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“In order to obtain 1nformat10n concerning criminal victimization and
‘c1tlzen attltudes régarding crime and criminal justice, the Nebraska Commission
on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice purchased interview time in the 1980
Nebraska Annual .Social Indicators Survey (NASIS). This telephone survey of
~a representative group of Nebraskans is conducted by the Bureau of Sociological
Research at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The Commission asked several
questions pertaining to the respondents' experiences as victims of crime and
their attitudes and oplnlons concerning cr1me and the criminai Justlce system.

GBNERAL FINDIN&S

o 1 in 4 (24%) of the SUrVey respondents were victims of an offense in the
12 months precedlng the survey (Spring, 1980), a sllght increase from the
previous year's total of 23%.

W

o More than three fourths of all victimizations 1nvolved vandallsm (33/) and
larceny-theft (45%)

o Somewhat more than half (59%) of the offenses ~were reported to law enforce-
‘ment authorities. Motor vehicle theft (100%), robbery (100%), and burglary
(81%) were most frequently reported

V1ct1ms of crlme

o} Overall victimization rates have not changed srgnlflcantly over the NASIS
v1ct1n1zat10n surveys of 1977 1978, 1979, and 1980.
&
0 Most survey respondents (66%) believed that crime levels had remained the
same in the year or two. prlor to the survey, in thelr nelghborhoods

o About one- quarter (26/) of Nebraskans surveyed responded afflrmatlvely when
~asked if there was any area within about a mile of their home where they
~wou1d be afrald to walk alone at night. <

0o 24% of respondents had taken some measure to make therr ‘home more secure
‘ agalnst crlme

‘0 ‘Economlc condltlons and problems W1th drugs and alcohol were the most
frequently cited causes of crime.

‘l o ' More than one- thlrd (550) of the Nebraskans in the survey indicated they
‘ . felt no improvement was neCessary 1n the performance of thelr local police
department. ‘ ‘
o - The large majorlty of respondents (72%) belleved that the courts were too
‘lenlent in deallng with persons charged w1th crlmes
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 INTRODUCTION
0 h g

The iQformation presented in this report is baged oﬁ”data collecte& in

the‘1980 Nebraska Annual Social Indicator; Surveyﬂ(NASIS) conducted by the

Bureau of Sociological Research at the UniVersityﬂof Nebraska - Lincoln.
e ! , ;

v

This surﬁey has beenVCdﬂéﬁcted annually since l977’andvse1ects a fepre—'
sentative Sample'of Nebraskans who are interviewed by phone about their life
 experiencés and attitUdes. Respondents énsWér questions dealing with the
environment;'tranSpbrtation;“hﬁusing,bhéaith; crime;’family life, and other
variables reflecting the quality of iife exPeriencéd‘invNébfaska;"Informa-
tion provided by the survey is used by a variety of organizations and indi-

viduals for program, planning; and research purposes,
. . L R

‘Each year since 1977, the Nebraska Cbmmission on Law EhfSrcement ané

R

 Criminal Justice has purchased interview time in NASIS to obtazin-information

fregarding’Nebraskans' attitudes toward and experiences with crime and rélated

n

‘matters. The fociis of the Commission's interest in NASIS 1980, as in pre- -
j viOus years, has been on Victimization. That is, the c6llection»of informa-

tion concerning the characteristics of crime victims, the number and nature

of offenses committed, and the victims' responses to these events. In this
year's survey, two general questions concerning victimization were asked of

each of the 13916 réspéhdénts. These quEStibngidéait primafily'With‘the ;

circumstances of any offense of which thé réspondent may have been a victim

"&uring\the“pfecédingitweiveﬁmoﬁthé (the survey was conducted during the

months of February, March, and April;’IQSO)., Responsés“to these questions
are contained in the victimization section of this report. In additiom, -

o
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% . ; - d; re onden‘tsn beliefs énd actions
! several questions were posed regar 1ng:_ spond. ~Table 1 contalns rate and frequency 1nformat10n by victimization cate-
' concerning crime-relatedstopics, which are summarized in the second part of gory Violent personal victimizations (assault, robbery, and sexual assault)
) tnis report. ‘ 5 . ecomprised'only about 6% of all victimizations while property-related offenses
i | ,
‘ accounted for approx1mate1y 71% of all V1ct1mlzat10ns. Vandalism”incidents
B P
- o were the most then recorded type of Vlctlmlzatlon w1th a victimization rate
Ff Interpreting NASIS 1980 Victimization Dat%‘ 50% hlgher than any other category
ALl surveys (including NASIS) are subject to varying degrees of 'sampl- s e s e
i | ' | . o SO " TABLE 1 VICTIMIZATION.BY OFFENSE CATEGORY
. o ing error". This means that the number of crime victims, for example, - ) T EaE T : -
' ( \ , b e
measured in the sampie will not ordinarily be equal to the ''real' numbers or ’ Offense Category l Numoer of Vietimization
; St S R S - ; ' Lo B : Incidents = Rate
g nreall Percentages,which‘mightfbe estimated by taking a very 1arg¢1nuﬁber of , |
i sem les.  Generally, wibh‘relativel lar e‘sam 1es such'as in NASIS 1980 . : gk P
| P Y > Y 1ATge. Samp | PERSONAL SECTOR J
3 these two figures are relatlvely close, but results from NASIS 1980 should S v - s T = a : b
o ) : Larceny-Theft............... 109, vl n 5609
, ;; not be 1nterpreted as completely exact estimates of Nebraska's total populaeb Assault...;;. ............ .24, iﬁj | .. 12.52
%; : s e N R With‘Weapon.Q ......... PR . . =
i tion characteristics. - @ ~ No Weapon........ eveen..n16 o . !
| T S Bt e, 1.62 =
i AN -
; Sexual Assault................ K D 1.6° £
T | HOUSEHOLD SECTOR ,,
L - VICTIMIZATION SUMMARY: 1980 ‘ ' : , , s :
5 VandaliSme.....veeenernnn.,. 159, i vuinneuinn...83.0° :
Larceny-Theft......eivssses 2060 eveienun sy, .0 255.3° x
@i , Of: the 1 916 respondents 1n the survey, almost one in four (24*) were Burglary...... o .."._57]...‘..’;‘..;..'"29.7c ; ?”. %
5 ¢ i P Jed . With Theft..........viuns 42 o ' ' S
: V}ctlms of some offense. A total of 481 V1ct1mlzat10ns were recorde in two No Theft.................15 ‘ ‘ b
o c 3
categories: personal sector and household _sector: 1nc1dents,‘as presented in Motor Vehicle Theft........., A ce06.3 i
i ) : : . 4 : T C % .
. i : . , Other (e ATSON) e vesneisen 8oy e e 4.2 ‘ i
ok Table 1. Personal sector victimizations were those in whlch,the target ofv h (e-g., ) ; L
1 the offense was an individual, while household sector victimizations were . : Lo
y ,} those which primarily involved property crimes and in which the-target of the aPer 1,000 adults , ' Lo &% *
: incident was the household. For example, household sector larceny-theft per 1,000 adult women ; : s e Lt
i involved property stolen from the respondent's home without breaking and *“per 1,000 households =
) é{ ' x5 E e o N - & LA . : S E ;:‘ R ,C) : ‘ &:v . : :‘ "
. entering. . ' o
. 4 - 5 ' ,
8 , | b . B g
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The uneven dlstrlbutlon of different types of v1ct1m1zat10n is: apparent

in Flgure 1 and Flgure 2, More than two thirds of v1ct1mlzat10ns were household

sector‘offenses,‘ ’
able to the distribution of’crime types reported to’law'enforcementvauthorities»
recorded in the Nebraska Unlform Crime Reporting (UCR) program. In l979fxthe
UCR categories of burglary, 1arceny-theft, and motor vehacle theft comprlsed

about 94% of all serlous (1ndex) crimes reported to pollce,rthe correspondlng

NASTS v1ct1mlzat10n categorles comprlsedlapprox1mately 906 of all Vlctlmlzatlons

A

i : g : 4

FIGURE 1 DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMIZATION BY SECITOR

et

- HOUSEHOLD

A PERSONALH
- | 71.1%

28.9%

% Q

This obtalnedfdlstrlbutlon of v1ct1mlzat1on types:ls’compar~u‘

o

B T TG SRR e R

“

&

~in the UCR program) “and v1ct1m1zat10n rates recorded by performlng a victimization | ;
survey

‘per 1,000 households surveyed

PERSONAL N\ = SRR

. N ROBBERY - 6%
LARCFVY THFFT - SEXUAL ASSAULT - .6%
22.7

~ MISC. PROPERTY CRIME - 1.7%
MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT - 2.5%

i

- HOUSEHOLD

‘ ASSAULT - 5.0% L y
LARCENY-THEFT :

<

: AlthOughoerfme'rates derived from UCR and VictimiZationfsurvey data are 0
not dlrectly comparable, 1t rs apparentathat there are ~some major dlfferences

in ¢rime rates: obtalned through'fhereportlng of crlme to p011ce ( as summarlzed

2

For example, NASIS 1980 recorded ‘a burglary V1ct1mlzat10n rate -of 29. 7
Unlform Crlme Reportlng program records for

1979 (the most recent year for whlcbycomplete data is avallable) show a residential

3

burglary crlme rate 0f 11.8 per 1,000 households in the state D15crepanc1es

such as these support the conclusion that a;substanflal number of victimizations R 3

are not reported to law epforcement authorities. 2 7 ‘ . : L

. : . :
Based on. prellmlnary 1980 Bureau of the Census count of 621 846 hou51ng un1ts
in Neb aska :
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Victim Characteristics ' N : 5 ‘ : R, o ; e
» ; R T T o : e WJEIGURE 4 PERCITAGE, OF RFJPONDF‘JW‘S \’IC"‘IMIZ"D BY COPR L 'ITY POP’JLATIO”
5 ‘ Flgure 3 1nd1cates that Vlctlmlzatlon was not unlform across age groups. ~ . Omaha = ] N R _ T 278
! Older Nebraskans i.e., over 60 contrar to. opala‘r bellef ‘are victims less : : 14 VY /W
Older (.e., ), y top © i ‘ 1‘ncoln o //// v/ , /7 A 22%
~ often than any other of the survey S age categorles., In fact the proportlon L 5 000 50, onn | R 225 -
W ; : ‘ S
of seniors who were V1ct1mlzed was. “less than their representatlon in the . , Under 5,000 //////7‘/'/ 12/
overall sample_; only }1 5% of ali V:Lctlms were 60 and over, whlle they ' N Qu: al ,\21%
: : comprised almost 23% of the entire ﬁsurvey;} On the other hand respondenu_s . "
e L e . ‘ . g C - - ) . ; : G
under 50 were victims more often than would be expected by theéir represen— , e ., 7 : ’ ‘ . i
; tatlon in the survey, about 78/ of all Vlctlms were under 50 although this .
3 Ce n ' I \N
group composed apprommately 636 of the survey (respondents. »!
Y R L Respondents were classified 'into five-categoﬂef-.{ based on the population
v '“of the community i'h which th'ey#lived'u Re51dents of Omaha and L:anoln, ‘while
= : ‘ ',representlng about one~th1rd of survey respondents, accounted for roughly 42%
‘ of all victimss As illustxjated,in FigU'i‘e=j*'4 s Omaha( residents. were victimized
h - ‘ 7 most f’requently ‘whiplef. respondents in ‘townsj under"‘S-'OOO' mere least likely ’to(‘ be
crime v1ct1ms. Residents of Omaha were v:Lctlmlzed more often than would be ;k
. E 90 o s
‘A ' T o , 4 ’ : ! S e . v e\cpected on the ba51s of thelr representatlon in the sample, about 24 of
DRI ! 75+ ///// 8% g t LA B , SRR . § . survey respondents were from Omaha, whlle almost 32% of all Vlctlms resided in
: : c w ’ . o ' . . v} i . . Vi : '
B 4 @ SR . T B S S e ~ Omaha. ‘ ‘
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S S o o | . R FIGURE 6 PERCENTAGE OF:RESPONDENTS VICTIMIZED BY REGION
 Figure ‘_5 depicts.the per-centage of respondgents_.vz.ctlmlzed in each of six
income groeps. Respondents w1th ‘the lowest famliy income were among the two °
income groups wath the hlghest Vlct)lmlzatlon rate About one- quarter of those | [ h .m - < N o s
respondents in famllles W1th less than $S 000 annual income were victimized; 16% e u:
the same perceotage were v:.ctlmlzed in the 1ncome group between $15 000. and ! = - ' " § S \
$20 000. There were no 51gn1f1cant d1fferences however among the 1ncome o éﬁ i = i ‘l'*'“‘ - 277
groups with regard to the expected number of v1ct1ms ‘I—L\i’l each group based. on | a o g l ’["“'7 = i 2(\)%‘) v - °
the income group s representatlon in the survey e K ; v ]]7 % ok ; - ) "
: =
FIGURE 5 ' PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS VICTIMIZED BY TOTAL FAMILY INCOME JH:J[ ' ) ' ;
$5,000-9,999 ,//////{////’;//////1% o \'\
'$10,.0‘OO-14,9‘9”9 v 18% The geographlc dlstrlbutlon of V:Lct:Lmlzatlon is 1llustrated in Figure 6. 5
$l§‘,000v—19«,999‘ - 7///////////////////// 24% When the distribution of Vlctlmlzatlon is exammec(ljon this bans, the Omaha ,_ “
$20,000-24,999 i 225 ° o reglon (including Dodge, Washmgton, Douglas, and Sarpy countles) has the lﬁ
;OVéT $25,000 ; 77////////%/////,23% S L highest V1ct1mlzat10n rate. J_ In (addltlon, responoents in the Omaha region
' et ‘ b i ‘ comprlsed 32% of the ‘survey but 43% of the victims .‘ "All other reglons were
e . i Fht T . ./'\% unae;fiﬁeyliesented-mn tutalzuetum relative to the reglon s proportion in the
gies DR i A EQ ~survey. For example, about 25% of the re§Piondents were from the southeast 5
. o ‘region; hé)wev,_erj respondehts in thivsvreigion comprised only 20% of all victims. ;\ :
@ : ' Residents of the northe:re i‘egion of  the State‘vwere.le'as.t ﬁléke,l}’ ‘to bevictif %6;* "
' A mized;“only 16% of the respondent‘s, in th'i’s area ‘were victimizedr_. : : : :
- = ° & : R
10 | L T | ", |
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= ~ Victim Reporting‘of Offenses
%ICUQE 7‘ PERCENTA@E oF RESPONDENéSﬂViCTIéIZED\BY‘RAQE - o T 7 v “Generaliy, ﬁiétimizatiohssﬁgyeys have shown thét a substantiai number of
| . 7‘ . . : : ‘ ; ) victimisatioﬁs are not repbr%éd,to;law,enforcemen; authorities by Victims.
| | Reporting rates in the general areas of 30% to 40% have been typicaily Te-
| corded in'nétioﬁaljv;cfimization surveys.: The ovérall reporting rate recorded
Eé ») in ths NASIS sufvey‘was élmost 59%,Jconsiderably highérfthan recorded national
i; ‘ rates; Reportlng rates for each v1ct1m17at10n category are deplcted ‘in Figure
;; 8. wPersonal sectar v1ct1mlzat10ns (assault robbery, sexual assault, and per-
;% sonal 1arceny—theft) were more likely to be reported‘to authorities than
%i I househo;dksector victimizstions; 61% of personaltsestof victimizations were
éj | é ”reported‘G%ilé 57% of Household sector victimizations wefe‘reported.
: WHITE ~ ~ NON-WHITE - | | | |
e /o e b S e FIGURE 8 | -
i : ~ : : PERCENTAGE OF VICTIMIZATIONS REPORTED TQ POLICE

Q

oL

S B ‘ o , 2 ' . s | " Motor Vehicle Theft : . ‘ | : '.100°
Flgure 7 suggests that non-whites are more 11kely to be wvictims of Lrlme 4 o nal b Lo
n | Robbezy WN7////// //// ///////// 100%
than whites. . Because the percentage of rac1al mnnorltles in Nebraska s popu— : : Burﬁlafv -
. : ° : bl R — ) /o_
lation is relatively small, the number of mlnorlty respondents in the survey - 5 : s : ]
| ’ v | hssault | ////// s, s
(4.5%) was also relatively small, and all minority respondénts~wére'grouped - » ) Personal Larceny'Theft 602
into the non-white category, : Thus observations ggmgmigg the differént 5 SIS IESLLSS ’
rite catsgory.  Thy s LLIAII00, =
s victimization rates for whites and fon-whites must include the fact that the E Houseﬁold Lafceny Theft . - 469 ol
- o € ( N - - ‘ @‘ ‘ @ . ‘ o)
P .non-white victimization rate is based on a very small‘sample and may'not”be as : S Eavriats ~ 7 7/ r
= ‘ > €C¢ 1 : Sexual Assault : W 33% .
1 reliable as the victimization rate, for white respondents. ' o - ‘ PR o S ' B
1, R o ) I o oa
f
iz ' . ¢ - /:\\\-: : . : ?
§ ‘ i . Lo i ol . ’ : _L,‘ R [
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, the victim recoverlng %some or all of the money oT property

el

of those respondents who reported victimizations to pollce, approx1mately
59° expressed satlsfactlon with pollce handllng of the 1nc1dent : The remaln-'
der either expressed dlssatlsfactlon,or prov1ded ‘7O response.i In general
there:Were no,large variationsvamong“different\victimization categoriesyin'the

respondent's oplnlon ‘of-police handllng, v1ct1ms of most types of v1ct1m1za-

‘tion expressed satisfaction with pollce handllng in about 50% of the 1nc1dents.

Of those respondents who' pIOVlded an 1dent1f1ab1e reason,for not report-'
ing»a v1ct1mlzat10n, approx1mately 47% 1nd1cated that the offense was ”not

important enoug ", Close to 18% of reSpondentsasaid,the offense was "useless
to report" or "nothing will be done". Approximately 5% of unreported victi-
mizations were not reported because the respondent indicated that the offender

was a "friend ‘or relative'.

Economic Losses to Victims
" At ‘least $90,131 in damages and stolen money or property‘were‘incurred by
respondents who were victimized in the survey.

This total did not include

0f those v1ct1mlza~

o

three 1nc1dents 1nvoiv1ng separate,losses over. $lO OOO
tions for whlch the v1ct1m speclfled a dollar amount of economic loss, the
largest average loss‘perﬂlnC1dent'wa3'for motorlvehicle theft ($l 494),

followed by burglary (§675), personal and re51dent1al larceny theft ($188 and

©

$187 respectlvely), and vandallsm ($125)

Only 12% of v1ct1mlzat10ns 1nvolvlng stolen property Oor money resulted in

W

In about 10% of
personal and re51dentlal larceny thefts, the v1ct1m recovered some or all of
‘the property stolen half of the motor vehlcle thefts resulted 4in- recovery,
and about 14% of burglary victims were able to TeCOVer some or all of thelr

losses. v PR s
: _— IS :
14 S

R O B

o i e s b
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incidence and its attendant circumstances.

changes over time.

‘stable over the period from 1977 to 1980.

in the survey) exceeds this difference, and therefore it is unlikely that

e e SRR e

NASIS 1977-1980 . o

AT
L

Victimizatlonrsurveys are otten'utilized asualternate,measures of crime

As such,brepeated"measures of
victimization over a numberkof years may provide useful informatiOn eoncerning
Since the Commission has participated inrNASlesince its
inception,in 1977, four years of victimization‘data are now available to
examine‘viotimization trends in'Nebraska. |

" The percentage of respondents who were victimized has remained fairly

' Figure 9 illustrates that the
largest’yearfto-year difference is about‘S% of the total survey. The range of

sampling error (an .estimate of the possible error due to sampling methods used

there has been any significant change in overall victimization percentages

across this time period.

FIGURE O
PERCEVTAFE OF RESPOVDENTS VICTIMIZED NASTS YEARS 1977, 1978, 7979, 1930
i
f&Qi,g
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victimization rate for a partlcular category to another 1t should be noted

that 1n many of these 1nstances, the change 1n absolute numbers 1s relatlvely

small,

For example the motor vehlcle theft v1ct1m1zatlon rate 1ncreased

,dramatlcally from 1979 to 1980 "but in terms of actual numbers, three motor S

vehicle thefts were recorded in the 1979 survey, whlle 8 ‘were" recorded 4in the

1980 survey.

16

TABLE 2 VICTIMIZATION RATE BY OFFENSE CATEGORY: 1077-1980
S T Year R P
- Offense Category . 1497 1978 1979 1980,
~ PERSONAL SECTOR | ”
Larceny-Theft  91.9 57.2 91.9 56.9
: ‘Assault . 17.6 2.4 12.8 12.5
%. Robbery o 7:5 2.1 L 2.1 1.6
Y Sexual Assault = 10.3. 3.8 6.0 1.6
: Fraud 56.1 .60.3 436 --
: 'HOUSEHOLD’ SECTOR |
B Vandalism  114.7  116.0  106.3 83.0
‘. Larceny- Theft S e i - 55.3
f Burglary =,  43.4 43.8 | 31.3 29.7
i . Motor Veh. Theft 9.6 11.3 1.6 6.3
,ii Arson - . 3.2 —= 3
; Note: Personal sector victimization. rates are reported per.1, 000 - -
adults, household sector victimization per 1,000 households, -
and sexual assault per 1,000 adult women.
I
Table 2 deplcts Vlctlmlzatlon rate 1nformatlon for 1nd1v1dua1 victimi~
zation. categorles for the perlod 1977 to 1979 ,Certaln v1ct1mlzat10n ques-
A ‘tions were not. 1nc1uded in some years and 1t 15 therefore not p0551b1e to
; present comparatlve 1nformat10n_1n those categorles and years.
% . Although large percentage changes may be derlved by comparlng one year s

N

AT Lok

s
e A

victimization in any year.

not directly ccmparable“from year to year.

Y
The relatlve dlstrlbutlon of four dlfferent types of victimization is

111ustrated in Figure 10
1arceny—the£t, burglaryLand assault gemerallyicomprise at least 75% of all

The category of ”all other offenses' ‘does not

V1nclude exactly the ‘same victimization- categorles from year to year (e g.

The victimization categorleS‘of vandalism, personal

fraud victimization was not included in 1980) ah\_therefore, thlS category is

been‘SOme'variation‘invthe’general distribution of types of victimization

since 1977 but no apparent trend emerges.

_Figure 10 suggests that there has

FIGURE 10
DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMIZATION BY TYPE OF OFFENSE NASIS YEARS 1q77 1980 :
i) !
1008 [ ) ;
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NI " L o . - L crime had increased in their area. On the other han&,~on1y about 11% of
ATTITUDES ABOUT CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE L S ; ; . * : C

f*  L - ' P - Lincoln re51dents and 10 ofnfarmers“and ranchers indicated'that'crime in
Gt

' 7 ‘ thelr 1mmed1ate area,had 1ncreased ~ As' Flgure 12 shows, v1ct1ms of ¢Zime were
- Most survey respondents belleved:that crime in thelz nelghborhoods had ¢

B : i

- more 11ke1y ‘than non- v1ct1ms to respond that an increase 1n crime had occurred
remalned at the same level im the year: or two prlor to thi survey H0weve§,

and indlcated crime levels had remained stable 1ess oftén thanﬁgon—v1ctims.

]

Flgure 11 shows that only 50 of the Nebraskans surveyed felt that crime

levels had decreased in thelr,nelghborhoods,‘whlle 266 felt that crime had Ty

] ’ ‘ 5

R T Lo 2 S : Cla " . , @ When ueried réﬂérdin“the naturé‘of.s eéific types of’¢fime which had-
incréased. When compared to a national sample asked & similar question, ‘ i 4 g g P G LYP LT

1ncreased vandallsm Was most frequently c1ted abOut 27% of respondents

W

Nebraskans WEre more likely to feel that crime levels had remained the same

S ; o : S & b dt 1 d tl
_and less likely to indicate that an~increase'had-occurred; Almost 30% of | 't elieved that vanda 1sm 1nc1dents ha 1ncreased in their nelohborhood Other

<

' . . . - PR o : types of crlme c1ted by -res ondents as hav1n 1ncreased 1n thelr neighborhoods
Omaha area residents felt that crime had- increased in their neighborhoods, 1 P 4 p > E { &

: : Gaan e S SRR g o § . luded t tego f burgl 21 lar n theft 19% robbe 17%),
however,»rur%g residents also expressed concern; nearly 24% believed that Q b inclu ed he ca ?gﬁﬁgfs'é urg ary ( °J’ ce y ( °)’ ry ( )

o R DR U NI S S AP S P R B s ' ?f ‘ and sexual assault (5¢)

RIAIRE 11 ‘ ’ A —,
HOW HAS CRIME CHANGED IN YOUR VEIGHBORHOOD IN THE LAST YEAR OR TWOrP

FIGHRE 12

| | R HOW HAS CRIVE CHANGED IN YOUR NETGHBORHOOD TN THE LAST YEAR O THO?
' o Vebraska ' R o ‘ | | | |

o - VICTIMS
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i A common response to fear of crime is making one's residence more secure
FIGURE 13 D : : ; ,
ARE YOU AFRAID TO WALK ALONE AT NIGHT WITHIN A MILE OF YOUR HOME? ;? against it.  This may take many forms, including installing or strengthening
: 399, é; locks, extra lighting,'alarm systems, etc: Nearly one-quarter (23%) of the
éi 3 Nebraskans surveyed had taken some active measure to make their home.or
i ! §€ apartment seeure against crime. ' An even hlgher percentage of victims (35%)
3 ff had taken some crime deterrent or preventlon act1v1ty with regard to their
? f% re51dences. As Flgure 14 shows, hawever, non—v1ct1ms were much less likely
% . i than victims to have ‘taken measures designed to preveht{or deter residential
b crime.. o
:% VICTIMS NON-VICTIMS STATE TOTAL ?j FIGURE 14 | :
% ! HAVE YOU DONE ANYTHING TO MAKE _YOUR HOME MORE SECURE AGAINST CRIME?
i .
;f Approx1mately one-quarter of the Nebraskans surveyed responded affirma- :
5 tively when asked if there was any area within about a mlie of their home é
where they would be afraid to walk alone at night. Figure 13 also depicts (as ;
would be expected) that crime victims were more apprehénsive than non-victims: E
32% of crime victims indicated fear while 25% of non-victims responded that L
' ‘ I ‘ i
they would be ﬁearful. In general, fear of walking alone at night.was most ?
often expressed by Omahans (44 %) 5 females (41%), c1tlzens 60 years and over é
%’ - (38%), Llncoln re51dents (36/), and crime V1ct1ms (32%) Groups wh;ch ex- }
‘} pressed fear of walklng alone at nlght less often than the state Eotal in- {
E ! cluded non-victims (25%) respondents 18 to 39 years old (19 ), re51dents of 2 4 VICTIMS _ NON-VICTIMS . "} STATEoTOTAL
] rural areas (13/), and males (10%) . f :
Vo 20 21
EA \ N
B b
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K Figure 15 depicts selected groups which exhibited some¢ variation in i FIGURE 16 ‘ T
f . g s o : . . PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENT‘: MADE HOME MORE SECURE AGAINST CRIME BY T
L whether or not they had taken crime prevention or deterrence measures in their o RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION OF HEIGHBORHOOD CRIME CHANGE
‘ home. It is interesting to note that even those respondents who said that )
L . . . ) ' ’ , . . ’ Percentage of respondents made .
police protection in their community was excellent (from a previous question) 7 home more -Secure against crime
were morye likely than average to have taken some home security measures. 5 | -
g "Neighborhood
Crime has
Increased!
FIGURE 15 s ,
PERCENTAGE OF RESPO\IDE“JTS HADE TOVE MORE SECURE AGAINST CRIME R ""Neighborhood
' Crime has
: : . ' o : i Decreased"
g ; — ' Crime not
i ricti ’, : /) : o Changed"'
Vietims - TIA AL /7700077577777 55 henged . L L ‘
Lo Non-Whites 35% , ) -
Police Protection 7/ ' y ”T: v , - o o M k¥
vated Bxceliont | SIISIIIIIIITS SIS 56 .
;_7 Below Poverty Level 26% Even fewer residents (20%) who believed that there had been no change in
- svareos o [NINAA 2+ neigHborhood crine a1ao Had undexeakon sone home sscurity precawion.  Figur
i : 5 .
s Senior Citizens ; ' ' 17 shows the proportion of respondents in each community population category
i ., /////////// CR proportis P ;
i Rural Residents 150 ' S who had made their residence more secure against crime.
Unemployed - //// 105%
F ¢ Manchers , | | FIGURE 17
azmers & Ranchezs - 8% BN : HAVE YOU DONE ANYTHING TO TAKE YOUR HOME_ MORE SECURE AGAINST CRIME?
S o e o é PERCENTAGE RESPONDING "YES' BY COMMUNITY POPRULATION '
S Figure 16 -suggests that ’fesﬁaf‘déﬁté! p’ere*ptitﬁ of changes" 1n nelght;or— k""?" Omaha ‘ ' T S S | ‘\ éc‘i
, hood crime activity may not result in direct action to ‘make thelr own home & Lincoln ///// ///////// 22° A o
neighborhood crime had decreased, 34% had taken residential crime preven'tion, \ ) ?ﬁnder 5,000 : ////////W 19/ Tl ’)’
or deterrent measures; however, only 30% Q‘f those who thought le—,imé had : > rural | g ; A:r,? ‘
increased had done the same.
i} L B E e 7 ) L
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f b » L o e L e LR e e T e et - WHAT DO _YOU FEEL IS THE MAJOR CAUSE OF CRIME IN YOUR COMMUNITY?
b < P s S L I I D T 3 @ e oo ’ ' ‘
. B i s el o e it - PR = - A.—..;,.—:.;,:..—, V\e . v = s e, Fine s e R e
! : |
3 . Economic e
. q‘ ‘ I ) Causes
E P Alcohol
: ; ' 28%
23% - Y R
?)’ 1N & ' 2
: TOTH g,v luables 1n secure ) L a :
3 ' . Other Causes | 2% pamn _ ) N )
| ) L ) f - Lack of DR
’ s i Criminal | e RN g - Parental : . .
; t , - Justice. g : : \ Guidance § ; o
f o " } System AYS g - ~Juvenile . . Control ’ ’
| Causes ’ Delinquency  § - o ‘ o ‘ " )
‘ FIGURE 18 " : & SN\ S B Moral 18% : o - .
| : WHAT HAVE YOU DO\IE TO MAKE; 1 ' N e NS
; - : eligiousy - ; - L
| ¥ : . e ) S - Causes : . . i
¢ 2 1 o
‘ v ” o & ) a i “
; @ ; wo R I5A¢ﬁd.' E ‘ ' The survey respondents reflected. a wide varlety of oplnlons concernlng *
‘ i . . Preperty 2 : ’ . ' :
, ety . Lighting S S it . . . e -
o i V“ R Cas : , ' o A4 - the origins and causes of crime and criminal act1v1ty. In fact, the more than
. - ; IM;a%led/Strengt ened« «M‘ p 9% = - R i 1 Lo X
= : P i dor Locks " ' g E o g b . . s : ’ e < T e SRR
; e v & Other Misc. Measures S 1,500 identifiable responses could be grouped into about 120 specific cate- R
PO e : gories ranging from references to lack of education to gas guortages. These, i
P . 8 in turn, could be roughly collapsed into,the,sevenmgeneralrcategories‘pictured 5
. coa i in Figure 19. Responses dealing W1th drugs and alcohol and Juvenlle delin- ‘.
p : % s quency were not dlfflcult to categorlze. However, four other categorles
b , \ )
G ; 1 s requlre some explanatlon. The moral and rellgloue category, as ‘a rule,
- { SRR { }V 34 ’
i A Y : i y
‘ S " W 7
- . ‘ s ; 1ncluded statementa contalnlng Judgements agalnst human nature, references to
’ LRI o , : R I T : — 4 ‘ > . declining moral standards, rellglonJ and 51m11ar tOpluSu« The 1ack of parental :
& i ‘ guldance category 1ncluded responses referenc1ng .children's needs for mére "
/ H, \ A ‘ 24 : z P =S 25 :
T | e 9 : S e
)l c i ) A 5
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i supervision andfyouthfulzﬁffenders having too much money/free time, etc. 2 children, more police proteciion (e.g., more police officers, better patrol-
i ’ T L3 : : co :
Economic causes included references to unemployment, inflation, recession, or £ ling procedures, etc.) was cited by almost as many respondents (16%). In
;',' general economic factors, while criminal justice system causes included general, the Nebraskans surveyed did not single out specific aspects of
j': ans anoar o P L b e o I Lo SR T y— o~ i S % ‘ e - . - e ) h i V ) ) ‘ i ’ 7 ’ X ﬁ——
éi statements concerning leniency of courtss; dinsufficient numbers of police, etc. E society or the criminal justice system, but rather the responses dealt with
é 3 measures to be taken in different areas of society (for example, social
WHA ' P ‘ ‘ . . . . .
FIGURE 20 T THINGS COULD BE,DONE’TO REDUCE CRIME IN YOUR COMMUNITY? programs for the economically disadvantages or drug education projects) and by
PO ‘ v “ - § different institutions and organizations (legislative enactment of stricter
5 : . . ) E : . {
L ; s ) P imin, e i uni ime enti . Figur

3 More parental guidance . ] - o criminal p naltles or Qommunlty crim prev\ntlon programs) Figure 20,
and responsibility . ° o ’
S ' however, does indicate that the Nebraskans surveyed felt strongly about

More police/police / _ / . ' . »
_ protection : // - parental responsibility, adequate and efficient police protection, and strict
* Stricter laws and - . .
o penalties o . _ A i criminal penalities as methods to reduce and deter criminal activity.

Crime prevention ) ‘ i

programs / i
7 Community : . » - 7
i activities A )

Stricter courts E :

and judges I 2
: Drug education :‘ff' -
i programs . e

Reduce

Unemployment it ) ';7

Social programs for

disadvantaged ;

Increased police - :

effectiveness

= ™ i
i Respondents were asked for their opinions concerning what measures could ;
i be utilized to reduce crime in their community. The large number of different .
- ' ~ L ‘ " . 7 LT : ‘ A
3 types of responses were categogized into ten general groupings, as shown in i :é&
: ] : v C ' ) ‘ ) ) , - . @
? Figure 20. The most frequently mentioned means of reducing crime involved S I , : 4 : L
o references to the need for more parental guidance and responsibility for their - ; ; | = 4
i 26 b 27 ' P
i
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{  When asked in what ways thelr local police department could 1mprove the

JOb they were d01ng, the largest group of *espondents (35/) 1ndlcated that no

improvement was necessary. Nearly one- quarter (24%) said that 1ncreased in~

vestlgatlon of criminal activity was needed. ABOUE T9% 6f’fé§§6nﬂeﬁf§tféitV'
that better patroll1ng methods (e g , more offlcers in certaln areas or at
certain times) would increase police effectlveness. Mlscellaneous re5ponses
(3% ) 1ncluded for example, references to actlon by organlzatlons or indi-

viduals other than police agencies As Flgure 21 111ustrates, 1trr§ 31gn1—

ficant that more than one-thixd of the Nebraskans surveyed felt that no

improvement was necessary'in.the‘performance of their local.law enforcement

agencies.

FIGURE 21 HOW COULD YOUR LOCAL POLICE IMPROVE THE JOB THEY ARE DOING?

No improvement o

Necessary ‘ 35%
Of" crimes 7’/

Better patrolling

Methods

More courteous,
Concerned officers

Improved training,
Qualification, pay

More prompt
Response

\'\\
More/less police
discretion

Reduce -
2 Discrimination

Police crime
Preventlon programs

Reduce police

"Red tape" -

(]

. Miscellaneous
Responses
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The majority of Nebraskans interviewed expressed the opinion that courts
were too ienient in dealing with people charged with crimes; only 2% said that
eourts'were teeustrict in handling persons charged‘with offenses; In addif
tion, as Figure 22 illustrates, a large number of respondents (14%) felt that
courts were inconsistent,‘that is, too lenient with some persons and too
strict with others. In general, older Nebraskans were more likely to respond
that courts were too lenient (81% of those 60 and over) while only 62% of
respondents under 30 years felt that courts were too lenient. Lincoln resi—

dents (48%) and respondents with incomes below poverty level (59%) were among

the-groups that least often responded that courts were too lenient.

FIGURE 22

IN GENERAL, ARE THE COURTS TOO LENIENT, TOO STRICT, OR
ABOUT RIGHT IN DEALING WITH PERSONS CHARGED WITH CRIMES?

Too
Lenient

2% Too Strict

Too lenient with
some, too strict
with others
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This report was prepared by the Statistical Analysis

-Center of the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and

Criminal Justice. Although a large amount of detailed
information was collected in NASIS 1980, it was desired
that only the more pertinent and - significant

~victimization and attitude data be presented in this

report. For this reason, the tablgs and graphics are
intended to be self-explanatory and the text has been
kept to a minimum. Persons interested in obtaining more
detailed information should contact:

Mark Murphy

Statistical Analysis Center
Ngbraska Crime Commission
301 Centennial Mall South
Lincoln, NE 68509

(402) 471-2194
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