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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Residential Survey Finding~ 

Victimization surveys of 500 households were conducted two years apart to 
measure the level of crime, primarily the property crimes of burglary and 

theft, over the preceeding 12-month period. The surveys also measured the 
changes in crime prevention precautions and actions the citizens have followed 

in an effort to reduce their likelihood of being victimized. 

The major findings from the residential surveys and the analysis of changes 
over the time periods are: 

1. There has been a small, but insignificant, decrease in the percent of the 

Roseburg households experiencing one or more burglaries ft~om the baseline 
to follow-up survey periods. The results indicated that 4.4 percent of 
the households were victims in the baseline period compared to 4.0 percent 
who experienced a burglary during the "follow-up" time period two years 

1 ater. 

2. The attempted residential burglaries increased o~er the two-year period. 
One percent of the households reported an attempted burglary compared to 

2.6 percent for the "follow-up" survey. 

3. Personal and household theft (larceny) increased over the two years. Ten 
percent of the respondents reported one or more thefts in the baseline 

survey and this increased to 13 percent in the "follow-up" survey. 
However, this increase of over 3 percent was not statistically significant. 

4. Based on the findings from the two surveys, the incidence (occurrence) and 

frequency of violent personal crimes--robbery, rape, aggravated assault 
and their attempts--occurs relatively infrequently in Roseburg. The 
survey estimates for these specific crime offenses should be considered 
with caution because of the small number of survey-disclosed incidents. 

(The small number reduces the reliability of our estimates.) However, 
with these precautionary notes the incidence and numbers of aggravated 

assaults and attempts may be quite higher at the "follow-up" period 
compared to the baseline period. 



5. Measures of crime prevention precautions the citizens practice indicated 
that most stayed at similar levels between the two surveyed time periods. 
For some crime prevention actions, the Roseburg program and citizens may 
have reached a "ceiling effect." For example, 89 percent indicated they 

lock their house/apartment doors when l~aving at both surveyed time 

periods (Table 4). 

Other. crirle prevention measure the citizens can practice showed a 
significant decrease from the baseline to the follow-up survey. The 

percent who indicated they close and lock their garage dropped from 70 
percent to 63 percent. Likewise, the percent of the respondents who 

indicated their door and window locks were operable dropped from 

95 percent to 89 percent (Table 4). 

6. Although there was a significant increase in the percent who indicated 
they have displayed anti-burglary warning decals on their doors/windows, 

(from 4.9% to 8.4%), this small amount indicates there needs to be a great 

effort to increase the citizens' participation in this practice. 

7. The number who indicated they have engraved their valuable property with 
an identification number ~Oregon Driver's License number is preferable) 

remained at the same level over the two periods--19.8 and 19.4 percent, 

respectively. 

8. The relationship between the practice of crime prevention measures and 
being a property crime victim of burglary and attempted burglary; thefts 
(and attempts), including motor vehicle thefts; and the two combined was 
tested for each survey period. The Roseburg findings do not demonstrate 
support for the program. That is, implementing or practicing crime 
prevention precautions did not significantly reduce the likelihood of the 
respondents from being victimized compared to those who did not follow 

such practices. 

Results from the baseline survey indicated only one of the statistical 
tests of the relationship was significant. The test inspecting "mar king 

personal property for identification" and burglary (and attempts) 
victimization was significant, but in a negative program sense. A greater 
proportion who had marked their property indicated they were victimized 
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than those not engraving property. We think this finding results from the 

respondents taking the action after they were victimized. Additional 
questions were added to the follow-up survey to determine the timing 
factor. The results from the two items indicated the majority of the 
victims had not marked their property or displayed the warning decals, 
either before or after the crime (Tables 6 and 7). 

9. Sections of the survey also provided for the Roseburg citizens' priorities 
for the police activities in case of budget cutbacks. The ranking of the 

top three to retain were: (1) Investigating serious violent crime, (2) 

Respond to traffic accidents and other emergencies, and (3) Investigation 

of illegal hard drug selling (Table 9). 

10. The citizens ' rating of 14 community issues in terms of their seriousness 
indicated the top three were: (1) Cost of living, (2) Property Tax, and 

(3) Alcohol Abuse. Juvenile delinquency and property crime were the 
highest ranked crime problems in the 5th and 6th positions. Comparative 

ratings from the ~tatewide survey are also provided (Table 10). 

Residential Program Recommendations 

1. The Roseburg Crime Prevention Program needs to make a larger effort that 
will lead to the citizens increasing the use of burglary warning decals 

(stickers) and the engraving of appropriate valuable property that is 
likely to be stolen--TVs. radios, stereo systems, c~neras, appliance~, 

tools, bicycles, etc. 

2. The message and program operations has to be strong and persistent enough 
to induce the citizens to take these actions before they have become a 

victim. Several methods should be utilized to help produce the desired 
progr~ effects. 

a. The program should focus on utilizing the media--TV, radio, 
newspaper, billboards--as well as brochures developed by the program. 

b. The program should consider organizing and implementing methods for 
face-to-face contact with the majority of the household residents 
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c. 

d. 

~o ensure that decals are posted and the appropriate property is 

engraved. In addition, the residents should be reinforced (or 
n::mi nded) of ttle knowl edge of other crime prevent i on act ions that 

could be followed (for example, neighborhood house watching). 

Civic and/or volunteer groups could be enlisted and trained to 
deliver these services and inform the citizens of the actions and 

security measures they can take. 

An explicit method for follow-up to see what action(s) has been taken 
or not should help remind the citizens to implement the security 

measures. The follow-up would be preferable if it were, also, on a 
face-to-face basis but follow-up by telephone should help encourage 

"implementation" of crime prevention measures. It is recommended the 
follow-up occur within four to six weeks after the initial contact. 

In summary, to maximize crime prevention programs' (as well as other 
"prel t' II ) {en ,on programs opportunity of being effective in deterring crime 
action must be taken by the citizens to implement and follow the precaut~ons. 
Knowledge by the citize~s of what should be done without implementation does 
not represent or produce crime prevention program effects. 

Commercial Survey Findings 

Concurrent with the residential victimization surveys, an independent sample 

of 100 commercial establishments ItJere surveyed for each of the two time 
periods. The purposes were to measure the changes in the crimes affecting the 

businesses and the crime prevention actions they have implemented to deter or 
decrease the losses resulting from crime. The crilile prevention officer 

focused the majority of his efforts toward commercial crime prevention during 
the latter project years. 

The major findings from the commercial surveys and the changes in crime level, 

dollar losses, and crime prevention measures are: 

1. The most prevalent of the crimes affecting the businesses are shoplifting 
and worthless checks. For the businesses subject to these types of crime, 

approximately 80 percent were v,'ct,'ms one or more t,' f b th ' mes 0 0 crlme 
types during the baseline and follow-up survey periods. 
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2. A sizeable reduction in burglaries was observed from the baseline to 
follow-up period two years later. Over 20 percent (21.3%) were victims of 

one or more burglaries during the 12-month baseline period and this 

decreased to 12.8 percent for the follow-up period. The Z test of 

proportions resulted in a value of -1.49 (p = .07); which does not quite 

reach the level to be statistically significant (Z = -1.65, p <.05~ 
I-tail test--we expected the property crimes to decrease with the crime 

prevention program). 

3. A si~nificant decrease in attempted burglaries was observed over the two 
years. The businesses experiencing an attempted burglary decreased from 

14.8 percent to 6.3 percent (Z = -1.81, P = .04). 

4. The only other type of crime (of the 10 types measured) that reflects a 

significant change over the two years was credit card fraud. Our 
estimates of businesses suffering losses from this crime increased From 

14 percent (13.5%) to 39 percent (Z = 3.82, P = .0001). 

5. Commercial robbery has not been a problem in Roseburg for either time 
period. Only one incident was disclosed in the baseline survey and none 

were in the follow-up survey. 

6. The monetary losses from shuplifting continue to be quite sizeable over 
the two years. Estimated annual losses ranged as high as $10,000 for one 

business reporting in both surveyed time periods. With some precautions 
in the loss estimates given in the report, shoplifting losses appear to be 

increasing in the Roseburg business community. The median (mid-point) 
value of the dollar loss per business rose from $200 in the base period to 

$525 in the follow-up period. 

7. Although there has baen a slight increase in the proportion of businesses 

victimized by employee thefts between the two years, the average (mean) 

dollar loss per business has significantly decreased. The "estimated" 
average loss per business was $4,123 for the base period and this 

decreased to $619. By omitting the one high ~'eported loss of $30,000 in 
the baseline period from the calculations, the difference between the two 

time periods is still significant. 
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8. Approximately 60 percent of the surveyed businesses indicated they were 
aware of Roseburg' s Crime Preventi on program. The maj or source of 
awareness or knowledge has been through the media--radio, TV, and 

newspapers. Twelve percent indicated their source was through personal 
contact with the Crime Prevention Officer. 

9. Improved door locks have been the most frequent type of improved business 

security over the past five years. Thirty-seven percent indicated they 
had made this type of improvement followed by 27 percent who had improved 

externa 1 lighting (Table 6). 

10. Similar to findings in the residential section and other commercial 
burglary evaluations (Pearson, 1980), an important problem is that the 

majority of the businesses do not establish or make changes to deter 
victimization or reduce losses until after they have been victimized one 

or more times. 

Commercial Program - Recommendations 

1. The Roseburg Crime Prevention program needs to emphasize the importance to 
the business community of implementing or changing crime prevention 

measures now before they experience a burglary or additional loss of 
property through shoplifting and/or employee theft. The Chamber of 

Commerce and/or other business or civic organizations might be the best 
forum to present this message. 

2. It would be beneficial if the ~rime Prevention Program had sufficient 

staffing to implement an on-site follow-up process to determine if the 
recommended changes in security precautions and/or business procedures (re 

check cashing, credit cards, and employee thefts) have been implemented. 

3. With the increases observed over the two years in credit card fraud, 
additional information and procedures should be implemented by those 

businesses accepting credit cards (measures that can be taken). 
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4. Information should be provided the business in written form of the 

preventive actions and policies they can follow to reduce employee 

thefts. Perhaps, the incidence of employee theft can be reduced, in 
addition to the losses incurred by the businesses. The list of actions 

provided in the first Roseburg Victimization Report (Pearson, 1978, 

5. 

p. F6-7) should be provided to the business establishments. 

The Crime Prevention Progrilln should emphasize the materials and methods to 

decrease the crime of shoplifting. We observe that only 14 percent of the 
survey respondents indicated they had made changes to discourage 

shopl ifti ng. 

We assume the business community is avlare of the Oregon La\oJs (ORS 30.870 
and 30.875) that provide for the m'lner to collect civil damages for 

shoplifting. In addition to collecting for the actual retail value 
(limits not to exceed $500 for an adult or emancipated minor and $250 for 

the parents of an unemancipated minor), the owner may collect an 
additional penalty of not less than $100 nor more than $250. 

If the businesses cannot reduce their losses through the more inexpensive 

Inethods of store- and clerk-operating procedures, they may want to 
consider hiring floor walkers (store detectives) on a full- or part-time 

basis to observe and apprehend s~oplifters. 
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PART I - THE RESIDENTIAL SURVEY 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Roseburg Burglary Reduction Project was initiated in FY 1974 in an 
attempt to reduce the number of incidences of residential (household) 

burglaries. Beginning in July, 1977, the project expanded to include not 
only residential burglary but also efforts to affect commercial burglary, 

theft, fraud and the incidence of other Part I crimes and vandalism. The 
crime prevention officer devoted the majority of his efforts to the 

cL\mmercial establishments during this time period. 

The project has operated over these past six years primarily with one 
officer devoting approximately 50 percent of his time directly on crime 

prevention activities, enlisting citizen participation through the media, 
public presentations, and face-to-face contact. Approximately one-fourth 
of his time has been involved in training other officers in crime 
prevention techniques and the balance devoted to crime investigation. 

The program, of course, was directed on a citywide basis as Roseburg is a 

medium-sized Oregon city with an estimated population of 17,300 residents 
in 1979 (Center for Population Research and Census, PSU). 

The evaluation of crime prevention projects traditionally has relied, 

with sc,;, notable exceptions (Cirel, P., 1977; Goff, C. et al., 1973; 
Schneider, A., 1975; and Wittemore, S., 1977) on reported crime and 

clearance rates for selected target crimes. Despite the use of these 
reported rates as indicators of crime prevention program effects, there 

are potentially misleading and invalidating consequences of relying 
solely on reported rates as the primary source of program input. Paul 

eirel, et al. (1977) in the report on Seattle's Exemplary Community Crime 
Prevention Project, describes the major weakness of using police records 

as an accurate indication of program success or failure, particularly 
when such a program involves the somewhat contradictory goals of reducing 

the incidence of crime, while at the same time increasing the public's 
willingness to report crime. Cirel, et al. (1977) states: 

Victimization surveys show that only about half of the bur­
glaries committed are actually reported ~o the police, due to 
citizen apathy or belief that the police cannot help anyway. 
Program success in increasing citizen reporting of burglaries 
could mask its crime reduction impact and might even produce an 
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, increase rather than decrease in burglary reports in neighbor­
hoods receiving the services of the CCPP (Community Crime 
Prevention Program). 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 ... (p. 47) 

Funding was provided as part of Roseburg's Crime Prevention Grant in FY 
1976 to develop the baselin~ victimization data and citizens' crime 

prevention behaviors/actions for their expanded residential and 
commercial crime prevlntion project. Unfortunately, it does not provide 

a true baseline measure (pre-program) as is the case in other crime 
prevention evaluations on-going in other Oregon cities--Ashland, Central 

Point, and Gresham. An OlEC Evaluation Unit member was assigned to 
develop, conduct, and analyze victimization data for the "baseline" 

period with the plan to conduct the "follo'tJ-up" survey two years later. 
The second survey was planned and conducted to determine the direction 

and magnitude of any changes in criminal victimization, reporting 
behavior, and knowledge and practice of crime prevention activities. 

A. Purpose of the Survey 

There were five primary objectives to be realized through the 

mail-out survey. These were: 

1. To provide a measure of the rate of residential criminal 
victimization in the City of Roseburg for the crimes of 

burglary, theft, auto theft, robbery, assault, and rape. The 
primary focus was on the property crimes of burglary and theft. 

2. To provide a measure of the difference between the number of 

victimizations and the number of these victimizations reported 
to the police for each crime. 

3. To provide a measure of community knowledge and use of crime 

prevention precautions and perceptions of crime. 

4. To estimate the sample and population dollar loss due to 
property crime. 
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5. To use the above obtained measures as baseline data to be 
compared with a follow-up survey conducted two years after the 

expanded crime prevention program operation. 

B. ~'lethodology 

The basic design of the Roseburg residential victimization survey was 
patterned after a similar mail-out survey developed and implemented 

in Texas by the Statistical Analysis Center of the Texas Department 
of Public Safety (st. louis, A., 1976, 1978). These studies were 

designed to provide an indication of the crime rates for burglary, 
theft, motor vehicle theft, robbery, rape, and assault "independent 

of the usual data collection process of the UCR" (Uniform Crime 
Reports). Besides this primary objective, the Texas survey seeks to 

gauge the monetary, physical, and mental costs of crimes incurred by 
victims. 

The Texas survey was designed to yield the percentage of the 

population victimized by seven types of crime, and hence, does not 
yield an index of crime which is comparable to the FBI's UCR data. 

The UCR statistics reflect the total number and rate per 100,000 
population for Part I and II. Since that count and rate does not 

take multiple incidents into account, only the most serious crime is 
counted in each incident involving more than one crime. In addition, 
since the FBI data does not determine the number of persons who were 
victimized by more than one incident of the same crime, it is not 

possible to extract from the UCR the proportion of the population 
which has been the victim of one or more types of serious crime, or 

any crime for that matter. 

The Roseburg surveys were both victim and incident centered. That 
is, both the proportion of the sample experiencing each type of crime 

and the frequency with which each type of crime was committed were 
measured. 

The baseline period covered from July, 1976 through June, 1977 while 

the "follow-upl! survey covered the period two years later, July, 1978 
through June, 1979. 
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C. The Questionnaire 

Appendix A contains a copy of the questionnaire used in the survey. 
The first eight questions contain the actual crime experience 

questions. Vandalism was included in the follow~up survey but not 
the first (pre) survey. Questions nine and ten deal with any 

personal medical or psychological injury caused by any 
victimization. The costs due to property loss, medical or 

psychological counseling, wages lost from work, legal expenses or 
other costs are listed in response to questions 11 through 14. 

The location and place where each crime occurred are asked in 

questions 15 and 16. The respondent's reporting behavior of crime is 
measured with questions 17 through 19. Questions 20 through 28 seek 

the respondent's views concerning a variety of crime-related issues. 
Several questions pertaining to certain demographic information are 

listed next. The questionnaire concludes with a series of ten crime 
prevention items which assess the citizen's awareness of and 

participation in Roseburg's crime prevention program. 

D. The Residential Samples 

The baseline and follovJ-up samples (independently dravm at tvJO 
separate times) were composed of a listing of 520 individuals 

residing within separate households in the city. Those individuals 
were selected at random from the 1976 Johnson's City Directory and 

the current telephone directory for Roseburg. 1 Questionnaires were 
initially mailed to 500 individuals and follow-up reminders were sent 

out according to a schedule similar to the Texas Victimization 
Surveys. This schedule consisted of the initial mailing and three 

follow-up mailings at two-week intervals to the remaining 
nonrespondents. The cover letter and follow-up correspondence are 
presented in Appendix B. 

1Individuals with addresses outside the city boundaries were excluded from 
the sample. The Division of Motor Vehicles Drivers' License file served as 
the sampling frame from which a random sample of individuals was selected for 
the other crime prevention evaluations in Ashland, Central Point Gresham and 
the later annual statewide survey. ' 
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Baseline Sample Returns 

At the time the final questionnaire was returned, 80 days from the 
initial mailing, 85 percent (which is a very high return rate) had 

returned complete and useable surveys. The mean (average) number of 
days before return was 15.2 days; the median (mid-point of 
distribution) number was 10.8 days; and the mode (most frequent) was 

four days. 

The final samp'le consisted of 444 residents, or 2.6 percent of the 

estimated 1977 population and 13.7 percent of the total estimated 
households in Roseburg. Because of the type of sample frame used, 

only persons 20 years of age or older were included in the final data 
analysis. Apparently, the combination use of the telephone directory 

and Johnson's City Directory sample was biased to the near exclusion 
of persons under 20 years of age. HovJever, a representati ve s amp 1 e 

of the adult (20+) Roseburg population was obtained and where 
discrepancies occurred, the results were weighted to correct for the 

differences. Therefore, the results are based on the actual age 

distribution of the Roseburg residents. 

Appendix C (Table C-l) lists the census and corresponding 

victimization age categories, the percentages of the total 20+ age 
group each category represents, and the weight attached to each age 

group. This weight was then multiplied by the number of persons 
victimized in each crime category to bring the sample into 

correspondence with the general population age distribution. 

Follow-up Sample Returns 

As previously discussed, the sample selection process and mail-out 
procedures were the same as for the baseline survey. A slightly 

higher return was received on the follow-up survey. Eighty-eight 
percent (456 of 520) were returned within 68 days of the initial 

mailing. The summary measures for the number of days between the 
initial ma{ling and return were: 

mean (average) number = 
median (mid-point) number = 
mode (most frequent) number = 

-5-
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Table C-2 in Appendix C shows the weights assigned to the age groups 
Lo bring LlH~ sillllple into correspondence with the general population 

ago distribuLion. 

II. FINDINGS 

A. Proportion Victimized 

1. Property Crimes 

The primary crimes that the residential program expected to 
impact were the property crimes of burglary and, to a lesser 

extent, larceny (theft). Therefore, these were the crimes we 
were primarily interested in m~asuring through the victimization 

surveys. It would have required a much larger sample (and 
expense) to uncover a sufficient number of victimizations in 

order that the incidence could be reliably estimated for the 
infrequent personal crim~s of robbery, assault and rape. 

Table 1 lists the proportion victimized one or more times for 

the baseline period (July, 1976-June, 1977) and the follow-up 
period two years later (July, 1978-June, 1979). The absolute 

difference and the statistical test (Z test for proportions) 
between the proportions victimized for the property offenses are 

also provided in Table 1. The Z score values were tested for 
significance by i-tail tests; i.e., we expected the proportion 

of households/persons victimized to decrease. 

The results indicate that 4.4 percent of the households were 
victims of a burglary two years ago compared to 4.0 percent who 

experienced a burglary during the "follow-up" time period. This 
indicates a slight decrease in completed residential burglaries 

but the difference is not significant (Z value of .292). The 
sample frequency and projected citywide frequency (total 

numbers) will be presented in the next section of the report. 
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The survey results indicate that attempted residential 
burglaries increased over the two-year period. Only one percent 

of the households reported an attempted burglary during the 
baseline period compared to 2.6 percent for the follow-up 

period. This increase in proportions victimized is significant 
(Z = -1.77, p <.05). 

The survey results also indicate an increase in the proportion 

of the population being a larceny (theft) victim. Approximately 
13 percent experienced a larceny during the 12-month follow-up 
period compared to ten (10) percent for the baseline. However, 
this difference was not a statistically significant increase. A 

significant increase was noted for the proportion reporting an 
attempted larceny. However, those reporting an attempted 

larceny comprise a very small proportion of the population--.2 
of one percent in the baseline and 1.9 percent in the follow-up 

period. 

The citizens reported a very low incidence of motor vehicle 
theft or attempts in both the baseline and follow-up periods. 

Less than one percent of the survey respondents reported a motor 
vehicle theft during either survey 12-month period. Virtually 

the same proportion reported an attempted motor vehicle theft 
across the two surveyed time frames, although slightly higher 

for the follow-up period. 

2. Violent Personal Crimes 

Because of the low incidence of completed violent crime, the 
reliability of the estimates obtained from the victimization 

surveys have to be considered with caution. The National Crime 
Survey, for instance, considers estimates based on ten or fewer 

crimes reported to be unreliable and excludes them from the 
analysis (U.S. Department of Justice, 1977). 
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Type of Crime 

Burglary 

Attempted Burglary 
Larceny 

Attempted Larceny 
Motor Vehicle Theft 

Tab 1 e 1 

COMPARISON OF 1976-1977/1978-1979 
RESIDENTIAL VICTIMIZATION PROPORTIONS 

1976-77 1978-79 
% Victimized % Victimized 

1 or More 1 or More Differ-
Times Times ence 

4.4% 4.0% -.4% 

1.0% 2.6% +1.6% 
10,2% 13.4% +3.2% 

.2% 1.97% +1.7% 
.7% .7% 0.0 

Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft .8% 1.4% +.6% 
Assault W/Body .2%1 1.4% +1.2% 

Attempted Assault W/Body .8%1 3.1% +2.3% 

Assault W/Weapon 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 

Attempted Assault W/Weapon .2%1 1.4% +1.2% 
Robbery .2%1 .5% .3% 

Attempted Robbery 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 
Rape 0.0% .2% .2% 

Attempted Rape 0.0% .2% .2% 

z-
Test 

Z= +.292 

Z= -1.77* 
Z= -1.45 
Z= -2.33** 
Z= 0.0 
Z= -1.07 
Z= -2.00 

Z= -2.56 
Z= 0.0 

Z= 1. 96% 
Z= -.75 

Z= 0.0 
Z= -.95 

Z= -.95 

1Proportions based on less than ten (10) survey-disclosed incidents; 
therefore, these estimates may not be reliable and tests of significance are 
not reported. 
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Signi-
ficance 

N.S. 

.05 
N.S. 

.01 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.A.l 

N.A.l 
N.S. 

N.A.l 
N.S. 

N.A.l 
N. S. 

N.S. 

Using this as a criteria for inclus"ion, we 'i/ould only provide 
estimates for the crimes of assault with body and 

attempted/threatened assault with body. Actually, none of the 
vioient crime categories--robbery, rape, assault with weapon, 

assault with body and their respective attempts--attained a 
reporting level of ten or more incidents in the baseline survey. 

B. Crime Frequency 

Table 2 lists the sample frequency of each type of crime and the 

projected frequency for the entire City of Roseburg for the two time 
periods. The Table also indicates the basis on which the city 

frequency was projected--either a household unit or the estimated 
population 20 years of age and older. 

The projected num~er of burglaries for the base period (July, 1976-

June, 1977) was 373 contrasted to 312 for the follow-up period 
(July, 1978-June, 1979). These estimates indicate a decrease of 61 
in total number of citywide burglaries. Recall that the percent of 
households burglarized one or more times showed a slight, but 

insignificant, decrease from 4.4 percent to 4.0 percent. 

The projected number of attempted burglaries increased from 101 at 
the base period to 179, an increase of 78, for the follow-up survey 

two years 1 ater . 

The citywide estimates for victims of larceny (theft) shO\'Jed a 
considerable increase in the total numbers. (The estimates were 

based on the populations as opposed to households). The estimate for 
the period of July, 1976 through June, 1977 was a total of 1,470. 

This increased to slightly over 2,000 (2,012) for a comparable period 
two years later. The percent of individuals victimized by larceny 

showed the largest absolute increase, approximately three percent, 
but the difference was not statistically significant. 
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Table 2 

SAMPLE AND PROJECTED CRIME FREQUENCIES FOR 
BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS 

Type of Crime 

Burglary 
Attempted Burglary 
Larceny (Theft) 
Attempted Larceny 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 
Vandalism 

Attempted Vandalism 
Robbery 

Attempted Robbery 

Rape 

Attempted Rape 
Assault W/Weapon 
Attempted Assault W/Weapon 
Assault W/Body 
Attempted Assault W/Body 

1976-77 
Survey 

(433) 

Proj. 
Sample City 
Freg. Freg. 

26 

7 

58 
11 

3 

4 

NA 

NA 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

1 

5 

373 

101 
1,470 

279 
43 

57 

25 

o 
o 
o 
o 

25 
25 

127 

*Based on Female population estimates. 
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1978-79 
Survey 

(425) 

Proj. 
Sample City 
Freg. Freg. 

21 312 

12 179 
78 2,012 
10 258 
3 45 
6 89 

76 1,131 

14 208 
2 51 

0 0 
1 13* 

3 39* 
0 0 
9 232 

20 516 
71 1,830 

Based On 

Household 

Household 
Population 
Population 
Household 

Household 
Household 

Household 
Population 

Females 

F emal es 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

20 Yrs. + 

20 Yrs. + 

20 Yrs. + 
C. 

20 Yrs. + 

20 YY's. + 

20 Yrs. + 

20 Yrs. + 

~---~-~ .. -

The projected number of attempted larcenies remained virtually the 
same with a slight decrease from 279 to 258. 

The projected number of motor vehicle thefts remained about identical 

at 43 and 45 for the two surveyed time periods. The projected number 
of attempted motor vehicle thefts increased from 57 to 89 attempts. 

Again, those estimates for completed and attempted motor vehicle 
thefts should be considered with caution as they are based on less 

than ten incidents reported for each of the two surveys. 

The projected total numbers of vandalism and attempts for the latter 
surveyed period are included in Table 2. It is estimated there were 

approximately 1,100 vandalism cases for that 12-month period. 
Approximately one in ten households (11.5 percent) were victims of 

vandalism with one household reporting four (4) separate 
victimizations during the 12-month period. 

Comparison of Projected and Officially Reported Totals 

Table 3 contains the comparative figures for the projected and 

officially reported (Oregon Uniform Crime Reports) crimes for the two 
respective time periods. Several relationships among the figures are 

noted. First, considering the change from the base to follow-up 
periods, it is noted the projected total number of burglaries reflect 

a decrease of 16 percent compared to a 11 percent increase in 
officially reported burglaries. This would tend to give further 

evidence of Cirel's (1977) and others contention of the necessity to 
have victimization data opposed to official reported crime to 

determine the effectiveness of crime prevention programs. The ratio 
of the number of burglaries projected by the victimization survey 
opposed to officially reported to the police varied approximately 
three to four times as great. 

It is interesting to note the similarity in the percentage increase 

in larceny by both the survey and official crime reports. The 
increase, based on the survey figures, amounts to 36.9 percent 

compared to an increase of 14.0 percent from the crime reports. 
Again, the total number of larcenies is approximately three times 

larger than reported to the police. 
-11-



Table 3 

COMPARISON OF SURVEY-PROJECTED AND 
OFFICIAL REPORTED (OUCR) CRIME TOTALS FOR 

SURVEY TIME PERIODS 

July 176 
Offense June 177 

July 178 
June 179 Difference 

Burgl ary 
Survey Projected 373 
OUCR 99 

Attempted Burglary 
Survey Projected 101 
OUCR NA 

Larceny 
Survey Projected 1,470 
OUCR 497 1 

Attempted Larceny 
Survey Projected 279 
OUCR NA 

Motor Vehicle Theft 
Survey Projected 432 
OUCR 59 

Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 
Survey Projected 572 
OUCR NA 

312 
llO 

179 
NA 

2,012
1 666 

258 
NA 

892 
NA 

61 
+11 

+ 78 

+542 
+169 

-21 

+2 
+13 

+32 

10UCR (Oregon Uniform Crime Reporting) Larceny figures represent all 
reported larcenies, excluding shoplifting and Larcenies from a building. 

2Estimated totals may not be reliable as they are based on fewer than 10 
incidents reported in the respective surveys. 
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Percent 
Change 

-16.4% 
+11.1% 

+77.2% 

+36.9% 
+34.0% 

-7.5% 

+4.7% 
+22.0% 

+56.1% 

Projected motor vehicle thefts based on the survey are less than 
those reported to the police. One explanation that fewer auto thefts 

are reported on victimization surveys than are actually reported to 
the police is that auto theft has been shown to have one of the 

highest reporting rates of any crime. 1 Therefore, a small 
discrepancy should be expected between the two figures of auto 

theft. Another reason for the under-reporting of auto theft in the 
Roseburg survey is that those responding may have only indicated auto 

thefts occurring to themselves and not for other family members who 
may have been the victim of auto theft. Since auto theft and 

burglaries are treated as household crimes rather than personal 
crimes, projections from the surveyed sample to the population 20 

years and older of Roseburg are made on the basis of the number of 
households, not the population in those age groupings. 

The discrepancy between victimization and UCR data has occurred in 

past victimization and uniform crime report (UCR) comparisons. 
Decker (1977) found that in comparing NCS victimization rates with 

UCR rates in 26 cities, victimization rates exceeded UCR rates for 
burglary by 3 times and for larceny by 3.5 times. However, in the 

case of motor vehicle theft, victimization figures fell 10 percent 
below those actually reported to the police (1977, p. 51). 

Decker found in his comparison of UCR and National Crime Survey (NCS) 

data in 26 1 ar ge Amer i can cities that II ••• although there are 
substantial differences in the absolute amounts of crime each data 

source reveals, the relative pattern of covariation between the two 
is rather similar (51-52). He found significant correlations between 

UCR and NCS victimization data, ranging from r = +.45 for violent 

IT he national average auto theft reporting rate according to the 1976 
National Crime Survey (NCS) is 94.7 percent, whereas the average reporting 

rate for total property crime ranges between 48.6 to 64.7 percent. For 
personal crimes, the reporting rates range from 41.2 to 75.3 percent 

(1976, p. 50). 
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crime to r = +.72 for property crime (average r = +.66).1 In fact, 

all crime rates Were significantly related with the exception of 
aggravated assault. His conclusion is that "(o)fficial measures of 

crime provided a relatively good indication of the distribution of 

Part I crimes as measured by victim surveys" (1977). 

D. Comparison of Citizens' Crime Prevention Behaviors and Participation 

The following section describes and compares the changes over the two 

years of Roseburg's citizens' awareness of the crime prevention 
program and their actions related to crime prevention activities. 

The citizens· responses to the crime prevention questions for the 

"baseline" and "follow-up" peri:;ds are presented in Table 4. 

In general, it appears there has not been much change in the 
citizens' behaviors that would lead to deterring burglars and/or to 

reduce their opportunity of being victimized. 

The majority of the citizens are aware of the city's crime prevention 
program as 68 and 64 percent indicated for the 1976 and 1978 periods; 

respectively. 

The largest source of information about the program has come from the 
medi a with "word of mouth" through an acquai ntance or nei ghbor the 

second highest method of awareness. It should be mentioned that only 
one response category to this question was provided for coding on the 

baseline surv~y. Thus, if a person indicated their awareness from 
the media as well as from one of the other methods, only the media 

response was counted. Hence, the relatively high media response rate 
for 1976 is partially inflated by this procedure. 

1Correlation (r) is an index which shows the direction and amount of 
~elationship between two sets of values. Direction is expressed as positive (+) 
lf values for both sets of values increase proportionately, or negative (-) if 
numbers for one set of values rise while the other lowers proportionately. A 
correlation is strongest when r = + or - 1.0 and lowest when r = .00. 
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Tab 1 e 4 

CITIZENS' PRACTICE OF CRIME PREVENTION MEASURES AT 
BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY PERIODS 

Crime Prevention 
Item 

1. Crime Prevention 
Awareness 
Progra.m 

2. Method of Awareness 

Yes 

No 

Media 
~leeti ng 
Word of Mouth 
Block Meeting 
Personal Contact 
With Officer 
Other Source 

3. Lock Yes 
House 
Doors No 

4. Close and Yes 
Lock 
Garage Door No 

5. Vehicle Doors Yes 
Locked 
Near Home No 

6. Vehicle Doors Yes 
Locked Away 
From Home No 

7. Anti-Burglary Yes 
Stickers 
Displayed No 

8. Property Yes 

Engraved No 

9. Door and 
Window Locks 
Operable 

10. Firearm in 
Home for 
Protection 

11. Burglar 
A 1 arm at 
Home 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 
-15-

Baseline 
1976-77 

No. % 

265 

127 

198 
9 

32 
4 

6 
11 

355 

43 

216 

95 

228 

151 

322 

56 

19 

375 

77 

315 

375 

20 

156 

236 

13 

384 

67.6% 

32.4% 

76.1% 
3.3% 

12.4% 
1.4% 

2.4% 
4.4% 

89.2% 

10.8% 

69.5% 

30.5% 

60.1% 

39.9% 

85.2% 

14.8% 

4.9% 

95.1% 

19.8% 

80.2% 

94.9% 

5.1% 

39.8% 

60.2% 

3.3% 

96.7% 

FolloVJ-up 
1978-79 

No. % 

264 

151 

177 
21 
76 

6 

18 
16 

371 

48 

214 

127 

266 

143 

358 

48 

35 

377 

78 

327 

376 

46 

160 

250 

12 

411 

63.6% 

36.4% 

67.0% 
8.0% 

28.8% 
2.3% 

6.8% 
6.1% 

88.5% 

11.5% 

62.8% 

37.2% 

65.0% 

35.0% 

88.3% 

11. 7% 

8.4% 

91.6% 

19.4% 

80.6% 

89.0% 

11.0% 

39.0% 

61.0% 

2.9% 

97.1% 
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The vast majority of the citizens exercised basic home and car 
security measures. It is noted that approximately 90 percent 

indicate they lock the doors to their home when leaving \'.Jhile 85 and 
88 percent indicated they lock their vehicle when parked away from 

home for the respective years. However, there was a statistically 
significant decrease in the proportion who indicate they close and 

lock their garage door and have their doors and window locks in 

operable condition. 

There has been a significant increase in the proportio~ who indicate 

they have displayed "anti-burglary" warning decals on their dom"s 
and/or windows. However, the proportion is still relatively low as 

only 8.4 percent so indicated compared to approximately 5 percent 
(4.9) for the baseline period. Thus, this deterrent process that can 

be undertaken by the citizens is not being utilized. 

Virtually the same percentage indicate they have engraved or "marked" 
their property for identification purposes. The figures for 1976 and 

1978 were 19.8 and 19.4 percent, respectively, or only two out of 
five respondents. Again, this action that can be taken by the 

citizens to (1) help deter burglars or (2) to help ensure the return 
of the property to the rightful owner in case it is stolen and later 

recovered by the police should be more widely publicized to encourage 
the citizens to take these measures. However, we realize the 

citizens have to take the initiative to help themselves, as well as 

the police. 

E. Relationship Between the Practice of Crime Prevention 

Actions and Victimization 

The primary question relating to the effectiveness of a crime 
prevention program is to determine the relationship between 

practicing crime prevention measures or precautions and the 
likelihood of being victimized. In short, will it make a difference 

if one takes these precautions and the resulting probability Of being 
burglarized or becoming the victim of a property crime? In order to 

determine this relationship and help answer this question, the 
citizens' responses indicating their utilization of crime prevention 
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practices were examined with their indication of whether or not they 
had been a property crime victim that year. Thus, the responses to 

the crime prevention questions were dichotomized in YES-NO categories 
and pai red with \'Jhether or not they had been the vi ct im of ,;:le or 

more completed or attempted property crimes. The property crimes 
inspected separately were (1) completed and/or attempted burglary, 

(2) completed and/or attempted motor vehicle theft and other 
completed and/or attempted theft, and (3) the above two categories 

combined. 

The statistics utilized to test the relationship between the 
variables was chi-square. The phi statistic is also reported to 

provide a measure of the strength of the relationship. 

The data and statistics for the baseline and follow-up surveys 
inspecting the relationship between the individual crime prevention 

behaviors (or precautions) and being a burglary victim are presented 
in Tab 1 e 5. 

Similar data for the two years and the other crime categories are 

presented in Tables 0-1 and 0-2 in the Appendix. 

In inspecting the data, the numbers and percents that one should 
focus on to understand the relationship we are testing are those in 

the two lower cells (bottom row). For example, the relationship (for 
the baseline period) between locking house doors and burglary 

victimization shows that 5.3 percent who lock their house doors 
responded they were victims of a burglary or attempted burglary 

compared to 4.2 percent who do not regularly lock their house doors. 

The only significant difference in the baseline year was the 
relationship between the marking of one's personal property for 

identification purposes and being a burglary or attempted burglary 
victim. This same relationship also was found for the other two 

property crime categories--other theft and/or auto theft and burglary 
and theft combined (see Table 0-1 and 0-2 in the Appendix). 
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Table 5 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS I CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND BURGLARY/ATTEMPTED BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July 176-June 177) (Juiy 178-June 179) 

1. Are you aware of Roseburgls Crime Prevention Program? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 255 117 372 No 246 143 389 
Burgl ary 96.1% 92.5% (94.9%) 93.2% 95.1% (93.9%) 
or Attempted 
Burglary 
Victim Yes 10 9 20 Yes 18 7 25 

3.9% 7.5% (5.1% ) 6.8% 4.9% (6.1% ) 

265 127 392 264 151 414 
(67.6%) (32.4%) (63.6%) (36.4%) 

~2 < .13 NS
1 A::: 2 = 2.245 P = .605 p <.: .44 NS 

;t 2 = 1.568 p < .21 NS
1 ~2 = .318 p <.57 NS 

Phi = .076 Phi = .038 

2. Do you regularly lock house doors when 1 eavi ng? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 336 41 377 No 349 45 394 
Burgl ary 94.7% 95.8% (94.8%) 93.9% 93.0% (93.8%) 
or Attempted 
Burglary 
Victim Yes 19 2 21 Yes 23 3 26 

5.3% 4.2% (5.2%) 6.1% 7.0% (6.2%) 

355 43 398 371 48 420 
(89.2%) (10.8% ) (88.5%) (11.5%) 

~> 2 .096 1 %2 = p ( .76 NS = .061 p .( .80 NS 
;t'2 = 0.0 1 *")12 = 0.0 P <1. 00 NS p (1.00 NS 

Phi = .016 Phi = .012 

*Corrected 
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3. 

4. 

Table 5 Contld. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS I CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND BURGLARY/ATTEMPTED BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION 

Baseline Period 

(July 176-June 177) 

Follow-up Period 

(July Il8-June 179) 

Do you keep your garage door closed and locked at all times when 
not in use? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 201 92 294 No 196 120 316 
Burglary 93.1% 97.4% (94.4%) 91.6% 94.2% (92.6%) 
or Attempted 
Burglary 
Victim Yes 15 3 17 Yes 18 7 25 

6.9% 2.6% (5.6%) 8.4% 5.8% (7.4% ) 

216 95 311 214 127 341 
(69.5%) (30.5%) (62.8%) (37.2%) 

Z-2 = 2.242 p < .13 NS Z 2 = .788 P -< .37 NS 
*::t: 2 = 1. 511 P < .22 NS .;;3 2 = .453 P (.50 NS 

Phi = .085 Phi = .048 

Do you keep your vehicle doors locked when parked near your home'? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 215 143 358 
Burglary 94.3% 94.8% (94.5%) 

No 249 134 384 
93.8% 93.8% (93.8%) 

or Attempted 
Burgl ary 
Victim Yes 13 8 21 Yes 16 9 26 

5.7% 5.2% (5.5%) 6.1% 6.2% (6.2%) 

228 151 379 266 143 409 
(60.1%) (39.9%) (65.0%) (35.0%) 

Z' 2 = .040 p < .84 NS 
.{):i 2 = 0.0 p <1. 00 NS 

~2 = .003 p <. .96 NS 
;t:2 = 0.0 p <1. 00 NS 

Phi = .01 Phi = .003 

*Corrected 
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5. 

Table 5 Contld. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS I CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND BURGLARY/ATTEMPTED BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July 176-June 177) (July 178-June 179) 

Do you keep your vehicle doors locked when parked away from home? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 303 54 358 No 338 43 381 
Burglary 
or Attempted 

94.1% 96.8% (94.5%) 94.2% 90.7% (93.8%) 

Burglary 
Victim Yes 19 2 21 Yes 21 4 25 

5.9% 3.2% (5.5%) 5.8% 9.3% (6.2%) 

322 56 . 378 358 48 406 
(85.2%) (14.8%) (88.3%) (ll. 7%) 

~2 .645 (.42 NS x: 2 
= .878 p <.35 NS p 

;:2 = .236 p<.63NS 
)02 

. 381 P <.54 NS * = 

Phi = .041 Phi = .046 

6. Have you placed anti-burglary stickers (decals) on your windows 
and/ or doors? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 18 357 375 No 35 354 389 
Burglary 91.7% 95.1% (95.0%) 100.0% 93.7% (94.2%) 
or A ttemptE';d 
Burglary 
Victim Yes 2 18 20 Yes 0 24 24 

8.3% 4.9% (5.0%) O.O?~ 6.3% (5.8%) 

19 375 395 35 377 412 
( 4.9%) (95.1%) ( 8.4%) (91.6%) 

;x:; 2 
= 2.322 p <.13 NS 

~2 = 1.308 p <.25 NS 

X,2 
.460 p < .50 NS = 

.x 2 -= .022 P < .88 NS 
Phi = .034 Phi = .075 

*Corrected 
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Table 5 Contld. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS I CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND BURGLARY/ATTEMPTED BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION 

Baseline Period 

(July 176-June 177) 

Have you marked your personal property for 

Yes No 

No 67 305 372 
Burglary 86.3% 
or Attempted 

97.1% (94.9%) 

Burgl ary 
Victim Yes 11 9 20 

13.7% 2.9% (5.1% ) 

77 315 392 
(19.8%) (80.2%) 

:<::;2 . 
P <.0001 =14.90 S1g. 

~2 . 
P <.0004 =12.75 S1g . 

Phi = .195 

Follow-up Period 

(July 178-June 179) 

identification? 

Yes No 

No 74 308 383 
94.5% 94.4% (94.4%) 

Yes 4 18 23 
5.5% 5.6% (5.6% ) 

78 327 405 
(19.4%) (80.6%) 

Z2 p <.97 NS = .002 
*::t' 2 =0.0 P <1.00 NS 

Phi -= .002 

8. Are all your door and window locks in operable condition? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 356 19 375 No 354 43 397 
Burgl ary 94. n~ 95.8% (94.7%) 
or Attempted 

94.1% 93.2% (94.0%) 

Burgl ary 
Victim Yes 20 1 21 Yes 22 3 25 

5.3% 4.2% (5.3%) 5.9% 6.8% (6.0% ) 

375 20 396 376 46 422 
(94.9%) ( 5.1%) (89.0%) (11. 7%) 

~2 
= .050 p ~.82 NS 

.;t:. 2 = O. 0 P < 1. 00 N S 

-X:-2 
.066 p L..80 NS = 

*):)2 = 0.0 p <1.00 NS 
Phi = .Oll Phi = .012 

*Corrected 
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Table 5 Contld. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS I CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND BURGLARY/ATTEMPTED BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July 176-June 177) (July 178-June 179) 

Do you keep a firearm in your home for protection? 

Yes No 

No 151 220 
Burgl ary 96.6% 93.4% 
or Attempted 
Burglary 
Victim Yes 5 16 

3.4% 6.6% 

156 236 
(39.8%) (60.2%) 

)c:2 = 1.963 p <.16 NS 

*~2 = 1.371 p < .24 NS 

Phi = .071 

371 
(94.7%) 

21 
(5.3%) 

392 

Yes No 

No 145 240 385 
90.4% 96.1% (93.9%) 

Yes 15 10 25 
9.6% 3.9% (6.1%) 

160 250 410 
(39.0%) (61. 0%) 

Z2 
~2 =5.466 P < .02 5ig. 
* =4.524 p ~.03 Sig. 

Phi = .115 

10. Do you have a burglar alarm system in your home? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 13 363 376 
Burglary 100.0% 94.6% (94.8%) 
or Attempted 

No 10 388 398 
79.6% 94.5% (94.0%) 

Burglary 
Victim Yes 0 21 21 

0.0% 5.4% (5.2% ) 
Yes 2 23 2~ 

20.4% 5.5% (6.0%) 

13 384 397 12 411 423 
( 3.3%) (96.7%) ( 2.9%) (97.1%) 

~2 
.758 p <.38 NS = 

*;t 2 = .059 P (.81 NS 

;0 2 
4.65 P < .03 = Sig. 

~2 2.38 < .12 NS = p 
Phi = .044 Phi = .105 

*Corrected 
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The results for this relationship are in the opposite direction of 
program expectations; those who marked thei r property were vi ct imi zed 

more (not less) than those who had not marked their property. We 
think one plausible explanation for this finding in the baseline year 

is that the residents decided to mark their property after they had 
been a burglary or theft victim. We added a question to the 

follow-up survey to try to determine the time factor (before or after 
a victimizations) for the crime prevention items of marking property 

and placing anti-burglary warning decals on the windows and doors. 

Although there was not an overall significant difference in whether 
they had placed warning decals or marked their property and resulting 

victimization in the follow-up period, the results indicate the 
residents are not disposed to take such actions even after being 

victimized. Table 6 shows the numbers and percent from the item 
relating to displaying decals and Table 7 for the item relating to 

engraving their property. 

Table 6 

Decal s Decals Decal s Not 
Before After Displayed Before 
Crime Crime or After Crime 

Burglary 0 0 19 19 

Victim 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Table 7 

Engraved Engraved Not Engraved 
Before After Before or 
Crime Crime After Crime 

Burgl ary 4 0 13 17 

Victim 23.5% 0.0% 76.5% 
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The figures indicate that none of the burglary victims displayed the 
warning decals either before or after the crime. Likewise, three­

fourths did not engrave their remaining valuables even after being 
burglarized. For both crime prevention precautions, no one indicated 

they had taken the action after the burglary to, perhaps, deter 
future burglaries. 

F. Comparison of Perceptions of Crime and Crime-Related Issues 

The fo~ iowing section describes the results and changes over the two 

years in the Roseburg citizens' perceptions of crime and criminal 
justice issues. We included three items in the follow-up survey that 

were not included in the baseline survey. 

One of these questions related to the residents' perceptions of crime 
in their neighborhood. Their responses to this item (and the other 
items) are presented in Table 8. Approximately half of the residents 
felt that crime in their neighborhood had stayed about the same 

during the past year, 20 percent thought that crime had increased and 
only 4 percent thought that crime had decreased. 

The next item inspected was whether the respondents believed they 

were likely to be the victim of a crime during the next year. Eleven 
percent answered "Yes" at the basel i ne peri od contrasted to 
14.6 percent at the follow-up period. However, the chi-square value 

computed from the response categories (yes, no, no opinion) and the 

two time periods is not significant (~ 2 = 2.496, 2 df, N.S.). 

The types of crimes the respondents thought most likely to occur to 
them personally and in their neighborhood are provided in the next 

two items. It is observed a considerably larger proportion felt they 
might be victimized by a burglary at the time of the follow-up 

survey. Fear of the other crimes remained essentially the same as 
they were for the baseline period. 
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Table 8 

ROSEBURG CITIZENS' PERCEPTION OF CRIME AND CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE ISSUES AT BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY PERIOD 

1. 

ISSUE/QUESTION1 

Likely crime victim next year: 

Yes 
No 
No Opi ni on 

2. Within the past year, crime in 
your neighborhood has: 

Increased 
Decreased 
Stayed About Same 
No Opinion 
Haven't lived here that long 

3. Crime most likely to occur to you: 

No particular crime 
Armed Robbery 
Robbery - Not Armed 
Burglary 
Rape or Attempted Rape 
Theft (Contact With You) 
Assault 
Other Crime 

4. Crime most likely in neighborhood: 

No Particular Crime 
Armed Robbery 
Robbery - Not Armed 
Burglary 
Rape or Attempted Rape 
Theft (Contact With You) 
Assault 
Other Crime 

5. Place where I feel the safest: 

Home 
Streets Near My Home 
At Work 
Streets Away From Home or Work 
Other Location 2 

BASELINE 
SURVEY 

11.0% 
55.3% 
33.5% 

(Not asked in 
Baseline 
Survey) 

61.7% 
1.5% 

.9% 
29.8% 

.9% 
2.1% 

.2% 
3.0% 

35.7% 
.7% 

9.1% 
47.4% 

1.3% 
1.0% 
0.0 
4.8% 

84.7% 
.4% 

14.5% 
.4% 

~For complete wording of questions, see Questionnaire in Appendix A. 
This response choice was not included in Baseline Survey 
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FOLLOW-UP 
SURVEY 

14.6% 
51.7% 
33.8% 

19.7% 
4.4% 

48.9% 
19.5% 
7.4% 

46.3% 
.8% 

2.2% 
43.3% 

.2% 
2.3% 

.5% 
4.3% 

30.5% 
.6% 

8.1% 
52.8% 

.8% 

.5% 

.3% 
6.4% 

79.3% 
.9% 

13.9% 
1.1% 
4.7% 



6. 

7. 

Table 8 (Conti d.) 

ROSEBURG CITIZENS I PERCEPTION OF CRIME AND CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE ISSUES AT BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY PERIOD 

BASEL INE 
ISSUE/QUESTION1 SURVEY 

Place where I feel the most danger: 

Home 5.8% 
Streets Near My Home 7.2% 
At Work 4.8% 
Streets Near Work 3.2% 
Streets Away From Home or At Work 71.5% 
Other Location 7.3% 

More funds and personnel devoted to 
combat and prevent juveniles from 
becoming adult criminals: 

Agree 69.2% 
Disagree 13.9% 
No Opi ni on 17.0% 
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FOLLOW-UP 
SURVEY 

6.8% 
10.0% 

5.2% 
3.4% 

63.4% 
11.2% 

77 .1% 
6.9% 

16.0% 

There has been a significant increase in the proportion of residents 
who "Agree" that more funds and personnel should be devoted to 

prevent juveniles from becoming adult criminals. Over 75 percent of 
the respondents indicated this choice at the last survey period. 

G. Priorities for Police Activities 

A special item was included in the follow-up survey to obtain the 

citizens l priorities for the police in case of further "tight 
budgets II and the need for a cutback in servi ces. Seventeen pol ice 

activities were listed and the respondents were asked to indicate 
(rank) three they would reduce first and the three most important to 

retain. The ranks were given a weight of 1, 2, or 3 to reflect the 
appropriate magnitude and summed to provide a score to indicate its 

relative position among the 17 functions and activities. 

The functions are listed in Table 9 by order of priority that the 
citizens think should be retained. The rank and score for the 

particular item in terms of the rating for "reducing" that function 
is also provided in the table. For example, the citizens think the 

most important activity to retain is in the area of "investigating 
serious violent crime." (Likewise, that item received the lowest 

score in terms of their ranking of functions they would "reduce.") 

Providing crowd control services was the item the citizens indicated 
would be their first priority if a reduction in services was 

necessary through a reduction of the police budget and subsequent 
loss of offi cers/resources. Invest i gat i ng II vi ctiml ess" crime 

(gambling, prostitution, etc.) was the second priority for reduction 
and responding to complaints (barking dogs, loud parties, etc.) was 

the third priority. 
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Table 9 

CITIZENS 1 RANKING OF POLICE FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES 
TO RETAIN OR REDUCE 

RANKED RANKED 
FUNCTION TO RETAIN SCORE TO REDUCE 

Investigating serious violent crime 1 535 17 

Respond to traffic accidents and 
other emergencies 2 299 15 

Investigation of illegal hard 
drug selling 3 291 14 

Investigating seri ous property crime 4 235 16 

Patrolling the community 5 197 12 

~nforcing traffic laws 6 111 9 

Analysis of methods and problems 
for use of manpower/resources 7 104 7 

Investigation of hard drug usage 8 57 13 

Provide crime prevention program 
and i nf ormat ion 9 41 5 

Respond to complaints (dogs, 
loud parties, etc.) 10 29 3 

Investigating minor violent crime 
(minor assaults, threats, etc.) 11. 5 23 11 

Purchasing up-to-date equipment, 
vehicles, etc. 11.5 23 6 

Investigation of marijuana selling 13 16 10 

Providing crowd control services 14 12 1 

Investigate minor property crime 
(minor theft, vandalism) 15.5 8 8 

Investigation of marijuana usage 15.5 8 4 

Investigating II victimless ll crime 
(gambling, prostitution, etc.) 17 4 2 

. ---- - -

SCORE 

5 

7 

12 

6 

24 

54 

84 

18 

189 

313 

25 

124 

41 

471 

59 

212 

343 

r 
~. 

:::: 

Resources devoted to providing crime prevention programs and 

information ranked number 9 in the priority order of retaining 
services while it received the fifth-highest priority in their 
ranking of functions in case of necessary reductions. 

H. Community Issues 

Fourteen community issues were listed ranging from the IIcost of 
livingll to II white collar crime ll and the citizens were asked to 

indicate the seriousness of each item by scoring it on a five-point 
scale. The scale ranged from 1 IINot a Problem at AlllI to 5 to 

indicate a liVery Serious Problem. 1I 

The issues are listed in order by the citizensl view of their 
seriousness (Table 10). The cost of living was viewed overall as the 

most serious problem followed by property tax and alcohol abuse. The 
highest ranking crime issue was juvenile delinquency in fifth place, 
followed by property crime (burglary, theft) in sixth position. The 
three issues felt to be the least serious were poverty, violence in 

the home, and white collar crime in the 12th, 13th, and 14th 
positions, respectively. 

We have included for comparative purposes the ranking of these same 

14 issues resulting from OLECI S Statewide Serious Crime Surveys for 

1979 and 1980. The 1979 ranking most closely corresponds to the 

Roseburg survey time period. By observation, the ranking of the 
community issues by the statewide sample is quite similar to the 

Roseburg1s citizens--the top four (4) issues were closely ranked as 
well as the lower three(3). For the state as a whole, violent crime 

moved from fifth position in 1979 to 10th in 1980 wh~le unemployment 
moved from the ninth position to number five (5). 
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Table 10 

RANKING OF COMMUNITY ISSUES BY ROSEBURG CITIZENS AND 
STATEWIDE SAMPLE 

ROSEBURG MEAN STATEWIDE RANKING 
ISSUE RANKINGS SCORE 1979 1980 

Cost of Living 1 3.78 1 1 

Property Tax 2 3.66 3 2 
Alcohol Abuse 3 3.27 2 3 
Drug Abuse 4 3.18 4 4 
Juvenile Delinquency 5 3.12 6 6 
Property Crime 6 3.02 7 7 
Unemployment 7 2.83 9 5 
Quality of Education 8 2.81 8 9 
Land Use/Zoning 9 2.74 12 8 

Violent Crime 10 2.73 5 10 
Pollution/Environmental Concerns 11 2.43 10 11 

Poverty 12 2.37 11 12 
Domestic Violence 13 2.28 14 14 

White Collar Crime 14 2.13 13 13 
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PART II - THE COMMERCIAL SURVEY 

INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose of the Survey 

The U.S. Department of Commerce estimated that in 1975, $23.6 bil­
lion were lost through commercial crime in the United States. In 
its report entitled The Cost of Crimes Against Business, researchers 
from the Bureau of Domestic Commerce also discovered among other 
things that: 

Small businesses suffer from crime more than larger firms. 

Retailers are hardest hit, followed by service industries, 
manufacturers, and wholesalers. 

Businesses spent $4.5 billion in crime prevention programs in 
1975 (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1976). 

Clearly, on a national basis, commercial crime accounts for tremen­
dous dollar losses. As an indication of the magnitude of commercial 
losses, the estimated $23.6 billion in commercial property is 7.3 
times larger than all commercial and residential Part I property 
offenses reported to the FBI in 1975. 

A commercial crime survey was developed and conducted simultaneously 
with the Roseburg residential surveys at the baseline and follow-up 
periods. The Roseburg Crime Prevention project officer was avail­
able to conduct security checks and offered information on the meth­
ods to pr~vent or decrease the losses through burglary, bad checks, 
shoplifting, employee thefts, and vandalism. 

B. The Questionnaire 

Appendix E contains a copy of the commercial survey instrument. The 
survey covered those crimes which are thought to affect the greatest 
number of businesses. The instrument sought to measure the 
proportion of businesses affected by burglary, robbery, worthless 
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checks, worthless credit card transactions, shoplifting, employee 

theft and vanda1ism. In addition to measuring the incidences of 
these crimes, the survey attempted to measure the estimated monetary 
loss for each type of crime, whether the crimes were reported, and 
the reasons for not reporting the crimes. 

C. The Sample 

A list of commercial (shops, stores, manufacturers) and professional 

(medical, engineers, etc.) establishments compiled by the Roseburg 
Chamber of Commerce was used as the sample frame. This list con­

tains approximately 300 shops, stores, clinics, factories, and of­
fices within and adjacent to the City of Roseburg. A random sample 
of 100 Roseburg establishments was independently drawn for the base­
line and follow-up surveys. The time periods covered corresponded 
to the residential surveys--July, 1976 through June, 1977 for the 
baseline and July, 1978 through June, 1979 for the follow-up period. 

The administration and follow-up procedures were the same as for the 

residential surveys. The return rate for both the baseline and 
follow-up survey was considered very good. Ninety questionnaires 

(90%) were completed and returned for the baseline and 86 (86%) for 
the follow-up survey two years later. 

The summary statistics for the length of time between mail-out and 
return for each survey are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Summary Statistics for Days Before Return for 
Baseline and Follow-up Comnercial Surveys 

Mean (Average) 
I~edi an 

Standard Deviation 
Range 

(N=90) 
Baseline Survey 

13.1 days 
5.2 

14.4 
61.0 

(N=86) 
Follow-up Survey 

13.2 days 

5.9 
12.2 
43.0 

i 
I· 
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The type of business of the survey respondents for each survey 
period are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Commerci a 1 Sample by Business Type 

(N=90) (N=86) 
Type of Business Baseline Survey Follow-up Survey 

N % N % 

Food (Grocery) 6 6.7% 3 3.5% 

Eating/Drinking 2 2.2% 10 11.6% 

General Merchandise 4 4.4% 4 4.7% 

Apparel 4 4.4% 6 7.0% 

Furniture/Appliance 1 1.1% 1 1.2% 

Lumber/Hardware 1 1.1% 2 2.3% 

Automotive 9 10.0% 6 7.0% 

Drug 4 4.4% 1 1.2% 

Manuf acturi ng 3 3.3% 2 2.3% 

Real Estate 6 6.7% 8 9.3% 

Service 11 12.2% 12 14.0% 

Bank 1 1.1% 1 1.2% 

Other 34 37.8% 27 31.4% 

Not Reported 4 4.4% 3 3.5% 

TOTALS 90 99.8% 86 100.0% 
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II. Findings 

A. Number and Proportion of Businesses Victimized 

Table 3 lists the ten types of crime measured in the baseline and 
follow-up surveys. Figures are provided which indicate the number 
of businesses reporting one or more incidents of each type of crime 
in addition to the percentage of the sample victimized. 

As one can observe, shopl ifting and worthless checks are the most 
prevalent of the crimes. Approximately 80 percent of the businesses 
subject to this type of crime reported one or more incidents at both 
the survey periods. Similarly, the receipt of worthless checks (not 
sufficient funds) affected over three-fourths of the businesses that 
accept checks. 

One out of five businesses (21.3%) were victims of a completed 
burglary during the period covered by the baseline survey. However, 
this decreased for the survey period two years later to 12.8 percent 

of the surveyed businesses, or approximately one out of eight 
businesses. The statistical test values to infer whether the 

changes are significant are presented in Table 4. 1 The Z value 
of -1.49 does not attain the accepted p < .05 level but indicates a 

sizeable reduction has occurred as the probability equals .07. 

The decrease in attempted burglaries from 14.8 percent to 6.3 

percent is significant (p = .0351). 

The only other type of crime that reflects a significant change over 

the two years was credit card fraud. However, we find that the 
proportion of businesses suffering losses from this crime increased 
from 13.5 percent to 39.1 percent. This could be a result of the 
growth in the number of credit cards issued nationwide and, hence, 

IT he Z values were tested utilizing one-tail of the distribution as we 
expected a decrease to occur for the property crimes, especially burglary, at 
the follow-up survey period. 
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more cards available to be stolen and utilized. It could also 
reflect the economic conditions of rising costs over this time 

period and customers exceeding their credit limitations on their 
charge cards. 

Table 3 

Number and Percent of Commercial Victimizations 
For The Baseline and Follow-up Surveys 

Baseline Surve~ F 0 11 ow-u~ 
Number Percent of Number 

Crime Vict"imized SamQ 1 e Victimized 

Burglary 19 21.3% 11 

Attempted Burglary 12 14.8% 5 

Worthl ess Checks 68 78.2% 63 

Emp 1 oyee Theft 20 24.1% . 23 

Credit Card F."aud 5 13.5% 18 

Shopl ifting 28 82.4% 23 
Robbery 1 1.1% 0 

Attempted Robbery 0 0.0% 0 
Vandalism 26 30.2% 21 

~li scell aneous Crime 5 7.0% 2 
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Surve~ 
Percent of 

Sam~le 

12.8% 

6.3% 

76.8% 

28.7% 

39.1% 

76.7% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

26.2% 

2.7% 
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Crime 

Burgl ary 

Attempted 
Worthless 

Table 4 

Z Tests Between Proportion of Businesses Victimized at 
Baseline and Follow-up Survey Periods 

Baseline Follow-up 
Peri od Period 

% Victimized % Victimized 

21.3% 12.8% 

Burglary 14.8% 6.3% 
Checks 78.2% 76.8% 

Z 

-1.49 

-1.81 
-.19 

Significance 
Level (l-tail) 

p = .07 N.S. 

P = . 04 Sig . 

P = .42 N.S. 
Employee Theft 24.1% 28.7% .69 

1 
P = . 25 N.S . 

Credit Card Fraud 13.5% 39.1% 3.82 P = . 0001 Sig . 

Shoplifting 82.4% 76.7% -.93 p = .18 N.S. 
Vandalism 30.2% 26.2% -.59 P = .28 N.S. 

Robbery 1.1% 2 0.0% 2 

Attempted Robbery 0.0%2 0.0% 2 

Miscellaneous Crime 7.0%2 2.7% 2 

1This percent based on fewer than 10 reported incidents so it may be 
unreliable. 

2Since these percents were based on fewer than 10 reported incidents each 
survey year, no statistical tests were performed. 

The proportion of the businesses experiencing employee theft and 
vandalism remained virtually the same over time. There was a slight 

increase in employee theft as our estimate rose to 29 percent (up 
5%) while vandalism decreased by four percent. 

It is very good to see that commercial rObbery has not been a 
problem in Roseburg for either surveyed period. There was only one 
reported robbery in the base period and none were disclosed in the 
folTow-up survey. 
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8. Details Related to Individual Crime Offenses 

The following section discusses the survey items relating to each 
particular-crime type. It is thought this format will provide th~ 
reader a better understanding of the changes in the problems and 
behaviors that have occurred. 

Burglary 

The reader will recall that the proportion of the businesses 
victimized by one or more burglaries during the time periods 
decreased from 21.3 percent to 12.8 percent. Although this 
reduction was not significant (p = .07, Table 4), it does show a 
favorable reduction in businesses burglarized. 

In terms of the absolute numbers of burglaries disclosed by the 

survey samples, 16 businesses reported a total of 39 burglaries in 
the baseline period while 10 victimized businesses reported a total 

of 18 burglaries during the follow-up surveyed period. With the 
exception of one business reporting 12 burglaries during the 
baseline period, the distribution of the frequencies of burglaries 
for the two periods are quite similar. The great majority of the 
businesses experienced no burglaries at either period while those 
who were victimized experienced only one burglary over the 12-month 

period. 

The range of the number of burglaries for victims at the baseline 
period was 12, i.e., from 0 to 12 (0 through 6 if we exclude the one 

business reporting 12). For the follow-up period, the range in 
number of burglaries was 5--0 through 5. 

Two t-tests for independent samples were computed comparing the 
total numbers of burglaries between the two periods. The first 
included all 90 scores (includes the value of 12) for the baseline 

period and results in a t-test value of 1.25, which does not 
indicate a significant reduction (t? 1.65, for p < .05; 1-tail 
test, 120 degrees of freedom). The average (mean) number of 
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burglaries for the base period was .43 (s.d. = 1.51) and .21 
(s.d. = .72) for the follow-up period. The mean for those 

businesses who experienced at least one burglary was 2.44 
(s.d. = 2.87) for the base period compared to 1.80·(s.d. = 1.32) for 
the sample two years later. 

The second t-test compared the two samples but excluded the one 
value of 12 burglaries in the base period as this seemed lIunique ll or 

IIdeviate" from all the others. This resulted in a t-test value of 
.78 which indicates the numbers of burglaries across the two periods 

are similar. This is reflected in a revised average (mean) value of 
.30 (s.d. = .87) for the base period contrasted to .21 (s.d. = .72) 

for the follow-up period. As for the subset of businesses 
experiencing one or more burglaries, the exclusion of this value 

reduces the mean to 1.80 (s.d. = 1.37) burglaries which is identical 
to the mean for this subset in the follow-up period (s.d. = 1.32). 

Dollar Loss of Merchandise and Building Damage 

The respondents were asked to indicate the dollar loss of their 

merchandise or goods as a result of a burglary. The ten businesses 
experiencing burglaries during the baseline period reported losses 

ranging from $40 to $5,100. One other business reported a loss of 
$4,000. For the follow-up survey period, nine businesses indicated 

burglary losses ranging from a low of $40 to a high of $1,450. 
Excluding the two high values from the baseline figures, the average 

(mean) loss was $349.75 (s.d. = $465) compared to $330.67 
(s.d. = $454) for the follow-up period. A comparison of the dollar 

losses resulted in an insignificant t-test value of .10. 

Another item asked the dollar loss due to damage committed during 
the burglary to the building or other fixtures. The average (mean) 
for the base period was $167.20 (s.d. = $326) contrasted to $271.38 
(s.d. = $338) for the follow-up period. The difference between 

these two damage amounts, although quite sizeable, was not 
significant (t = -.77, N.S., d.f. = 16). 
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Not many of the commercial businesses surveyed have a burglar alarm 
system. Approximately one in ten (11.5%) indicated they had an 

alarm system in the base period contrasted to 16 percent at the 
follow-up survey period. These differences reflect an insignificant 
increase in the installation of an alarm system for their business. 

The reporting of completed and attempted commercial burglaries to 
the police has been very high for both survey time periods. Those 
businesses having a burglary or an attempt in the baseline period 
indicated they reported 78 percent to the police. The reporting 
figure rose higher after two years of the program as 86 percent 
indicated they reported the crimes to the police. This apparent 
high reporting of these crimes indicates a high degree of trust in 
the Roseburg Police Department by the business community. Insurance 
coverage for losses or damages may be a factor, also. 

For those few who did not report the crime or attempt to the police, 
the reason most often indicated was they thought that 1I ••• nothing 
can be done-- 1 ack of proof. II 

Shoplifting 

Shoplifting continues to be a pervasive and costly crime for the 
business community and the consumer. Approximately 35 percent (38% 

in the first survey and 36% in the second) of the respondents 
indicate their businesses are the types that are subject to 

shoplifting. However, within these businesses 82 percent in the 
base survey and 77 percent in the follow-up survey experienced 
losses to shoplifters. 

The number of shoplifting incidents is very difficult to determine 
(or even estimate) due to the nature of the crime. The range of the 

lIestimates ll by the respective store personnel for the 12-month 
period varied from 1 to 250 in the baseline survey and from 1 to 500 
in the survey two years later. 
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Similarly, the estimate of the dollar loss from the shoplifting 
incidents are difficult to measure and compare. 

For example, dollar losses ranged from $5 to $10,000 from 19 

businesses who provided estimates in the baseline survey. Estimated 
losses ranged from $25 to $10,000 in the follow-up survey. 

Comparisons of total and average (mean) dollar losses between the 
two survey periods may be some~"'hat unreliable because of the fail ly 

small number of estimates on which they are based; the wide range 
(variability) of values; and the variability of the types of 

businesses providing estimates (for example, some stores such as a 
large department/variety compared to a florist shop are more likely 

to experience shoplifting losses). However, with these factors in 
mind, shoplifting losses appear to be increasing in Roseburg. The 

median (mid-point) value of the dollar losses rose from $200 in the 
baseline to $525 in the follow-up survey. 

The item relating to losses from shoplifting as a percent of gross 

sales is probably a better measure of change in shoplifting losses. 
The values ranged from one to twenty (20) percent in the base period 

and one to ten (10) percent in the follow-up period. The median 
(mid-point) value was 1.21 and 1.25 percent in the baseline and 

follow-up surveys, respectively. The most frequent value given in 
both surveys was one (1) percent. 

There has been an increase in the proportion of businesses who have 

or established a formal shoplifting policy. For those bus~~esses 
subject to shoplifting, approximately 25 percent indicated they had 

a policy in the baseline year and this rose to 33 percent for the 
period two years later. The vast majority (93%) of the businesses 

indicated their employees knew and were following the policy. 

Only five (5) businesses indicated they detained shoplifters in the 
baseline survey compared to four (4) in the latest survey. Within 

these groups, however, two businesses indicated they had a total of 
four (4) arrested in the base year but this increased to a total of 
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116 for the four businesses in the follow-up period (one business 
reported a total of 98 shoplifters arrested). These numbers, 

together with the increase in shoplifting policies, would indicate 
the business community may be moving toward a "get tough" policy 

toward shoplifters. 

When asked ~o indicate the reason why the stores were not detaining 
persons for arrest by the police, the most frequent reason given was 

" ... noth; ng can be done-- 1 ack of proof. ", 

Employee Thefts 

Although the surveyed businesses reported a slight increase in the 
proportion victimized by employee theft between the two years, the 

change was not significant (Z = -.6676). Twenty-four percent 
thought they were victimized in the base period and this rose to 29 

percent for the follow-up two years later. 

For the subset of businesses who estimated the number of employee 
thefts occurring over the 12-month periods, the number of incidents 

per business ranged from 1 to 25 for the base period to 1 to 20 for 

the follow-up period. 

The comparison of the average (mean) number per business (for those 

providing an estimate) across the two periods are very similar. The 
average (mean) number per business was 4.78 for the base period 

compared to 4.08 in the latter survey period. The difference 
between these mean values is not significant (t = .25, N.S., 

d.f.=19). 

There was a wide variation in the amount of dollar loss to employee 
tneft between the two survey periods. The estimated business loss 

ranged from $50 to $30,000 in the first survey contrasted to $15 to 
a high of $2,000 in the follow-up survey. 
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This wide difference between the two survey periods produced a 
significant finding in terms of average (mean) dollar loss per 

business. The "estimate" for the first period was $4,123 compared 
to $619 for the follow-up (t = 1.86, p<: .05, d.f. = 30, 1-tail 

test). A significant difference between the two periods remains 
even if we delete the extreme high loss of $30,000 reported by one 

of the businesses in the base period (the highest loss value then is 
$10,000 compared to the high estimate of $2,000 for the follow-up 

survey) . 

As was the case for shoplifting, the businesses victimized by 
employee theft estimate their losses as amounting to one to two 

percent of their gross sales. The average (mean) value from the 
first survey was higher due to one business reporting an estimate of 

ten percent of their gross sales. However, the most frequent 
estimate given for both time periods was one percent. 

Approximately half of the businesses indicated they took action 

against employees committing theft. A total of 25 employees were 
discharged from a subset of businesses reporting in the first survey 

time period compared to a total of 20 in the second survey. Hardly 
any of the businesses involve the police in handling employee 

thefts. Only one employee was indicated to have been arrested in 
the base survey and none were indicated to have been arrested in the 

follow~~p period two years later. 

The major reason employees give for not reporting employee thec~s to 
the po 1 ice is that " ... nothi n9 can be done-- 1 ack of proof." 

However, in the last survey, three of the twenty who responded 
indicated IIfear of a civil suit" that might result from falsely 

accusing an employee. 

-42-

C. Awareness of Crime Prevention Program and 

Changes in Business Secllrity 

Approximately 60 percent of the businesses indicated they were aware 

of Roseburg's Crime Prevention program. Table 5 lists the sources 
the respondents checked for learning about the program. The 

respondents could check more than one source for knowledge or 
contact with the programs. The major source of awareness or 

knowledge about the program has been through the media--radio, 
television, and newspaper articles. The other sources were checked 

about the same extent as we find that 12 percent indicated their 
sources was through personal contact with the crime prevention 

officer. Only one i ndi cated their a'lJareness came through a crime 

prevention neighborhood block meeting. 

Table 5 

Information Sources for Knowledge of 
Crime Prevention Program 

Source Number Percent 

Media--Radio, TV, Newspaper 

Public Meeting 

Word of Mouth 
Crime Prevention Block Meeting 

Contact with C.P. Officer 

Other Source 

25 
11 

11 
1 

10 
1 

29.1% 
12.8% 

12.8% 
1.2% 

11.6% 
1.2% 

On the follow-up survey the respondents were asked to indicate what 

type(s) of changes had been made to improve their business ' security 
within the past five years. The types of improvements indicated are 

presented in Table 6. 
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The most frequent type of improvement made has been to improve door 
locks. Nearly 40 percent of the sample indicated they had made this 

type of improvement. Additionally, approximately 40 percent had 
either established or improved their check cashing/credit card 

policy to reduce their losses from worthless checks or credit card 
fraud. Twenty-three percent had also made some changes to try to 
discourage or prevent losses from employee thefts. 

Table 6 

Type of Changes Made to Improve Business Security 
(Past 5 years) 

Type of Improvement 

No Improvements Made 
Improved External Lighting 

Improved Internal Lighting 
Improved Door Locks 

Improved Window or Skylight Security 
Installed or Improved Fence 

Installed New Alarm System 
Improved Existing Alarm System 

Changes to Discourage Shoplifting 
Established Check Cashing/Credit Card 
Improved Existing Check Cashing/Credit 

Card Policy 

Discourage 'Employee Theft 
Use Guard Dogs 

Security Guard (Full/Part Time) 
Other 
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Policy 

(N = 86) 
Number % of Sample 

25 29.1% 
23 26.7% 
18 20.9% 
32 37.2% 
5 5.8% 
6 7.0% 
4 4.7% 
4 4.7% 

12 14.0% 
18 20.9% 

17 19.8% 
20 23.3% 
0 

13 15.1% 
3 3.5% 

Changes in external and internal lighting was indicated by 27 and 21 
percent of the businesses, respectively. Other deterrent measures 
such as installing or improving alarm systems or fences were imple­
mented or changed to a lesser extent. Cost factors involved may be 

one of the primary reasons these measures are not utilized as fre­
quently, especially in the case of alarm systems. Fences would only 

be appropriate for certain types of businesses. 

One of the last items of the follow-up survey attempted to gain some 
measure of the relationship between being the victim of a crime and 
the improvements taken are not to deter or prevent further victim­
ization. These findings should be considered with some caution due 
to the small sample size and, possibly, the wording of the items. 
However, based on the responses the results indicate similar behav­
ior as found in other commercial and residential crime prevention 
programs. A crucial finding that has important implications for the 
community and crime prevention personnel is the majority of the 
businesses do not establish or make changes to deter or prevent vic­

timization until after they have been victimized one or more times. 

Although a greater number of businesses indicated they have 
established or improved their security measures than those not 

making any improvements, the majority of the businesses (22) indi­
cated they made the changes after being victimized as opposed to 

those (15) who were not a crime victim but made some security 
improvements. 

The last item inspected the relationship between knowledge of secu­
rity measures or precautions gained from the crime prevention pro­
gram and whether or not the businesses had made improvements. The 

responses from the item indicated that eight (8) businesses made 
improvements based on ; nformat ion gai ned through the crime preven­
tion program. This contrasts to the 24 who indicated they had made 
improvements without knowledge of the crime prevention program. The 
interpretation given to these figures may be somewhat misleading 
because the respondents may have made the improvements prior to Rose­
burg's program concentration on aSSisting commercial establishments. 
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ROSEBURG 

SERiOUS SURVEY 

THI S BO':lKLET CONTAINS QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCES A.~D VIEWS OF 
elm:!: IN ROSEStBG. 

YO'J HAVE BEEN SELECTED THROUGH A RANOO:-l SELECTION PROCEDURE TO HELP 
GIVE Nl f,CCCRATE AND REPRESENTATIVE PICTURE OF CRI~\IIiAL ~ICTIMIZA-
TlON. THE I~FORMATIOtl GW;£~ TH~OUGH iHiS STUDY fo'AY BE USED Hl 
~:MU;G FUT~'RE CRIMINAL JUSTICE D£CtS!O~S. B:C,\USE OF THIS, IT IS 
II':?ORTANT THAT \IE RECEIVE youa COOP£nATiO~ IN FILLING OUT THiS 
BOOKLET • 

YOUR ANSWERS WI LL BE TREATED CONF IDENT I ALL Y. EACH BOOKLET I S NU:~-
BERED so IHAT liE CAN KEEP TRP.cK OF ALL QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED TO US. 

PLEASE TAKE THE FEll MINUTES REQUIRED TO ANSWEP. THE QUESTIONS IN THIS 
BOOKLET. THANK ~OU Fca YOUR COOPERATION. 

'. 

INSTRUCTIO~S 

P1N~e re.1d e,lch q\l~stian cJrcfully bcfarc ,'e~p('\ndlnq. Co Mt sUp 
Jny qucstlons unlcss Lhc,'e .\I'C InsL,'ucL,ans Lo du so. 

IndIcate the number of times wIthin thc period' Julv 1. 1978 to 
June 30. 1979, thJt each of the followIng cccurrcC. If tile cd:ne 
d I ~n' t occur in th is time per i ad, p I case enter "0" in the appro­
priate space, 

NUIl'.ber of TiTes 
Event Occurred 

UIJlIGLMY 

Octween July 
yeur l\oo.e or 

SJI.'IPLE 

1, 1975 and June 30, 1979. did anyan~ t.rea~ lnto 
Jpartmcnt and steal soelelhlngl 

-'-1. Yes, my property was stolen. If answer is yes, hew 
many times were you bLrglarircd? 

2..2. fin attempt was made, but it failed. If answer is yes, 
ha~ mJn,Y times was a burglary at:cll'pted? 

-.D_ 3. No, no burglary or atte",pl~d bur9lary occurred. 

Th Is example shows that between July 1, 1970 to, June 30, 1979 
tl,~ po."'~on fnlin9 It out experiellceu one hurglMY ~nd two 
a l Le10p ted bury I art es, 

Please cOfr.p 1ete ~vcry question that applies to you, Re!!'cmber, this 
survey Is for th~ period Juiv 1 1978 to ~une 30. 1979; please do 
not Irelude cr,mes happenIng ~ or after this perIOd of time, 
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PART 1. CRll'E EVENTS 

NUT-b~r or Tbes 
Eve.2.L9s:-urred 

[] 5URGLARY 

Between July 1, 1978 and June 30, 1979, did 
anyone break into your h~e or apart'l1ent and 
stea 1 so."ethi~g? 

1. Yes, rr.y property was stolen, If 
answe' is yes, hO'. many ti<r.es '"ere 
you ~urglarizec? 

2, ,\., attem~t w~s ",.de, but it 
faiied. If answer is yes, how 
many times was a burg:ary 
attem~ ted? 

3. No, no b~rglJry or atteMptec 
burg I ary occurred. 

l1J ROS3ERY 

Did anyene ta~e money or any other va luables 
d1recUy fror: you '.Ioder the thrNt or actua I 
use of force? 

!. Yes, I .... as ro~bed, If a"s'.cr is 
yes, how nany t imcs were you 
rob~ed? ' 

2. Someone tr 1 ed to rob ::-c, bw t they 
failed. If answcr is yes, hew 
",any t,ncs .... as robbcry atter.'~tcd1 

3. No, M ro~cry or atte"'pted 
ro~~ery occurred, 

[iJ ASSAU:' T .1 ~H \lEAPOr! 

01~ ~nyone beat yeu or Htac~ yeu '.ith a 
~r ife. g"n, club, or other 'oieapen? 

L Yes, I .... as hit ~r struc~ by 
anot'1cr person. If Mswcr Is yes, 
how :rl1l'1Y ti":les l.cre you attc:ckcd7 

2, I .... as threatened, but not a~tual1y 
struck, I f a~swer is yes, how 
l:1any times \IJS an Jtta~k atte""pted1 

3. No, no ~ttack or threat with a 
'oINpen occurred. 

Number of Times 
Event Occurred 

G:J ASSAULT WITH BO~Y 

Old a'lycnc threaten you or attack ynu with 
their fists, feet, or other bodily attack? 

GJ RAPE 

1'. Yes, I was hit or struck by 
another person. If yes, how Many 
times !,Ere you the y I ct im of such 
an assault? 

2. I was threatened but not actually 
hit. If yes, how many til1'CS were 
you threatened? 

3. /(0, 1 ~'JS not thrca tened or 
attac~ed. 

Did anyone try to sexually assault, molest, 
or' rape you? 

1. Yes, I was ass au I ted and forc1b Iy 
ra~cd. If yes, hc-N many times 
were you raped? 

2. I was assaulted and touched, ~ut 
rot raped. 1 f y~s t I'o~' !:'any t i'llcs 
wcre you sexua lly assaulted. 

J. No, 1 was not sexually assaulted 
or raped, 

[§] MOTCl'! VEHICLE THEFT 

Did anyone steal your auto, truck or 
r.otorcycle? 

1. Yes, auto. If yes, ~ow many times? 

<2. Yes, truck. If yes, how many 
times 1 

3. Yes, motorcycle. If yes, how many 
times? 

4, Vehicle theft attempted only, If 
yes, how many t Imes1 

5. No, no motor vehicle thefts or 
atteMpted thefts Occurred •• 
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Nu'11!Jer of Tines 
Event Cccurred 

o 07H£P. T~"FT 

.as ~ny ol'lcr prope~ty or v~lu~ble item 
sto:~n fl'~'" you t~Jt is not meetioned Jbovel 

1. Yes, property or VJ luab 1 es were 
stolen. lf yes, ho-~ many times? 

2. S~'l1COM :riec to ste~l my property 
bJt they failed. If yes, how many 
t l!';lCS? 

3. No, no other thefts. 

~ V,\I;Q,\U s.'! 

O'd someone intentionally or rec~lessry 
dJ'l1~ge cr cestroy ~rop'~rty belonging to you? 

1. Yes, "'Y property was intentionally 
~ recklessly dJmJgC'd or destroyed. 
If yes, ho;; mJ~y tines? 

2. S!>r.leone ~"ied to dar.>age or cestroy 
lOy ~ropcrty. bul (.l!lcd. If yes, 
hc:", ftlJny t )nICS 7 

NOi ICE 

IF YOU \lEilE A I'ICTI~I OF A.~y CRIXE MENTlCXEO SO 
f',~il, 'L£AS[ ':O;,I!N~E \11TH QUESTION S. 

IF YO:! :.IE~E I,~T A VICTIM Of MiY Of THESE CR:~;ES. 
5,:!t ;0 QuESrliJ\ n, 

.' : ' 

GJ PERSONAL INJURY 

Iiere you physically injured from any crime? 

1. 

2. 

NO, no injury at all. 

Yes, but no medical help 
required. If yes, hall many times? 

Yes, medica 1 first aid required. 
If yes, hew r.>aoy times? 

Yes, hos~ltalization ,.as required 
for overnight care or longer. If 
yes, how many timeS? 

u:QJ '~ere you mentJPY or psychologically Injured 
(rO::1 any crime! 

1. No, no menta 1 InJury. 

2. Yes, so~e mental or psychological 
Injury, but no treatment was 
requ ired. I f yes, how many times? 

3. Yes, some mental or psychological 
injury, and counse 11 ng allv/or 
medic~ticn was prescribed. If 
yes, how 1~,'\I1y t irues 1 

4. Yes, much counseling ~nd/or 
medication prescribed to case 
mental or psychological Injury. 
I f yes, hOIl many t iflles 1 

[!l] If you were a viet 1m of a cr Irr.e, was a 
weapon used? (PLEASE CHECk ALL THAT APPLY) 

1. No criwe occurred to me. 

2. Gun 

3. Knife 

4. Club 

5, Other weapon 

6, Bodily thre4ts, fists, feet, etc, 

7. No weapO!' used, 

NOllCE 

.... E ARE INTERESTED IN SE?A~ATING PRO?ERTY LOSS 
DUE TO VA~D,\Ll 5:'. fRO/I, ?RCPEi\TY LOSS O~E TO OTHER 
PROPERTY CRIMES (CURGLtRY, ROBBERY, THEFT A.\O 
{mo THEFT}. fOR TPIS REASON OUESTION :2 ASKS 
fQ;\ TP.E COLLAR VALUE Of PR~PER"fT'COSrrs-kE-
SUL TI NG fROM VA:~OALI S~I At;~ CUES, lOX ! 3 A!KS fQ;\ 
ffiR1frYT.O~C!lN SEQ"Ef,'C'EUTA(["1!ROPER TY 
CR H:C:S E~CE?T VMOALI SM. . 

{g] PROPERTY LOSS 

If your prop~rty ~H vandalized, what wJS 
the cQll~r value of the loss. (00 I'OT 
INCLU:lE lOSS FRO:1 ~\!RGL,\RY, "C:!SERY, THEfT 
0.1 AUTO THEFT.) 

1. None, no loss 

2. Under S5 

3. 55 or more, but less than 520 

4. 520 or more, but less than 5200 

5. ~2CO 0" nore, but less tMn S1000 

G. SIOOO or more, but less than $',000 

7. 55000 or nore/wrlte In amount below 

(!lJ If your property was b~rglarlzed, stolen, or 
robbed, what'was the dollar value of the 
loss1 (DO tiCT INCL~OE LOSS fRO:>! VA:mALI!.'1) 

1. None. nO loss 

2, Under 55 

3, S5 or more, bu t less than $20 

4. 520 or more, but less than S200 

5, S200 or moro., but less than S1000 

6. S1000 or rr.ore, but less thJn S5000 

7, S5000 or more/'.rlte In amount belew 

\ j 
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~ COSTS Of CRlI·:E TO VICT!M 

Did Jny Df the following costs of J crill'e 
JPply to you: (00 I;QT INCLt:DE COSTS RE­
~,:'.. T:·jc. FqO~! Vi,~~,\t1 S:~) ("LEASE CHECK ALL 
THAT AP?LY) 

1. y~s, c':!st of medic~l or 
psyc~ological treatment. 

Z. Yes. lcgal exp~nses 

3. Yes. wages lost fro.'ll work 

4. Other cos t s not 1 i s ted above 

5. .~o. none of the above crime costs 
app ly to me. 

liiJ NC~-PRO?ERTY OOlLAR LOSS 

'./oat · .. as the total cost to you of any 
me~ical o~ iCQal expenses or wages lost from 
.... ,"< or for Jnv ether re~son other than the 
v;;-rue of prO;lerty Involved in tne cru'le(s) 
!tse If as covered In Question D. (DO NOT 

;x::. n;CL:JJE lOSS F~OM YA~~,\US!~) 

I ..,. 1. 

7.. 

3. 

-. 
5. 

G. 

7. 

N~'c. no costs to ",c. 

Und~r S~'J() 

SZOI to S500 

5501 to SIOOD 

)1001 to S2COO 

SlOO, to S5000 

Over S5000/wr fte In atT'ount below: 

t!§J Old your In5urance cover any of the costs or 
cxpens~s fr~'l1 t~e crime? (PROPERTY MO 
WJ'JRY COSTS COt-:~I~ED--DO NOT INCLUDE lOSS 
FRO~: Vi\t\D,\L I s."l) 

1. Yes. a 11 of the expenses. 

2. Yes. over half or 50~ of the costs. 

3. Yes. but less than oalf of the 
costs. 

4. /(0. ncne of the expenses ~'Cre 
covered by insurance. 

5. No criMe occurred to me. 

E2J PLACE 

If ycu ~'ere the victim of any of the crimes 
me~t;oned ~bove. where did this event(s) or 
attac'«s) ta~e place? LIst type(s) of crime 
uncer Nch place a cl'lme occurred. 

I. In the street. nNr oeme. (within 
a fC'~ blocks) 
_______ (type(s) of crime) 

Z. !n t~e street. JW~y frOM hC!I1e. 
(type(s) of crime) 

J. !n Il 5torc, bolr. or other 
comerc fal location. 

_____ (type(s) of crime) 

(. :11 my hvme cr apartment. 
______ (type{s) of criMe) 

5. In my apartment building. 
(type(s) of crime) 

6. At ~·or~. on the job. 
(type(s) of crime) 

7. .\t school. 
_____ ,(lype(s) of crime) 

8. Other locat!~n not I fstcd. 
_____ (type(s) of crime) 

9. No crime occurred to Me. 

: ., 

!!QJ TI ME Cf YEAR m "onCE TO n~::~ 
In what month did each crime occur7 Write 
cr Ime type be 1 ow each oate of occurrence. 

1. No crimes in the past year 

2. July, 1978 
(type(s) of crime) 

__ ,,3. August, 1978 
(type(s) of cr Ime) 

4. September, 1978 
(type( s) of crime) 

5. Dc tober. 1 S78 

Were the pc'; ~e 0'" ot~cr 'ah en (c""cc:"':cnt 
lluthorftics "'~!.:((cd or ~"'Y c::-:-es ')C:.linst 
you? --

1. Yes. te eac), a,c e·.c"y incident of 
cr i~e. 

2. Yes, !:''Jt not ever')' c"'~~e was 
rc~c .. t~d. 

J. r\c, I"C c"~-es fI'e"~ re~o!"ted to th~ 
?C~~c'!. 

6. 

______ ,(type(s) of crime) r.;::;, 
~ ~O NOTICE 

Novel1'.ber, 1978 
TC FCL.!::E 

(type( s) of cr Ime) 'What crim~ or cr:!r.e~ ~"2r'e :E.! re;:>orted to 

7. December. 1978 
the polic!!.? 

(type(s) of crime) 1. No cr;!'le occur"ec. 

8. January, 1979 2. A 11 cril:1es re?C',.te1 to po ~ fee. 
(tyPe(s) of crime) 

3. A cr(.,c ... ·,!s .... ot r~:lortfd to poli ceo 
9. february. 1979 

(type(s) of crime) L i'st cr i"':e not rc~ol"'tec: 

10. Mllrch. 1979 I. 
(type(s) or cr flllc) 2. 

3. 
11. Apr n, 1979 r.. 

______ (tyPe(s) of crime) 

12. r.~y, 1979 
______ (type(s) ~f crime) . 

13. June, 1979 
______ (type(s) of crIme) 
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@ REASO~S fOR tiOT REPORTING CRIME 
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U1 

lI"y dido' t yo~ or anether househo ld l'1ember 
report the crime to the pol icc? (CHECK 
SIt:G~E ~:OST I~:PCHANT REfISON) 

1. No crime occurred. 

2. All crire ~'as reported to police. 

3. Useless to repert. oot"ing .. 111 be 
done. 

4. Afraid of retal!otion. 

5. Afraid of police i"vcstigation. 

5. lias not i!l1portant enough. 

7. Too much time involved. loss of 
'""0"'(, etc. 

a. Mra id or eroarrassec by prosecu­
tor's questions cr Investigation. 

g. Teo busy with other Il'atters. 

10. Other. lIst ______ _ 

PART 2. PERCEPTIONS OF CRIME 
AriD CRIMIHf.L JUSTICE 

~ '..'!thln the past ye,1r. do you think that 
cri:r.e in yoc· ne I~h~orhood has increased. 
decreased. Or stayed about t~e sa~el 

1. Cr Ime has Increa sed. 

2. Cri:re has decreased. 

3. Cr Ime has stayed about the same. 

4. No opinion. 

5. ~aven' t 1 i ved here that long. 

~ Do .you believe that you are llkeiy to be the 
victim of a crime during t~e next year1 

1. Yes 

__ 2, NO 

3. No opinion 

~ • .. hlch crime do you thi.l( is \tost likely to 
occur to you? 

1. ~o particuli!r crime. 

2. A robbery by a person armed with a 
dangero'Js cr deadly weapon. 

3. A rob!lery by a person without a 
dangerous or deadly weapon. 

4. ,\ breai(-io or burglary of my home. 

5. A rape or atterr,pted r,'pe. 

6. A theft of my wa 11 et or purse or 
other I'aluable property directly 
frol'1 'IIy person. 

7. A violent assault or bcatlng. 

8. An attc."pt to murder. 

9. Other cr~:ne. list ______ _ 

~ What crlmc I~ ~,ost lI~ply to occur In your 
oe I ghborhood1 

1. ~o p~rticular crime. 

2. A robbery by ~ person armed with ~ 
dangerous or deadly weapon. 

3. A robb~ry by ~ p~rson without a 
dangcro~s or deadly ~apon. 

4. A break-In Or burgl~.·y In my hcm~. 

5. A rape or attempted rape. 

6. "theft of O\y wallet or purse or 
other va luab 1e property dl rec t 1y 
frc(!l my pcrson. 

7. A vlole~t assault or beating. 

B. An attc'llpt to murder. 

9. Other crime. list _____ _ 

" 

~ The place ... here I feel the safest fro., crlrr.e 
is: (PLEASE CHECK ONLY ONE) 

1. In my home. 

2. On the streets near my home. 

3. At ~'Ork. 

4. On the strects near work. 
-'Ti"" 

5. On the strcet~ away from home or 
\I.·ork. 

6. Other. I)'rite in loc~tlon: 

~ The placc where I feel the most danger froo 
crime is: (?LE"SE CHECK O~L Y ONE) 

1. In my home. 

2. On the streets ne ar my home. 

3. At work. 

4. On the str~etl nCllr n-JrL 

5. On the s tree ts away from hooe or 
\r-'od:. 

6. Other, write in Tocat Ion: 

@ More funds and personnel should be devoted 
to combat and prevent juveniles (under 18) 
from bcco'lling adult crimInals. 

1. Agrec 

2. 0 isagree 

3. No opinion 
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~!.~~f"': L 2, 2~ 
:,tM=.f. ~:.j ... y '7h.J(~ 

~(lt.!~ 
i~\.lrk 1. 2. ~) 
~LY ~'i"Er 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Pro\'ici'a cro.d-cootrt'1 ~ervlces 
fer' ~.!r~~cs, spo.-ts C\'C'lts, etc. 

RCSpC!'10i"g to CC:"Ip'J"l1tS ~~Ilrkinr; 
d~,;", lc'.:d vi!hicles cr partlcs. c~c.) 

R~o;r'cnd log to t"J ff:o: .:lee l.j('nt S 
\ll"lt} ether c~cr9~'c ics 

I\.,~!y!jng C'1rcrCC"~'1t ("'lct"ocs, 
crl':c ::robie:s, lcCJtlo'lS, a"ld 
prc~e~~;cn so as to d~te"Mlne best 
\!S~ or r.\~"?Onc.r 3r'11 rcsC'urcc!;. 

Irveltiga~jon of nle<;a 1 har~ 
orug ,::clilrg. 

7. 1,,"Hicatlon c' .llega l ~ard 
C"t.9 lI~~;C. 

!~. !nvestlgJtlng scrices v'olcot cr':nc 
~J.~s~Jlt, 'nJr~cr, ro~~c"'y, etc. ~ 

2._ 

J. __ 

t.. 

5. 

6._ 

7. __ 

o. 
?'--

:0. 

H. Investt9llttn~ SC'"'OUS l •• 

property cr\II'e tauto theft. 
J~q: Jry. mJjor van~al1 ~"'. ~tc.) 

lZ. :n'/es:~gI!U"9 nfror vto!cn: trinc 
(:~"Nts, mlno' assa·Jlts. etc.) 

13. Ir.vcs~19Hin~ Minor property cr'11'e 
(r,.,cr V'cft , mooor va.,d\lits:n) 

14. Ir.vestlgatlng ·victimless" cri'l'e 
(g,1-;01109. pro~litutlo~. etc.) 

15. PUrCI1JS!"9 up-ta-dlte eQul?",ent. 
~ch Icles. etc. 

IG. PJtrolllng the COI\'f1l~n\ty 

17. Providing crime prevention progral'ls. 
Infon~Jt\on. and ser~ices such JS 
nClghborhood meetIngs 0" use of 
engraVing tools. 

12. 

15. 

~ Rate the serieus~ess in you'- cennunity of each Item Jy ~ 
a nu!'\be r be twcen I and 5. 

EXN~?lE: 

Not J Very 
Problem Serious 
At All G)---s' Pre~ 1 co 

3 
, Cost of llvinc , .. 9. Pr02ert v Cr ir.e 

(bur~lary. t"cft. etc. ) 

2 3 

2. ~of ECUCJt ien 
2 3 

10. PrCEcrtv Taxes 

2 J 

3. Violence Between Kauseho ld ~!e,.bers 
4 

1l. Uncmolo)",c n t 

2 5 

4. Juven Ile Oe lir.guencr 
12. VI01cot Crlmc 

J 
rJ~"\?t:;-~ ~. " J PC. etc. ) 

S. 1'0 l1ulIOIl/(nvlronmcnta 1 Concerns . 
" 

13. Land lJsc/Zon In~ issues 

6. Cruo Abuse 3 4 

g. I.:Hte Co 11 ar Cr!me 
3 4 ~C~bCZl1e~cnt. f ra~d. 

7. Alcohol "buse 

2 4 

8. 

etc. ) 
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?AilT 3. CR:~:E ?REVENT!ON ACTIVITIES 

[!Q Arc yev a\,arc that the qoseburg Po lice 
Orp'!\' tlltcnt h\1S \1 cr :mc p'"r,'C'nt ron pro~ra!TI? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

[g;] Have yeu o~ ~ nember of yeur fani ly been 
co.tJctec ~y er received In(omation ~bout 
Rosellurg's cr ;;ne preve'lt ion progra11 throush 
Ilily of the fo ~ I Ch'1 n9 ~ourccs 1 

1. Radio/T. V./Newspaper articles 

~ 2. Pctl1ic or organization mcctings 

3. '.ord of mouth 

4. Crlone prcve.tlon blcc~ meeting 

5. Persona I con tac t wi th Roseburg's 
crime ~rcvention officer 

6. Ot~cr s~urce. Hst ____ _ 

[ll] n~ you req') I ~r ly 'oc~ a 11 the doers ~o your 
::r> I\Q;OIc ,-'lell !~JvinlJ it? 
I 

'-J 1. ~ ''', 

2. No 

~ 00 you ~ee~ your gar.ge ~oor closed l"d 
locl:rd at all tlrrcs "he<! not In use? 

1. Ye~ 

2. ~10 

~ Do yO'J yeu ~eep yeur vehicle doors IllCked 
whe" par'~ nc~· yo~r hemc? 

t. Yes 

2. No 

~ 00 you ~eep yeur vehicle deors locked when 
your ven icle is pJrkcd at so."le other 
iocJtlo"l .:swily [re'n ycur tlornc? 

1. Ycs 

2. No 

Ill] Have you m~rj(ed your ~ersora I property for 
identlflcat'on? 

1. Yes 

2. N~ 

Ii§] If you ,,~r~ the victim of a bur91~ry or 
the ft ""r i ng ~u ly I. 1978 to June 30, 1979, 
'"as jour pr~~crty engraved, (PLEASE CHECK 
O~LY O\E\ 

1. Does not apply, I wasn't a victfm. 

2. Engraved ~efore the crime occurred. 

3. Engraved after the crine occurred. 

4. :iot e'gra'/cd before or after the 
c" ,.,.~ occur,..cd. 

~ lIave you plJcr<1 ""tiburgIJry stickers (In 
your wlnJo.l JOlllor Coors? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

~ :f you .'Ore the Victim of a pro~crty crime 
(theft o· !l"r~l~ry) n.rlng July 1, 1978 to 
Jvno 30. 1979, were antl-bur9lary st!c~ers 
or warn'r; decals dfsplayed? (PLEASE CHECK 
D~iL Y O:fE) 

1. :loes not apply, I wasn't a victim. 

2. Decals displayed before the crir::e 
CCC'Jrred. 

3. ee~J-ls ~lsplJyed arter the crime 
occurr~. 

4. :lecals not displayed be(or~ or 
after the cril:lc occurred. 

GTI Are all your door ;nd window locks in 
op~rab Ie cend iti on? 

1. Yes 

2. "'0 
~ Do you keep a firearm in your home fo" 

protection? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

!ill Co you have a burgl ar a 1 arm system in your 
home7 

1. Yes 

2. No 

PART~. DEI'.OGRAPHIC WFORI',\TI0N FOR 
STAll mCAL PURPOSES ONLY 

@ What is your sex? 

1. ~Ia Ie 

2. Female 

Gil IIhJt Is you,' a9 '0 7 

1. 15 or under 

2. 16 or 17 

3. IB or 19 

4. 20.22 

5. 23·25 

6. 2G·29 

7. 30·40 

B. 41·50 

9. 51·G5 

10. Over 65 

§J What is yo~r racial or ethn Ie bac~9roun~? 

!. r'~ex i C.,)I'\, Soan Ish, l'l" ot~e' lat I n. 

2. rill Ile or C~'Jcasia" 

3. el aCK or ~e9ro 

4. Other, ollst 

[ii] '~hJt income brac~et do~s your total or gross 
faMily Incone (all into? 

1. 53,OeO or less 

7. ~3,Cal-!,G,CCC 

3. SG,~Ol·S!O.O'.):; 

~. ~!O,OOl-S!5,OCO 

5. 515, OOl·S25, 000 

6. 525,COl·550,OCO 

7. Over sso,oeo 

~ what Is th~ highest grace In school you h~ve 
ct''"~ lete~? 

1. l~s~ lllJn Olh grJde. 

2. Oth to l:th 9r~de. 

3. High School sradua~e • 

4. Co l1ege, 1 .. 3 YCilr~ 

5. Technical School. 

6. College sraduate. 

7. ?rofcss 10~J 1 0" advanced degree 
blycnd 4 yeJrs of colle3e. 

~ How many people live ',dth you in your home, 
apJrtToent, or hOU5Cho !d? 

1. Myse1f only 6. Five other 
2. One othcr 7. S Ix others 

-3. Two others 8. $rl'en othc 
--4. Three others -9. ~ Ight othe, 
=5. Four others =10. Nine or r.10t 
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~ D.ring the p35t year, what was your r:ain 
c~;l~oyr:ll'\"t 01'" \\ctlvity? 

5. Unc'I'ploycd. 

'. Re';ir(lcl. 

u. Ct~v~r-. nst _________ _ 

@ How lcn9 rave yell 1 ived ~t your prCSC'it 
a~cress7 

1. yC\1r cr less. 

2. yc~rs or less. 

3. yN"~ or !rc;t;. 

' .. ~l' yl'.'I·~ ,,,. k~~. 

~. ever to )'t".,r'O • 

''';:~' yo: for (jlllrc out tnis Questicn"~ire. 
?!~lse :J~acc i~ ~n th~ return C(iV~~OPQ ~nd drop 
it lr. t~~ ~an. 
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APPENDIX B 

COVER LETTER AND FOLLOW-UP CORRESPONDENCE 
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, ~rCHARLES F. WUERGLER 
;'~'~~ 
}~ Chie£ of Police 

Phone (503) 673-6633 

.j 

.~ 

'~ 
.~ 

" 

: 

'; 

A .. 

CITY OF ROSEBURG 

Dear Roseburg Citizen: 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 
'17. S. E. Rose Street 

ROSEBURG, OREGON 97470 

Your police department needs your help! We are conducting a 
crime trend survey designed to more accurately measure the 
crime prob I,ems in Roseburg. As you may be aware, d istri bution 
of pol ice resources and establishment of priorities are 
usually based on statistics derived from crimes reported to 
the pol ice. It is generally bel ieved that many crimes are not 
reported for various reasons. If this is true in our community, 
your assistance may wei I help us understand and address the true 
crime picture. 

You are one of 500 Roseburg citizens who have been selected at 
random. Enclosed with this letter is a questionnaire booklet 
and a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Please read the in­
structions carefully, be sure to include the number of incidents 
and not overlook the questions on the back of the last page. The 
information you submit wil I be treated anonymously and confidentially. 
The n~mber appearing on the booklets face enables us to keep track 
of them. 

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

If the person to whom this letter is addressed is unable to complete 
the questionnaire, you can assist us by having any adult, over 18 
years of age, who has I ived In the home since July I, 1976, complete 
the questi onna i I'e. 

I would I,ike 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. 

/'/ ~ .. , / 
~~~ -r-/~~ .. _}£ ________ 
Charles F. Wuergler 
Ch i e f 0 f Po I ice 
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Have you returned your "Survey of Crime in Roseburg" 
to us? 

We need your response to help us develop crime 
trends in Roseburg. 

Since you are one of only 500 Roseburg residents who 
are in our sample, your response is very important. 
Please comp12te the questions and return it to us. 

If you have already returned your forr)1, we thank you 
for your participation and cooperation. 

Charles F. Wuergler 
Chief of Police 

Roseburg, Oregon 

Postcard Reminder--sent to all non-respondents during 
the second-week and sixth-week followup. 

CI'1"Y OF I~O§EBURG 

Dear Roseburg Citizen: 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 

774 S. E. Hose Str~et 
ROSSBURG, O:U::GO~ 9,,~"iO 

September 22, 1977 

Several weeks ago a pamphlet questionnaire was mailed to you 
entitled "Survey of Serious Crime in Roseburg", and \'/e have 
not yet received your reply. Realizing that many of .our 
citizens were on 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 500 per'sons 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. 

Phor;e (503) 573.f,G33 

If you have already mailed me your original pamphlet ~ithin the 
last 3 or 4 days, ignOl'e this request. If not, r agaln t'equest 
your cooperation by taking the time to fill out the questionnaire 
and return it to me in the enclosed, self addressed envelope. 
Remember, your arS\'lers \'/i 11 be trea ted anonymously and confiden-
tially. 

Thank you again for' your assistance in helping your police 
department do a better job fGt~ you. 

Very truly yours, 

C~·v-../~ ~/-1.- 'l/{c...l.-;L...~.,-~ __ -
Charles F. Wuergler 
Chief of Police 

CFl-I:la 
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APPENDIX C 

CENSUS AND SAMPLE AGE DISTRIBUTION 
COMPARISONS AND SAMPLE WEIGHTS 

,-------

, 
~ 

i 
I 
j 

i , 
! 
I 
~ 
I 
I , 

a 
M 

\\1 
; 

ii , 

\ 
1 
L 

Census Age 
Categori es 

20-29 

30-39 
40-49 
50-64 
65+ 

Census Age 
C ategor i es 

20-29 
30-39 

40-49 
50-64 
65+ 

Table C-1 

Census and Sample Age Distribution Comparison 
and Sample Weights 

SAMPLE FOR 1976-77 BASELINE SURVEY 

% of Survey Age % of 
Total Categories Total 

20.6% 20-29 7.6% 
16.4% 30-39 18.5% 
19.0% 40-49 22.6% 
25.1% 50-64 27.0% 
18.8% 65+ 24.2% 

Table C-2 

Census and Sample Age Distribution Comparison 
and Sample Weights 

SAMPLE FOR 1978-79 FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 

% of Survey Age % of 
Total Categories Total 

20.6% 20-29 17.2% 
16.4% 30-39 16.7% 

19.0% 40-49 15.0% 
25.1% 50-64 26.6% 

18.8% 65+ 24.5% 

C-1 

Corrective 
Weights 

2.7105 
.8865 
.8407 
.9296 
.7777 

Corrective 
Weights 

1.199 
.981 

1.266 
.944 

.768 
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APPENDIX 0-1 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS 
AND THEFT/ATTEMPTED THEFT VICTIMIZATION 

· --- - ~--

Table 0-1 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND THEFT/ATTEMPTED THEFT VICTI~IIZATION 

(Including Motor Vehicle) 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July '76-June '77) (July '78-June '79) 

1. Are you aware of Roseburg's Crime Prevention Program? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 239 114 354 No 225 128 354 
Theft 90.3% 90.1% (90.2%) 85.0% 85.2% (85.4%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 26 12 38 Yes 38 22 61 

9.7% 9.9% (9.8%) 14.5% 14.8% (14.6%) 

265 127 392 264 151 414 
(67.6%) (32.4%) (63.6%) (36.4%) 

"}::,. 2 
= .002 P = .96 NS V 2 = .004 P = .95 NS 

~- 2 = 0.0 p =1.00 NS *2"2 =0.0 p =1.00 NS 
Phi = .002 Phi = .003 

2. Do you regularly lock house doors when leaving? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 321 39 360 No 318 40 350 
Theft 90.5% 89.8% (90.4%) 85.8% 82.4% (85.4% ) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 34- 4 38 Yes 53 9 61 

9.5% 10.2% (9.6%) 14.2% 17.6% (14.6%) 

355 43 398 371 48 420 
(89.2%) (10.8%) (88.5%) (11.5%) 

~2 = .020 p = .88 NS 

*
'Y. 2 
~ = 0.0 p =1.00 NS 

¢2 = .398 p = .53 NS 
*~2 = .172 P = .68 NS 

Phi = .007 Phi = .031 

*Corrected 

0-1-1 
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Table 0-1 Cont'd. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS ' CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND THEFT/ATTEMPTED THEFT VICTIMIZATION 

(Including Motor Vehicle) 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July 176-June 177) (July '78-June 179) 

3. Do you keep your garage door closed and locked at all times when 
not in use? 

Yes No Yes No 

rio 196 84 281 No 181 108 288 
Tileft 90.9% 88.9% 
or Attempted 

(90.3%) 84.5% 84.9% (84.6%) 

Theft 
Victim Yes 20 11 30 Yes 33 19 52 

9.1% 11.1% (9.7%) 15.5% 15.1% (15.4%) 

216 95 311 214 127 341 
(69.5%) (30.5%) (62.8%) (37.2%) 

-:02 
:: .312 .57 ¢2 p = = .014 P :; .90 NS 

*Z2 :: .127 p :: .72 *7C- 2 =0.0 P =1.00 NS 
Pili :; .032 Phi ~ .007 

4. 00 you keep your vehicle doors locked when parked near your home? 

Y ~!s No Yes fIlo 

No 207 133 341 
Theft 9l.1% 88.2% (89.9%) 
:Jr Atte!:1pted 

No 227 121 347 
85.3% 84.5% lOt:; {let \ 

~ __ .... "a 

Theft 
Victim Yes 20 18 38 

8.9% 11.8% ( 10.1%) 
Yes 39 22 61 

14.7% 15.5% (15.0%) 

228 151 379 
(60.1%) (39.9%) 

266 143 409 
(65.0%) (35.0%) 

.#2 
.839 :; p = .36 NS 

*')J 2 :; .550 P = .46 NS 

;&'2 
:: .045 p = .83 NS 

*~2 = .005 p = .95 NS 
Phi :; .047 Phi = .011 

*Corrected 

0-1-2 

5. 

Table 0-1 Cont'd. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS ' CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND THEFT/ATTEMPTED THEFT VICTIMIZATION 

(Including Motor Vehicle) 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July '76-June 177) (July '78-June 179) 

Do you keep your vehicle doors locked when parked a\oJay from home? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 288 52 341 No 305 40 345 
Theft 89.5% 93.5% (90.1%) 85.1% 83.0% (84.9%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 34 4 37 Yes 53 8 61 

10.5% 6.5% (9.9%) 14.9% 17.0% (15.1%) 

322 56 378 358 48 406 
(85.2%) (14.8%) (88.3%) (11. 7%) 

"Jb 2 :: .856 p :: .35 NS -;02 :; .147 p :; .70 NS 

*7b 2 = .466 P ;;; .49 NS *'P 2 = .028 P = .87 NS 

Phi = .048 Phi :: .019 

6. Have you placed anti-burglary stickers (decals) on your wind0ws 
and/ or doors? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 17 340 356 No 32 321 353 
Theft 85.7% 90.6% (90.3%) 90.8% 85.1% (85.6%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes .3 35 38 

.4.3% 9.4% (9.7%) 
Yes 3 56 59 

9.2% 14.9% (14,,4%) 

19 375 395 35 378 412 
( 4.9%) (95.1%) ( 8.4%) (91.5%) 

r;02 -- .502 P = .48 NS 
*"X- 2 = .010 p = .75 NS 

-;'v 2 :; .844 P = .36 NS 
;;t 2 = .444 P = .51 NS 

Phi :: .036 Phi = .045 

*Corrected 

0-1-3 
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Table 0-1 Cont'd. 

TLST OF RELI\TIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' CRlfvlE PREVENTION 
AcrIONS I\ND THEFT/ATTEMPTED THEFT VICTIMIZATION 

(Including Motor Vehicle) 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July '76-June '77) (July '78-June '79) 

Have you marked your personal property for identification? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 64 291 355 No 64 283 347 
Theft 82.7% 92.4% (90.5%) 82.1% 86.5% (85.6%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 13 24 37 Yes 14 44 58 

17.3% 7.6% (9.5%) 17.9% 13.5% (14.4%) 

77 315 392 78 327 405 
(19.8%) (80.2%) (19.4%) (80.6%) 

""b2 = 6.69 .01 Si9· 
-;0 2 = .980 P = .32 NS P = 

M;J2 = 5.62 P = .02 5i9· ;;tf2 = .657 P = .42 NS 
Phi = .131 Phi = .049 

Are all your door and I;,i ndow locks in operable condition? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 339 18 357 No 325 37 362 
Theft 90.3% 91.4% (90.3%) 86.5% 79.0% (85.7%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 37 2 38 Yes 51 10 61 

9.7% 8.6% (9.7% ) 13.5% 21.0% (14.3%) 

375 20 396 376 46 422 
(94.9%) ( 5.1%) (89.0%) (11. 0%) 

a1 2 .029 P = .87 NS 
,.p2 = 1. 889 P = .17 NS = 

*)(/2 = 0.0 p 1. 00 NS ~2 = 1.328 p '" .25 NS 
Phi = .009 Phi = .067 

*Corrected 

0-1-4 

9. 

Table 0-1 Cont'd. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIONS AND THEFT/ATTEMPTED THEFT VICTIMIZATION 

(Including Motor Vehicle) 

Baseline Period Follow-.up Peri od 

(July '76-June '77) (July '78-June '79) 

Do you keep a firearm in your home for protection? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 136 217 354 No 134 217 351 
Theft 87.5% 92.1% (90.2%) 83.9% 86.5% (85.5%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 20 19 38 Yes 26 34 60 

12.5% 7.9% (9.8%) 16.1% 13.5% (14.5%) 

156 236 392 160 250 410 
(39.8%) (60.2%) (39.0%) (61. 0%) 

X,2 
= 2.272 .13 NS -x/ 2 P = = .548 P = .46 NS 

*~ 2 = 1. 778 P = .18 NS *)12 = .356 P = .55 NS 
Pili = .076 Phi = .037 

10. Do you havr a burglar alarm system in your home? 

Yes No 

No 11 347 359 
Theft 86.7% 90.5% (90.4%) 
or Attempted 
Theft 
Victim Yes 2 36 38 

13.3% 9.5% (9.6%) 

13 384 397 
(3.3%) (96.7%) 

:X/2 = .218 P = .64 NS 
*')62 = 0.0 p =1.0 NS 

Phi = .023 

*Corrected 

0-1-5 

Yes No 

No 10 352 362 
84.5% 85.7% (81.7%) 

Yes 2 59 61 
15.5% 14.3% ( 14.3%) 

12 411 423 
(2.9%) (97.U~) 

~~ = .014 p = .91 NS 
* = 0.0 p =1.0 NS 

Phi = .006 
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APPENDIX 0-2 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS 
AND PROPERTY CRIME/ATTEMPTED PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATION 

1 , 
i 

L 

1. Are you 

Property 

Table 0-2 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' 
CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS AND 

PROPERTY CRIME/ATTEMPTED PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATIONI 

Baseline Period Follow-u~ Period 

(July '76-June '77) (July '78-June '79) 

aware of Roseburg's Crime Prevention Program? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 230 106 336 No 210 123 333 
86.7% 83.4% 79.6% 81.9% 

or Attempted 
(85.6%) (80.4%) 

Property 
Victim Yes 35 21 

13.3% 16.6% 

265 127 
(67.6%) (32.4%) 

.749 p = .39 NS 

= .507 p:: .48 NS 
Phi = .044 

56 
(14.4%) 

392 

Yes 54 27 81 
20.4% 18.1% (19.6%) 

264 151 414 
(63.6%) (36.4%) 

;x12 = .310 p :: .58 NS 
~2 = .183 p :: .67 NS 

Phi :: .027 

2. Do you regularly lock house doors when leaving? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 303 38 341 No 299 39 338 
Property 85.4% 87.7% (85.6%) &0.6% 79.9% (80.5%) 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 52 5 57 Yes 72 10 82 

14.6% 12.3% (14.4% ) 19.4% 20.1% (19.5% ) 

355 43 398 371 48 420 
(89.2%) (10.8% ) (88.5%) (11.5%) 

~ 2 :: .174 p :: .67 NS ~2 :: .013 p = .91 NS 
*p 2 = .035 P = .85 NS *~2 = 0.0 p =1. 00 NS 

Phi = .021 Phi = .005 

*Corrected 
Iproperty Crime and Attempts include the Burglary an~ Thefts (including 
motor vehicle) Victimizations 

0-2-1 
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3. 

4. 
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Table D-2 Cont'd. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' 
CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS AND 

PROPERTY CRIME/ATTEMPTED PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATION1 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July '76-June '77) (July '78-June '79) 

Do you keep your garage door closed and locked at all times when 
not in use? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 182 83 264 No 167 100 268 
Property 84.0% 87.1% (85.0%) 78.3% 79.2% (78.6%) 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 34 12 47 Yes 46 26 73 

16/0% 12.9% (15.0%) 21. 7% 29.3% (21.4%) 

216 95 311 214 127 341 
(69.5%) (30.5%) (62.8%) (37.2%) 

~ 2 = .484 p = .49 $2 = .040 p = .84 NS 
*;t-.2 = .274 p = .60 ;;::'2 = .004 p = .95 NS 

Phi = .039 Phi = .011 

Do you keep your vehicle doors locked It/hen parked near your home? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 194 127 322 No 213 114 328 
Property 85.4% 84.1% (84.9%) 80.3% 79,9% (80.2% ) 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 33 24 57 Yes 52 29 81 

14.6% 15.9% (15.1%) 19.7% 20.1% (19.8%) 

228 151 379 266 143 409 
(60.1%) (39.9%) (65.0%) (35.0%) 

:;;;2 
:. .110 p = .74 NS p2 .008 p = .93 NS = 

;x; 2 
= .034 p = .85 NS /);2- = 0.0 p =1.00 NS 

Phi = .017 Phi = .004 

*Corrected 
1property Crime and Attempts include the Burglary and Thefts (including 
motor vehicle Victimizations 

Table 0-2 Cont'd, 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' 
CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS AND 

PROPERTY CRIME/ATTEMPTED PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATION1 

Baseline Period 

(July '76-June '77) 

Follow-up Period 

(July '78-June '79) 

5. Do you keep your vehicle doors locked when parked away from home? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 270 52 322 No 287 37 325 
Property 
or Attempted 

83.9% 91.9% (85.1% ) 80.2% 78.3% (80.0%) 

Property 
Victim Yes 52 5 56 Yes 71 10 81 

16.1% 8.1% (14.9%) 19.8% 21.7% (20.0% ) 

322 56 378 358 48 406 
(85.2%) (14.8%) (88.3%) (11. 7%) 

']V 2 = 2.435 p = .12 NS ,X2 = .100 p = .75 NS 

*?::} = 1.842 p = .17 NS *-;::;2 = .014 P = .90 NS 

Phi = .080 Phi = .016 

6. Have you placed anti-burglary stickers (decals) on your windows 
and/ or doors? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 15 323 338 No 32 302 333 
Property 77 .4% 86.2% (85.7%) 90.8% 79.7% (80.9%) 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 4 52 56 Yes 3 76 79 

22.6% 13.8% (14.3%) 9.2% 20.1% (19.1%) 

19 375 395 35 378 412 
( 4.9%) (95.1%) 8.410} (91.6%) 

-z: 2 :: 1.169 p :: .28 NS 2:J 2 = 2.447 p = .12 NS 
/)Y2 = .561 p = .45 NS *;Z:2 = 1. 793 P = .18 NS 

Phi = .054 Phi = .077 

*Corrected 

1PropertY,Crime ~nd.A~tem~ts include the Burglary and Thefts (including 
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Table 0-2 Cont'd. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' 
CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS AND 

-~- ~------

PROPERTY CRIME/ATTEMPTED PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATIONl 

Baseline Period 

(July '76-June '77) 

Have you marked your personal property for 

Yes No 

No 54 282 337 
Property 70.1% 89.7% (85.8%) 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 23 32 55 

29.9% 10.3% (14.2%) 

77 315 392 
(19.8%) (80.2%) 

-;02 = 19.63 P = .001 Sig. 
*-:t 2 

= 18.05 p = .001 Sig. 
Phi = .224 

Follow-up Period 

(July '78-June '79) 

identification? 

Yes No 

No 60 268 328 
76.6% 81.9% (80.9%) 

Yes 18 59 77 
23.4% 18.1% (19.1%) 

78 327 405 
(19.4%) (80.6%) 

X2 =1.149 p = .28 NS 
Z2 .- .831 P = .36 NS 

Phi = .053 

8. Are all your door and window locks in operable condition? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 321 18 338 No 306 36 341 
Property 85.4% 87.2% (85.5%) 81.3% 76.7% (80.8%) 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 55 3 57 Yes 70 11 81 

14.7% 12.8% (14.5%) 18.7% 23.1% (19.2% ) 

375 20 396 376 46 422 
(94.9%) ( 5.1%) (89.0%) (11. 0%) 

~2 = .051 P = .82 NS Z2 = .516 .47 NS p = 
*p2 = 0.0 p 1. 00 NS 0 2 = .271 P = .60 NS 

Phi = .011 Phi = .035 

*Corrected 

1property Crime and Attempts include the Burglary and Thefts (including 
motor vehicle) Victimizations 

9. 

Table 0-2 Cont'd. 

TEST OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CITIZENS' 
CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS AND 

PROPERTY CRIME/ATTEMPTED PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATION1 

Baseline Period Follow-up Period 

(July '76-June '77) (July '78-June '79) 

Do you keep a firearm in your home for protection? 

Yes No 

No 131 204 
Property 84.1% 86.2% 
or Attempted 
Property 
Victim Yes 25 32 

15.9% 13.8% 

156 236 
(39.8%) (60.2%) 

:z; 2 = . 340 P = . 56 N S 

*~2 = .191 p = .66 NS 
Phi = .029 

335 
(85.4%) 

57 
(14.6%) 

392 

Yes No 

No 122 208 330 

Yes 

76.4% 83.1% (80.5%) 

38 42 80 
23.6% 16.9% ( 19 . 5~~ ) 

160 250 410 
( 39.0%) ( 61. 0% ) 

~ 2 = 2.74 P = .10 NS 
~2 = 2.34 P = .13 NS 

Phi =.082 

10. Do you have a burglar alarm system in your home? 

Yes No Yes No 

No 11 328 340 No 8 334 342 
Property 86.7% 85.5% 
or Attempted 

(85.6%) 64.1% 81.3% (80.8%) 

Property 
Victim Yes 2 55 57 Yes 4 77 81 

13.3% 14.5% (14.4%} 35.9% 18.7% (19.2%) 

13 384 397 12 411 423 
(3.3%) (96.7%) (2.9%) (97.1%) 

-;v 2 = .013 p = .91 NS ~2 = 2.253 P = .13 NS 
;Jj2 = 0.0 p =1. 00 NS *'P2 = 1.280 P = .26 NS 

Phi = .006 Phi = .073 

*Corrected 

1prQperty Crime and Attempts include the Burglary and Thefts (including 
mntur vehicle) Victimizations '? 
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IN ROSEBU~G 

TiilS BOOKLET CONTAlfiS QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR EXPERIEliCES WITH CO~1I-IERCIAL CRH!E 
IN ROSEBURG, 

YCU AND OTHER BUS INESSI-IEN IN ROSEaURC tWIZ BEE:4 ~r.LECTro THROUGH A RAliOOX 
SELECTION PROCEDL:~E TO HELP GI'/E AN I.~CUR';TE A:4D REFRf.S£IiTPT!VE PICTURE OF 
t:O:>J~ERCIAL CRIMINA!.. VICTlMIZAT!ml. Th[ IhFQ;,;.t\1101i GAlliE9 TI1ROUCri THIS STUDY 
HAY BE USED IN MAKI/IG FUTURE CiWIItlAI. JUSTli:E Dr:CISIC;.~. BECAUSE OF nus. IT 
IS IHPORTANT TIIAT liE RECEIVE YOUR CC{)PfRATICIl III FILLING O'JT TillS 300~L[T. 

YOUR AI;S\oIERS IIILL B( TREATED COI,FIOfNTlALLY. EACH BOOKLET IS ',UHtlCilED sa THAT 
iiIT,\11 KEEP l?AcTOF ALL T'lf liUE'!,TrtffiiTA'fif(s S[ln TO C!TIW/S. 

PLEA$£ TME TilE FEW HJ:lUTES R[~UIiIED TO AI/SliER THt: QliEsriOhS III THIS BOOKLET. 
THhNK YOLI FeR YOUR COOPEf!Af lGl,. 
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1. 

II. 

WHAT TYPE OF BUSINESS DO YOU OPERATE? 

GJ1. 
2. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
5. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 
13. 

B~GLARY : 

Reta 11 : 
Who,:"- :'~~ 

Food (b .... ~q 
Eating and/d~ drinking 
General merchandise 
App are 1 
Furniture and/or appliance 
Lumber, hardware, mobile home 
p.utomot i ve 
Drug 
Manuf actur i ng 
Real estate 
Servi ce 
Bank 

dealer 

Other (specify) ____________ _ 

Burgl ary is comitted .... ·hen someone breaks and enters your 
bUSlness when it is closed. 

Did your business experience u burglary between July 1, 1978 and 
June 30, 19797 Yes No 

If yes to "3", h"" many7 

[lid your Lusiness experience an attempted burglary during that same 
tirr:e period? Yes No 

If yes to "5," how r:rd:1Y? ___ _ 

I.'h"t was the dollar loss due to loss of merchandise or similar goods 
due to the burglary? 1 ____ _ 

.... hat was the dollar loss due to damage cor;mitted dur"lng the burglary 
to the bui lding or other fixtures? $ _____ _ 

W Do you have a burglary alarm system? Yes No 

~ Old you report the attcmpts or cow-pleted burglary to the pollee? 
Yes No 

IUJ If yes, now many were reported? ___ Attempts __ Completes 

ru if any burglaries 'r/ere not reported to police, why? (Check ~ 
most importunt reason.) 

1. 
2. 
3. 

'-4. 
- 5. 
-6. 
-7. 

8. =9. 

/lathing can be done - lack of proof 
Did not think it imoortant enough 
Police would not want to be bothered 
Did not want to take the tine - too Inconvenient 
Private or personal matter - did not .... 'ant to report the person 
Do not w.:.nt to get in'lolved 
Afraid of reprisal 
Reportcd to someone else 
Other (spec.ify) 

III. ROBbERY: Robbery is committed when a person uses or threatens the use of 
force to steal from you, i.e., gun, knife, club, or fists. 

[gJ Has your business the victim of a robbery between July 1, 1978 and 
June 30, 1979? __ Yes __ No If yes, how many? 

I!iJ How many robberies were reported to the police? ---

GiJ Did you have an attempted robbery during that same ti~e period? 
Yes No I f yes, how many? -----

W How many attempted robberies were reported to the polin'? __ 

UlJ What was the dol1 ur loss due to robbery(ies)? $ ------
W \"las anyone injured during the robbery 01' attemptl Yes 

[l2J If uny robbery or attempted robbery was not I'eported to the p01 ice, 
Why? (Check SINGLE most important reason.) 

1. Noth i ng can be done - 1 ack of proof 
2. Did not t'link it important enough 
3. Police would not want to be bothered 
4. 0 id not want to toke the time - too i nconven i ent 
5. Private or pel'sondl mutter - did not want to report the per~on 
6. Do not \~ant to 9ct i nvo 1 ved 
7. Afr~ld of reprisal 
8. Reported to so<:'eonc else 
9, Other (specify) _____________ _ 

I V. HOR THLESS CHECKS 

~ Dccs your business accept checks? No 

No 

@ OHi YOllr t.lIsiness 
<1Ily othe,' type of 
1978 and June 30, 

accept any NSF, account closed, forged, altered. or 
check that a bank refused to pay between ~uly 1. 
1979? Yes No 

~ If yes, holY m~ny? 
ru If yes, what was your dollar 1055 for that pcrioc1? ~ -----ru Whut is the estimated percent of your gross sdles that thIS dollar 

loss represents? % (Report to nearest whole percentage, 
for example: 5.7% -;-6%1---

~ How much of this 10s5 was recovered? 

@ i';ere tht:~e unrCCOVI!I"Ca cnecks reponca to tne pollcet __ Yes __ No 

ru If not all checkS were I'cportcd. approximately what percr.nt lIore 
reported7 % 

~ Do you ottcmpt 
nGency do it 7 

Self 
==Iloth Self 

to collect "bad checks" yourself or have a private 

Privute Jgoncy 
and Pl'ivute agency == Neither 
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V. 

VI. 

~ If you did not report any of the~e checks to the police, why not? 
(Check SINGLE most i~ortant reason.) 

1. Hath i ng can be done - 1 ack of proof 
2. Did not think it hT"90rtant enough 
3. Police would not .... ant to be bothered 
4. Did not ~drt to take the time - too inconvenient 
5. Private cr personal matter - did not want to report the person 
6. Do not want to get i nvo 1 ved 
7. Afraid of reprisal 
8. Reported to someone else 
9. Other (specify) _____________ _ 

eKED IT CARDS 

GQJ Does your business accept credit cards? Yes 110 

~ Old your business accept a credit card in payment for goods or 
services that was not accepted by the issuing company between July I, 
1978 and June 30, 1979? __ Yes __ No ru If yes, what was the reason(s) for refusal1 __________ _ 

~ If yes, how many refusal~? 
[ID If yes, what W.1S the dollar loss to your business? S 

@ If YI)S, what ~luS the estimated percent of your gro;~ c;ales this 
dollar loss represented? % (Report to nearest \thole 
percentage, for example: 5.7% = 6%) 

Gi] Here these losses reported to the pol ice? Yes No 

~ If not ali were reported, approximately what percent were re~orted? 
-----'% 

§J If 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. =9. 

none I'K!re reported, why? (Check SINGLE mo~t important reason.) 

Nothing can be done - lack of proof 
Did not think it 1mportant eno~9h 
Pol ice .... ould not want to be bothered 
Did not w,1nt to take the time - too inconvenient 
Private or personal matter - did nnt wunt to report the person 
Do not want to get involved 
Afraid of reprisal 
Reported to someone else 
Other (specify) 

SHOPLIFTING 

E1 Is your business subject to shoplifters? Yes tlo 

t12J D1d your bl/slnrss experience 105$05 duc to shoplifters between 
July I, 1970 and June 3D, 19797 __ Yef. __ No 

~ If yes, ha./ many incidents would you estimate occurred? ____ _ 

~ If yes, what is your estimated dollar loss from shoplifters? $ __ _ 

~ If yes, what percent of your gross sales do you feel the dollar loss 
represents? % (Report to nearest whole percentage, for 
example: 5.7% = S%) 

~ How many shoplifters have you: Detained 
Reported 
Arrested 
Ignored 

to police 

!§J Does your business have a formal shoplifting policy7 __ Yes __ No 

o If yes, do all your employees know and follow the policy1 
__ Yes __ No 

~ If arrests are not being made, why not? (Checr. SINGLE most important 
reason. ) 
, .. ., 
L. 

3. 
4. 

- 5. 
-- 6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 

=10. 

Fear of civil suit 
Nothing can be done - lack of proof 
Did not think it important enough 
Police would not want to be bothered 
Did not want to take the time - too inconvenient 
Private or personal matter - did not want to report the person 
Do not want to get involved 
Afraid of repris~l 
Reported to someone else 
Other (specify) ____________ _ 

VII. EMPLOYEE THEFTS 

~ How .many pE'rsons do you cmp loy? 

~ Do yOli feel that your business has been the victim of thefts by your 
~mployces between July I, 1978 and June JO, 1979? Yes No 

GQ) If yes, how many incidents of theft occurred? 

~ If yes, how many of your employees were involved? 

~ If yes, what do you feel the dollar loss was to your business? 

$_-----
~ If yes, 'tlhat percent of your gross sales do you estimate tnis dollar 

loss represents? • % (Report to nearest whole percentage, 
for example: 5.7% =-b~) 

fill Did you take any action against these employees? __ Yes No 
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~ If yes, what type of action was taken against these employees? 

Indicate Number of 
Employee5 below: 

GI schargea 
-------- Transferred to another area 
________ Reported to police 

Arrested 
,----- Other (specify) _____________ _ 

~ If theft was discovered and not reported to the po 1 ice, why was it 
not reportEd? (Check SINGLE most important reason.) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

-7. 
8. 
9. 

=10. 

Fear of civil suit 
Nothing can be don~ - lack of proof 
Did not think it 1~portar.t enough 
Police woult: not ;"'Jnt to be bothered 
Did not want to take the tir.1e - too inconvenient 
Private or personal m~tter - did not want to report the person 
Do not want to get involved 
Afraid of reprisal 
Reported to someone else 
Other (~pecify) _____________ _ 

VII. VN;Ot\LlSM 

~ Did your busir.~s~ suffer a dol1a~ ~css between July 1, 1978 and 
June 3D, 1979 because of an act of vandalism directed against your 
place of business, your vehicles, or any other property owned or 
controlled by your bUsiness? __ Yes __ No 

Iii] If yes, what \\'35 the doliar loss? $, ___ _ 

o If yes, how many inc i dents occuned? 

~ If yes, how ~any incidents were reported? 

o If you answered no to above questior., I'hy ~tas the incident(s) not 
reported to the police? (Check SINGLE most important reason.) 

1-
2. 
3. 

-4. 
-5. 

6. 
-7. 
- 8. =9. 

Nothing can be done -lack of proof 
Did not think it important enough 
Police would not want to be bothered 
Did not want to take the time - too inconvenient 
Private or personal matter - did not want to report the person 
Do not want to get involved 
Afraid of reprisal 
Reported to someone else 
Other (specify) ____________ _ 

VIII.MISCELLANEOUS CRIME 

~ Were you the victim of ~ other crimes not listed previously, during 
the period from July 1, 1978 to Jur.e 3D, 1979? __ Yes __ . No 

'.1 

~ If yes, list type and number(s) of miscellaneous crime(s) below: 

Type of Cr ime Humber of Cr imes 

~ Were any of the crimes listed in Item 53 reported to the police7 
__ Yes __ No 

~ If yes, list type of crime(s) and number(s) reported to the police 
below: 

Type of Cr Ime 
Reported 

/lumber of Crimes 
Reported 

~ Are you aware that the Roseburg Police Department has a 
prevention program? __ Yes __ No 

[§2] Have you or a member of your business been contacted by or received 
information ab0vt Roseburg's crime prevention program through any of 
the followi~g sources7 (Check all that apply) 

1. Radio/T.V./Newspaper articles 

2. PubliC or organizational/meetings 

3. Word of mouth 

4. Crime prevention block meetings 

5. Personal contact with Roseburg's crime prevention officer 

6. Other source; 1 ist __________________ _ 

~ What type(s} of changes have been made to your business' security 
within the past five years? (Check all that apply) 

1. tlo improvements were made 

2. 

3. 

4 • 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Improved external lighting 

Improved internal lighting 

Improved door locks 

Improved Window or Skylight security (e.g., installed ffietal 
grates, removed window displays blocking visibility frem 
outside, installed window locks or improved window latches, etc.) 

Installed or improved fence or walls 

Installed a new alarm system 

Improved an existing "larm system 

_._--_._--
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9. Made changes to discourage sr~plifting (e.g., installed mirrors 
or cUoleras, publicized a "get-tol:gh" anti-shoplifting policy, 
etc. ) 

10. Established a checK cashing/creait card policy 

11. I~roved an existing check cashing/credit card policy 

12. Made changes designed to discourage o~ployee theft 

13. Made use of guard dog(s) 

14. Hired full or part-time security guard{s) (e'ither uniformed or 
plllin clothes) 

15. Other security improvements, please describe: 

~ Were any of the improvements listed in Question 68 a result of BEING 
THE VICTIM OF CRIME(S)7 

1. Yes--I was a victim and 1 made improl'c'ITlents. What type{s) of 
improvement was made? Place the numDer(s) corresponding to the 
type(s) of improvement from Question 68 here: _______ _ 

2. Yes--I was a victim but I made no i~prov~ments. 

3. r~o--I was not a victb:, but I made improvements. What type(~) 
of improvEmer,t ."a5 made? PIJct! the nu,nbc:rls}curresrjonding to 
the type(s) of improvement from Question 68 
here: 

4. No--I was not a victim and I made no improvef'lents. 

~ Were anj of the improvel1".ents listed In Question 58 a result of 
IHFORMATIOH GAlNE:J THROUGH ROSEBURG'S CRIME PREVENTIO~I PROGRA~? 

1. Yes--I have knowledge gained through Roseburg's crime: prevE'ntion 
program 3ncl I maae ~rovements. flhat type( s} of j'r-~rovt!lOent 
W<lS made7 Place the nurr:ber{s) corresponding to the type(s) or 
improvement from Question 68 here: 

2. Yes--I have knowledge gained through Roseburg's crime prevention 
program but [ made no Improvements. 

3. 110--1 have no knowled,9! gained through Roseburg's crime 
prevent I on program but I made lElErovemcnts. What type( 5) of 
lmprovement was made? "J5Ta'Cethe r.u!rDerrsT corresponding to the 
type(s) of 1mprov~ment from Question 68 here: _______ _ 

4. 110--1 hi\v~ no knowledge ga1ned through Rosp-burg's crime 
prevention progrdm and I m3de no improvements. 

Thank you for fi 11ing out this questionnaire. Please pllce it in the 
return envelope and drop It in the mail. 

. .' 

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