 

N.S. 
N.S. 

1977 1979 Significance 
(N=605) (N=595) of Change 

11. Do you have a firearm in your 
home for: 

Yes 
No 

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

Yes 
No 

-20-

67.0% 
33.0% 

1977 
(N=583) 

1.2% 
98.8% 

68.6% 
31.4% 

1979 
(N=562) 

2.1% 
97.9% 

N.S. 
N.S. 

Significance 
of Change 

N.S. 
N.S. 

CW5!' 

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 Victimizationa, b 

(1977 Survey) 

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

Property Crime 
Vi ctim? 

Yes 

No 

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

Yes No 

N = 94 N = 9 
17.0% 29.6% 

N = 461 N = 21 
83.0% 70.4% 

aAlthough both the correcte~ and raw Chi Squ~re.are not.statist~ca~l~ 
significant this table was lncluded becau~e :t. 1S pract1call~,slgn1f1cant that 
those homes with inoperative locks were v1ct1m1zed nearly tWlce as often as 
those home equipped with good locks (29.6% vs. 17.0%). 

bFor 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 Victjmizationa 

(1979 Survey) 

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

Property Crime Yes 
Victim? 

No 

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

Yes No 

N = 94 N = 10 
18.1% 26.1% 

N = 423 N = 28 
81.9% 73.9% 

aAs in Table 8a, the corrected and uncorrected chi squares ar~ no~ 
statistically si~nificant. There is a ten~ency f?r homes havlng lnoperable 
locks .to be victlmized more than those equlpped wlth locks that work. 

bSee footnote b from Table 8a 
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E. Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Demographic Characteristics 

This section examines the risk of property crime victimization for Central 
Point residents, according to citizens' membership in six demographic 
categories; sex, age, ethnicity, income, education and household size. 
For the purpose of this analysis, victimization risk is defined as the 
percentage 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 victims 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 the 
men and women (men: 29.6%, women: 25.1%). 

When vandalism is excluded from the analysis women continued to 
experience 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 

(N=457) (N=205) (N=252) 

1977 % Nonvictims 71.4% 81.3% 

(N=140) (N=87) (N=77 ) 

1977 % Victims 28.6% 18.7% 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(N=410) (N=192) (N=218) 

1979 % Nonvictims 70.4% 74.9% 

(N=154) (N=81) (N=73) 

1979 % Victims 29.6% 25.1% 

Significance 

Significant 

p = .006 

N.S. 
P = .27 

· l·ncludes completed acts of theft, auto aThis category of property.crlme 
theft, burglary and vandallsm. 

Table 10 

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

Male Female 

(N=452) (N=226) (N=265) 

1977 % Nonvictims 78.9% 85.4% 

(N=106) (N=61) (N=45) 

1977 % Victims 21.1% 14.6% 
- - - - - - - - - ------- ------

(N=452 ) (N=220) (N=232) 

1979 % Nonvictims 80.9% 79.5% 

(N=1l2 ) (N=52) (N=60) 

1979 % Victims 19.1% 20.5% 

Si gn ifi cance 

Significant 

p = .05 

N.S. 
p :: .76 

.. . 1 t d nd attempted acts of burglary, 
aThis category of C~H/1e lnhcflUtdeSvco~~l~S~ a~d attempted vandalism is excluded. theft and motor vehlcle t e. an 

-24-

I 
[\ 

II 
Ij 
Ii 
II 
! 

I 
I 
II 
I) 

'I 

I 
, 
I 
II 
!I 
I 

2. Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Age 

As shown in past victimization surveys, age is more closely associated 
with the risk of property crime victimization than is any other 
demographic factor considered. The two highest risks of victimization are 
held by the two youngest age groups, while the two oldest age groups have 
the lowest risk of victimization. However, the risk of victimization is 
not linear in these sa~ples. In the 1977 surv~y, the risk begin~ at 27.2 
percent for the 15-29 year old group, rises to 33.8 percent for the 30-44 
year old group, and then drops to 13.8 percent and 17.0 percent for the 
45-64 and 65+ year old age groups, respectively. 

A similar pattern of risk exists for the 1979 follow-up survey, except 
that the 45-64 year old age group has a considerably higher risk of 
victimization than i~ the 1977 survey (24.3% vs. 13.8%). (See Table 11.) 

After removing vandalism from the cross-tabulation, the younger age groups 
continue to demonstrate higher risks of victimization (see Table 12). 
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TABLE 11 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Age 

15-29 Yrs. 30-44. Yrs. 45-~ Yrs. 65+ Yrs. 

(N=459) (N=149) (N= 93) (N=140) (N= 78) 
1977 % Nonvictims 72.8% 66.2% 86.2% 83.0% 

(N=141) (N= 56) (N= 47) (N= 22) (N= 16) 
1977 % Victims 27.2% 33.8% 13.8% 17.0% 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------
(N=418) (N=136 ) (N= 90) (N=115 ) (N= 78) 

1979 % Nonvictims 70.4% 66.3% 75.7% 84.3% 
(N=154) (N= 57) (N= 46) (N= 37) (N= 15) 

1979 % Victims 29.6% 33.7% 24.3% 15.7% 

TABLE 12 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization 
by Age, Excluding Vandalism 

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

(N=494) (N=159) (N=109) {N=141) (N= 85) 
1977 % Nonvictims 78.1% 77 .9% 86.8% 90.5% 

(N=106) (N= 45) (N= 31) (N= 21) (N= 9) 
1977 % Victims 21.9% 22.1% 13.2% 9.5% 

- - - - - - - - - ------ ------ - - - - -
(N=459) (N=145) (N=105) (N=129) (N= 80) 

1979 % Nonvictims 75.3% 77 .9% 85.1% 86.1% 
(N=1l3 ) (N= 48) (N= 30) (N= 23) (N= 13) 

1979 % Victims 24.7% 22.1% 14.9% 13.9% 
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Significant 

p = .0001 
------

Significant 
p = .016 

Significance 
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p = .053 

\ 
1 , , 

Ii 
II 
n 
II 

, 
I 

I 
1 

/1 

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 sumple 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 
nonwhite 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 difference in risk remained insignificant (see Table 14). 
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TABLE 13 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Ethnicity 

(N=449) 
1977 % Nonvictims 

(N=139) 
1917 % Vi ctims 

(N=416 ) 
1979 % Nonvictims 

(N=151 ) 
1979 % Victims 

Nonwhite White 

(N= 10) 
83.6% 

(N= 2) 
16.4% 

(N= 9) 

66.2% 
(N= 5) 

33.8% 

TABLE 14 

(N=439) 
76.3% 

(N=137) 
23.7% 

(N=407) 
73.6% 

(N=146) 
26.4% 

Risk of Property Crime Victimiza~ion 
by Ethnicity, Excluding Vandallsm 

Nonwhite White ---
(N=483) (N= 10) (N=473) 

1977 % Nonvictims 88.0% 82.1% 
(N=104) (N= 1) (N=103) 

1977 % Victims 12.0% 17.9% 
----_ .... - - - .... - - -,. ------ - - - - -

(N=458) (N= 9) (N=449) 
1979 % Nonvictims 67.4% 81.2% 

(N=109 ) (N=' 5) (N=104) 
1979 %.Victims 32.6% 18.8% 
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4. Risk of Property Crime Victimizatio~ by Income 

In both the pre- and follow-up survey~. 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 lowest income group to 
35 percent in the highest income group (see Table 15). . 

Vandalism seems to be one of the contributing factors in this . 
relationship. With vandalism taken out of the analYSis t:,e difference in 
~isk between the income groups was not Significant, although the highest 
lncome group continued to have the highest risk of Victimization (see Table 16). 
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TABLE 15 

Risk of Property Victimization by Income 

$2,999- $10,000-
9,999 24,999 $25,000+ 

(N=409) (N=115 ) (N=256) (N= 38) 
1977 % Nonvictims 79.8% 74.1% 69.6% 

(N=135 ) (N= 29) (N= 89) (N= 16) 
1977 % Victims 20.2% 25.9% 30.4% - - - - - - - - - - - ,. - - - - - - - -------

(N=385) (N= 84) (N=235) (N= 66) 
1979 % Nonvictims 80.3% 73.3% 64.2% 

(N=143) (N= 21) (N= 86) (N= 37) 
1979 % Victims 19.7% 26.7% 35.0% 

TABLE 16 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization 
by Income, Excluding Vandalism 

$2,999- $10,orJO-
9,999 24,999 $25,000+ 

(N=440) (N=122) (N=278) (N= 39) 
1977 % Nonvictims 84.8% 80.5% 72.7% 

(N=104) (N= 22) (N= 67) (N= 15) 
1977 % Victims 15.2% 19.5% 27.3% - - - - - - - -

--------------------------------------------

Significance 

N.S. 
p = .25 

------

Significant 
p = .03 

Significance 

N.S. 
P = .15 
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5. 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 lowest 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. 

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

- - - - - - - - - ------
II (N=424) (N= 84) (N=264) 

1979 % Nonvictims 80.1% 82.3% 
(N=105 ) (N= 21) (N= 57) 

1979 % Victims 19.9% 17.7%' 
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(N=443) 
1977 % Nonvictims 

(N=139) 

1977 % Victims 

(N=41O) 
1979 % Nonvictims 

(N=148) 
1979 % 'v'ictims 

(N=477) 
1977 % Nonvictims 

(N=105) 
1977 % Victims 

(N=448) 
1979 % Nonvictims 

(N=l11 ) 
1979 % Victims 

T----~ -~~----~--~ 

TABLE 17 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Education 

Elementary High School 
+Some H.S. Graduate 

(N=104) (N=208) 
80.7% 

(N= 25) 

19.3% 

(N= 76) 
70.0% 

(N= 33) 
30.0% 

78.4% 
(N= 57) 
21.6% 

(N=191) 
76.5% 

(N= 59) 
23.5% 

TABLE 18 

Some College Grad. 
College or Post.Grad. 

(N= 93) (N= 39) 
71.5% 65.6% 

(N= 37) (N= 20) 
28.5% 

(N=108) 
76.1% 

(N= 34) 
23.9% 

34.4% 

(N= 35) 
59.9% 

(N= 23) 
40.1% 

Risk of Property Crim~ Victimization 
by Education, Excluding Vandalism 

Elementary High School 
+Some H.S. Graduate 

(N= 99) ~N=227) 

77 .2% 
(N= 29) 
22.8% 

(N= 80) 
74.1% 

(N= 2&} 
25.9% 

85.7% 
(N= 38) 
14.3% 

(N=205 ) 
81.9% 

(N= 45) 
18.1% 
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Some College Grad. 
College or Post.Grad. 

(N=lo7) (N= 44) 
82.0% 75.7% 

( N = 23) ( N = 14) 
18.0% 24.5% 

(N=113) (N= 49) 
79.7% 84.8% 

(N= 29) (N= 9) 
20.3% 15.2% 

Significance 

N.S. 
P = .06 

Significant 
p = .05 

Significance 

N.S. 

P = .11 

N.S. 
P = .29 
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6. Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Household Size 

In both the 1977 and 1979 surveys there is a consistent relationship 
b~tw~e~ th~ number of people in households and their risk of 
vlctlmlzatlon. G~nerally, the risk of property crime goes up as the size 
of the household lncreases. The risks are practically identical between 
the two samples. 

After remov~ng vandalism from the analysis the difference in risk between 
hous~hold,sl~e, categories loses significance in the 1977 survey but 
retalns slgnlflcance in the 1979 survey. 

This breakdown of risk by household size i'evealed a curious finding. For 
some reason (?r,reas?ns), in both the pre- and follow-up surveys, those 
r~sp?n~ent~ llvlng wlth only one other person had the lowest risk of 
vlctlmlZatlon, even lower than those living alone. 
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TABLE 19 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by Household Size 

(N=452) 

1977 % Nonvictims 
(N=137 ) 

1977 % Victims 
------

(N=417) 
1979 % Nonvictims 

(N=145) 
1979 % Victims 

(N=484) 
1977 % Nonvictims 

(N=105 ) 

1977 % Victims 

(N=453) 
1979 % Nonvictims 

(N=109) 
1979 % Victims 

2-3 4 or 
Single 1 Other Others More 
(N= 45) (N=174 ) (N=168) (N= 64) 
76.0% 84.8% 72.2% 70.3% 

(N= 14) (N= 31) (N= 65) (N= 27) 
24.0% 15.2% 27.8% 29.7% 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------ - - - - -
(N= 30) (N=169) (N=165) (N= 53) 
76.3% 82.9% 67.8% 70.4% 

(N= 9) (N= 35) (N= 78) (N= 22) 
23.7% 17.1% 32.2% 29.6% 

TABLE 20 

Risk of Property Crime Victimization by 
Household Size, Excluding Vandalism 

2-3 4 or 
Single 1 Other Others More 
(N= 47) (N=178) (N=186) (N= 73) 
78.0% 86.7% 79.7% 81.0% 

(N= 13) (N= 27) (N= 47) (N= 17) 
22.0% 13.3% 20.3% 19.0% 
- - - - ------ - - - - - - - - - -- - - -

(N= 32) (N=178) (N=186) (N= 58) 
80.0% 87.0% 76.6% 76.8% 

(N= 8) (N= 26) (N= 57) (N= 17) 
20.0% 13.0% 23.4% 23.2% 

-34-

Significance 
--','----

Significant 
p = .006 

Significant 
p = .003 

Significance 

N.S. 

P = .20 
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Significant 
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, lost 
wages or any other expenditures resulting from crime. Table 21 summarizes 
the results of these monetary loss questions. 

Property Loss 

Other Lossb 

TABLE 21 

Property Loss and Associated Costs of Crime 
1977-1979 

1977 
Total Survey 
Loss 

$20,915 

6,209 

$27,124 

Loss Pera 
Victim 
(N=150) 

$139 

41 

$180 

1979 
Total Survey Loss Pera 
Loss Victim 

$23,338 

2,307 

$25,645 

(N=163) 

$143 

14 

$157 

aLoss 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 legal expenses 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 loss 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 fi gures may underestimate the actual loss pel" 

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 

2. 

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 stabili~ed. The proportion 
who share this opinion has grown 3.7 percent Slnce 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 
significance. 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 
Crime has: (N=591) (N=595) 

Increased 21.1% 21.8% 
Decreased 7.0% 5.3% 
Stabilized 34.8% 38.6% 
No Opinion 21.9% 22.4% 
Have not 1 i ved 
here that long 15.2% 11.9% 

100.0% 100.0% 

Perceived Likelihood of Future Victimization 

Significance 
of Change 

N.S 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

Significant 
Z = 1. 99 
p = .023 

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 enoufh 
has apparently decreased significantly since the 1977 survey; however, hat 
change is not as relevant as changes in the other categories. 

- .), 

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 likely to be the victim of a crime 
during the next year? 

Yes 

No 

No Opinion 

1977 
(N=579) 

13.8% 

50.8% 

35.4% 

100.0% 

1979 
(N=554) 

14.3% 

56.0% 

29.6% 

100.0% 

Significance 
of Change 

N.S. 

Significant 
Z = -1.75 
P = .04 

Significant 
Z = 2.08 
P = .019 

Table 24 lists 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 feel 
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 likely 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 
lower 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 

Burglary 
Attempted 
Theft 

Burglary 

Attempted Theft 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 

% Total 
Sample 
(N=605) 

5.0% 

3.5% 

Vandalism 4.1% 
Attempted Vandalism 
Robbery 0.7% 
Attempted Robbery 
Assault w/Weapon 
Attempted Assault w/Weapon 
Assaul t w/Body 
Attempted Assault w/Body 

Assault Undetermined 
Rape 
Attempted Rape 
Unknown 

0.3% 

0.2% 
0.3% 

0.2% 

1977 

% Respondents 
to the Quest. 

(N= 86) 

34.9% 

24.4% 

29.1% 

4.7% 

2.3% 

1.2% 
2.3% 

1.2% 

% Total 
sam~le 
(N= 95) 

4.5% 

4.4% 

0.2% 

5.2% 

0.2% 
0.2% 

0.2% 

0.2% 

0.2% 
0.3% 

1.0% 

1979 

% Respondents 
to the Quest. 

(N-I04) 

31.4% 

19.2% 

1.0% 

29.8% 

1.0% 
1.0% 

1.0% 

1.0% 

1.0% 
1.9% 

5.8% 

None of the differences in the pre-program and follow-up percentages 
are significant. 
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3. Treatment of Juvenile Status Offenders9 

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 ill 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 

Held in jail with adult 
and juvenile criminal 
offenders 

Held in juvenile deten­
tion with juvenile 
criminal and status 

1977 
(N=550) 

5.3% 

offenders 9.9% 

Held not in contact 
with adult criminals 
and juvenile criminal 
offenders 77.1% 

Released without 
court supervision 7.7% 

1979 
(N=57IT) 

j.8% 

13.0% 

74.6% 

8.5% 

Si gnifi ca.nce 
of Change 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

aFor exact wording 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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4. 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 
II strongly agreed ll or lIagreed" with this policy. In 1979, 45.9 

percent were in some form of agreement and 21.5 percent were in 
disagreement. None of the pre- or fo":low-up comparisons were 
significant; however, two changes approached significance (p< .15), 
the increase in those who are "uncertain ll and the decrease in those 
who IIdisagree ll (see Table 26). 

TABLE 26 

Support for Increased Juvenile Offender Prevention Programs 

1 wou1'd be wi 11 i ng to pay more taxes to treat juveni 1 e offenders to 
prevent them from becoming adult crimina:s. 

1977 1979 Significance 
(N=593) (N~) of Change 

1 Strongly Agree 12.9% 12.8% N.S. 

1 Agree 33.9% 33.1% N.S. 

11m Uncertain 29.4% 32.7% N.S. 

1 Disagree 13.1% 10.6% N.S. 

1 Strongly Disagree 10.7% 10.9% N.S. 

100.0% 100.0% 
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5. Disclosure of Criminal Rp.cords 

There was no significant change in the percentage of people who 
lIagree" or "disagree ll with the policy of releasing a personls 
criminal record to anyone who wants them. The largest percentage 
(1977: 42.6%, 1979: 40.7%) opposes the release of criminal 
records, while a little 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 ~ou feel that a personls criminal record should be made 
avalla~le to anyone who asks for them, including to employers or 
potentlal employers? 

1977 1979 Si gn"ifi cance 
(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. 
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6. Sent.encing Disparity 

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

If two offenders with simil ar crimi nal backgrounds appear in court 
for the same type of crime, a total of 24.7 percent of the 1977 
sample feel that it is livery likely" 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 livery unlikelyll that these hypothetical 
criminals would receive equal sentences. 

TABLE 28 

Sentencing Disparity 

If two people with similar criminal backgrounds are crnvicted of 
the same crime in your community, how likely do you think it is 
that they will receive the same sentence? 

Very Likely (76-100%) 

Likely (51-75%) 

About 50-50% Chance 

Unlikely (25-49%) 

Very Unlikely (0-24%) 

Have No Idea 

.. 

1977 
(N~) 

9.5% 

13.2% 

23.0% 

21.0% 

12.4% 

20.9% 
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1979 
(N";;Silq 

7.0% 

15.3% 

29.5% 

17.9% 

10.4% 

19.9% 

Significance 
of Change 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Significant 
Z = 2.53 
P = .006 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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7. 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 juvenile 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 little 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 little 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. 

C~ntral 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%). In 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 SlX of every ten people support t~ese 
corrections programs for first 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 ~'')ur community of correctional programs, such as halfway houses 
or work release centers? 

Correctional Programs 
In Your Community For: 

1977 
(N=672) 

1979 
(N=554) 

Violent Crimes 
(e.g., homicide, robbery, 
or assaul t) 

% Support % Oppose % Don't Know 

1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 1979 

First-Time Juvenile Offenders 59.6% 
First-Time Adult Offenders 49.2% 

Repeat Juvenile Offenders 14.3% 

Repeat Adult Offenders 11.7% 

Violent Sex Crimes 

First-Time Juvenile Offenders 
First-Time Adult Offenders 
Repeat Juvenile Offenders 
Repeat Adult Offenders 

Property Crime 

37.0% 
25.7% 
11.1% 
10.3% 

First-Time Juvenile Offenders 71.9% 

First-Time Adult Offenders 
Repeat Juvenile Offenders 
Repeat Adult Offenders a 

58.8% 
17.5% 
15.3% 

60.8% 
52.0% 

17.7% 

13.5% 

37.7% 
. 25.3% 

13.3% 
11.5% 

74.0% 

59.1% 
20.1% 

-24.5% 21. 5% 
32.1% 27.6%* 

(z=1. 66) 
66.8% 62.1%* 

(z=1.65) 
71.1% 68.2% 

46.1% 
57.4% 
73.5% 
74.9% 

42.4% 
54.7% 
69.8% 
71.6% 

15.9% 
18.7% 

18.9% 

17.2% 

16.9% 
17.0% 
15.4% 
14.9% 

14.3% 10.6%* 13.9% 
( z=1.88) 

27.4% 
65.8% 
69.3% 

24.9% 13.8% 
62.8% 16.7% 

15.4% 

*Difference 1977-1979 percentages significant at pc .05 

aO ue to a typographical error in the 1979 survey the category "repeat 
juvenile offenders" was repeated twice and "repeat adult offenders" was 
omitted. 
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17.7% 
20.4% 

20.2% 

18.3% 

19.9% 
20.0% 
16'.9% 
16.8% 

15.4% 

15.9% 
17.2% 
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8. 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 juvenile and adult 
property crime offenders (see Table 30). There has been a slight 
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 juvenile and 
adult offenders. Barely one in ten people like the idea 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 Attltudes Toward Diversion Programs 

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

% Yes % No % Not 

1977 1979 1977 1979 1977 
(N=58B) (N=566) (N=588) ~N'=566 ) (N=588) 

For Juvenile Offenders 53.9% 57.6% 27.9% 27.3% 18.2% 

For A1ult Offenders 29.4% 28.7% 49.9% 53.2% 20.7% 

First-time Violent Crime Offenders? 

--------------------~---

Sure 

1979 
(N=566) 

15.1% 

18.1% 
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9. Rating of Community Issues 

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. 

% Yes % No % Not Sure I 
: I 
j 

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

For Juvenile Offenders 8.5% 10.1% 77 .5% 77 .4% 

For Adult Offenders 3.9% 5.8% 84.1% 84.6% 
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1977 1979 
(N=588) (N=566) 

14.0% 12.6% 

12.0% 9.6% 
i 
! 

,I 
.1 

In the 1979 survey the drug/alcohol abuse issue was divided into two 
separate categories; consequently, comparison with the 1977 survey is 
difficult. In 1977 drug/alcohol abuse was rated the number one 
concern of those listed, 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 alcohol abuse is rated fifth. 

Of the top five concerns in 1977 two were crime-ralated --the 
problems of drug/alcohol abuse and juvenile delinquency. In 1979 
only the split category of drug/alcohol abuse was rated within the 
top five issues. In 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 is 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) 

Issue 

Drug/Alcohol Abuse 
Drug Abuse 
Alcohol Abuse 
Cost of Living 
Property Tax 
Pollution/Environmental Concerns 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Property Crime 
Unemployment 
Zoning 
Quality of Education 

Poverty 
Violent Crime 
White Collar Crime 
Domestic Violence 
Race Rel ati ons 

Rank Order 
in 1977 

1 
** 
** 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 

Rank Order 
in 1979 

* 
2 
5 

1 
4 
6 
7 
8 
3 

10 
9 

12 
11 

13 

14 
*** 

*Separated in 1979 into two categories--Drug Abuse and Alco;lOl Abuse 
**Combined into a single category in the 1977 Survey 

***Omjtted in the 1979 Survey 
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IiI CEllTRAL POlilT 

THIS BOOKLET CONTAINS QUESnONS I\IlOUT YOUR EXPERI­
ENCES AND VIEWS OF, CRlI'lE IN C:i'ITRAL POINT.' 

YOU HAVe BEEN SELECTED THROUGH A RANDOM SELECTION 
PROCEDURE'TO HELP, GIVE AN ACCURATE AND REPRESEIlTA­
TlVE PICTURE OF CRlfo1l11AL VICTlHIZATlON;, THE IIlFOR­
H/\TION GAIiIED TIUlOUGH THIS STUDY HAY BE USED IN 
NI'IKH:G FUTlJRE CRIHINAL JUSTICE DECISIOtIS. QECIIUSE 
OF 11115, IT 15 lNPOIlTAtIT TIIAT HE RECEIVE YOUR coop­
ERATION Itl FILLWG OUT THIS DOOKLET. 

1" '.: ,!" • 

YOUR hUSHERS WILL 'BE TREATED CONFIDENTIALLY. EACH ,,: 1 

UOOKLET IS rn;rlU[RED SO THAT I{E CAU K[EP TRACK OF ",: .. ;,' 
ALL THE QU[STI(JWrAIP,ES SEtIT TO ClTIZEIIS. 

PLEASE TAKE THf. FE:~ HIfIUTES REQUIRED TO ANSl{ER THE 
QUESTIONS IN TIllS BOOKLET. THANK YOUR FOR YOUR COOP­
[RAn Or-!. 

. ... 

LISTllUCTLONS 

?lease read each question carefully before responding. 00 not skip 
any questions unless there are ins:ructi,ns to do so. 

Notice that we are interested in the crimes cOITO'llitted against you or 
your property onlf between JJnuary 1. 1979 and December 31. 1979. 
Please do not inc ude crimes happenlns befo~e or after thlS pe~lod 
of time-. --', . 

PART I: TYPES OF CRIMe: (OCCURRINIl BETIlEEN JANUARY 1,' 1979 AND 
DECEMBER 31, 1979). ' 

Please indicate the numbel' of times within the year of January 1. 
1979 to December ~!. 1979, that each of the following occurred. If 
an evert. never occurrea ln this time period, ple<lse enter "0" in the 
appropriat'espace. , . , 

[';OTE: If more thal1 Olle crim~ 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 ~ame occasion you were also assaulted by the , 
burglar, you would put a "1" in the appr,~priate space under 
"burglary" ill "1" in the appropriate space under "assC)ult." 

EXAMPLE: Number of Times 
Event Occurred 

BURGLARY 

'I. 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 .. 

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

The above example indicates that the person filling it out 
was the '{ict im of one (1) llurglary and two {2)' attempted 
burglaries. 

I. 
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RCfl'C:;,~Cl', w~ ar~ lnLt.r~~l~J In the ~i!1"10~ 

Jar.uolry i, 1979 to D~cr;l,lJer 31, 1~79. 

1"Jmb(;r of Times 
Event Cccurred 

BURGLARY 

GJ SOIOt.:OIlL I.rake into ~,y house or 
'aparL,lent (Includirl9 garage, etc.) 
ana ~t'operly tla~ ~t~ len. 

Som~t)r,(; broke 1 n Lo 0'1:1 house or 
ap~rt;rtnt (inclu<Jlng garugc, 
cL:, ,', Ul.t nolhllig Wus ~Lolcn. 

An attempt was maDE to break in, 
but It fuileo. 

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

Q 50,11eono stole my car. 

G Someone ~tole mj' trutk. 

~ Someone stele my motorcycle. 

~ Sc.meonc stole my boat. 

W Sc.mecr,e Hole ",y all'craft. 

o 
THEFT 

GE] 

Scm('Vne aLWnpLI)(J I,: steal a motor 
vehiCle, boat, or alrcr.lft from me 
but jaIled. 

Som~onc sto Ie prop':l'ty or money 
belongIng to r.;e ~~~ 

t*Rcm i nocr: If lhe propcl'ty or 
mon~y w~s taker. dlrcctll from ~ 
unoer a, tua 1 or 'tl1l,.,a teneUTcirce-­
it was a robbcr~ alld should be 
IIIdl'kco on questIon Hl. It the 
propel'ly 01' money W,iS tu~Qn by 
someone who entcrcu :tE.!!!' home, 
~tol!:nl. 01' a~r,lIJf; ·tll Chiiiityour 
pcrllir~Tiin--1t ~d.j'S :i E.1~!:!I.li".1 and 
shoulu IlIl CllCc~UU >lIl q:.J~stlon ,I). 

SOM:cnc tr I <:u Lu s\ n) 1 my propcrty 
01 IIIIII1CY. ~ul fJlll'li, 

r--------'---, 

:u I' "'II,'{'r' t we ,II, ! I., I. I t ~ \( (~ \It \ q pc'. 100 
utJlHlul)' 1. JY/lJ hi otl"llllu[1 .H, I.~;/":t. 

t,":".l'Cr of T lfl",,~ 
(,:,I-'.'.!..~~I},I! 

Vlllili/" J ~", 

~OIl:IOlo<' 1 11\ £-11 t iona II)' 01' I'c'k­
Ic~~ ly Jamagl'o 01' lI~sll'(Jyco pro-
1'(01 ty I,'~lor,glng 10 n.c" 

~OllllO[l{ tr i ('U tu U,llhDgC til' U(;S lroy 
l'II'~t'l t,Y ltclonging \0111(, but 
fa 1 ita. 

RODLl R\, 

W $om~oflc touk Mlnry 01 oLlll'r valu­
.Ill 11 ~ (j i II!' II y f 11(/1 II,~ under ,he 
\I,I'Cu\ 0,)1 aquD I lJ~C uf f OI'Ge. 

5tllr.l'tllle tl i eu to nb me, llut 
f ",IeU, 

ASS',ULT '101 HI! W£APON 

W ~(Jmcorl£! heat or attackeo me witlt a 
lilli\?, ~lJn, t lub, 111' Ollwl' weapon. 

[iLJ $o:nNJI1(' tllrl'ut<:ncLi me wi LII a wea­
pon hut did not actua Ily atlack me 
l'1ith it. 

ASSAULT IIlT1l BODY 

Gil Someone hit or struck tile with' 
their fists, fcet, or olher 
part\s) of their booy. 

SOllicone threatened to hit or 
strike me but did not actwll'y do 
so. 

--

" 
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R(:"'L'II~cr \o;C ol"e If;Llrested in the pel'iou 
January 1, 1~79 to Uecember 31, 1979. 

~u'r.~cr of Times 
Ev(:!:ts eccurre~ 

IV\I'E 

Sor.:"cr.e assau lted anu fore ib ly 
"'iZP~O h,e. 

SO;'eOr.e sexually assaultea or 
mol~s;~o ne but oia not rape m~. 

~hat ;s tr.e total nu:r.ber of crin:es 
l b .. rgl at.)', robbery, theft, 
va~aalis~. rape; assJult, auto 
tne:t, c~I:lritteo olgainst you 
tJet~",en January I, 1979 and 
December 3i, 1979. 

If you were assau I tea or were the 
victim of any sexuoll crime, what 
was lOJr relat:onship to the 
assa Ilant 1 

1. Stranger. 
~(~Ty-p~e--o~f'~C~r~iI~,;e~)~-

~. Friend or acquaintance, _~. 
(Type of Cl'uue) 

~. Spou~e. --;l"'r-yp""e'-"o7'('"'C"'r7'im:C:e""l-

4. Other household member, 
(Type of Cr ime) 

lliITill. 
IF YOU wERE A VltTIM OF ANY CRIME MENTIONED SO 
FAA,PLEA~E COIiTH.UE ~ITH QUESTION 23. 

IF YOU WERE NOT A VICTIM OF MY OF THESE CRIMES, 
SKIP TOWITi[(jfjq'r,- . 

--

I 
~ 
! 

J 

w:_ 

RClllc:nlJer, ~e urI! IIlt~I'esl~tJ In tlte perloe 
. January 1, 1919 lu DLc~mu~r j~. 1979. Re'!lell1~t!r. t,C al'l! Int~rcsleo in lhe Pf:"l':~ 

J~"vaI'Y I, 1!l7~ ·to UCC!)I::!"c,. J1, 1971 • 
Nu:nber of Times 
E,vent Occur reo 

PERSONAL INJURY 

I ~dS th~ Y ictim ot one or mOl C 01 
the abo 1'': crtmes, but I was not 
physica1ly or mentally Injureo. 

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

I requit'ea l!1edical attention in a 
doctor'~ offIce or hospital fo1-
',owing the crin;e. but no overnight 
hospItalizatIon. 

~ 

I required hospitalization for 
more than 24 hours as a result of 
the Crt lie. 

~ I was psycholegically disturbed as 
a result uf the crlme(s), but I 
rece i ve: .!!£ co~nse 1 i ng. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

I receil'ed PSyChOlogical coun­
sellnu as d result of the crimels}. 

!.L.i:£.u_~'el·e a vict illl of any cl'il!!.~ 
beL\\cen JaIlual'Y 1. 19/ .. "fld 
UeCI,",tlllr 31, 1~79, which uf the 
1o II ow i n9 ~Ie~pons wer~ used 
agJinst you1 lPLEASE CHECK ALL 
THAT AP'LY.) 

No weapon was used in any of the 
crimes. 

Bodily threats. 

Fists, r-~et, etc. 

Gun. 

Knife. 

ClUb. 

Otller' weapon. 

PROPERTY LOSS 

@j 

i. 
t. 

4. 
~. 
b. 
7. 
p, 
9. 
iD. . ... 
... ~. 

J t your prope~~~!l. 
stolen, or ,.cLueu !;e~ .. er:' JullU 
r:-:TIT;-;;ri01i~fer.~er J!. 1~1.i. 
wildt \o;~s Lhe tolal rEt~:ace.,~nt 
Vd lue of tne ,055 or loss!:s: 
Pleilsf: ~1't;Clty: $ ___ _ 

I f you are not sure of th~ t:xac 
lotal replacement value of the 
Er°pertx 10Ssles). What IS your 
es£lffidt'e of the total repl act!mc 
v~lue? 

Less than $5. 
Sb to $!9. 
SlO to $49. 
$SO to S9~. 
S100 to $199. 
$i!00 to S499. 
sseo to S!l99. 
$l,OOU to $1,999. 
$i!,UOO to $',9~9. 
S3,COU to $J,999. 
l~.OOO to $4,999 • 
$5.0UIJ or more • 

COSTS OF CRI~IE TO VICTIM 

B Wtllcn of the following costs of 
crime occurring between January J 
1979 ana December 31, 197~ apply 
to you (if any)? (PLEASE CHECK 
ALL THAT APPLY.) 

1. I had no costs oUP. to any crime 
occurrIng bet .. een January 1, i979 
and Oecember JL. 1979. 

l. Medical or psychological treatmen 
following a crime. 

4. Legal expenses following a crime. 

~. Other Costs \please specify) __ 

-----._---.._-

-
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embcr. we are interestco 1n the period 
UJI') 1, lY/Y to U~cemlJer 31, 191Y. 

1. 
t!.. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
13. 
9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 

If you had any medical. legal, 
los t .. aQCs. or a Ule, cos tS oi 
CI'll1C". what was the total value of 
ti'iC'S'ecus ts 1 (DO NOT lh!;LuiJE 
?ROP£~ TY LOSS COVEiiE1Y ltI l;Ur.STlONS 
3D and 31). Please soecify 
costs. S ______ _ 

If you al'e not sure of thn ~xact 
total nlue of the costs, Ioillat is 
your est il~ate of the tota I cos ts 7 

Less than $5. 
S5 to $19. 
S20 to $4!1. 
S~O to $99. 
S100 to $199. 
SiCO to $4Y9. 
SbOO to $999. 
$1,000 to ~l,999. 
$2,000 to $~.999. 
$3,000 to $3,999. 
$4,000 to l4,999. 
S5 ,000 or more. 

INSURANCE COVERAGE 

[;J 

i. 

Did In~ur~nLe cover :my of the 
costs eo: I:xp~nses from cr Ime(s) 
occurr i og bet~le·,.l J~nuary i, i979 
and Oec.:rftbCI' 31, 19791 llncludinq 
propcrty losses covcrea in 
liu~st oas JU, :a and other costs 
covefllO in llue~tlons Jj "r.c J~.) 

Que~t1on doesn't apply; haG no 
loss f rom allY crime. 

" Yes, in'urance covered ~ll losses 
and expenses. -

I n~ul'uncc covered over h~ I r but 
!l£U!.l of the los~e"XiiE'i1ses. 

4. Insurance covered so!,e but less 
tnan half of thc los~es anu 
~es.-

S. Insurance covereo none of tr.e 
lusslls or exp~nses7'"-

Rl'member, we are intcl'estcd ln the perioo J~nuary 
I, 1979 to rJccCI:,bl!r 31, 197!!. 

LOCATION OF C;RIM£ 

[ji] In which of the following places did 
a crimc against you occur? P1easl! 
check all that ~pply, ana inOlcate 
Which crlrne(s} occurreo at eucn 
pluce checked. 

Number of Times 
Event Occurred 

LOCATION OF 
CRIHElSJ 

CRIMElS) THAT 
OCCURRED 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

~. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

9. 

In the street, 
within a few 
blOCKS of home 

In tllC stree .. , 
away from home 
(more than a 
few blocks) 

In a store, 
bu!", or other 
cOrrMcrcial location 

In my home or 
Jpartment 

Ou ts I e'e, near 
'Iy home lyar'd. 
po,'ch, eLc.} 

In my .:.part:nent 
bui lding 

.,t !;arl(, on the 
Job 

At school 

Other location 
Iplcase ~pe.;ify 

~------------------'---_ .. _-----

1 

.I 

In ",lllch of thc fo110'l'Iin9 months 
Olu a crillll! agai!1~t you occur1 
P I Ease check a It that app Iy. and 
H,dlcate which crimes IJccurred 
oUlll1g each month chec~eo. 

NONTH OF LR I NE\ S i CRII<'E(S) THAT 
OCCURRED 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

b. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10 

H. 

12. 

~. 

_3. 

Januarj .979 

February 1979 

Marcn .9/Y 

Apnl j!i79 

May d7!1 

June 1979 

July 1979 

August 1979 

September 1979 

Oc to ee" 19]'; 

tlovcl!'u~r ! 97!1 

Oecc",o~" 197'J 

NOTICE TO POLICE 

~ As f dr' as you know, were the 
polic~ or other law enforcement 
Juthorltles notifIed of the 
cnnlc( s I that occurreo to ~ou 
oetw~~n January 1, 1979 and 
OecemLcr 3L, &919? 

YeS, they were notifiea of all 
i:J{.ldents. 

T/I~l were notified of some but not 
~II ilt tile inCidents. 

They ~I!re notifleu of none of' the 
ll1c:<.JenLs. 

1. 

,. 
3. 

4. 

I no i ca tc thc type and number of 
~r'l'lIeS repor'teu to the folluwlng 
agencies: 

TY?!: OF NUI~BER OF 
(;RIME CRIMES 

Central 
Point 
Police ---------
Jackson 
C\I. Sher if t 

Oregon State 
Pol ice 

Other Agency 
Specify 
Agency NJlIle 

PleJse list below cach type of 
cri~e agalnst you between January 
i, 1979 and December 31, i979 that 
was net reporteo to the police, as 
far as you kIlO'/I. Beside each type 
of cri"e list the number of Inci­
dents of that tj~e not reported to 
the police. 

TYPE Or' CRIMES 
J!QU!,I1.l!.'i.~l!l __ 

NUHBER OF CR III,ES 
NOT REPORTeD 

1. 

l. 

3. 

4. _____ _ 
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1. 

I.. 

J. 

'1. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

.'Id~ wJS ttle mJlr. reJ50n Wily 
C'I:'~i'i1 YO" Il~t~o 1'1 ~'J,,~Liun 4U 
'"S/\i~I'" not r~?~n~() to the 
p~' ice',' PLEASE LHECi< It,!; SliME 
~!';5T 1IIP()!lTA~ T "~ASO! •• 

f( It It ~JS use l,!SS to report 
UIC1U5(' nottl1nq "'11 I ",-... OJ 10 be 
lJCf~=. 

Afrdid of retalIation. 

Af"uld of police investlgution. 

Fell tre crime wasn't important 
eooJgh tc report. 

Fe It too re~ch tir.lc .. ould be 
requirco cf me 1f I reported the 
crm,e--l05s of work. etc. 

Oio not 9Et arnuno to it because 
was busy with otHer matters. 

Af:aid Jr emba"rassed by ~Ihat 
prosecu lor and investigator might 
as~ or find out. 

Oth~r (jlease describel 

llcl~fr~~1 Janulry " ~Y7Y ~nu 
[;UCb,,"c,' Jl, ,~/y he" otlcn ~ur(: 
(!~ch 'Jf tilE fo Ilowir.J crir.lc$ 
COI;:~,lttE:~ \JgaHJst Ct~l~t" riEfT.C!l"'S of 
,OUI' ncu,;c':tJ I!!? 

li() :m lIiCL::iJE (.I(:II,ES PREVICLSLY 
:iUT£U 

1. Doesn't a~plj, ther~ are no 
o~lIer me:I:~(rs of r.ly household. 

/(. Ooesn' t app Iy. th~re WCI'C no 
cJ",mes Co.fI'll] ttt:c against 
otller rne:noel's of my houschOld. 

NUI1BER OF THIES 
CR 1~;E Ot:CURRED 

3. ____ _ 
4. 0.-----6.-----7.----
11., ___ _ 

9., ____ _ 
10. 11.-----­
l2.-----
13.-------

14. ==-==--= 
15. __ . __ _ 
16. 17.===--= 

TYPE OF CRII,!E 

Roobery 
Atte~pteo Robbery 
Theft 
Atter.opted Theft 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Atte:mpted :"otor 

Vehicle Tneft 
Assau! t 
Attempted Assault 
RJ~'~ 
Attcmptco Rupe 
f.l"r~cr 
i\t t cmp teu ~iur(Jcr 
Ollll.'I' C,' II!IU:; 

lPlcase Spt!cifYI 

PERCEPTlOIIS OF CR1I1E AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

l. 

11. 

3. 

4. 

!>. 

Within the past year, uo you think 
that c,'lme in your r.eighborhoou 
ha~ increased, decreas~ll, or 
stdYCO about tne sume? 

CI'lIliC lIdS increuseu, 

Crime has decreased. 

Crime has stuyea about the same. 

tlo 0plniort. 

Hav(!n't livca Here that long. 

i. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

:c you belIeve that you are likeiy 
tJ l": llit! vIctim of a crime during 
~"I! r.~xt year? 

Yes, If ·Yes", ~hat 

f, ..... 

trlmin11 justi~e offici~ls nave 
clstln'luishcO two general types of 
'u>cni,e offenaers \bclow age 181; 
:~ese .lIE 1} Criminal juvenile 
cfrcno,!!'s dnd'7}S"rutUs Juven lie 
C"-:E:foO,m'. Crimina I J~venile 
~lI-5are those juveniles who 
nave cwriT,Hted a cl'ime \e.g., 
~t.I'g\.l!'j. a,;saul t, etc.l. Status 
;:.'/cn l' C of I enders ure tlluse 
;",cni :(!S wno have comml tteu a 
cr ir::e ,hat lJoes not upp ly to 
lcultS, le.g., running away from 
no,ne, mnor in possessicn of 
.ict/ho l • etc. I. 

h~. uo you feel ~tutus offenders 
\I'I:I:-~I Hninal) SllOUlo U~ treatcu 
!J) JUVI'I.lle Jutile!' lt1c~? 

I!t:ltl in JaIl with dlil!..!.t..~ 
Juveni ie crIminal olfcntlers. 

Held in juveni Ie lletention homes 
~lt" ~enlle cr1mlnal ana statu~ 
off er,o~, s, 

3. He!u in other facilities where' 
[I,eY are not in contuct I'!.ith aDul t 
cn'hlnals unu crimInal Juve'lU£;, 
UTf~'~ 

4. StdLus offenoers should be 
rel~as~a witllOUt court 
SIl~~1 VISIon •• 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

G?J 

l. 
~. 
3. 

~ 

2. 

3. 

Co YC'J a:;ree or disagree wi th th 
tollowing statement? "I would b 
~'1 11 i ng LO pay more taxes to tre 
juveni:e cffencers to prevent th 
fro::! becoming aoult crirnindls." 
\Please check £.'!.!l..£~ choice.) 

Strong Iy agree. 

Agree 

Uncertain 

"'is~gl'ec. 

Strongly disagree. 

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

Yes 
No 
Not sure. 

If two people with similar 
criminal backgrounus are convict( 
(if tne s""e crime in your 
cU:lmunity, how lIkely dO you thir 
1 t IS lila t they wi I! receive the 
s.rne sentence? 

Very li~ely (76-100% Chance). 

Likely 15~-75% chance). 

About 50-50~ chance. 

4. Unlikely \25-49% Chance). 

5. Very unliKely \0-24% chance). 

6, Have no idea 



r r 
Ov~r-all, would you say you support or oppose the establishment 
in your community of correctional progr~~s, such as halfway 
houses or wol'k r~lease centers? Please intlicate your opinion 
for EACH of .. he follewing t~'Pes of criminal offenders. 

Correc t 1 cna I Progl'ams 
In Your LO"lnlinlty For: 

Violent Crimes 
(':.9., lIumicidE:, robbery. 
or i!ssau I tJ 

First-time JuvE:nile offendc'rs 

First-ti~e aoult offenders 

Repeat juvenile offenaers 

Repeat aoult offenders 

Yiolent Sex Crime, (e.g., rape) 

First-time Juvenile offenoers 

F1rst-time adult offencers 

Repeat, juvenile offenotrs 

R~peat auult offenders 

Property Crimes (e.g., theft 
ana bur~larYI 

First-t1me juvenile offenders 

First~time adult offenders 

Repeat juvenile offenders 

Repeat juvenile offenders 

My Position 
Oppose Don't Know 

Don't Know 

Don't Know 

1 

i 
:i 
'1 
I 
I 

! 
I 
I , 

:1 

~ 1"\",1 .. ,, I~ tile pr,llllll' of d~aI111\J willi crlll'lIhlj~ III suth 
J ",I) l'IJt Iii!! cOI:',','ntiunal criminal justice sYHc;n UQ~S 
nUL lJCCOfile lflvol vca , E-ol.'I1ples of ~t;ch Oi',e,'s 'on are 
hJ"IIIIl\J "nd relea;e, c!'r.r;:unity service or reletl'al Lo other 
rl.'r1-CI 11111. na J $OC i a I a9~nc 1 es. 

! , ~ur juvenile 
'lffende,'s Yes No Not SUl't! 

" rOI' d(hJlt L. 

otl endel's Yes No ~lul S~t'e 

Genurally, do you think that'~iverting 'Irst-Lime violent 
£!JE!~ \~.g •• homiCice, rape, assault} Orrti1dEl~s-i~il~'OOd 
I cea '1' ---__ 0 

J. For juvenile 
clfrnders Yes No Not SW't; --

4. i'or ddult 
off enaers . Yes No Not SUl'e 

•
.............................................. m. ............ ____ .... ______ a. ____________________________ • __________ .. __ ~,\~ ______________________________ ~~~ _______________________________________________ __ --- -
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B Hey" do yeu rate the senousncss of ~~ch of the following 
I. Poverty 

~ull<I\L\cJ\S In your 'UII"'IUIIILy':' --

Plilce a check rrark l% oirectly ~ the number chosen for 

Not a Very 

Problem Serious 

(ALH ISSUE. (xa"lple: 
At All Problem 

0 1 j 4 G 8 9 LU 

Not ~ 
Very 

P,lIblclll -z-I. SCfl0US 
O. Properly Crime le.g., bur9l~ry, theft) 

At All 
Problem 

-U'--L- :,- 4 5 6 8 la- Not a Very 
Problem Serious 

~I!! 

At All Problem 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 6 g--rcr, 

l. Cost of Living 9. Property Taxes 

Not a Very 

Prublem 
Serious 

Not a Very 

At All Problem 
Problem Serious 

0 :: ;) 4 5 6 a 9 rcr 
At All Problem 

0-1 2 j 4 5 6 6 9 10 

2. Qual it} of Education 10. Alcohol Abuse 

Not a 
'Very Not a 

Problem 
Serious 

Very 

At All 
Problr.m 

Problem Serious 

() 1 2 j 4 5 6 ' } 6 g--""ItJ 
At All Problem 

If-I 2 j 4 5 6 6 9 10 

3. Domestic Violence 11. 
(assaults. between household members) 

UnemplojlTlent 

Not a 
Very 

Not a Very 

I'rubleln 
Serious 

Problem Serious 

AL All 
Pl'ouleul 

At All Problem 

-r' 'T-"'7---:1 ---4--:;--G""-r-U--g---ur 
-0-1 2 3 4 5 II 6 9---r!l' 

12. Violent Crime (e.g., assault. rape) 

4. Juvenile DelInquency 

Not a 
'1ery 

Not a Very 

Problem 
Serious 

Problem Serious 

At All 
Problem 

At All Problem 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 
0 1 2 3 4 :> 6 7 . 8 ""9J:O 

S. Pollution/Environmental Concerns 13. Lana Use/Zoning Issues 

Not a 
Very 

Problem 
Sed OUS Not a Very 

At All 
Problem Pro~lem 

-u-r- 2 3 ~- 6 9 9 10 At 1\11 
Serious 
Problem 

0 it j -4 :> 6 8 9 10 

b. Ot'ug Abuse 
14. White Collar Crime 

l~.g., employee theft, graft, fraud) 

Not a 
Very 

P"oblem 
'Serious Not a Very 

At All 
Pl'olllem Problem 

0 2 j 4 :; 6 6 9 -ro At All 
Serious 
Problem 

-U 2 j 4 5 6 b g--[(J 

. " 

LE - .... 
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CRl"'! PReV£.NTlON ACTlVlTlES 

~ Are you aware of the crime 
prevention program "in Central 
POInt? 

1. Yes. 

2. Nu, 

rlel"e you ~r a member of you,' 
hallly carltac tEll b} Cl:ntra I 
POInt',; crime prevl:ntlon offIcer 
or their I"epresent~llve as a 
l'Esult of being the v1ctim of a 
crime frem January 1, 1976 through 
OecemOo'!r 19791 

1. Yes. 

2. No. 

Have you or a member of your 
family been centacted by or 
rece i VEa infonnut i on abou t Centra J 
POlnt'~ {rime Prevention Program 
through fillY of the following 
soU/'ces1 ICher.k 2.!l that ilpply.) 

L Ra<l' o/T'J/Newspaper art i c 1 es. 

l. Pub",ie or organizationill 
meet lOgS. 

3. Word of mouth. 

4. Crime prevention block 
meet iogs. 

s, 
1>. 

7. 

8. 

5. 

Rape prev.entlon meeting. 

Household security survey. 

Checked out and used light 
timing device. 

Ch~cked out ana used property 
er.graving tool. 

Receiveo ar.d applieo 
antiburglary warning decals. 

Other contact witn Central 
Point's Crlme Prevl:ntion 
Officer or his/her 
r~p(esentct lve. 

u. Otller sources, p :e~sl! 
I H.t: ___________ _ 

J. 

4. 

5. 

J f you 0" ~ me!ll:Jcr" of your 
househOld hdS ildO olr"ecl contact 
\\'Ilh Central POint's trim!! 
PI"eV~lItlOn Progr"am (iltl) cunta~t 
other lI1all contilc t tnl'uu'!11 TV, " 
~iiT,j" or newspup':r} whell 010 tillS 
!..!£.~J:. er,cuunl"r hapPl:n! 

L. I/o t:Olll~d. 

t. 1 to b U1o"ths olga. 
J. 7 to 1£ tr.ontM ayo. 
q. 1 yea,' to • 1/, :tNr'S ago. 
~. 1 1/< to , Yt:d"S ago. 
0, Hare: than l years ilgO. 
7. Cun't recilil. 

How oftEn do you lOCK ill the 
door'S il~O wi ncows lo your Mme 
when you are leaving ilnd no one 
else is there? 

Usua l1y 

Som~times 

Ran! 1/ or neyer 

Ooe~n't apply: there is always 
someone else at IIU:1'e when 1 leilvE:. 

00 you Keep yuur garilge 0001"\ S I 
C"lo$~d ilno lockeo as <I matter of 
COUI"se"! ----

1. Al IvilyS 

2. Usu~ny 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Sometimes 

Rarely or never 

Do~sn't apply: oon't have a 
garuge. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

1. 

3. 

4. 

III)", lJfl~n do you lllck your veh ic Ie 
Ul)"r~ wlll'n ll'~v i IIg thl! vl!h i c I I! 
pa!"ked ~ .:!2.!!!: hon"e? 

SometImeS 

~dr ely ()I' never 

Doesn't Jpply: don't own or use a 
Cili' t trude t etc. 

How otten do y~u lock Jour vehicle 
Joers "hen l~avlng the venicle 
EJ!:.~o:.£ :l~ sor::£ .2.lli£.l:. ~ away 
Tr()'~ l!!!!.!: "li"O:ne? 

Always 

Usually 

SometImes 

Rarel), or never 

Oo(sn't apply: don't own or use a 
Cdr, truck. etc. 

Ha¥e you engrilved mo~t"of your 
vo IUilb II! propel'ty wi th 
iOenllfieation numucrs? 

1. Yes. 

ii. No. 

If you tlere the victim of a 
property crime \ theft or bu 31ary) 
between J~nuary 1, 1979 and 
December 3L, 1979, was ,our 
pr"opel"ly engraved oef ore or after 
tile cliflIelsJ7 (CllecK only ~) 

Dces nDt apply, I wasn't a victim. 

I wJS ~ victim, but prop~rty ~ 
~ engraved. 

I was a victim and property was 
engraved before the crime occurred. 

I was a victim but property was 
~graveo after tIle crime occurreo. 

l. 

!. 

L. 

3. 

4. 

L 

Arc an t lUUI'y I ilr y" sticKers or' 
wilI'ning occaH in place on your 
home WlndO"S or"ooors? " 

Ves 

No 

If you were the victim of a 
propelty crIme (theft or b~rglarJJ 
bp.t"~en JilnLdry i, 1979 ana 
DC:":l~:~,~l~f .31, 19i9. W~l'C 
.IILI-o~rg;Jry ~tickers or wilrning 
~cc~~s C1S":_YE~ before or after 
l~e CI'1MC\5j tOOK place1 

D'JCS not apply, ! wilsn't u vlctim. 

! was a Victim, Out warning decals 
.!!.t::£ !!..O.l displilyed. 

I WilS a victIm and aec"als were 
oispla,ea before the crime 
occurred. 

1 w~s il victim, but decals were 
()Isplayed after the crime occurred. 

I\rc all your hOl'se or apartment 
\loor1mu' '!Ii lido'll locks in operilble 
CO!lU j l.i 0111 

Yes 

l!. No 



r 
r 

:" j\ .. lJ K'~C'P orc 0,' r.t': l' f 11 \ ~1 ~l~S 

I' ,'1111 IIlJlI,l'; 

'(s. If so, for tlll~t Pl!lpc~t: 

~:"\:Ck. one 01" n·~'rc: t 1 t!'.trISi 

C, r.;~crNlion (nunling, l~,gtl 
s';~:t:'~g, g~n tOl1£tllllg, ~\t,i 

~H 1 ell L 1 U:(; f ~: ::'0\ i I:') t llC '':;: (,l' 

lll"lil til~I.\~l·1 11 ~ t d~ }~\I u~~l': 

J, Pr~te~tlon for possl('lc cn~·cs 
a;;H,st you, your f J"i ly \)1' yuur 
n:":.c 

5. HispanIc \Spa~!S~-sptaking or 
Spat iSh hlrita;~1 

b, 

4, Ccc.pational rEquil'c~rhl (police 
of!lcer. security guarll, privale r:;;l 
irvcsti;ator. elc,) ~ 

5, Ol~er reasons \SpcclfYJ ___ _ 

-------------­______ 1. 

2. 
3, 

Do you have an operat ing burglar 4. 
a i ann system I n your home or 5. 
arartment? 6. 

7. 
1. y~s 

~. !io 

O[I~OGRAPHI(; INfC!P'~ATlON FOR 
STATISTICAL PURPUS~S ONLY o .. nat is your sex? 

L JoIale 

2. Female 

0 .hat is your age? 

1. 15-.9 
2. 20-24 
3. 25-~9 
4. 30-J4 
~. J~·39 
6. 40-44 

~------------------------­-

7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
l~. 

13. 

45-4Y 
50·54 
~5-~9 
&U-lIq 
65-&9 
70-74 
75 ana over 

Olt,~r (please s~tcilJJ ______ _ 

"!lieh of thE: fOPOAing calC~()I'1CS 
rcP,'es(.nts yo~~ f a:!1i Iy' S tote I 
y~~rl)' inco:re Lc'e"c taXes? 

~l,99~ or less 
S3.UOO-1S,YS9 
.$6,0()'H9.!J~~ 
$IU,GU(;-$1 1,,999 
SI~,(N'Hg,YY9 
~'~,1)~O-~49.:;99 
$~O.Ol!(J or mc,'e 

.1. 

l,ihJt IS the h.!.9!!Il';~. lev~l of eCJ­
(:~llUII you have ~",!lpII'Ll'U? 

Ell~~entary Scheol 

1. 1-4 YNrs 
t. 5-7 years 
3. II y~ars 

1.!.l9.~~ 

4. '1-3 years 
~, "y~ars 

Technical School 

6. Technical School 
Attendance beyond high ~ 

7-
8. 
9 • 

@ 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
b. 

£2.lk~ 

1·3 years 
4 years 
post-graduate degree 

How mlny people live with you In 
your hOJSCllOld1 

Myse If on ly G. Five olher~ 
One other 7. Six othE:r~ 
I~() olh~rs 8. Seven oLhers 
Thr~ others 9. Elg:lt others 
four at!ICrs 10. II i 'le or more 

Thank you for your cooperation! Please place 
this questlOOllalrr: In tne enclosed return 
envelope anti urop It In the mai 1. 
~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~ 



INSTRUCTIONS 

Please read and familiariie 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. ' 

BURGLARY: 

CRIME DEFINITIONS 

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, motorcycl e, boat, or airpl ane). ' 

THEFT: 

VANDAll SM: 

ROBBERY: 

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

Intentional or reckless destruction or defacement of 
p'roperty without consent of the- owner'. 

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

ASSAULT WITH Attack with a dangerous or deadly weapon resulting 
WEAPON: in any physical injury. 

ASSAULT WITH Attack without a weaEory; using only fists, arms, feet 
BODY: or other bodily part, lnvolving any physical injury. 

RAPE: Sexual intercourse through the actual or threatened 
use of force. "Statutory r~Eeli (sexual intercourse 
without force cormlitted agalnst a person under 18 
years of age) is excluded. 
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CRIME 
PREVENTION 
CENTRAL POINT POLICE DEPARTMENT 547 E. PINE ST. CENTRAL POINT, OREGON 97502 

Dear Central Point Citizen: 

(503) 664-5578 

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 ai e 
not reported for various reaSons. If this is true in our community, your 
assistance may well help u~ 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 questi onnaire 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-1nvolved, 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 like 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, 

~ +2 '.--,.10»t.?.J~ OM~J 
J~es E. Whalen 
Chief of Police 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

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

Pay particular attention to the distinction between' theft,. burglary 
and robbery. 

After familiarizing yourself with thes: definitions! go on to the 
next set of instructions befure answerlng the questlons. KEEP THIS 
PAGE ALONG SIDE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO AID YOU IN ANSWERING THE 
QUESTIONS. 

BURGLARY: 

CRIME DEFINITIONS 

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 (~ar, 
THEFT: truck, motorcycle, boat, or airplane). 

THEFT: 

VANDAll SM: 

ROBBERY: 

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

Intentional or reckless destt'uction or defacement of 
p'roperty without consent of the-owner. 

Theft of property or cash directly FROM A PERSON ~ 
force or threat of force, w·itli or without a weapon. 

ASSAULT WITH Attack with a dangerous or deadly weapon resulting 
WEAPON: in any physical injury. 

ASSAULT WITH Attack without a weapory; using only fists, arms, feet 
BODY: or other bodily part, lnvolving any physical injury: 

RAPE: Sexual intercourse through the actual or threatened 
use of force. IIStatutory r~pe" (sexual intercourse 
without force corrmitted agalnst a person under 18 
years of age) is excluded. 
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CR IiVl E 
PREVENTJO~J 
CENTRAL POINT POLICE DEPARTMENT 547 E. PINE ST. 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 buslness or 
vacation at that time, or that mail can be lost or misplaced, I am 
enclosing another pamphlet for your consideration. 

I would like 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 better job for you. 

If you have already mailed me your original pamphlet within the last 3 or 
4 days, 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, 

-----p . ?;;> /l d. 1 'i' 
,,-" '--" -to.,.-rrt/l.,.,.J c:i!: lJ/r-rt.r:;fl..J!t;:.-.,,-..../ ... - -... - .' .... I 

Jalnes E. Whalen 
Chief of Police 



,----- -~--------~ 

Have you returned your "Survey of Crime in Central Poi nt" to us? 

He need you~ response to help us measure crime trends in, 
Central Point. 

Since you are one of only 1,,000 Central Point residents who 
.' are in our sampl e, your response is very important. Pl ease 

complete the questions and return it to us. 

, If you have al ready returned your form,' ~/e thank you. for your 
. parti1cipati(;m a,nd cooperation. ' 
~C7~NA-laor~_t?rJ 

James E. Whalen . 
Chief of Police Central Point" Oregon 

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

~------------------=~'C 
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Appendix 8 

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 
Average Number of People per Household 

(1977) = 5,930 

3.075 

(1979) = 6,250 

3.059 

. 
• 

605 = 3.188 

595 = 3.434 

.. Number of surveyed 
Households 

The survey-projected frequency of theft, assault, robbery and rape was 
calculated by multiplying the survey crime frequency by the following factors: 

= Total 15 + A e Po ulation of Central Point 
Number of People in Samp e 

(1977) = 4,566 = 7.547 
605 

(1979) = 4,832 = 8.121 

595 

-8-1-~ i _ _______ -.,.,.,_. _______ ~-.lnL _ __Li _<-~ ___ ~. ____ ~ 
.t. -
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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 list was screened to identify and delete all people 
residing outside of Central Point's city limits. 

From this list a random sample was generated for the final screening process. 
First, the list 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 list of people who resided at different addresses. This was 
done to eliminate the possibility of duplicating the incidence of household 
crime (e.g., bUl'glary and motor vehicle theft) if two or more people within 
the same household returned completed questionnaires. 

Once these steps were taken a final sample of 1,000 people were randomly 
chosen. Address labels 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 questionnair.es were 
returned in the 1977 survey, and 595 were completed and returned in the 1979 
survey. Once these qflestionnaires 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. . 

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

1The 1977 survey was weighted according to 1977 age and sex census 
estimates. The 1979 survey was weighted according to 1978 age and 
estimates. 1979 population figures by sex and age categories were 
available. 
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Table C-la 

Sample Distribution by Age Category 

1977 1979 
-~ N % of Total N % of Toi:al 
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%' 
55-59 34 5.6% 43 7.2% 
60-64 48 8.0% 38 6.4% 
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% 

Table C-2 
"-Sample Distribution by Sex Category 
,-

1977 1979 Sex N % of Total N % of Total ---
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% 

aDue 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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Table C-3 

Sample Distribution by Ethnic Category 

1977 
Ethnic Groue N % of Total N 

American Indi an 6 1.0% 6 
Asian 1 .2% 2 
Black 0 0.0% 0 
White 576 95.2% 553 
Hi spanic 3 .5% 2 
Other 1 .2% 3 
Unknown 17 2.9% 29 

Total 605 100.0% 595 

Table C-4 

Sample Distribution by Income Category 

1977 
Income N % of Total N 

$2,999 or less 13 2.2% 16 
$3,000-5,999 56 9.3% 32 
$6,000-9,999 74 12.3% 57 
$10,000-14,999 131 21.7% 120 
$15,000-24,999 214 35.4% 201 
$25,000-49,999 50 8.2% 97 
$50,000 + 5 .8% 6 
Unknown 61 10.1% 66 

Total 605 100.0% 595 
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1979 
% of Total 

1.1% 
0.3% 
0.0% 

92.8% 
.4% 
.5% 

4.8% 
100.0% 

1979 
% of Iota I 

2.7% 
5.3% 

9.7% 
20.1% 

33.8% 
16.3% 

. 9% 
11.2% 

100.0% 

.), 

To test the representativeness of the samples the weighted sample age and sex 
distributions were compared with the expected age and sex distribution from 
1977 and 1978 census estimates supplied by the Center for Population Research 
and Census, Portland State University. Tables C-7 and C-8 show that there is 
very close correspondence between the ages of respondents in the 1977 and 1979 
surveys and the expected number by age group according to 1977 and 1978 census 
estimates. The difference between the expected and obtained sample 

distributions were not statistically Significant, indicating that the 1977 and 
1979 samples are representative of the actual age distribution of Central 
Point. Tables C-9 and C-10 show that there is also no significant difference 
between the expected and obtained sex distributions. 

TABLE C-7 

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

Expected Obtai ned Number Percentage Number Percentage Age from Census of in of Groue Estimatesa Total Surve~ Total 
15-29 205 33.9% 204 34.1% 30-44 141 23.3% 140 23.4% 45-59 124 20.5% 113 18.9% 60+ 133 22.0% 142 23.7% 

b 
599c Total 603 99.7% 100.1% 

X2 = 0.80, p = < .92, 3 d.f. not significant. 
The nonsignificant X between the expected and obtained number of 
respondents indicates that the weighted survey sample age distribution does 
not differ from the expected census distribution • 

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

bFigures may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

CObtained number in survey excludes 5 respondents with unknown age. 
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Table C-5 

Sample Distribution by Education Category 

1977 
Level of Education N % of Total N 

Elem. 1-4 Yrs. 4 .6% 3 
Elem. 5-7 Yrs. 9 1.5% 6 
Elem. 8 Yrs. 20 3.2% 21 
High School 1-3 Yrs. 97 16.0% 78 
High School 4 Yrs. 190 31.3% 194 
Tech. School 75 12.4% 55 
Coll ege 1-3 Yrs. 130 21.5% 142 
College 4 Yrs. 35 5.7% 37 
College-Post Grad. 24 4.0% 21 
Unknown 23 3.8% 37 

Total 605 100.0% 595 

Table C-6 

Sample Distribution by Household Size 

1977 
Household Size N % of Total N 

Single 60 9.9% 40 
One Other 205 33.9% 204 
Two Other 105 17.3% 128 
Three Others 129 21.3% 115 
Four Others 56 9.3% 41 
Five Others 17 2.8% 24 
Six Others 14 2.4% 4 
Seven Others 2 .4% 5 
Nine or More 1 .2% 1 
Unknown 16 2.7% 33 

Total 605 100.0% 595 
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1979 
% of Total 

.6% 
1.0% 
3.5% 

13.1% 
32.7% 

9.3% 
23.9% 
6.2% 
3.5% 
6.2% 

100.0% 

1979 
% of Total 

6.7% 
34.3% 

21.5% 
19.3% 

7.0% 
4.0% 

.7% 

.8% 

.2% 
5.5% 

100.0% 

Age 
Group 

15-29 
30-44 
45-59 
60+ 

Total 

. TABLE C-8 

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

Expected Obtained Number Percentage Number from Census of in Estimatesa Total Survey 
202 34.0% 192 
142 23.9% 135 
120 20.1% 114 
131 22.0% 132 

595 100.0% 573b 

X2 = 0.17, p = <: .90, 3 d.f. not significant. 

Percentage 
of 

Total 

33.5% 
23.6% 
19.9% 

23.0% 

100.0% 

The nonsignificant X2 between the expected and obtained number of 
respondents indicates that the survey sample age distribution does not differ 
from the expected census distribution. 

aCensus data are taken from 1978 age and sex distribution estimates for 
Jackson County, furnished by the Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State University. 

bObtained number in survey excludes 22 respondents with unknown age~ 
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Sex 

Male 
Female 

TABLE C-9 

Comparison of 1977 Weighted Survey Sample Sex 
Distr-ibution and 1977 Census Estimatesa 

Expected Obtained 
Number Percentage Number 

from Census of in 
Estimate.s Total Surve,Y 

291 48.1% 287 
314 51.9% 310 

605 100.0% 597b 

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

Percentage 
of 

Total 

48.1% 
51.9% 

100.0% 

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

aCensus data are taken from 1977 age and sex distribution estimates for 
Jackson 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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Sex 

Male 
Female 

. TABLE C-lO 

Comp~ris~n o~ 1979 Weighted Survey Sample Sex 
Dlstrlbutlon and 1978 Census Estimatesa 

Expected Obtained 
Number Percentage Number 

from Census of in 
Estimates Total Surve,Y 

286 48.1% 273 
309 51.9% 292 

595 100.0% 565b 

X2 = 0.007, p = < .99, 3 d.f. not significant 

Percentage 
of 

Total 

48.3% 

51.7% 

100.0% 

The nonsignificant X2 between the expected and·obtained number of 
respondents indicates that the survey sample sex distribution doe~ not differ 
from the expected census distribution. --=---

~Census data are taken from 1978 age and sex distribution estimates for 
Jackson County, furnished by the Center for Population Research and Census 
Portland State University. ' 

bObtained number in survey excludes 30 respondents with unknown sex. 
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