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1982 UPDATE ACQU1S1iioNG 

The Attitudes of Oregonians about Crime and the Criminal 
Justice System SEPTEMBER. 19B2 

INTRODUCTION 

This bulletin is about citizens' 
perceptions of crime, their opin­
ions about current criminal justice 
issues, and their involvement in 
crime prevention activities. The 
i nformat i on comes from the annual 
Survey of Seri ous Cr ime conducted 
by the Oregon Law Enforcement 
Council. 

Th i s survey has been conducted 
annually since 1978 and is run 
during March and April of each 
year. The survey form contains 
questions on three topics: citi­
zens' experiencss as victims of 
crime; their use of crime preven­
tion techniques; and their percep­
tion of crime and opinions about 
certain criminal justice issues. 

As in previous years, survey ques­
tionnaires were mailed to a random 
sample of 1,500 citizens drawn from 
tIll! Oregon drivers' licenso f110. 
This year, 1,037 completed ques­
ti onnai res were returned--repre­
senting 69.1 percent of the total 
sample and 79.7 percent of the 
surveys Which reached the individ­
ua 1 s to whom they were mail ed 
(I.e., excluding those returned as 
nonforwardable by the post office). 
Once again, this is an exception­
ally high rate of return for a 
mail-out survey. 

Perception of Crime 

Last year's survey indicated a 
substantial change in the percep­
ti on of crirne--41 percent of the 
respondents thought crime had i n­
creased in thei r nei ghborhood, as 
compared to 25 percent in 1979. 
Results from this year's survey 
are similar to those obtained in 
1981. Ttl1rty-nine percent felt 
neighborhood crime had increased, 
and only three percent felt crime 
had decreased (as opposeQ to 5% 
last year and 8% In 1978)1 During 
this time period (1978-1'131), the 
number of crimes reported to the 
police increased every year. 

Thirty-three percent of the re­
spondents sai d they expected to be 
victims of crime in the coming 
year, and another 27 percent of .. 
fered no opinion one way or the 

. -

perceetion of How Neighborhood Crime 
hanged from Previous Year 
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Decreased r~:% 
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Capital Punishment 

Capital punishment was reinstated 
in Oregon in 1979, but the law was 
subsequent ly i nva 1 i dilted by the 
State Supreme Court. The results 
of the 1982 survey again demon­
strate a very high level of support 
for the death penalty in Oregon. 
Eighty-five percent of the respond­
ents indicated that they favored 
the use of capital punishment in 
some circumstances (the 1981 survey 
showed 84% 1n favor). 

A majority of citizens supported 
the use of the death penalty for 
seri ous cr imes other than murder, 
such as rape and kidnapping. The 
largest percentage of respondents 
favoring capital punishment (30%) 
thought the death penalty should 
be used for premeditated murder 
and other serious crimes. 

w.nort (or Death Pennlt.Y., 

Yos 65% 

1
1978 
1979 
1980 

• • l~Ol 

1982 

It has been suggested that one 
reason for the hi9h level of sup­
port for the death penalty is the 
f act that a "1 ife sentence" does 
not actually mean life imprison­
ment--that a sentenced individual 
will still be eligible for release 
on pat'ole in a certain number of 
years. This year a question was 
added to the survey to assess 
whether a mandatory 1 ife sentence 
(i.e., no chance of parole or other 
release) was viewed as preferable 
to capital punishment. While a 
majoritY (57%) of those initially 
supporting the death penalty favor­
ed having the ,QP.tlon of imposing 
either a full life sentence or the 
death penalty, less than nine per­
cent indicated that they would 
support a mandatory 1 He sentence 
instead..Qf. l;he death penalty. 

Crimes for Which Death Penalty 
shoulil 60 trscil 
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Murder only 

All Murders 
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COMMUNITY 
CORRECTIONS 

The 1977 Community corrections Act 
provided state funds for counties 
to develop and maintain individual­
i zed I oca I progrwns for offenders 
convicted of misdemeanors and less 
serious felonies. Components of 
these local programs could include 
probation, halfway houses, restitu­
tion, work release centers, and 
community servi ces. Ouri ng the 
1979 Legislative Session a similar 
p~ogram was developed for juve­
nlles. 
Attempts to locate correctional 
facilities such as h,lfway houses 
or work release centers within the 
community have frequently been met 
with very vocal resistance. For 
the last five years th~ survey has 
included a section designed to 
clar 'y the relative degrees of 
support and oppositior with regard 
to community treatment of 
offenders. 

Citizens were asked whether they 
supported such projects as halfway 
houses or wo~~ l'elease centers in 
thei r nei ghbl.. :;0.£9.. I n answering 
th i s questi on, respondents were 
asked to distinguish between of­
fenders convicted of three types 
of crimes--property, violent, and 
violent sex--and between juvenile 
or adult offenders who are first 
time or repeat offenders. lhis 
gave twelve combinations for 
response. 

In the accompanying chart, respon­
sesfor ul1 yeurs' surveys ura 
por~.rayed. Genernl1y, there is 
substantial support for community 
correc t i on programs I~hen they i n­
volve first time violent or prop­
erty crime offenders. There is 
little support for the use of such 
programs for repeat offenders of 
any type. For -::ffenders convicted 
of violent sex crimes, there is 
some support for involving first 
offenders in community correcti ons 
programs but considerably less than 
for the other types of offenders. 
I (1 a 11 cases there was more sup­
port for programs i nvc I vi ng juve­
niles than for adults. 

The most significant trend since 
the initial S'Jrvey in 1978 is the 
decline in support for community 
programs involving first-time adult 
offenders. The percentage of re­
spondents favoring programs for 
first time adult property offenders 
hilS dropped from 69 percent to 59 
percent. For first-time adult sex 
offenders, the decrease was from 
34 perc(!nt to 26 percent, and for 
first time adult violent offenders, 
the drop was from 65 percent to 
59 percent. This year, even fewer 
pe~,ple than in previous years fa­
vored community programs for any 
type of repeat adult offenders. 

COI~lurHTY CORRECTIOUAL PROGRAMS 
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Tax Dollars for Juvenile Programs 

Though support for communi ty pro­
grams for first-time adult offend­
ers has declined Significantly, 
there has not been a corresponding 
drop with regard to first-time 
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dolldr for programs intended to 
prevent juvenile offenders from 
becoming adult criminals. Seventy­
one percent said they would sup­
port the use of tax revenues for 
such program~, 12 percent were op-
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Purpose of Institutions 

In 1979 a que st i on was added to 
the survey to determine what people 
perceived as the most important 
purpose of correctional i I1st itu­
tions--rehabl1itath.i, of prisoners, 
puniShment of criminal offenders, 
or protection of society (throu9h 
isolation of offenders). As shown, 
most people feel that the protec­
tion of society should be the pri­
mary purpose of correctional insti­
tutions. Rehabilitation ranked 
second and punishment third. 

There has been a definite change in 
the response to thiD qUest10n since 
1979. The number of citizens cit­
ing protection of society as th~ 
most important has increased signi­
ficantly (from 59% to 69%), while 
the number viewing rehabilitation 
as primary has sharply decreased 
(from 29% to 18%). This may indi­
cate that a growing number of 
people are doubting the effective­
ness of rehabil i tati on programs and 
instead favor a "keep criminals off 
the streets" approach. 

a e 3 

Rank Order of Recorrrnended Alternatives To Relieve 
OvercrowdIng of Correctional Faci hties 

~* 

Buil d Max imum Security I nstl tutl on 1511 

Build Regional Jails 1226 

Buil d More Work Camps 966 

Build More Work Release Centers/Half-way Houses 673 

Put More Offenders In Expanded Probation with 538 
More Intens1\'e SUperv1slon (1.e,. with 
Increased funding for staff and services) 

Put More Offenders In Existing Probation 187 
Programs (f.e., with no Increase In 
staff or services) 

Release More Pr1soner~ ~arly 55 

*The score was developed by glvl ng 3 pol nts to a number 1 recorrrnendati on, 2 to 
a number 2 recomnend~tlon and 1 to a number 3 recorrrnendation. 

Institutional Overcrowding 
and the Corrections Bond Measure 

Attempts to deal with prison over­
crowding in Oregon has resulted in 
an ongoing legal struggle and two 
unsuccessful ballot measurE~. 
Survey respondents were asked what 
alternatives they would recommend 
to relieve overcrowding of correc­
tional facil' "5. Their response 
clearly sho," a preference for 
secure confinew ~t of prisoners. 
8uilding a new maximum security 
institution was rated as the best 
alternative, followed by regional 
jails and work camps. Work re­
I ease centers/ ha 1 fway houses and 
cxpnnded probe\:.\ on rece1 ved 1 e~s 
support. There was virtually no 
support for the early release of 
prisoners. 

In May, 1982 a $50 million Cor­
rections [lond was defeated by tlte 
voters. A question on the bond 
measure--included in the survey to 
provide preliminary information to 
decision-makers-- showed 38 per­
cent in favor, .24 percent opposed, 
and 38 percent undec i ded. I n the 

previous year's survey, 76 percent 
of the respondents favored con­
struction of a medium security 
prison costing $30 million. This, 
along with the rankings of alterna­
tives to overcrowding, suggests 
several reasons for tht:' defeat of 
the May, 1982 bond measuy'e: 

1. The measure resulted ina 
rather complex array of pro­
grams, products, and respons i­
bil iti es. The hi gh percentage 
of respc.r,uents who were unde­
cided at the time of the survey 
may indicate that some citizens 
found the bond m~lasure diffi­
cu1t to understand. 

2. The emphasis in the bond meas­
ure was not on provi di ng se­
cure instfflJtio~al space, which 
the survey indlcates has the 
highest level of public sup­
port. It is worth noting that 
support for building a maximum 
security institution was high­
est among those opposed to the 
bond measure. 

3. Given the general economic 
conditions and the shortfalls 
instate revenues, thel'e may 
Itave been concern with the $60 
mill i on cos t • 

What is the Host Illlport.,nt PUI'~ose 
of Correctional Institutions 

In summary it would appear that, 
in addition to economic considera­
tions, citizens may have been 
troubled by the complexity of the 
corrections bond measure and the 
lack of emphasis on secure insti­
tutional space. Pl'otection of Society ~~ •• ~4% _ : 

fl'Oni Crime 67% 

Rohabf1itatlon 

Punfshment 

•

14% 
12~ 

14% 

13% 

69X 

29% 

This publication contains no data 
tables, results of statistical 
tests, or copi es of the survey 
form. Readel's wishing to obtain 
more complete information than is 



Who Should Make Parole Release Decision? 

Parole Board I 
.:"2'~ ·.t..·~I~.· ... :,.,,, .... 29% Yes 

shoul d Persons with ~lenta 1 Di sorder 
Be Held Criminally Responsible? 

• .., ~ II~' .:.: •••••••••• 'o!' ~ . '. .. ~:\. ., 69% 

I 
•••• ~"!..~~~ ... :l.!o\,!!".;:":r,, Sentencing Judge 31% 

No 

I 21% : .. ;: ';.;..';;! !':u Other 

I 19% .. VfU_~f):?' Und~cided 

Parole Release Decision 

The Oregon Parole Board has, 
wi thi n the framework of an 
established set of guidelines, 
final responsibility for making 
the decision to parole a prisoner 
from state institutions. The 
Board has been the center of a 
great deal of controversy in 
recent years. 

This year a question was added to 
the survey asking citizens whether 
they felt the parole release deci­
sion should be made by the parole 
board. the sentencing judgG, or 
some otl1or ont1t~·,. 'Th\rty-ona 
percent thought the sentencing 
judge should make the final release 
decision, 29 percent favore~ the 
parole board, 21· perc~nt wanted 
some other process, and 19 percent 
were undec i ded. Thus, whil e there 
seems to be a lot of dissatisfac­
tion with the present operation of 
the parole board, there is no ap­
parent consensus as to what the 
process for making institutional 
release decisions should be. Many 
of the persons whose response was 
"other ll suggested an arrangement 
with joint responsibility for the 
release decision (pal'ole board and 
sentenci ng judge, sentenci ng j uCTge 
and a citizens commission, parole 
board and Victim, etc.). 

Author, Survey Administration and 
Data Processing: Stan Woodwell 

Graphics & Layout: Enid Preuitt 

Typing: Jeanne Bittner 

Victor Atiyeh 
Governor 

Attorney General Dave Frohnmayer 
Chairman 

Oregon Law Enforcement Council 

Undecided 

Criminal Responsibility and 
The Insanity Defense 

Under present Oregon law, under 
certain circumstances a person may 
be judged not responsible for crim­
inal behavior due to mental dis­
~ase or defect (insanity). Such 
an individual would now become the 
ward of the Mental Health Division. 
This year, the survey asked citi­
zens whether they felt that a per­
son who commits a crime and suffers 
from a mental disorder should be 
held criminally responsible as long 
as mental treatment is available 
in state correctional facilities. 
S1xty-n1no pnrcent ~e't persons 
with mental disordel's should be 
held criminally responsible, 11 
percent believed they should not 
be, and 20 percent were undecided. 

20% 

In a closely related question, 
individuals were asked how they 
felt about the way in which the 
lIinsanity defense" 1S presently 
applied. The general perception 
of the "insanitY defense" as it 
now exists proved to be overwhelm­
ingly negative. Less than four 
percent of the respondents felt 
that it was generally applied fair·· 
ly and appropriately. Sixty-si( 
percent thought the insanity de­
fense was necessary but used too 
frequent ly and needed to be modi­
fied, while 21 percent felt it 
should be abolished entirely. It 
should be noted that survey returns 
worn completod boforo the Hincklo.Y 
trial and thus CIO'riOt simply pre­
sent a reaction to the recent wave 
of media attention. 

Insanity Defense as Presently Applied 

Generally applied fairly 4% 

Necessary but should 
be modified 

Should be abolished 

Undecided 

... \'" 'I Ie .. '." .-" .. II, ,e 

21% 

10% 

66% 
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Rank Order of COl1111unity Problems 

1978 1979 

1. Property Tax Cost of l ivi 9 
2. Drug/Alcohol Abuse Alcohol Abuse 
3. Cost of livi ng Property Tax 
4. Juvenil e Deli nquency oru1 Abuse 
5. Property Cr ime Vio ent Crime 
6. Land Use/Zoning Juvenile Delinquency 
7. Quality of Education Property Crime 
8. Unemp I oy.'lent Quality of Education 
g. Poll utl iln/~nvi ronm~nt Unemp I o3'11ent 
10. Violent trime Po lluti on/Envi ronment 
11. Pover·ty Poverty 
12. White Collar Crime Land Use/Zonlng 
13. Domestic Violence White Collar Crime 
14. Race Relations DOOIestic Violence 

Corrmunit,\' Problems 

F or each year's survey respondents 
have been asked to rate the seri­
ousness of 14 community problems. 
The ranking of these problems for 
all surveys is shown above. 

This year unemployment was rated 
the number one community problem 
by a wide margin. Unemployment 
was rankpri second in 1981 and only 
ninth in 1979. The cost of living, 
whi ch has been rated as the numher 
one problem for the last three 
years, fell to second behi nd unem­
plo~nent. Property tax, which 
dropped to sixth last year, mOljed 
back up to third place. Alcohol 
abUSt1 and drug abuse were ranked 
fourth and fifth, respectively. 
Property cr ime was rated sixth 
thi s year, down from fi f th a year 
ago and directly above juvenile 
delinquency (7th) and violent crime 
(8th). White coll ar crlm(! r(!pl ac(!d 
domestic violence as the problem 
generating the lowest level of com­
munity concern. 

1900 1981 198£ 

Cost of Living Cost of living Unemplo3'11ent 
Property Tax Unemp 1 o3'11ent Cost of living 
Alcohol Abuse Alcohol Abuse Property Tax 
Oru] Abuse Dru9 Abuse Alcohol Abuse 
Unemploymel't Property Crime Drug Abuse 

Property Cr-lme Juven 11 e De li nquency Property Tax 
Property Crime Juven f1 e Oe 1 hlquency Juvenlle Delinquency 

Violent Crime Violent Crime Land Use/Zoning 
Qua llty of Educa t Ion Quality of Education Quality of Education 
Violent Crime Land Use/Zoning Poverty 
Poll ution/Envi ronment Poverty Land Use/Zoning 
Poverty Poll ut I on/Envi ronment Poll ut ion/Envi ronment 
White Collar Crime Whi te Coll ar Crime DOOIcstic Violence 
Domestic Violence Domestic Violence White Collar Crime 

Budget Cuts for Police 

The 1982 survey indicated little 
change in the rankings of which 
functions to retain and which func­
t ions to reduce if pol ice budgets 
are cut. There was a high degree 
of agreement that the investigation 
of serious violent crime is the 
most important function to retain. 
This fUnction was rated two times 
as high as any other. Emergency 
response, investigations of serious 
property crimes, and hard drug in­
vestigations were considered the 
next most important fUnctions. As 
the illustration shoWS, these 
scored in the 600-750 range. A 
third grouping of fUnctions con­
sisted of community pl'ltrols, traf­
fic enforcement, crime analysis, 
and crime prevention. These scored 
from 140 .. 390. 

Functions considered least impor­
tant to retain w(!r(! lnvest1!Jo.tion 
of minor' violent crime, eqUipment 
purchases, complaint response, 
crowd control, investigation of 

victimless crime and investigation 
of minor property crime . 

When respondents were asked whi ch 
functions should be reduced first, 
the results were similar. There 
was substantial agreement that re­
sponse to complaints, crowd con­
trol, and investigation of victim­
less crime should be reduced first. 
The next group of functions re­
ceived a much lower score (200-
450). They were crime prevention, 
equipment purchase and traffic 
enforcement. The remai ni ng func­
tions all scored below 200. 

CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIVITIES 

A full report on citizens' involve­
ment in crime prevention activi­
ties (Do Oregonians Use Crime Pre­
vent;onTe(;hn;9~ was" plillT,~a 

Functions Most Important to Retain 
If Pollee Budgets are Cut 

by OlEC in January of thi s year. 
Data from the .1982 survey do not 
reveal any major changes in this 
area. Most citizens have received 
crime prevention information from 
sources such as television, neWs­
papers, and radio. More import­
antly, most respondents indicated 
that they had taken some action 
during the past year. Over half 
of the respondents had contacted 

Violent Crime Investigation 

Emergency Response 
Property Crime Investigation 
liard Drug Ilovestigation 

Commun ity r a tro 1 s 
Traffic Enforcement 
Crime Analysis 
Crime P"event Ion 

Investlgato Hlnor Violent Crime 
Equl pment Purchase 
Comp1 a I nt Response 
Investigate Vlctlmloss Crime 
Crowd Call tro I 
Invest Igate Minar Property Cr Ime 

~ 
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4) 

5) 
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15
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11 
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Functions to b6 Reduced First 
If Pollce Budgets are Cut 

~ 

Crowd Control 1 ) 
Complaint Response ~! Investigate Victimless Crime 

Crime Prevention 

i! Equl pment Purchase 
Crime Analysis 

Traffic tnforcement 
Investigate Hlnor Property Crime &1 
Invostl~ate Hlnor Violent Crime 9 
Conlnunl y Patrols 10 
liard Drug Investigation 11 
[mel'goney Response I? 
Violent Crime InvQstlnllLlon 13 
I, " " 

Scored over 1800 

Scored 600-750 

Score" 140-390 

Scored less than 80 

~. 

Scored 000 or more 

Scored 200·450 

Scored 100-200 

Scored loss than 100 

,neighbors about watching each 
others houses, and a third had 
improved locks. Residents of the 
Port 1 and area generally reported a 
higher level of involvement in 
crime prevention activities than 
citizens in other parts of the 
state. Sixty percent of the indi­
viduals surveyed reported having a 
gun in their home. Thirty-seven 
percent of those owning a gun 
viewed it as a means of protection 
against crime. 

Steps Taken to Make Property Hore Secure 

Percentage 

Contacted neighbors to watch one another's home 56% 

Improved locks on doors and windows 34% 

Improved lighting of home and yard 22% 

Improved visibility of property 15% 
(trim hedges I trees I etc.) 

Engraved valuable property with Identification 15% 
number (Ore.on driver'S license number) 
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SUMMARY 

* Thirty-nine percent of the citi­
zens surveyed thought that crime 
in their neighborhood had in­
creased wh i 1 e on 1 y three percent 
felt that it had decreased. Most 
of those who thought they were 
likely to be victimized during 
the next year expecte-i the crime 
to be either burglary ~r theft. 

* Eighty-five percent of the re­
spondents support capital punish­
ment and a majority favor the 
use of the death penalty for 
serious offenses other than mur­
der. Less than nine percent of 
those favoring capital punish­
ment indicated that they would 
support a mandatory 1 ife senten­
ce (i.e., no parole) instead of 
the death penalty. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT COUNCIL 
STATE PLANNING AGF.NCY 

2001 Front Street N.E. 
SALEM, OREGON 97310 

* Citizens overwhelmingly felt that 
the insanity defense should be 
either modified or abolished. 
Most believed that persons with 
mental disorders should be held 
criminally responsible if treat­
ment was available in state cor­
rectional facilities. 

* Unemployment replaced cost of 
living as the most serious com­
munity problem. Cost of living 
was rated second, followed by 
property tax, alcohol abuse, 
drug abuse, and property crime. 

* Construction of a new maximum 
security institution was rated 
as the best alternative to 
pr i s on overcrowd i ng, f 0 11 owed by 
regional jails and work camps. 
It appears that the complexity 
of the recent Corrections Bond 
Measure and its 1 ack of emphasi s 
on secure institutional space, 
along with economic consider­
ations, were factors in the de­
feat of the measure. 

* Most respondents had taken some 
action during the past year to 
make their homes more secure. 
Over half had contacted neigh­
bors about watchi ng each others 
houses. 

* There was no apparent consensus 
as to whether the parole release 
decision should be mad~ by the 
parole board, the sentencing 
judge, or some other entity. 

Thirty-one percent thought the 
sentencing judge should make the 
final release decision, 29 pei"­
cent favored the parole board, 
21 percent wanted some other 
process, and 19 percent were 
undecided. 

* There 'continues to be substan­
tial support for Community Cor­
rec ti ons programs when they i n­
volve first time violent or prop­
erty offenders, though support 
for community programs for 
first-time adult offenders has 
declined significantly since 
1978. The majority of citizens 
opposed such programs for indi­
viduals convicted of violent sex 
offenses. There is little sup­
port for the involvement of 
repeat offenders in Community 
Corrections programs. 
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