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ABSTRACT

This volume is the first of a three part report which
examines the effectiveness of Operation Identification. The
study is one of a number of evaluative assessments being con-
ducted for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim-
inal Justice under its National Evaluation Program.

This volume, whiéh details the main findings of the
study, begins with a section describing the background and
structure of the study. The remaining sections contain the
main study products. They are: "A Review of General Knowledge
and Past Findings," "Assessment of Effectiveness," "Plans for
Phase II Evaluation Activities,"” and "Plans for Evaluating a
Single Operation Identification Project." Supplementary
material is presented in the report's second volume. The final
volume of the series is written in non-technical language and
is designed for wider distribution than that for the detailed
first two volumes. It contains a summary of the study's find;
ings, and the report "Plans for Evaluating a Single Operation

Identification Project."
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INTRODUCT ION

A. The National Evaluation Program

In early 1974, the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force
outlined a broad program designed to identify effective crime
control programs and the circumstances under which théy have
the greatest impact. A component of this effort, the National
Evaluation Program (NEP), seeks to assemble what is already
known about specified topic areas, and then to use the infor-
mation as a basis for furtﬁer research designed to f£ill the
knowledge gaps'iﬁ areas évidencing the mosﬁ promising results.

The NEP is organized around topic aré@s which contain
groups of projects that appear to have simiigr goals and
methods, and which are of interest to many sﬁate and local
planners and administrators. Within each topic area examined
there may be as many as three steps: a Phase I evaluation,
consultation with a national evaluation cooréinating committee
regarding possible further evaluation, and, in éome cases, a
Phase II evaluation.

The Phase I evaluation is designed to cover the collec-
tion, synthesis, and assessment of what is already known about
each topic area and also to produce one or more evaluation
designs that would £ill any identified.gaps in'that knowledge.
The evaluation coordinating committee wéuld then address
whether present knowledge of project results is adequate, and

which, if any, of the proposed Phase II evaluation activities

e i o A e AT




should be implemented to obtain necessary additional infor-
mation. The Phase 1II evaluation effort, if undertaken, consists
of the production of the desired additionaifinformation in each
to?ic area.

| The fi;st task of a Phase I study is the gathering of
general knowledge about the tépic area, including past evalu~
ation or reéearch'findings. Through telephone interviews énd
field work, a detailed picture is developed of'the "inter-
ventions" (activities) that are actually being carried out by
existing projects. Based on a snythesis of the knowledge |
collected, a framework is‘then developed that encompasses the
apparent underlying operating assumptions of existing projects
and points out the likely points and methods of measurement.

This framework is used as the basis for the assessment of the

Present state of knowledge, the development of designs for the

collection of necessary additional. information, and the devel~

opm i
pment of a model data collection and evaluation design which

may be used by single Projects at the local level
B . ‘

7 ; 4
he Phase T Study of Operation Identification

"In O i
ctober, 1974, the National Institute of ILaw Enforce~

nt and i i i

I evaluatio i
n of Operatlon ;dentification. The Institute for
PUbliC Prdgra Y i i - -~ l‘ ute
m Anal Sis 1s a not for profit Yesearch inst't |
located in S i i
t. LDUlS, Mlssouri‘, whose Purposes include con

D
2
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The products of the Phase I study are contained in a

series of six reports, each of which is described briefly in
the following paragraphs.

1. Operation Tdentification: A Review of General

"Review"). This report presents a review of general knowledge

of the context, background, goals, and alternative approaches

to Operation Identification {(0-I), and a summary of past find-
ings of other researchers about the implementation and effective-~
ness of individual O~I projects.

2. A Telephone Survey of Operation Identification Proj-

ects: Methodology and Results (hereafter referred to as the

"Telephone Survey"). This report describes a telephone survey

0of 99 on~going O-I projects which was conducted by the reseaxch

team to gain information about the actual interventions being

carried out by O-I projects throughout the country. The proj-
ects contacted were gueried about their history, organization,
levels and sources oOf funding, objectives, operations, evalu-

ation efforts and results, degree of success, and problems.

3. A Field Survey of Operation Identification Projects:

Methodology and Results (hereafter referred to as the "Field

Survey"). To secure more detailed information about project
'operations, on-site visits were made to 18 of the O-I projects
contacted in the telephone survey. These vists were designed
to validate the results of the telephone survey, to obtain more

precise information about the operations of particular 0-I




projects, and to more accurately identify the similarities

| and differences between O-1 projects. Results of the survey

are presented in this report.

4. Assessment of Effectiveness (hereafter referred to

as the "Assessment"). This report presents a judgmental assesg-

ment of Operation Identification based upon project performance

‘data assembled during the study. As a basis for the assessment,
which revolves around common O-I project assumptions and ob-
Jjectives, several frameworks of proﬁect activities are presented.
They are used to describe the chain of assumptions linking the
‘expendilture of funds to project activities, the project activities
to intermediate effects, and finally, the intermediate effects

to the ultimate impact of O-I upon the reduction of burglary.

T . . ) . .
he frameworks are also used to identify feasible measurement

points, important data elements to be collected, and practical

meth i ‘
_cds of data collection. Also identified are major gaps in

available knowledge about 0-7

5. Plan o " '
ians fdrPhase:HZEvaluation‘Activities (hereafter

referred to as the

"
Phase Ir evaluation"). Thig report presents

detailed ey e

o aluation Plans designed to resolve the knoWlequ
93pS " identifieg ; | -
g ) ediUltheAAssessment. These separate'plans are
315°A1n00rporated into one

overall plan for a Phase IT study.
6. . Plans Tva :ﬂ , oL ‘ ‘

levels; Included in the plan are standard data elements to be
collected, methods of data collection, and suggestions for
analyzing and interpreting the data collected.

In addition to these formal products of the study, a
library of 0-I materials and information has been assembled.
Included are materials obtained from the O-I projects contacted,
reports on O-I project evaluations, news and magazine articles
about 0-I, and copies of studies and proposed legislation re-
lated to various aspects of property marking and identification.

C. Outline and Structure of the Report

The complete report of the Phase I study of Operation Iden-
tification is divided into three parts: a two volume detailed
report, and a summary report. Volume I of the detailed report,
entitled "Evaluation of thé‘Program's Effectiveness," contains
the Review, the Assessment, the Phase II evaluation, and the
Single Project evaluation. Together, they give a detailed
picture of the present state of O0-I knowledge, the major un-
answered questions about O-I, how £hese questions can be an-
swered, and ways in which local projects can evaluate their
own effectiveness.

Volume II of the detailed report, entitled "Survey Find- -
ings, Other Evaluations of Operation Identification, and Evalu-
ation of This Study," contains the Telephone Survey and the
Field Survey, abstracts of other O-I evaluations and related
1iterature, and an independent evaluation of this study by the

Governmental Research Institute. The Governmental Research
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titute of St Louis, an independent research organizaticn
Institute .

with wide ranging experience in police operations, was employed

t+o monitor the progress of the study, provide technical assis-

+ance to the authors, and prepare an evaluation of the repo;‘ts.
The evaluation examines the study's compliance with Phase I
‘requirements, and comments on the quality and usefulness of the
study's products.

The final volume of the réport, entitled "Summary of the
Assessment of Operaticn Identification's Effectiveness and Plans
for Evaluating a Single Project," presents a condensation, or
executive summary, of ﬁhe major findings of the study, including
" a description and assessment of O-I's major activities and ob-
jectives. This volume is designed to convey, in non-technical
language, the results of the study to O-I project implementors,
state muilccal planning agencies, and other groups considering
.thehinitiation of an O-I project. |
In addithx1tn these three volumes, the following have

been delivered to the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
'Criminal Justice under separate cover:

© completed telephone survey forms for all O-I projects

contacted during the Telephone Survey,

completed fielgd survey forms and narrative summaries

+of them for alj O-I projects visited during the Field

Survey,

®  copi - ,
PLes of 0-T related materials gathered from various

sour ¥ e ,
S ce; during the study {including materials used by

6

individual O-I projects, evaluation and progress re-
ports, articles on O-I from the news media and pro-
fessional publications, and copies of some unpublished

studies of property marking programs) .
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ABSTRACT

This paper presents the results of an extensive review
of available information about property marking programs.
Collectively identified as Operation Identification (some-
times referred to as 0-I), these projects seek to deter
burglars by encouraging citizens to mark their valuable prop-
erty with a unique, traceable number, sign, or name which
can be used to establish ownership if the property is stolen.

General knowledge about O~I was drawn from background
material, past research, historical development, and expert
opinion about the role and usefulness of 0-I as a burglary
prevention concept. Information about the implementation and
evaluation of specific O-I projects was obtained from news-
paper stoxies, magazine articles, grant applications, progress
reports, evaluation studies, SPA reports, and expert opinion.

The review of ﬁhe.collected information is organized
into four major project components: participant recruitment,
material distribution énd participant enrollment, burglary
detefrence, and property recovery. The first two components
represent functional descriptions of project efforts and in-
clude all activities planned and implemented by the project
itself. The last two components represent the two principal
objectives of O0-I. Within each component, the gathered data
are used to identify project objectives, implementation al-
ternatives, project benefits, unexpected problems, previous

evaluation findings, and*specific project results.
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CHAPTER 1I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose and Outline of the Paper

The purpose of this paper is to review current general

knowledge and past findings about Operation Identification

(sometimes referred to as 0-I). Two levels of information are

presented. The review of general knowledge is designed to

establish the context and background, general goals, and alter-

native approaches to O0-I. This information has been drawn from

background material, past research, historical development, and

expert opinion about the role and usefulness of 0-I as a bur-

glary prevention concept.
The second level of information centers on past findings 1?}

about implementation and evaluation of specific O0-I projects.

This information has been collected from a variety of sources,
including newspaper stories; magazine articles; grant applica-

tions, progress reports, evaluation surveys, and promotional

materials from individual O-I projects; SPA reports; evalu-

ation studies; expert opinions; and information supplied by the

manufacturers of engraving and labeling equipment.

This paper is divided into six chapters. The remainder of
this one defines the specific kinds of property marking programs ;jk'

included in this review, and alsc introduces a simple O-I pro-

ject model. The model identifies, for every O-I project, four ‘ ;Z§

1 major components, each of which is discussed in detail below.

Chapter II, entitled A History of Operation Identification,




briefly traces the development of property marking from pre- number, sign, or name which can be used to establish owner-

historic man to the current widespread promotion of O-I pro- ship if the property is stolen. The O-I projects discussed in

jects.  The varieties of labeling devices, funding Sources, this paper are limited to property marking programs which

and implementing agencies in existence today are discussed. possess all of the following characteristics:

0 citizens are encouraged to mark each movable piece

The remaining four chapters contain detailed discussionsg
_ ; i
about the four components identified in the project model -~ of valuable property they own, ’%
0 a unique personal identifier is used by each citizen, '%{.

recruitment, di i i
» distribution and enrollment, burglary deterrence, and SEARE

0 burglary deterrence is a goal of the project. Aghl!

and property recovery. Topics covered within each chapter include

Project objectives, 1 ; :
J * ¢+ 1lmplementation alternatives, unexpected C. Major O-I Project Components

problems, benefits, the ' i '
’ , types of project records maintained, Of the four project components (recruitment, distributisom

and reported results i indi
| and evaluative findings. and enrollment, burglary deterrence, and property recovery),

B. kggat is Operation Lfq '
Identlflcatlon? the first two represent functional descriptions of the project

During the past
P decade, one of the more significant efforts and include all activities planned and implemented by

changes within th :
e la ‘ . . , . .
W enforcement community has been the wide- the project itself. The last two represent the two principal i

to recruit and enroll substantial enough

SPread growth of crip ;
€ Prevention programs. Designed to pro- objectives of O-I:

vide citig i
eéns with both the knowledge and, whenever possible
7

glary decreases and stolen property is more frequently return-

ed to the owner. A brief discussion of each component follows.

1. Recruitment. This component includes all activities

numbers of citizens into the project so that the risk of bur- ?‘ 
'f
3
!

and materials which are used to inform the public and potential

burglars about O-I. These efforts are designed to educate each

N to reduce the risk of being W citizen about the risks of being burglarized, the existence of

the local O-I project, its usefulness in reducing the risks of

. 9 Projects are one of +} L
o] . ne mo ; :
OMMONly utiljyeq Programs - !
coi’ o burglary, and the steps necessary to join the project. These g
€Ctively identifiq - 4
these project 1Hied as Operation Identification { . educational and promotional efforts range from broad appeals in |
€cts Seak to g ’ o
ete : .. . .
0 mark ¥ burglars by encouraging Citizens the mass media to individual contacts through group presentations A
ir Valuab_,_e : P i gFeh ¢
Pro : ~ ! | _ o
o Perty with a unique, traceable S S-S and door-to-door canvassing.
2 TR R
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‘2. Distribution and Enrollment. This‘component

includesAall praject activities and materials utilized in

actually enrolling each citizen in the project. These in-

clude the kinds of instructions given to each participant,

the types of identifiers recommended, the types of marking

tools or labels used, the various kinds of centers used for

distrﬁmﬁing the marking materials, and_the extent and com-

Pleteness of project records.

3. ’Burglary Deterrence.

This is a major Objective of

all O-I projects presented in this paper. A surprising num-

ber of distinct interventions which 0-I can make into the

burglary process is identified
mental to each intervention is
unique identifier which can be

of stolen pProperty.

o] Are.burglgrs aware of Q~17?
their attitude about it?

6 Do burglars ay
Participantg?

'ticipating households?

O Is markeg
0-I markin
Property?

Does 0-1 merely displace bur

Property more dgiffj
gs reduce the " lult to fence?

later in this paper. Funda-

the existence of a permanent,

used to establish the owner

If they are, what is

oid households identifi
Tf so., why? ntified as 0O-1

glaries to non-par-

Do
market value"‘of stolen

Y Owners. As with

R S e

burglary deterrence, the O-I concept appears to have several
logical avenues of intervention into the property recovery
process.

A number of questions about property recovery are con-

sidered in the final chapter of this paper:

o Does every citizen possess an unique, traceable
identifier?

o What percent of all valuable property cannot be
easily marked? and

o0 What difficulties arise in tracing property owners
who. live in other jurisdictions?

In addition to the two major O-I objectives identified
above, many police departments also use Opération Tdentifica-
tion as part of their police-community relations (PCR) pro-
gram. The recruitment and enrollment of project participants
by individual police 6fficers-are often seen as useful mechanisms
by which citizens can meet police officers and become aware of
the police interest in crime prevention. Some law enforcement
officials believe that the PCR benefits of 0-I also help to
deter residential burglary by reducing citizenry reluctance to
report suspicious behavior to the police.

D. Past Evaluations of Operation Identification

The ultimate objectives of the 0-I project components

identified above (participant recruitment and enrollment, bur-

- glary reduction, andfproperty recovery) also represent the

basic evaluation questions which must be answered for each O-I

project. These questions are:

o How many citizens have joined the O-I project by mark-
ing their property and posting decals?

5
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ate decreased significantly for

lary ¢ ,
o Has the burglary households and businesses? and

oot part1c1patlng personnel for many O-I projects have not possessed the re-

 as the rate of property recovery and return increased search and technical skills required for the design and imple-

. e d 0-I households and )
ilgplflgzggly for burglarize | mentation of an evaluation plan. In addition, the very small
usinesses?

budgets of most 0-I projects have not enabled project imple-

Although‘these guestions are easily formulated, few pro-

. it " . s . . .
jects have attempted to answer them and even fewer have suc- mentors to "purchase" needed evaluation skills from an outside

source.

"
IR

ceeded in producing any relevant results. The reasons for the

3. Lack of Adequate Funds. Some projects, although

paucity of evaluations of individual O-I projects are the same

problems that continue to hinder the adequate evaluation of many possessing trained staff or access to evaluation skills, have

' : , been unable to initiat i
criminal justice programs today. Among the reasons that have en un nitiate evaluation plans because of the lack

. of adequate funding. Without the necessary resources, man %iﬁi
been most frequently cited are: 4 g y , g | i

1 No Need for Evaluation Many project implementors projects have been unable to collect the basic data with which

| i . : to construct valid measures of oject eff i . i &
have not believed that they needed to evaluate their O-I project. project effectiveness 4

4. Lack of Adequate Data. The few 0-I projects that ?5

The claimed success of O0-I in other communities has often been

] i have attempted program evaluations have experie d significant o
accepted as "proof" that O0-I is a valid and transferable bur- P prog n exp nce gni n !

difficulties with the acquisition of complete and reliable data. :;

glary reduction concept.. Also contributing to the lack of in-
As examples, most projects have maintained very crude records

terest in program evaluation was the attitude that the PCR value

. e ; , of the total number of O-I participants in their communities.
of Operation Identification was an "obvious" benefit that jus- P P

Obtaining burglary data for O-I participants, both before and

tified its existence even if +the burglary deterrence and property

. after joining an 0-I project, has been infeasible for most pro-
recovery benefits could not be demonstrated. Finally the evalu- J J proJ ! P

i o as jects due to the inaccessibility and structure of police crime
ation of O-I has not been initiated in many communities simply . Y P

, ., records; and finally the low burglary rate among O-I partici-
because of the lack of training or familiarity by project imple- Y g Y g

i . ants coupled with low participation rates has meant that the
mentors with the purpose and use of program evaluation. In many P P P P

instances, amount of 0-I marked property stolen in most communities has

this lack of familiarity has beén fostered by the

i . N been minuscule. As a result, no ,significant evaluation of the | ’ﬁj
absence of any history of project evaluation within the imple- ' 7 11

menting agency itself. effect of 0-I upon the recovery and return of stolen property

2. has been accomplished. ' : ‘ | v%ﬁ;

Lack of Trained Personnel. Also limiting the extent

i i i ie i ified ab ~ S
,Of evaluatlon efforts in the past has been the fact that staff Despite all the difficulties identified above, some evalu | ¢
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ations of Operation Identification do exist and are cited

extensively throughout the remainder of this review. These

evaluations, almost without exception, were not proiect
initiated (i.e., both implemented and funded by the project

itself). Rather, most 0-I evaluations of individual projects

have been completed because of grant requirements imposed by

an outside funding agency. For example, O-I projects in boih

\ , 40
~ San Jose, California and Seattle, Washington37 structured

their projects to obtain effectiveness data for Program evalu-
ation plans implemented as part of the funding grant require-

ments of their respective state criminal justice planning

agencies. Federal guidelines for the High Impact Anti-Crime

p o .
rogram initiated 1n’1972 by LEAA stipulated that each project

grant application must contain an evaluation component Oper-

ation
Identification projects in two Impact cities (St. Louls2e

and Denver
) were evaluated in response to these guidelines.

In many i
Y 1nstances, the outside funding agency has also pro-

vided th
; e additional Tesaurces required for these evaluation

In r
esponse to the dlfflcultles of limited fundlng
r

un-—
tralned personnel

a
- | » And inadequate data faced by most individual
~Ld pProjects imi
. + the state Criminal justice planning agencies i
California,6 1 i 49 ] v i
and‘Mlnnesota_ have conducted evalu-

.
E

sults of j
! several Projects within their states

throughout th
e
e ~country, this pPaper represents part of the most
nsive ev i :
aluatlon of Operation Identlflcatlon to date

Cneioi st il

o,

CHAPTER II. A HISTORY OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

A. Introduction

Marking property to establish ownership has been a
natwral outgrowth of man's strong urge to protect and retain
his own property. As far back as 25,000 years ago, Paleolithic
man marked his possessions with simple symbols. As man became
more sophisticated, he used more elaborate identifying designs,

such as crests,; badges, and letters.l More recently, in what

may be considered the first organized property marking program,
identifying symbols were used for cattle branding.

Suprisingly, however, there was no promotion by law en-
forcement agencies of large scale property marking projects to
improve property security until 1963 when Everett Holladay,
Police

then Police Chief of the Monterey Park (California)

Department, established an Operation Identification (0O-I) pro-

76

gram. Its unique feature was the use of a small vibrating

engraving tool to mark each individual's valuables. Other

property marking projects during the past ten years have had

different approaches to the marking process. For example, the

property marking program of the Los Angeles Police Department
is characterized by the use of adhesive labels. Recently,
the Sanford Corporation has introduced a property marking pro-

gram utilizing an ink visible only under an ultraviolet

4
light. 1

Since the Operation Identification program in Monterey

Park was publicized, the number of law enforcement agencies




adopting O-I programs has increased phenomenally. While the
concept grew slowly at first, substantial national publicity
in the late 1960's and early 1970's resulted in the emeigence
of O0-I projects throughout the United States and several
foreign countries. A 1974 report on burglary prevention units
prepared by the Urban Institute for the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration, estimated that more than 80 percent of
all police departments in the United States have some type of
property marking project.43 The National Crime Prevention
Irstitute, in a 1974 survey of its graduates, found that 84
percent of those responding indicated that their department had
an Operation Identification project.67 The Center for Research
in Criminal Justice at the University of Tllinois At Chicago
Circle found 183 ongoing projects in Illinois in the course of
a 1974 study evaluaﬁing Operation Identification throughoﬁt the

State.l
ate.~ Although the exact number of 0O-I Projects throughout

the Unit i i
ed States is unknown, it appears that O-I projects exist

10 quantity in every state of the Union

nationa
1 scale, Some of thege are discussed below

- B. The Beginning
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was later adopted in 1963 as a means of reducing the risk of

property crime within households throughout Monterey Park. Chief

Holladay received and responded to thousands of inquiries
from other police agencies as a result of national publicity

about the project in such publications as the Wall Street
25

. ) 2
Journal,23 the Police Chief, Better Homes and Gardens,

and Time.105 Many of the early O-I programs were

106
MccCall's, 0
initiated as a direct result of information received from Chief
Holladay.

C. Involvement of Engraving Tool Manufacturers

Many O-I programs were also initiated by contacts be-
tween prospective implementors of O-I projects, such as police
departments and civic organizations, and the manufacturers of
engraving tools.42 Three tool manufacturers presently dominate
the engraving pen market. These‘are Burgess Vibrocrafters,
Incorporated; Dremel Manufacturiﬁg Company; and Wen Products,

Incorporated. The Burgess aﬁd Dremel companies currently sell
engrav.ing tools ditectly to O-I préjects. The Wen Company
sells almost exclusively to distributors. All three companies
market a kit which includes an engraving tool, warning decals,
and sample publicity material, so that a police department,

civic organization, or even an individual can obtain the

materials necessary to implement a property engraving project.

D. Involvement of Funding, Implementing, and Supporting Agencies

A variety of agencies have been involved with funding and

Over the last

six years, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration grantslo8

implementing Operation Identification projects.

11
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have provided considerable amounts of "seed" or "start up"

monies for many O-I projects across the country. Typically,

the bulk of these grants is used to purchase materials, while

the implementing agencies provide the required manpower. State

planning agencies have also been instrumental in funding such

49

projects. 1In Illinois®t and Minnesota, for example, the

SPA'S have instituted statewide O-T programs which provide
materials and guidelines to local implementing agencies
Numerous civic organizations have provided both fuhding

and assistance to’local O-I projects. TILocal organizations

s
uch as Exchange Clubs, Rotary Clubs, Lions Clubs, the Jaycees
a 1
nd women's clubs throughout the country have purchased prop-
ert inc i

Y engraving materials for local law enforcement agencies

Freque ' .
quently they also have provided volunteers to help administer

the i g
PIQJects. The National Exchange Club107 knows of over 350

local i
chapters which have started o-71 Projects after Ssecuring

inf i i -
ormation issued by the national headquarters

I .
Program in 1971, the National Assg

| | ociation of -
Surance Agents (NAIA)44 .

b .
egan Sponsoring Operation Identifica-

tion as a national progr

am for its 125,000 members. The NATIA

- Provides kij i n o-
| its to its members to help them establish an O-T
,

Project in thejr own communitiesg
In many localits i
y alities, independent insurance agents lend

L OlS an i e [ U W .I W : W
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no charge. Currently four insurance companies in Michigan are

allowing a five percent credit on homeowners policy premiums
to O-I participants. Other companies throughout the country
offer_as much as ten percent reductions on such premiums to par-
ticipants of‘locai 0-I projects.44

A private company, Listfax Corporation, is selling itsr
own Operation Identification project. For a fee ranging from

$14.95 for one years' registration to $29.95 for five years'

registration, Listfax will send a customer its "Burglary Pre-

vention Kit" which includes:

a stencil which can be used to trace a unique identi--
fier on property;

(@)

0 a carbide-tip mechanical engraver;

o stickers for posting on windows and doors; and

0 yegistration forms.

Listfax recommends that one copy of the registration form
be sent to the customer's'local police department and the other
returned to Listfax for entry on its own computer system which
109

is accessible to police through a toll-free telephone line.

Operation Identification has received recognition through

. ; 1 .
proposed federal legislation.IB' 14’ 15, 16+ 17 5 pi11 current-

ly pending in the United States House of Representatives, H. R.
9175, entitled "The Community Anticrime Assistance Act," would
provide federal grants to cities and nonprofit agencies to
support crime prevention activities, and identifies Operation

Identification as a major component of burglary reduction.

13




PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT FOR
OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

CHAPTER III.

A, Introduction

Successfui implementation of an Operation Identification
project is dependent upon the willingness of citizens to have
their property marked and to display evidence that this has
been done. 1Ideally, the citizenry would realize the need for
such action and would be anxious to participate in such a pro-
gram. Under these circumstances, the implementing agency would

need only to make the marking tools and project materials avail-

able to the public.

In reality, however, such an ideal situation does not

exist. i
One survey of Operation Identification pProjects revealed

that i
at representatives of 2¢ percent of the projects surveyed saw

ubli ] j
Public apathy asg a lMajor problem, while those from another 18

Percent j i
of the projects Cited voluntary Public participation as

problematic,®’
As a result, agencies promoting Operation Iden-

tificati ’
tion have been forced to devote considerable time an

Tesources to "

d
selling" O-7 Projects to the public

o and to activel
Tecruiting Participants, y

Projects to en it3 k
| courage citizen participation constitute the

recruiji
ruitment Component of a13] O-I projects

e o ‘ These activities’
se i

f | of mass media, the distribution of various kind

O project lit S

-terature, and the contact by project personnel

5 | , ; e

1th groups ang individualg, This

section presents the specific

14

objectives of this component, the methods used to achieve these
objectives,  the major assumptions inherent in-these methods,
and a summary of evaluation findings about O-I recruitment ac-
tivities. ’

B. Recruitment Objectives

The primary objective of the recruitment component for an

O-I project is to recruit citizens for participation in Operation

Identification. This objective can be measured in terms of
either the actual numbers of people or the percent of the target
population that join the project. For instance, the Denver 0O-I
project, started in 1973, hopes to recruit a total of 65,000

people by May 1975;94 whereas the Seattle project, also started

in 1973, had a goal of achieving a participation level of 30

percent within its target area by July 1974.36

Another major objective of recruitment is to increase pub-
lic awareness of both the extent of crimes against property in
the community and the existence of the Operation Identification
project. Greater public awareness is often a separate project
objective, particularly in those localities which conduct ex-
tensive public education campaigns in crime prevention. As
examples, a booklet prepared by the Region C Criminal Justice
Planning Agency in Shelby, North Carolina, mentions the impocr-
tance of citizen education as an objective,Sl and the Minnesota
SPA has included increased citizen awareness as a short-range
objective of its statewide Crime Watch program. It is note-
‘wofthy that, while public'educatidn is often cited as an essential
75

first step to citizen acelon, public awareness does not

15




guarantee citizen involvement. The burglary prevention project

in,Seattleﬂfound that its public education campaign had not
succeeded in stimulating any significant level of citizen ac-
. .35 ; ; :

tion; that is, increasing people's awareness about crime ang
the existence of an 0-I project does not ensure their active par-
‘ticipation in the project. |

A third objective of recruitment, not‘frequently identified

- ’

1s based upon the fact that if the general public is informed

about Operation Identification, burglars and fences in the com-

munity will also become aware of the project and its potential

effect upon them. Awareness and understanding of the O-I concept

is : p i ‘
@& necessary step in the Process of deterring burglars from

' breaklng into participants' homes and deterring fences from

.receiving marked stolen‘property.75 ‘This process is more fully

discugsed below in the burglary deterrence section.

Im i i k
proved pollce~commun1ty relations is frequently an un-

stated obi i Fui
» objective of the recruitment effortsg. This objective is

base : i
ased on the belief that pPublicity which shows

i ‘ - . ‘e
N nvolved in 3 public assistance Project to help

crime j i
| 1Mproves the police image in the communii:

. ) y .
C. Recruitment Methods

+ to more direct, person-

presentations,and door-to-door

canvassing.

Almost all projects utilize newspapers in one form or
another to bublicize Operation Identification and to encourage
citizens‘to participate. Such publicity may include news
items and feature stories abott project activities as well as
donated and paid advertisiﬂg. Regional and statewide programs
often provide standardized press releases and advertising lay-

1.5l As an example; the Minnesota

outs to local implementors.
Crime Watch, sponsored by the Minnesota SPA, has used newspaper

over 200 ads and 175 news items
49

publicity quite extensively,
have appeared in 120 different publications. In one year, the

St. Louis O-I project, jointly sponeored by the St. Louis Police

Department and the Women's Crusade‘Against Crime, was publicized

in 73 news articles which appeared in 25 local and regional news-

2a
papers.

The cost of such efforts to the project can be quite
minimal if local newspapers present feature news stories about
the project, and advertisements are sponsored by 5usinesses and
civic organizations.51 Some projects with sufficient funding
purchase their own promotional ads. Denver, for example, has
requested $23,340 for newspaper advertising for a 10 month period
ending in early 1976 (grant application is still pending).97
Although newspaper publicity may reach significant numbers
of people, it also has the disadvantage of frequently reaching

beyond the designated target dreas and creating a demand for O-T

services which cannot be satisfied. Nevertheless, separate

: ' .. 1
studies in St. Louis,2d Denver96 and Illinois™ have all reported

that newspaper publicity remains one of the most effective means

17
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of reaching a large number of people.

Rédio and television are also frequently used to publi-
cize O-T projects. As with newspapers, the types of publicity
imcludé news reports, feature stories, interviews with project
staff, and direct advertising with public service and paid
announcements. Standardized scripts are often provided to local
projects by regionél, statewide, or nationally sponsored pro-
grams.l' >L he publicity costs can be minimized if the pro-
duction expenses and air time are donated by the stations, co-
operating businesses, or civic organizations.Sl Some projects
have sufficient funding to produce and sponsor their}own promo-
tional announcements. Denver has requested $11,660 in their 10
month grant application for radio and television advertising.97
The evaluation of O-I projects statewide in Illinois found that
the most frequently used electronic media item was the public
service announcement, usually lasting 15, 30, or 60 seconds.1
Illinois,l St. Louis,2d and Dénver96 have all reported encourag-
ing results with television promotion. The Denver study found
radio to be the least effective mass medium;96 ' As wiﬁh news-
Papers, a major problem in using electronic media for promotion
is that broadcast Coverage may extend well beyond the designated
Project target: areas and thereby create an unservable demand.>l
Another frequent problem is that donated Public service announce-

ments a 3 .
re rarely broadcast during prime time, and in fact are

most - .
: frequently aired when few people are likely to be reached.l

Vis i » ‘o
sual displays are often utilized +to inform large numbers

of .
people about‘Operatlon Identification. These include bill~

18

boards, posters, bumper stickers, booths at shopping centers,
and mobile vans containing display materials. In the Minnesota
Crime Watch program forvexample, 3,000 posters were distributed
and 60 billboards were sponsored throughout the staﬁe during the
last six months of 1973.49 One Massachusetts community even
erected a sign at the city limits warning outsiders that resi-
dences in the city were protected by Operation Identification.86
Display booths are frequently used at shopping centers,
fairs, parks, conventions, festivals, and schools to combine

3, 394,47a, 54

visual displays with some personal contact. Molzile

vans and trailers are also used by some projects to disseminate

information about crime prevention programs, including Operation

59, 64, 111

Identification. Since the burglary deterrent effect

of Operation Identification depends upon burglar awareness of
the O-I concept, a few projects have dirécted promotional efforts

L

specifically at’criminals by placing posters in jails”or holdej
overs.ze’ 39a No evaluative information is available on the
results of such efforts. |

All of the recruitment methods discussed thus far can
reach sizable numbers of people in a relatively short period of

time. Of all these methods, however, only display booths, vans,

and trail~rs provide any personal contact between project repre-~

sentatives and individual citizens. To gain maximum police~-.

community relations benefits, many Operation Identification.pro—
jects prefer to use more personal face-to-face methods of pro-
motion. Almost universally project representatives give presen-

tations about Operation Identification at group meetings. Most

19




frequently reached are civic clubs, social groups, neighborhood
associations, and church organizations. Some projects use

visual aids such as slides and movies to staﬁdardize the pre-
sentation and to present more accurate information.56’ 60 Dur-
ing its first eight months of existence the Minnesota Crime Watch
program recorded a total of 1,020 group presentations, reaching
over 54,000 people.49 Several projects provide group presenta-
tions at "block parties" held in citizens'! homes, in some
instances using a burglary victim as the host.ss' 67, 74 In
one city, formal crime prevention seminars, held to increase

publ;c awareness, include Operation Identification information 47a

Th L] i - 3
e St. Louis O-T broject has found that group presentations

are . i
one of the few effective methods of reaching individuals

living i igh-cri 2
9 in high-crime areas.“® It has been stressed that the

€o i
People making these presentations should be trained for the job

and paid f i 51
or their effort, Other than personnei costs, there

- appear to b j i
‘ € NO major problems inherent in using such Presenta

Some pro- ini
Projects inject €ven more personal contact with citi-

2ens by recruitj - ici
iting O-1 Participants through door-to-door can-

vVassing b roject wo v
‘ 9 Dby proj rkers or olunteers Each contact can
. c .

eithe imi
r be limited to a short Presentation ga

literature,

and to mark their valuable property. Over a 22-month period,

more than 29,000 items were engraved in 6,419 homes. Indi-

anapolis112 and Se‘attle35 also have found door-to-door canvass-

ing to be an effective promotion device.
Other cities, however, have experienced difficulties with

this method. Door-to-door canvassing in St. Louis during 1972

produced such a poor rate of citizen response that it has not

been tried again. Similar results were reported in a

door-to~-door recruitment effort by the Jaycees in Hoffman

Estates, Illinois.63 A city ordinance in Berkeley, Cali-

fornia, initially prohibited police officers from doing

76

door~to-door soliciting for the project. Other prob-

lems with door-to-door canvassing include the adverse

48 .
effects of bad weather,48 lack of manpower, and negative

citizen response.
The use of brochures or pamphlets explaining the Operation

Identification concept seems to be characteristic of nearly all
O-I projects. Although these materials are sometimes standard-
ized for an entire state or region, most local projects either
adapt or design the literature to fit their project. These
materials are handed.out during’group presentations, door-to-
door contacts, and from display booths and mobile vans. In
some cases, they are mailed directly to residents of target

areas. In Pasadena, California, for instance, O0-I literature

In Minnesota, the SPA used 37
49 1p

was enclosed in utility bills.
~different organizations to distribute 0-I literature.

Wichita, Kansas, brochures were placed in grocery bags at super-

21
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47a Such distribution helps to get project information

‘markets.
directly into the hands of the target population at comparative-
ly little cost.

Other methods for promoting citizen involvement in Opera-~
tion IdentificatiOn seem limited only by the imagination of the
project staff itself. The Welcome Wagon in Wichita has been
used to inform new residents of thé project's existence.47a‘
Restaurant placemats are used in St. Clair Shores, Michigan as
a means of publicizing various crime prevention programs.46c
Private businesses frequently agree to promote an O-T project

among their employees and even clients.33

D. Major Assumptions of the Recruitment Process

A basic assumption of any publicity campaign is that when

people see or hear a particular piece of information, they will

absorb" all or part of the information being conveyed. Especial-~

ly with the mass media, people listen very selectively because

of the sheer volume of material being transmitted

T .y .
n addition, an lmportant assumption of all O0-I promotion
is th
at once people have learned that a Project exists they
14

will want ici L, 75
to participate.™’ In reality, the actual rate of

As a result, the Success of an O-I pPro-

| .
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(1) increase the citizen's awareness of the crime prob-
lem,

(2) make him aware of the existence of the Operation
Identification project in his community,

(3) convince him that the O-I concept can effectively
reduce his chances of being victimized, and

(4) persuade him to become a participant in the project.
Another assumption of many O-I projects is that the in-
creased contact between the police department and the citizens
who participate in the project produces an improved perception
97

of the police and a reduced fear of crime among those citizens.

E. Evaluations of Recruitment Activities

Only a smail number of Operation Identification projects
have attempted any formal evaluation of their recruitment
afforts. The scope of these evaluations and the methodologies
used vary widely, but these efforts do provide some information
about the effectiveness of 0-I recruitment activities.

The Operation Identification project in St. Loﬁis, part
of the High impact Anti-Crime Program, has conducted two tele-
phone surveys +m aid in the evaluation of the projectf The
first survey, dealing exclusively with Operation Identification,
polled 348 persons, both participants and non-participants. The
second survey questioned 254 persons about the St. Louis High
Impact Anti-Crime Program in general. Both surveys indicated
that approximately 70 percent of those questioned had heard of
Operation Identification.2d Of those who had heard of the pro-
ject, 46 percent recalled having seen promotion on television,

12 percent recalled newspaper promotion, and 30 percent recalled

various other sources of information such as Police-Community

23




Relations Committee meetings or conversations with friends.?d

A telephone survey was also used to evaluate the Denver 0O-I

promotion campaign. Of the 825 persons responding, 79 percent

had heard of Operation Identification.96

As part of the evaluation of the Minnesota Crime Watch
Program, a pretest survey was conducted during August, 1973, two
months before the start of the program promotional campaign.

Of the 855 persons interviewed, 35 percent knew that some form
of property marking program was already available in their com-
mpnities and 17 percent claimed to have marked their property.
However, when asked about burglary deterrence programs in their
communities, only 9.5 percent mentioned Operation Identification.
The tentative conclusions in the evaluation report were that
‘people were marking their property without joining the local O-I
project and for reasons other than burglary prevention. It is

also possible that the deterrence potential of O-T had not been

adequately communicated.49

and - $ i ~
non-participants. Most of those interviewed had some aware-

n . ey
ess of Operation Identification and most had a favorable im-

Pressio k
~ n Of the program. The evaluation also showed, however,

that even the p " k
ost "successful" local Projects were only able

~to achi { o :
teve participation levels of fropm three to five percent of

the hous ithi ir 5 |
eholds within their Jurisdictions, while the vast major-

ity of ¢ ; ~
| V% the Projects had levels much lower than that

Other studies
udies also support the’conclugion that awareness
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of Operation Identification does not ensure participation.
The Denver telephone survey, cited above, showed that only one-
third of the respondents who were aware of the O-I project had
actually joined. In the first St; Louis evaluation survey,
only 11 percent of those interviewed who were aware of the O-I
program had joined. This low participation rate is surprising
since nearly all who had heard of the project had a favorable
impression of it.2d

Also, in the second St. Louis survey 50 percent of the non-
participants interviewed had heard of the project and nearly all
had a favorable impression of it. Surprisingly, however, only
66 percent of those favorably impressed had any interest in join-
ing the project.2a

It would seem that the participation rate among citizens
receiving information about O-I is at least partly dependent upon
the medium used to convey the information. The Illinois evalu-
ation survey results indicated that more non-participants than
participants had learned of the O-I program through television,
leading to the study's conclusion that television promotion was

the least likely method to influence people to “‘oin the program.

In contrast, however, the Denver survey indicated that television

. was the most effective promotional medium, followed by news-

papers and word-of-mouth. Radio promotion was found to be rel-
atively ineffective.96
In Chicago, promotion by civic groups was judged to be

the most likely method to produce participation among those reached.t

The door-to-door canvassing by Police Community Serwice Officers

25
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in Detrpoit appears to have been well received. A follow-up ol

CHAPTER IV. | MATERIAL DISTRIBUTION AND
PARTICIPANT ENROLLMENT

telephone survey indicated that 95 percent of the citizens con~

[t

tacted favored the CS0 program, an important segmant of which
A, Introduction

included the property marking project.48
in Seattle, during the first year of a burglary reduction An Operation Identification project's distribution and
program, a public information campaign utilizing newspapers ~ enrollment phase consists of (1) the dissemination of project

’ -
materials (marking tools, property inventory forms, and various

electronic media, and brochure saturation was focused in a tar
other kinds of informational and instructional materials) to

- 35
get area. ¥hile such a campai
palgn was found to be of help j
P in
members of the target population; (2) the use of these materials

familiarizing the community abou he bur ry reduction pro vento valu pX
Yy abo g vy i o) n y
't the burgla e ject, to mark and inve r luable operty; and (3) the regis
' -

‘ - . . .. . 4 s ln g;e[[elal., Elle dlSt

‘going citizen involvement was for materials and the marking of property are basic elements found
. organizers to manage a c

; areful ) . . , . . NG

block-by-block effort aimed at stimy ‘ . in every O-I project. The use of property inventories varies «é-;fé

tating and guiding cjtizen )

i -hd . from project to project, however, and in a few cases artici-
While this methoq yielded good results proj broj ’ r r P
d I 4

“interest,

it also - . .
re pant registration is completely absent.

Quired excessive amounts of time
The major assumptions inherent in this phase are:

0 i B TR | RN - e T g : P o

To date,
(1)  each person receiving project materials will mark

(and, where required, inventory) his property in
accordance with the instructions he has been given;
and

(2) each participant will register with the project
where required.

Various methods of implementing the distribution and en-

rollment phase,problems that have been identified with these

implementation alternatives, documented results relevant to the
above assumptions, and the effectiveness measures that have

been used to evaluate this phase are discussed below.

27
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ernative Distribution and Enrollment Methods

B. Alt

The most common method of marking property with an iden-

tifying syﬁbol is the use of electronic engravers to etch an iden-

tifyihg nunber into the sﬁrface of each piece of property. These

tools are usually made available for loan for a specified period

of time from distribution sites set up by project implementors.
Sites used to distribute 0-I materials vary with location. In

Denver, for example, engravers are available at police and fire

102

stations,kpolice storefronts, and realtor offices. Police‘sta—

. . . . 66
tion personnel also distribute engravers 1n Indianapolis, Wash-

. 100a . . . . .
ington, D. C.,72a and Phoenix. Fire stations are distribution

71 100a

and Phoenix. Phoenix also

100a

sites in Oakland,7 New Orleans,
utilizes banks, credit unions, and insurance companies, as does
the program in Indianapolis.66 Libraries are used for distribution
with good results in St. Louis,2b while Wichita reports a favorable
response to the uée of supermarkets for this purpose.47a In
addition, in some communities engravers are distributed to civic
organizations, bus;inesses,47a and apartment‘complexeslooa for use
by‘;heir members,‘employees, and residents.

Distribution of the engraving.tools is usually made directly
to citizens, free ofvcharge; but a small number of projects do
require a deposit to borrow the pen. For example, a $5 deposit
is required to borrow an engraver in Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio,92 a
$10 deposit is required in North Lakeview (Chicago), Illinois.53
In other areas, civic groups and large employers are encouraged

‘to purchase the tools for use by their members and employees.

28

Tools are also readily available through local distributors
such as hardware storesl In fact, Wen Products, Iné., one of
the three major manufacturers of engravers, has sold over
500,000 of them since 1970, exclusively through distributors.42
In a few projects, notably that operated by the Los
Angeles Police Department, the use of destruction resistant
labels is advocated. Thesehlabels are particularly suitable
for marking both non-engravable items, such as clothiﬁg, and
items whose value would be diminished by physical engraving,
such as antiques. It is suggested that use of labels rather
than electronic engravers makes the marking of newly-purchased
items easier and overcomes people!s apparent reluctance to en-
grave property. In addition, the cost of the labels kapproxi—
mately $3.25 for 250 labels) can be borne by the participant
(although his willingness to do so has not been demonstrated) ,
whereas the cost of electronic engravers may be prohibitive
for O~I projects in large metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles.
There the initial cost for engravers and printed materials alone

would be approximately $25,000. The loss of engraving tools would

also be eliminated through the use of labels.9a Other recom-

mended property identification methods include tattoocing (of

items such as furs), and the photographing of unmarkable items.'75
In most projects, each participant in the O-I program

nust mark his own property. Some projects, however, provide

engraving services. In St. Petersburg, Florida, for example,

personnel using mobile vans go into neighborhoods and assist

29
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. . . 99%a
residents with the marking and inventorying of theilr property.

40

. ‘ 5 ~
In selected areas of St. Louls,2b Denver, and San Jose,

volunteers or project staff members have been used to offer

engraving services on a door-to-door basis. Explorer Scouts

100b

havé been used for the same purpose in Phoenix, In Mult-

. 87 .
nomah County, Oregon39a and Columbus,’Ohlo, engraving sexr-—

vices are provided for disabled, shut-in, or elderly citizens.

In Phoenix, some retailers and repair shops will engrave newly-

; . . 100a
purchased or serviced articles for their customers.

A wide variety of identifying numbers are recommended
for use by O-I projects. Many projects, including Illinoisl

. 2a ) . e
and St. Louis, advise the use of the participants' driver's

license number prefixed with a two or three letter abbreviation

for the state. In New York City,34

participants are advised
to use their Social Security number. Operation Identification
projects operating under the statew1de Minnesota Crime Watch

49
Program ~ assign a unique PIN number (permanent 1dent1fy1ng

humber) to each participant prefixed with'the NCIC code (National

Crime Information Center) for the police jurisdiction in which

he resides. A common difficulty for most 0O-I projects are the

varieti -
ties of non-recommended, and frequently non-traceable, iden-

tifi i i
ers which are used. These include name, address, zip code,

initials, ang inc ot . . ' , g
' 2 Ompléfﬂ driver's license and Social Security

numbers.,
Proce ‘ : .
cedures for enrolling (reglstering) participants also

vary f ool j
Y Irom project to prOJect For the purpose of property re-

cov
ery, participant raglstratlon with the 0-I project is un-

30
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necessary in those communities in which a citizen's driver's
license number is used to identify his property and the local
law enforcement agency has ready access to state motor vehicle
and Erie County,

files.38 Some projects, such as New Orleans71

New York,93 rely on participants to voluntarily mail a registra-
tion card to their police department. (In New Orleans the par-
ticipant receives no decals until he has registered.) Other
programs register the participant when he either borrows or
returns the engraving tool. In St. Petersburg, Florida, citi-
zens attending O-I presentations are contacted by projedt

staff approximately 30 days after the presentation, when those
persons who have marked their property are registered as pro-
gram participants. San Antonio charges $1 for the regis-

tration of each participant in the project's computerized data

bank.lOlb

C. Implementation Problems

Several common problems have been identified to date
with the distribution, property marking, and registration
aspects of Operation Identification. Some projects have found
that police stations and insurance companies are inadequate
distribution sites because most citizens have limited contact
with them.47a On the other hand, it has been found that super-

market personnel generally have not kept accurate recoxds of

47a
pen use.

Public apathy and the difficulty in getting citizens to

actually engrave their property is probably the greatest prOblem
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. 2e, 11, 66, 67
encountered in the marking process. ' ! !

Twenty-six
percent of the respondents to a survey conducted by the National
Crime Prevention Institute among police and state planning
agencies indicated that public apathy had been a problem.67
Twenty-three percent of these respondents reported an inadequate

pen supply.
100a

Lost and damaged engravers have been a problem in
Phoenix.

A New York City Police Departmeni report34 has listed

some common mistakes in marking property, including failure to

provide a complete identifying number and an indication of the

participant's location (e.g., his state). Difficulty in mark-

ing certain items can also be a problem (e.g.,
1

clothing, dtugs,

securities).

The problems identified above are not limited to individual

pProjects. This is evidenced by the evaluation report of the

statewide 0-I program sponsored by the Illinois SPA. Interviews
of 108 o~

(

I project implementors in northern Illinois communities

excluding those in the Chicago area) revealed that 60.2

pPercent had experienced a lack of community support. Problems

with
engraving tools and Printed material were also identified
in 18.5
percent and 12.0 percent of the projects respectively.

Thirteen
percent of the respondents indicated that they had ex-

Perlenced a
dministrative dlfflcultles The evaluators concluded

that a much
r
greater investment of money, manpower, and auxiliary

co
mmunity Support Tesources would be

Tequired" t i
enro;lment 1 O achieve greater
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Participant registration creates additional problems.
Some people are reluctant to register with programs operated by
police departments because they feel it constitutes an invasion
of their privacy.ze’ 3166
has also been a problem. The St. Louis project has idehtified
the tendency of some distribution sites to accumulate regis-
tration cards, rather than forwarding them to a centralized

location.

D. Evaluation Results

Few measures of the effectiveness of Operation Identifi-
cation's distribution and enrollment phase either exist or

have been proposed. Even fewer evaluative results of this

phase, other than an accounting of the numbers of new partici-

pants (e.g., monthly) and of participants to date, have been
reported. Denver and Phoenix record the participation achieved
through each of their distribution sites. In Denver, for ex-
ample, during the project's two-year existence, the four police
stations have recorded 2,946 participants, 25 fire stations

have recorded 1,689, and police storefronts have accounted

for 245,102

In Phoenix, in a six-month period five police
stations fegistered 591 participants, while 31 fire stations
registered 2,690 participants. Another 185 participants
registered in apartment complexes.looa
Finally, the rates of engraver loss have also been

suggested as an important measure of the adequacy of distribu-
tion methods. vProjects which suffer frequent engraver loss
tend to be those without adequate records of engraver use or

without a procedure for recovering overdue tools.
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BURGLARY DETERRENCE EFFECTS OF

CHAPTER V.
OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

A. Introduction

The remaining sections of this paper deal with the two

principal objectives of the O-I concept: burglary deterrence

and property recovery. Beginning with a brief discussion of
the potential intervention which successful 0-I projects may
make into the burglary and property recovery processes,
respectively, these intervention frameworks are then used to
present past findings relating to each objective.

The burglary process can be modeled as a series of
decisions or actions taken by the burglar hiﬁself. This model
assumes that every burglary consists of all or some of the
following steps:

(1) the decision to commit a burglary;

(2) the surveillance and selection of a specific target;
(3) the successful entrance into the target;

- (4) th i ifi i
taiei?leCtlon of specific property items to be
(5) the escape; and

(6) the suc : .
buyer. cessful disposition of the property to a

The burglary deterrence capability of the 0O-T concept
de
pends upon the reality and extent of the intervention that

can be
: introduced by O0-I into one Oor mHre of the burglary pro-

Cess steps identified above,

These interventions and their

%
3
e

"
5

';WE»%NW

summarized in Table 1. Several of these interventions and
effects are frequently cited as separate project objectives,
independent of their contribution to burglary reduction. For
example, many projects postulate that 0-I will assist the
police in identifying and apprehending burglars and fences, and
will also increase the difficulty of fencing stolen property.
Although these specific effects can only be realized if O-I
participants are burglarized; it is not incongruous to include
them in a discussion of burglary deterrence. The ultimate goal
of a realistic burglary deterrence progiam is to deter as much
burglary as possible; and, when deterrence does not occur, to
minimize the market value of the stolen property, to apprehend
the offender, and to return the property to its owner. These
post-burglary capabilities of a burglary reduction program,
such as O-I,in theory provide its credibility among burglars,
which in turn constitutes the essential ingredient of deter-—

rence.

B. Major Components of Operation Identification's Burglary
Detarrence Effect

Before reviewing O-I's ability to achieve burglary reduc-
tions, the major components which contribute to the overall
deterrent effect will be discussed. Specific interventions

produced by each component, as well as inherent assumptions

énd relevant evaluation results, will be indicated.

Increa SEd crime oreventlon avvareness -

ponent consists of an increased crime prevention awareness

among participants. This may be reflected both in other crime

35
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and take more precautions. However, a similar survey of

348 households in St. Louis found that participants had
apparently taken fewer precautions than the non-participants.
This suggests that either participants rely heavily on O-I as
a’burglary deterrent, or that non-participants see no need for

Operation Identification because of the other precautions they

have taken.lo4

Surveys have also been used to measure citizen attitudes
toward police. Of 699 O-I participants interviewed in northern
Illinois (excluding Chicago), 79 percent were at least somewhat‘
satisfied with the job being done by local police before they

joined Operation Identification.l Nevertheless, 32 percent in-

dicated that, as a result of their experience in 0O-I, they had
an even better opinion of the local police (only 0.5 percent had

& worse opinion). An evaluation of crime control programs in

. .6
California® found that, as a result of public educatiorn Lype

.programs, the percentage of burglaries Yeported by other than

victims increased from 9.9 to 13.1 percent in a four-month

period. Another California study,75 however, found that such

trends were short-term.

Burglar awareness of O-I

The second component of Oper-

ation Identifi i
tification's burglary deterrent effect consists of

increa av
sgd awareness of 0-I on the part of the burglar This

component ¢ i
can consist of two distinct elements

, The first is
the posteqd warning,

mo
St commonly a decal or display card placed

on wihdows a
nd doors by o-1 Participants as g warning to the
Botential burqy ‘
ar,
giar. Most often, the decals are either distributed
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with the marking tool or at the time the tool is returned. In
Indianapolis, however, they are issued only after inventory

forms have been completed.66 New Orleans police distribute the

decals only after they have received the participant's regis-

tration card. In San Jose, California where engraving services

were offered door-to-door, the person doing the engraving posted

the decals for the citizen.40

In Newton, Massachusetts86 and in several communities

101b

around San Antonio, warnings to burglars are posted at the

city limits. The San Antonio signs proclaim individual communi-
ties' involvement in Operation Identification and the percent of
all households enrolled in the progrém.

The second element of burglar awareness 1is O-I project

publicity designed to inform the burglar of 0-I's existence

and its implications for him. 1In at least one location (Multno-

mah County, Oregon), this has been accomplished by posting

l,39a

notices in the local jai although most projects rely on

their recruitment publicity to reach the burglar.

Several assumptions manifest themselves in this process:

first, that citizens who post the decals mark their property47a

and, conversely, that citizens who mark their property post

decals. Given that the citizen has done both, the key assump-

tion is that a potential burglar will see the decals and recognize
their meaning. Closely related to his reaction to the decals

is his reaction to marked property. The usual assumptions are

_that a burglar prefers unmarked property and, in fact, avoids

identifiable property that would be traceable to the scene of a
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burglarY-66' 5

Evaluation of burglar awareness and the deterrent effect

of posted warnings has been attempted by interviewing convicted

burglars. Conclusions drawn on the basis of this testimony
ére miked, however. A report‘on the property engraving program
in Indianapolis66 cites a case in which a burglar indicated
that O-I had a "major" deterrent effect. A survey of 69 con-
victed burglars conductea as part of the Operation Identifica-
tion’study in Illinoisl produced an opposite result, however.
Sixty-eight percent of those questioned were unaware of O-I.
Sixty-seven percent indicated that a decal-marked premise would
have no effect on their decision to burglarize it. Similarly,

74 percent stated that markings on a particular item would not

influence their decision to steal it.

Risk of apprehension and conviction. A third component

of O-I's intervention into the burglary process centers on the

burglar's perceived and actual risk of apprehenéion and convic-

tion as a result of his decision to burglarize an O-I premise.

Scarr's analysis of the patterns of burglary in Washington,

D. C., Fairfax County, Virginia and Prince George's County,

Maryland concluded that a majority of burglars are not caught,

and that most arrests in burglary cases are the result of care-

lessness or the use of inform.ants.103 Generally, Opération

I L T T
dentification is not related to either. O-I can, however,

£f | :
atfect the burglar's risk of apprehension "on scene," during

the in ‘ ‘
interval between the burglar's escape from the scene and

40

his disposition of the stolen merchandise, or when he attempts
to sell the goods.

In the first case, the risk of apprehension appears to
be proportional to the length of time spent at the burglary
scene. A survey18 of 100 convicted burglars on probation or in
jail in the Boston, Massachusetts area indicated that burglars
spend an average of five and a maximum of ten minutes gaining
entrance to a business or residence. Ninety-one percent usually
spent 30 minutes or less inside the premise. Target hardening
measures often taken by O-I participants (alarms, locks, im-
proved doors and door frames) can lengthen the time needed to
enter a business or residence sufficiently to discourage the
burglar. In fact, 73 percent of the burglars interviewed said
that evidence of an alarm might prevent their burglarizing a
particular location, while 50 percent indicated that strong
doors would have the same effect.

Once the burglar has gained entrance, O-I's intervention
efforts are directed at delaying his escape, because of the
time he spends either checking property for identification num-
bers or physically removing or defacing such numberé.

From the time he escapes until he disposes of his loot,
the burglar risks apprehension with marked stolen préperty which
can be traced to the burglary scene and provide sufficient cause
for police to detain him. Even if police are unable to trace
the property to a burglary scene, the fact that the identifica-
tion number apparently does not match the apprehended person

labels him as a suspect for future investigation. If, as
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property marking programsl’

, with marked prope

”proéecuted;87,and (6)

claimed, fences are reluctant to deal in marked stolen property,

, ; 1 ' . |
this period of vulnerability and the accompanying risk for the

burglar is increased because of the difficulty in disposing of
’ 71, 75, 86

the marked goods. Apprehension and detention of those
fences who do receive marked stolen property further reduce the

number of outlets available to the burglar.’ > Operation Identi-

fication, combined with an effective program of public education,75

“also reduces'the market for stolen property by eliminating,

or at least making more difficult, the street corner sale of
stolen property.
The theory of the above interventions has given rise to

extensive‘publicity and O-I promotion,sg’ 7’2 ana to numerous

6, 34, 75
throughout the country

which claim that Operation Identification will "aid in the appre-

hension and conviction of property offenders" (both burglars

and fences). In fact, this claim has been included as an ob-

Jective in several grant applications for O-I type programsl’ 34

based, in general, on the assumptions that (1) possession of

marked stolen property increases the burglar's and fence's risk

of apprehension;®?/ 71, 75,
PP nsion; ’ 8 (2) difficulty in disposing of

marke e : L
E d stolen property increases the time a burglar has it in

his Possession;7l' 75, 86 ‘
(3) burglary investigation is enhanced

when a theft j ‘ ke
eft involves marked property;38'(4) burglary suspects

are more readi i ifi
eadily ldentified as a result of marked property in

their possession. .
Sion; (5) suspected burglars and fences apprehended

rty i i i
¥ Ih their possession are more likely to be

bure ~
rglars and fences apprehended with marked
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property in their possession are more likely to be‘conviCted.79

Measures of effectiveness that can be used to evaluate
Operation Identification's effect on burglary apprehensions and
convictions include the rates of apprehension of suspected bur-
glars with and without marked property in their possession6 and
the prosecution and con%iction rates of suspected burglars appre-
hended with and without marked property in their possession.

Data needed to pérform an evaluation of the increased appre-
hension and conviction of property offenders due to Operation
Identification, however, have been lacking to date. One reason
is that most police department O-I projects, as indicated in the
National Crime Prevention Institute's survey,67 are still rela-
tively new and have not yet had enough time to record a signif-~-
icant number of O-I apprehensions. Another reason is that many
O0-I projects, either by design or circumstance, are not collect-
ing any arrest data. The third reason is the relatively small
number of arrests that are made in burglary cases. Results of
a study of crime in New York City, cited in Reppetto's report
on residential crime,18 suggest that less than five percent of
all burglaries result in one or more arrests. In Denver,l,02
only 1.6 percent of all burglaries occurred among O-I particié
pants (even fewer thefts involved marked property). Results
such as this suggest why any increase in apprehensions has been
difficult to measure.

Nevertheless, examples of apprehensions due to Operation
Identification have been reported in New Orleans71 and Phoenix.

Prosecutions as a result of O-I have been cited in Dallas

43
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and AnnArbor,'Mlchlgan.8

Not‘all results to date have been positive, however.
'?he usefulness of identification numbers in burglary investi-
géfions has been questioned by a California study75 which
 found that, while 16.5 percent of 7,763 burglaries examined
weré cleared by arrest,konly 11.3 percent of those involving
%ﬂgntifiable property werg cleared. The study suggested that
éne possible reason for these results was that investigators
failed to use property identification information, including
serial numbers, because of processing difficulties (e.g., com-

Plicated procedures required to trace ownership across state

boundaries) .

ns can be drawn.

Disposdl of marked stolen Property. The final component

of O-1! i ] ‘
S deterrent effect 1s the increasegd difficulty in dis-

0Ssine .
POsing of marked stolen Property. Since the burglar usually-

want i ’
S to dispose of Property he hasg stolen, the Yeaction of

fence
§ to markeq Property may have an impact on the burglar's

decisig B
on about burglarlzlng an 0-I location. The principal

lowers the ®

market" value of the item,’5s 86

' Evaluation of this Process ha

o

S also been limited to the
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s effect on burglary apprehensions, prosecu-

testimony of convicted burglars. 1In Illinois,l 45 percent of

those interviewed indicated that marking decreased the value of

stolen property and made its marketing more difficult in at
least some cases. Eleven percent said they would steal only

97, 102 where there were

unmarked items. Reports from Denver,
32,000 O-I participants as of January 1975, suggest that little
marked property has been stolen in burglaries of Operation Iden-
tification participants (only 246 of 2,990 items marked by vic~

timized participants were stolen).

C. Burglary Deterrence Problems

Two possible problems created by the burglary deterrence
aspects of Operation Identification have been identified. Crime
displacement from participants displaying decals to non-par-
ticipants has been suggested by data provided by an evaluation
of the O0-I project in Denver.94 There the burglary rate for
participants is only 20 percent of the rate for non-participants.
The city-wide burglary rate, however, has increased. ‘These
statistics indicate that burglars may, in fact, have been merely
displaced rather than deterred.

Another possible problem is the displacement of the bufglar
from the theft of marked items to thé theft of unmarked and un-
markable items such as money or clothing.66 The extent of this
probiem is suggested by Scarr's study of burglary patternle3
which reports, for example, that during 1969 in Waéhington, D.C.,
29 percent of the property stolen was unmarkable (checks and
documents, clothing, drugs, food, liquor, mohey and coins, and

tobacco) .
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h Since burglars want personal profit, increased fear of
\.T

W

apprehension and anticipated difficulty in fencing stolen

marked prope rty will usually cause them to seek more sultable

This, in turn, suggests a need for increased par-
2ar 66

‘targets.gg
ticipation rates - the greater the number of participants,
the fewer the acceptable burglary targets. In fact, a recent
study states that crime prevention by blocking potential bur-
glary opportunities through programs such as Operation Identi-
fication is effective only when the number of non-participants

it

. ..approaches or is less than ..." the number of targets de-

manded by burglars.98

D.  Evaluation Results

Various methods have been used for measuring the effective—

ness of O~I projects in deterring burglary. St. Louis2e and

97
Denver”™ have compared the burglary rate for participants to

that for non-participants. St. Louis has also compared the

burglary rate for part1c1pants after they ]01ned Operation Iden-

tification +6 their burglary rate during a one-or two-year

period before joining the program.2a City~wide burglary rates

befo:
re and after the program began in St. Louis are also avail-

able.2 The

tudy of 0-I projects in IllanlSl compared the

rates
in 1mplement1ng communities of total burglary burglary
14 !
1nvolv1nq ‘
markable goods, daytime residential burglary, resi-

dential bu
rglary 1nvolv1ng markable goeds, and daytime residen-

tial bur 1
glary anolv1ng markable goods to the corresponding
rates in non- o
n lmplementlng communities. Denver records the

value of m
erked property stolen and not stolen from partici

‘~from Monterey Park, California have been widely publicize

97 :
pants. In San Jose, a study was done to determine

the proportion of O-I households which displayed project

40

decals. Subjective evaluations have also been done by in-

terviewing project implementors, participants, non-participants,
and convicted burglars.l
These evaluations report varied results. New Orleans
reported monthly decreases in the burglary rate ranging from
2.3 to 33.8 percent during the 11 months after Operation Iden-
tification was introduced. In Newton, Massachusetts a 41.4
percent decrease in the burglary rate was experienced in the

86

first year after the initiation of an 0-I project and in Fair-

fax County, Virginia a 23 percent decrease was recorded in the

first four months of project operation. One area of San Antonio
experienced a reduction in burglaries from 86 in the year before
0-I began to only four in the year after. In the O-I tar-
get area of Detroit, a 24 percent reduction in burglary was re-

. 48
ported from 1972 to 1973.

In St. Louls, on the other hand,
there was no effect on the rate of city-wide residential bur-
glaries, although this might be explained by the low participa-

tion rate. In Illinois, no significant differences in bur-

glary rates between implementing and non-implementing communities
were detected.l

Results of comparisons between participant and non-partici-
pant burglary rates are generally favorable. Only San Jose re-

3 Burglary rates
d.78’

ports no difference between the two groups.

79, 80, 83 The likelihood of burglary was reduced by 78 percent
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v ~ , 3 ; in allocating the credit for
during a six-month period for participating households state~ ables, and the difficulty in a J
urin :

| ' j ' i - same
measured results among several progects»address1ng the

" wide in Minnesota. In the Cincinnati area, amazingly,only 10 of

97
problem.

17,000 participants (.058 percent), but 12,000 of 125,000 non- -
participants (9.6 percent) were'burglarized in a one-year

‘~period;90 in Denver 12.4 percent of non-participant locations

were burglarized compared to 0.48 percent of the participant

loéations.95 During 1973, Phoenix reported one burglary per

17 households (about a 6.0 percent rate), Among O~I partici-
pants, however, there was only one burglary per 229 house~-

kholdslooc (about a .434 percent).

Several common problems with the evaluation of 0-I'g

burglary deterrent effect have been noted. The question of

data reliability was raised in the Illinois study.l As a means

of determining the burglary rate among O-I participants,2e
SOme projects depend on the investigating pPolice officer to
indicate on the burglary report the victim's participation in
Operation Identification. The Possibility that the rate of |

reported burglary might change among participants after they

2e

Join 0-I has been suggested. Comparison of participant bur-

"real—world"~envir0n~,

the difficulty in controlling the many vari-

49

48

A i L b e s i o @ e




THE EFFECT OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION ON THE
RECOVERY AND RETURN OF STOLEN PRODERTY

CHAPTER VI.

A. The Property Recovery System

An adequate model of the stolen property recovery pro-
cess involves three separate entities. These are:

(1) the owner of personal property,

(2) the thief who steals the property, and

(3) the person who recovers the
. property and ret i
(usually a police officer) d SRS At

An important benefit claiﬁed for the 0-I program is that

it provides substantial help in making the return of stolen

property easier. The interaction of Operation Identification

and the property Tecovery process can be described as follows:

(1) the owner marks Oor labels his valuable property;
(2)  the thief steals some of the owner's property;
(3)

the police recover the property either by

(a) intercepting the
gf the Property,
(b) intercepting the
" g§ Epe Property, :
o findJ_.ng the Property in a pawn shop, or
nding the property with its new "owner"; and

offender before he can dispose

fence before he can dispose

(4) the police return

through the identi
Property. ‘

Ehg pProperty by tracing ownership
¥ing number or name on the

(1) How completely, permanently, and easily can a
homeowner mark his personal property? How can
items such as money, silver, china, crystal,
diamondi, other jewelry, clothing, and drugs be
marked?

(2) Does possession of marked property appreciably
' increase a burglar's risk of apprehension?

(3) What proportion of all stolen property is recovered,
once disposed of by the burglar or fence?

(4) What identifying marks can the police trace? Can
-they trace property from outside their city, county,
or state? What proportion of stolen marked property
do they return?

(5) 1Is the rate of return for marked property higher
than the rate of return for unmarked property?

A substantial number of O-I projects claim "the increased
return of stolen property to the rightful owner" as a major
benefit of the project. In Illinois' statewide program, this
objéctive was promulgated as part of Illinois Law Enforcement
Commission guidelines to the subgrantees.l In St. Louis, where
thé Operation Identification program was instituted as part of
the High Impact Anti-Crime Program, the objective was included
for measurement in evaluation plans since the grant presented
it as a major goal.2e The New York City Police Department also
included the objective in the gfant application for its O-I
project. In a report for the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration on property numbering programs in the United
States, two main objectives are identified; the first is prop-
erty recovery and return, the second is burglary deterrence.
The citations above represent only projects with formally

identified increased property recovery and return as an objec-—

tive of Operation Identification; the number of projects that
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publicize it in their project literature as an objective is

far greater.

B. Use of Operation Identification for the Recovery and Return
of Stolen Property

The documented results of Qperation Identification pro-

jects in aiding property recovery and return have been iimit—
’ed,almost;exclusively to articles and stories in newspapers
and magazines. Although most articles laud O-I's property
recovery benefits without describing actual examples of its

success, a few exceptions do exist. An Exchangite80 article

~in June 1972 describes how a New Orleans citizen regained
possession of her stolen property after police raided a fence

An article in the April 1972 National Observer tells how

Saginaw, Michigan police examined a cache of stolen goods, found
identifying marks on some of them, and located the rightful
owner -- who was not even aware that the property was missing.24
Some communities such as Buffalo, New York have attributed

reco i
very of some stolen bikes to Operation Identification.26

U N
nfortunately, stories such as these represent the bulk

of what i .
1s known about Operation Identification's effect on

incr i ~
€asing the return of Stolen property, Very few formal

Studies
have been undertaken to monitor or evaluate this ob-
jective, b :
» but there is Secondary evidence both to support and
defeat man ‘
Yy of the assumptions behind thisg component of the

Program, i ]
g Some of thig evidence is presented below

C. The p

olice Use -
=€ Oof 0-I for Property Recovery and Return

The pro : :
P perty Tecovery processg described above has four
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steps, beginning with property marking by the owner and end-
ing with return of property to the owner by the police. The
police role in the recovery processjcan be outlined as

(1) recovery of stolen property,

(2) finding of identifying marks,

(3) determination of the property owner from the
identifying marks, and

(4) return of the property to the owner.

The identifying marks of course make it possible to find
the owner of the property. But first, the identifying mark
has to be compared with a list of marks, one of which may
identify the rightful owner. While most projects can afford
only a manual "retrieval" system, several have instituted their

77, 78, 101k

own computerized systems. At least one private

company sells a registration service for marked property, via
computer, which provides retrieval capability when a client's
marked stolen property comes to the company's,attention.109
Many projects use the tracing capability of the National Crime
Information Center, a nationwide system which maintains a
computerized file of identifiable stolen property. Access to
the system is provided for law enforcement agencies through
on-line terminals.

Some problems have surfaced relative to the maintenance

and use of these lists, whether manual or computerized. Many

programs throughout the country recommend the Social Security

number for property marking. Pending legislation,

however, would make it illegal to use one's Social Security number
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2s an identifier for any purpose other than Social Security. Pro-
éent federal regulations alreaﬁy prohibit the Social Security
Administration from providing any information to other govern-
ment or private agencies. As a result, recovered pProperty
;nmrked}with a Social Security number cannot be returned unless
the property owner has registered his number with the local
- 0-I project. Other problems relating to property marking in-
clude the necessity for maintaining up-to-date information
~about the identifier's owner and making sure that identifiers

do not belong to more than one individual.38: 93

D. ’Property Recovery Problems

There are other problems with the use of 0-I to recover and

return stolen property. Some valuable properties cannot easily be

labeled or marked.‘ Jewelry, antiques, very small and expensive

1tems,’and property under warranty are examples. Problems also
arise when persons do not have an identifying number of their

3, 34, 38

own. In New York City,

the project recommends that

th i ici
€ prospective participant with this difficulty use the num-

ber of
a member of their family living within the same dwelling

34
unit, In
St. Louis, residents without driver's license num-

bers oft
€n use the number of a relative or friend. The use

of another
person's number adds an additional step in tracing

and returnl
19 stolen markeq Property, and may make return of

that Property impossible,

. f S LR SRR N vt g,
REPRIG: PERGETSER s ik i Aaebeuriy
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identifiers recommended by various Operation Identification
projects also presents serlous problems in tracing owners

from other localities. Lengthy identifiers are difficult, if
not 1mposs1ble; for persons to recall, snould the need arise.38

Furthermore, non-standard identifiers may not be recognizable

to the flnder of the property. 23

E. Inherent Assumptions in the Use of O-I to Increase Property

Recovery and Return

A basic assumption for this 0-I objective is that project
participants will actually mark their property, rather than
merely posting decals or receiving literature about the program.
Another assumption is that marked property aids in field in-
vestigations by burglary detectives. That is, does marked
property influence whether it can be recovered through investi-
gation? There is some evidence that the solutions to property

18, 75

crimes are insensitive to investigative work. A third

assumption, although untested, has received some publicity:66’

71, 75, 78 that the number of outlets (fences) is decreased
for marked stolen property. The effect of this assumption on
the disposition of stolen property by burglars is not known.
Another assumption critical to successful property recovery
and return is that law enforcement agencies can trace marked
properéy to owners. Although the tracing mechanism can func-

tion, as proven through the few success storiez publicized in

the media, the extent to which rightful owners can be matched

to their marked property remains untested.
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F. Evaluation of the Property Recovery Objective

The few attempts to monitor the property recovery aspect-

2a, 6, 75, 95

of Operation Identification have not yielded

promising’results. All of the evaluative studies have been
hampered because so little marked property has been recovered.
Thus, no firm conclusions can be drawn about the ability of
Operation Identification to increase the return of stolen
property. To date, no documented evidence apparently exists
to verify that O-I projects have had a significant impact on
the overall property recovery system. The question of whether

the program can function more effectively if it is used on a

much broader scale is unknown at this time.

’
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ABSTRACT

This report presents a judgmental assessment of Operation
Identification. This assessment is based upon the past findings
of other evaluators and project performance data collected by
The Institute for Public Program Analysis during the Phase I
Evaluation of Operation Identification f«r the National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The report exam-
ines both the effectiveness and validity of the basic O-I ac-
tivitie;, the underlying assumptions linking these activities,
and the intermediate and ultimate objectives of the O-I concept.

vThe report describes a simple O-I project model, consist-
ing of the following three components: recruitment, enroll-
ment, and material distribution; burglary deterrence; and pProp-
erty recovery and return. Within each of these components, a
framework of project activities and‘a'chain of linking assump-
tions are identified and then used as the basis for the assess-

ment.

Major findings include the following: (1) mcst O~I proj-
ects have been unable to enlist more than a minimal number of
participants; (2) the cost of recruiting and enrolling O-I par-
ticipants is much higher than expected; (3) 0O-I participants
have significantly lower burglary rates; but O;I communities
have not experienced reductions in city-wide burglary rates nor
>appreciable increases in the number of apprehended burglars; and

(4) o-1 mafkings'have not increased the recovery and return of

of stolen property.
ii
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SUMMARY

The assessments presented in this report are based on a
variety of information sources. Not surprisingly, the varying
quality of past findings and the many differences found between
the individual projects contacted during this study produced a
wide spectrum of reported project results. For the most part,
however, the assessments discussed below are based on results
that have been reported by several researchers and projects
operating in a variety of community and organizational envi-
ronments. This approach was used in order to minimize the
effect of the unusual or isolated project example, and also to
identify and report only those results which appear most
representative of and applicable to a wide range of prdject

operations and environments.

In terms of the principal componéntswof the O0-I project

model, the major findings are:

(1) O-I‘p;ojects have been unable to recruit more than
a minimal number of participants in their target
areas (the telephone survey conducted for this study
indicated that only 10 of §5 responding projects

had enrolled more than 1 o
area households); 0 percent of their target

(2) ;?i.reirgitmept cost per participant for én 0-I
Jéct 1s quite high (median Project cost is $4

per household) not :
counting donated pro ione
resources and manpower; P motlonal

(3) o- i -
) 2aie§a§§iclp§n?s.have significantly lower burglary
i Cer Jolning as compared to before joining
projects in Seattle4l zng St. Louis havé

d
ch;mented burglary reductions of 32.8 percent and
+9 percent Tespectively for 0O-I participants);

viii

- {,: ‘
2
Ty
H " 0“‘,'7. .
; M
1. > s
e T T
/ N ;i‘
el
]
e M
cy Gt ]

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

cities with O-I projects have not experienced reduc-
tions in city-wide burglary rates (analysis of bur-
glary rates for 255 cities with O0-I projects in
Illinois revealed no reductions when_ compared to 389
Illinois cities without 0-I projects 8);

no evidence exists to indicate that 0-I produces any
increase in either the apprehension or conviction

of burglars (not one of the 18 O-I projects visited
for this study could document increases in either
the apprehension or conviction of burglars);

the presence of 0-I markings does not significantly
reduce the opportunities to dispose of stolen property
(only 12 of 69 convicted burglars interviewed in
Illinois_indicated they would avoid stealing marked
propertyla); and

there is no indication that O-I markings appreciably
increase either the recovery or return of stolen
property (not one of the 18 projects visited could
document increases in either property recovery or
return due to O-I markings).

At first reading, results (4) through (7) appear incongru-

ous with the fact that O~I participants do experience lower bur-

glary rates. Explanations for these results include:

(1)

(2)

(3)

only a small number of target area households are O-I
participants and, as a result, little effect can be
expected on city-wide burglary rates, burglar appre-
hensions and convictions, or the amount of property
recovered and returned;

some of the burglaries deterred from O-I householqs
may be displaced to non-participating households in

the target area; and

the burglary rate reductions for O-I participants
may be primarily due to non O-I causes (e.g., O-I
participants tend to employ more target-hardening
techniques than do non O-I participants).

Each of thes.: explanations is discussed in greater detail

in the main text of this report.

Recruitment, Enrollment, and Material Distribution. The

overwhelming majority of 0-I projects 'surveyed by telephone for

ix
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this study have recruited less than 10 percent of their target

populations, The findings of several surveys®r 18, 22 . both

participants and non-participants substantiate that, while large
numbers of people have been made aware of Operation Identifica-
tion through the mass media, only a small percentage have been

persuaded to join O-I. The results of several projects indicate
increased participation levels with the use of such personalized

recruitment methods as group presentationsl8' 21 and door-to-door

canvassing.ll' 14, 40 Such methods, however, have the disadvan-

tage of being very time-consuming and costly in terms of the re-

Sources expended per enrollee. Recruitment efforts for cxisting

O-I projects become increasingly difficult as a result of:

(1) the loss of media interest (a frequent source of

Fra i o
Tree advertising);

(2) a'decline in "outside" funding (most 0O-I projects
w1th'greater than 10 percent participation have
recelved some outside funding support);

(3) a growing reluctance of non-participants to join

(the "easier™ partici
: ] - pants are usually among +th
first to enrol ); and, Y ? -

Despi
espite the often-stated claim to the contrary, the total

cost pe i ' '
Per household for 0-I recruitment is often quite high.
Participation and. funding information ob

tained from several
projectsl0, 18, 27, 28

indicates considerable variation in the

Yecruitn g .
Snt cost of each participant (from a low of $.78 per

hous i i
usehold ip Grand Rapids, Michigan to a hi

hold in Seattle4l)

gh of $17 per house-

- The statewide O-T Program in Illinois

X

R

reported an average cost of $4.50 for each household enrolled
during 1973; this information was based on 32 grants for O-I
projects awarded to approximately 250 Illinois communities.18
O0-I projects reporting recruitment costs below a median figure
of $4 per participant have generally benefited from free adver-
tising donated by the local media and volunteer help contributed
by business and civic organizations. Projects spending more
than $4 per participant are usually using paid project staff
members to make group presentations and for door-to-door can-—
vassing.

A city of only 400,000 population, of which there were 31
reported in the 1970 census,44 would have to spend more than
$500,000 to achieve 140 percent participation. This is estimated
using a recruitment cost of $4 per household and a size factor of
three persons per household, which produces a per capita cost of

$1.33 per person for O-I recruitment ($133,000 per 100,000 popu-

lation). It can also be reasonably argued that as recruitment

becomes more difficult, for the reasons already cited above, the ;f

average cost per enrollee will increase, thus driving total proj-

ect costs even higher.

Burglary Deterrence. A significant reduction in burglary

rates for O-I participants has been reported by several projects
-- St. Louis,21 Seattle,41 Denver,8 and Phoenix.28 These sta-
tistically~documented results are based both on comparisons of
before and after burglary rates for participants, and comparisons

of burglary rates between participants and non-participants. A

xi
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24.9 percent reduction was;reported for participants in St. Louis
and a 32.8 percent réduction for participants in Seattle. Par-
ticipant burglary rates were 6.7 times lower than non-partici-
pant rates in Denver and 18.7 times lower in Phoenix.

Despite these reductions, however, no substantive evi-
dence was found that Operation Identification increases either
the apprehension, prosecution, or conviction of burglars or
that it hinders their ability to dispose of stolen property.

A survey of convicted thieves in Illinoisi8 revealed that

burglars are not reluctant either to burglarize an O-I house-—
hold or to steal marked property. Furthermore, project im-
plementors and police officers interviewed during this study
consistently believed that O-I had not significantly affected

the burglars’ ability to dispose of stolen propecty. The
reasons they most frequently cited were:

(1) stolen propert

e Yy can be quickly tr :
jurisdictions:; d Y transported to other

(2)  O-I markings can be easily altered; and

(3) the public is wi

lling t : . _
is right. lng to buy anything if the price

These rgsults immediately raise the question: if bur-

la .
g-ars are not apprehended or convicted more frequently because

of 0-~1 P : i
and if +the disposal of stolen property is not made more

diffi '
icult, why are burglars deterred from o-T housecholds?

explanation is that

One

Successful" O-I projects are often part

of larger ; .
g Crime prevent}on Programs and, as a result, property

marking i
J 1§ only one of Many security precautions which O-T

xii

e
oA
s T
£
e T

participants are encouraged to use. Hence, it is possible that
O-I's apparent burglary reduction benefit may actually be due
to one or more other security measures instead of (or in
addition to) the deterrent effects of marked property.

Even if attributable to O0~I, however, the burglary deter-
rent benefit detected for O-I participants has not appeared as
a benefit for the entire community; none of the four cities cited
above reported any decline in city-wide burglary rates despite
the significant reductions in rates among O-I project partici-
pants. Critics of O~I state that Operation Identification
actually preventé very few burglaries; and that, in fact, any
crime deterrence claimed as a result of O-I participation is
merely crime displaced to non-—-participants in the target area.
Measurements of displacement effects due to 0-I have produced
mixed results. An evaluation of the Seattle4l 0-I project
failed to detect any significant level of displacement either
to non-participants or to other types of crime. Studies in

5and St. Louis,23 however, suggest that some geographic

Denver
displacement may have occurred in each area after the initiation
of the 0-1 project. All three studies, however, were conducted
in communities in which the 0O-I project was only one element of
a much larger anti-crime program being implemented at the same
time; as a result, displacement effects could not easily be
attributed to the O-I project alone.

Proponents of 0-I claim, in defense of the apparent lack

of a community-wide benefit, that such a benefit does in fact

xiii
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exist and would appear if larger numbers of participants were
enrolled; and further, that burglary rates for the entire city,
although still rising, are not as high as they would have been
if the O-I project had not existed. Verification of this
hypothesis is very difficult, since expected burglary rates can
only be estimated by using trend predictions calculated with
reported crime statistics. This task is made doubly difficult
by the dubious quality of most reported crime statistics and
the multitude of social and economic factors that influence the
crime rate in any given community,

The futqre potential of 0-I as a burglary deterrent pro-
gram benefiting the entire community raiseé the central question
of what percent of the target population must be enrolled before

a community-wide burglary reduction will be observed. No

Property<Recovery and Return. The broperty recovery

effects of Operation Identification are almost non-existent.
Despite the fact that almost every O-I project can usually cite
One or two headline cases of stolen property recovered and re-

turne i
d to its owner due to O-7 markings, no evaluative results
from an o-

Projects in 41
T Seattle, Denver,S and New York City have reported

Minimal
amouéts of recovered marked property although consid-

city.

Among the factors contributing to this complete lack of

sSuccess are:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

a high percentage of commonly stolen items are not
easily markable (estimates range from 40 to 60 per-

cent) ; 29,

most police departments, burdened with manpower and
funding limitations, cannot adequately process or
document the volume of recovered property they
handle today;

few police property recovery units in cities with
O-I projects have altered or improved their tracing
procedures to insure the efficient return of re-
covered marked property to cwners; and

the absence of an adequate identifier, unique and
permanent for each person in the United States,
seriously hinders the effective tracing of prop-
erty owners.

XV
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose and Outline of the Report

’The purpose of this report is to present a judgmental
assessment of the failure or success of Operation Identification
(often times referred to as O-I throughout this report). This
agzessment is based upon both the past findings of other eval-
uators and project performance data collected during this
study. This information is used to examine both the effective-
ness and validity of the basic 0-I project activities, the
underlying assumptions linking those activities, and the intér—
mediate and ultimate objectives of the O~I concept.

Each assessment presented in this report includes some
or all of the following elements:

(1) a discussion of the confidence that cu be placed

in’ the collected data in terms of its validity,
reliability, and accuracy;

(2) 1identification of specific knowledge gaps that exist
in the collected data, the importance of those gaps,
and possible reasons for their existence;

(3) determination of the range of project performances
in terms of effectiveness and efficiency;

(4) identification of key factors that have contributed
to project success or failure; and,

(5) presentation of the comparative costs of alternative
project methods.

As a basis for the assessments of O-I project assumptions
‘g‘i and objectives, several frameworks of project activities or

interventions are presented. These frameworks, based on a large

e T sample of 0-I projects, are used to describe the chain of




assumptions which link the expenditure of funds to project
activities, ehe project activities to intermediate effects ang,
‘finally, the intermediate effects to the ultimate impact of
O-I upon the reduction of burglary. These frameworks are also
used to identify feasible measurement points, important data
_elements to be collected, and practical methods of data collection.
This report is divided into six chapters.‘ The remaiﬁder
of this chapter defines the kinds of property marking programs
assessed, describes a simple O-I Project model used to organize
the assessment results, identifies the information sources used,
and summarizes the maﬁor assessment findings. Chapter IT pre-
sents an overview assessmenﬁ of Operation Identification in terms

of the costs angd resources expended for O-I pProjects, the overall

benefits of the concept to the community, and the future of o-1
programs.

‘Chapters III, IV, and v each present an assessment of one

of t j j
he majer components or objectives of Operation Identifica-~

tion (i-e. recy i t
‘ ’ .ultmen 7 enrO.leent, and material diStri bu ti on
7

burgla .
rglary deterrence, and Property recovery and return). Within

each chapter \
» & framework of j 1 vi '
r . . .
Project activities or 1nterventlons,

representatj - i i
ative of Q-7 prqjects, 1s presented ang used teo iden-

lic knowledge and use of other security precautions.

B. What is Operation Identification?

During the past decade, one of the more significant changes

within the law enforcement community has been the widespread

growth of crime prevention programs. Designed to provide citi-
Zens with both the knowledge and, whenever possible, the equip-
ment. to reduce their chances of being victimized, crime pre-
vention projects now exist in law enforcement agencies through-
out the United States. Although these programs vary considerably
in content and scope from one jurisdiction to another, almost

all inform citizens about specific steps that can be taken to
reduce the risk of being burglarized. Property marking proijects
are one of the most commonly utilized programs.

These projects are collectively identified as Operation
Identification. They seek to deter burglars by encouraging
citizens to mark their valuable property with a unique, trace-
able number, sign, oOr name which can be used to identify the
item and establish ownership if it is stolen. The O-I projects
discussed in this paper are limited to property marking programs
which possess the following characteristics:

@ citizens are encouraged to mark each movable piece
of valuable property they own;

a personal identifier, unique to each citizen, is
used; and

&  burglary deterrence is a goal of the project.

C. A Simple 0-I Project Model

The assessment results presented in this paper are organized

3
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according to a model of O-I projects that consists of three com-
ponents: recruitment, enrollment, and material distribution;
burglary deterrence; and property recovery and return. The
first component consists of all project efforts and includes
all activities planned and implemented by the project itself,
This "effort" component is discussed in Chapter III. The iast
two components, discussed in chapters IV and V, respectively,
represent the two principal objectives or effects of Operation
Identification: to protect citizens enrolled into the pProject
80 that their risk of being burglarized decreases; and to in-
crease the likelihood that their property, if stolen,‘is re-
turned. A brief discussion of each component follows.

l,; gy o TR e . ‘s .. .
Recruitwent, Enrollment,‘an&‘Material'Distribution

. 3

to inf i
nrorm the public ang potential burglars about 0o-T These

efforts are designed to educate

prOjgct, the

usefulness ~L i i
ox O~1 in redu01ng the risks of burglary and the
’

+ ‘
hrough group presentations and door-to-door

canvassing,

®Ct. Enrollmen

st A

bution elements include the types of marking tools and decals
used, and the various kinds of centers used for distributing

project equipment and materials.

2. Burglary Deterrence. This is the major objective of

all O-I projects presented in this paper. The specific inter-
ventions which 0-I theoretically can make into the burglary
process are presented in Chapter IV. Fundamental to each inter-
vention is the existence of a permanent, unigue identifier which

can be used to link recovered property to a specific crime or

criminal. The deterrent effects of O-I rely upon the burglar's
assumed belief that O-I marked property increases his risk of

apprehension and lowers his economic gain.

3. Property Recovery and Return. This O-I objective

also depends upon the existence of a unique, personal identi-
fier but here the link is between the stolen property and the
owner. As with burglary deterrence, Ehe O-I concept appears to
have seVeral logical avenues of intervention into the propefty

recovery process. The recovery by police of 0~I marked property

is increased because of the improved ability to identify the
property as stolen or to link the property to a specific crime;
and property return iﬁ_ehhanced because of the improved tracing

mechanisms which link property markings to specific owners.

4. Other benefits. Although not identified as a major

component of the 0-I model, two additional benefits of Opera-
tion Identifiéation, frequently cited by O0-1I implementors,
are (1) improved police-community relations, and (2) increased

public awareness and use of other security precautions. Im-

5
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O-I as a bur

proved PCR occurs, it is claimed, because citizens have an in-
creased opportunity to see and work with the police on a pro-
gram specifically designed to help lawabiding citizens protect

themselves against crime. Operation Identification is also

- used by many crime prevention units to introduce citizens to

the idea of and need for greater home security. The basic
simplicity of the C-I concept is easily understood and, as such,
serves as an excellent vehicle for motivating citizens to use

both property marking and other crime prevention tuchniques.

D. Information Sources Used for the Assessment of Operation

Identification

All of the pertinent information accumulated during this
study has been summarized in three earlier study products.

These are:

(1) "Operation Identification: A Review of General

Knowledge and Past Findings" (hereafter referred to
as the Review Paper):

(2) "a ?elephone Survey of Operation Identification
Projects: Methodology and Resultg" (hereafter
referred to as the Telephone Survey); and

(3) "A Fielqd Survey of Operation Identification Procjects:
Metho@ology and Resultsg" (hereafter referred to as
the Field Survey).

Review Paper,

This product is a review of current general
knowledge and past findings about Operation Identification. Two

levels of information are presented. First, the review of

general knowledge focuses on the context and background, general

goals, and alternative approaches to O-I. This information was

co -
ollected from backgrouna material, past research, historical

deve ~ -
lopment, ang expert opln;on»about the role and usefulness of

glary Prevention concept.

6

The second level of information centers on past findings
of other researchers about the implementation and evaluation of
specific O-I projects. This information was collected from a
variety of sources, including newspaper stories; magazine
articles; grant applications, progress reports, evaluation sur-
veys, and promotional materials, all from individual O-T proj-
ec£s; state planning agency reports; evaluation studies; exvert
opinions; and information supplied by the manufacturers of en-
graving and labeling equipment used by O-I projects.

Telephone Survey. To supplement the general knowledge

and past findings reported in the Review Paper, a telephone sur-
vey of 99 ongoing O-I projects was conducted during December
1974 and January 1975. Two groups of projects were surveyed.
One was a stratified sample of 78 representative projects
selected on the basis of geographic location, population, and
the degree of urbanization of the target area. The second

group consisted of 21 special projects, each selected because

of an unusual project feature (e.g., projects in very large
urban areas and projects for which evaluations had been com-
pleted).

The Telephone Survey'consisted of more than 170 questions
and subquestions about the history, organization, levels and
sources of funding, objectives, operations, evaluation efforts
and results, degrees of success, and problems of the 0-I proj-
ects., All survey résponses for each group of projects were
keypunched and machine tabulated. With the survey data in
machine processable form, over 240 pairs of variables were

7
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the project descrinti
] ntions developed from +h i
N the X ; asi f4
review of past find- are based on a variety of information sources. Not surprisingly,

ings and the Telephone Surve 1 151
Y, On-site visits ¢ b
5 © 18 of the O-T the varying quality of past findings and the many differences
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e roject i
= Projects contacted in the Telephone Survey were made duri indivi
“ ng found between the individual projects contacted during this study b
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s nation a
Ch ation about the operation
, 8§ of particular o- 03 et '
I projects, ang on results that have been reported by several researchers and

More accurately identif i
Y the similariti L £
es and differences beo projects operating in a variety of community and organizational

tween O-1 projects.
This approach was used in order to minimize the

environments,

effect of the unusual or isolated project example, and also to

identify and report only those results which appear most repre-

sentative of and applicable to a wide range of project operations

and environments.
In terms of the principal components of the Operation

s of . -
@ project visit. Specific selection

quality of the Project data base
(0~I) project model, the major findings are:

the total nuw s
mber of partici- Identification

ygl Pants enrolled ip the project th
>t, e

bPercent of the tot
al te
arget (1) 0-I projects have been unable to recruit more than : ;

a minimal number of participants in their target

areas (the telephone survey conducted for this study »

indicated that only 10 of 65 responding projects U

had enrolled more than 10 percent of their target , @

area households); ) . f§ 
i

t] = .

Personnel],

They inclug
lCerS 1 . . b ‘f i N N
and civiliang working on 0O-7 | (2) +the recruitment cost per participant for an O-I
] project is guite high (median project cost is $4
per household) not counting donated promotional

resources and manpower;

burglar de Lv Y
v t i
ecCtives, Police Propert officers Proj
+ Project

evaluators
+ and prosecutj
. ing attorne
. ys. s ~ 1
lng lntervie‘”s durs in addlthn to cOnduct_ . ,.é“‘,, o ) L
Tlng normal busineg %w} (3) O-I participants have significantly lower burglary
S hours at O~I project head- T rates af;er jo%ning as compared to befqr% joining
lte interyi i ' (0-I projects in Seattle and St. Louls have -~ .
lewers also attended grou CoF documented burglary reductions of 32.8 percent and
r-ACcompan i ‘ P pre- v e 24.9 percent respectively for O-I participants) ;
led door-to~door canvassers o ;
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(4) cities with O-I projects have not experienced reduc-
tions in city-wide burglary rates (analysis of bur~
glary rates for 255 cities with O-I projects in
Illinois revealed no reductions when comﬁared to
389 Illinois cities without O-I projects 8);

(5) no evidence exists to indicate that O-I produces any
increase in either the apprehension or conviction
of burglars (not one of the 18 O-I projects visited
for this study could document increases in either
the apprehension or conviction of burglars);

(6) the presence of 0-I markings does not significantly
reduce the opportunities to dispose of stolen property
(only 12 of 69 convicted burglars interviewed in
Illinois_indicated they would avoid stealing marked
propertylg); and

(7) there is no indication that 0O-I markings appreciably
ilncrease either the recovery or return of stolen
property (not one of the 18 projects visited could
document increases in either property recovery or
return due to O-I markings).

At first reading, results (4) through (7) appear incongru-
ous with the fact that O-I participants do experience lower bur-
glary rates. Explanations for these results include:

(1) only'a_small number cof target area households are O-I
participants qnd, as a result, little effect can be
expected on city-wide burglary rates, burglar appre=-

hensions and convictions, or the amount of property
Tecovered and returned;

(2)  some of the burglaries deterred from O-I households

may be displaced to non-participati :
the target area; and P pating households in

(3) the burglgry rate reductions for 0O-I participants
may pe'prlmarily due to non O-I causes (e.g., 0O-I
partlglpants tend to employ more target-hardening
techniques than do non O-I participants).

‘ach of these exXplanations is discussed in greater detail in

’chapters III through VI of this report

10

. CHAPTER II. AN GVERVIEW ASSESSMENT OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

A. Introduction

The concept of Operation Identification has an initial
simplicity that certainly accounts for part of its attractive-
ness as a crime prevention method. The idea of marking or label-
ing one's own property to deter burglars and to improve the re-
turn of property that is stolen is a cause and effect relation-
ship easily explained aﬁd readily understood. At least part of
the explanation for the rapid proliferation of 0-I programs
throughout the United States in the last 10 years can be attrib-
uted to this basic simplicity.

Unfortunately, in the case of Operation Identification,
this rapid expansion has also been characterized by the attitude
that the attractiveness of the 0-I concept insures its effective-
ness. This has meant that project implementors and criminal
justice planners frequently have passed over the weaknesses of
the underlying assumptions of the O0-I concept and have ignored
the less than perfect environment in which O-I projects must
operate. The examinatiops of both 0-I assumptions and project
results in this report indicate that the O-I concept has
faltered, to date, primarily because the environments in which
0-I ?rojects have been implemented do not satisfy the basic
assumptions upon which the concept is based.

As mentioned earlier, the final three chapters of this
paper present individual assessments about participant recruit-

11




ment and enrollment, burglary deterrence, and property recovery

and return. This chapter presents an overview assessment of
0-I, drawing upon the results of those individual assessments.
The remainder of this chapter is divided into two sections.
The first summarizes the assessment results in terms of what
0-I projects have accomplished to date. The second section

discusses the future possibilities of Operation Identification.

B. Operation Identification Today

This section presents a picture of 0O-I projects as they
exist and operate today. The efforts and effects of representa-~
tive 0-I projects are examined in terms of the benefits and

costs to the entire community.

Recruitiment, Enrollment, and Material Distribution. The

basic failing of most 0-I projects to date is that they have
been unable to recruit more than a token number of partici-
pants. Although the 0-I projects contaéted for the Telephone
Survey had existed for an average of two years, less than 20
percent of them had recruited more than 10 percent of their
target populations. A similar result was also found in a 1974

evaluation of the statewide O-T program in Illinois.18 Re~-

Searchers the.. examined over 250 O~I communities and found

only a few that had enrolled more than two or three percent

of their target populations.
The small numbers of O-I pParticipants have not been the

result of public ignorance about O-T projects. Surveys of non-

participants in Illinois,18 22

St. Louis, and Denver,6 document
a hi ‘ i ¢
igh level of Public awareness about the existence and purpose

12
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of the local O-~I project. This gap, however, between the levels
of public awareness and O-I participation appears to reflect a
public apathy all too characteristic of American society. 1In
1972, for example, only 55 percent of the voting-age population
in the United States participated in the presidential election.44
Further, despite massive public education efforts by the govern-
ment and even legislated restrictions on tobacco advertising,
per capita tobacco consumption in this country has not changed

44 Hence, despite the fact

significantly in the last 15 years.
that public opinion polls continue to verify that most Americans
consider crime to be a serious problem and that O-I projects
have succeeded in educating most citizens about the existence

of Operation Identification, the overwhelming majority of O-I
projects have not been able to recruit more than a small per-
centage of their target populations.

The few O~I projects that have reported some recruitment
success (i.e., enrolling more than 10 percent of their target
populations) usually possess some or all of the following
characteristics (see Table 3-1):

(1) the target area is relatively small, possessing
less than 10,000 households;

(2) the O-I project has used personaliied recruitment
methods suich as group presentations and door-to-
door canvassing rather than merely media publicity;
and

(3) the project has received considerable amounts of
outside funding, services, and material from co-
operating government, civic, and business organiza-
tions.

The first characteristic is related to the ability of

O-I projects in small communities with strong neighborhood

13
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structures to inform and recruit large numbers of pérticipants
with informal methods which rely on word of mouth contact be;
twéen individuals. Personal contact with a friend ér neighbor
who has already joined the project appears to play a particularly
important role in this type of recruitment. The success of this
method is not surprising, however, when it is noted that politi-

cal campaigners and charitable organizations routinely use neigh
. T gn-

bors and friends to promote candidates and collect donationsg

In many urban and suburban environments today, however, in-
formal word of mouth communication is not reliéble because of the
decline of the neighborhood structures. Many' projects also re-
port that impersonal Public education techniques using the mass
mgdia, area-wide mailings, and leafletinq have also proven in-

eff i i i i
ective in motivating pPeople to join 0-~I. ag a result, more
’

a .
? i d O v |

€Xample, receive ‘
all or part of their direct financial-support

from either £ a
- -ederal or stat :
€ agencies, ag well as free advertisi
tising
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from the media, donated materials from business groups, and
volunteer help from civic organizations.

Although complgte budgetary figures are almost impossible
to obtain since they are not kept by mény projects, cost data
from St. Louis,20 Denver,lo Seattle,40 and Illinois18 indicate
that a representative cost for 0O-I recruitment is approximately
$4 per participant. The actual cost for an individual project
depends on the type of recruitment strategy used and the amounts
of donated services that can be obtained. As an example, the
O-I project in Grand Rapids, Michigan has relied almost ex-
clusively on a public education approach to recruitment. With
advertising time provided at no cost by a local television
station and with materials provided by local insurance agents,
recruitment costs directly chargeable to the project have been
less than $1.00 per participant. In contrast, the Seattle 0O-I
project, supported entirely with a grant from the State of
Washington, has relied almost exclusively on group presentations
and door-to-door canvassing for O-I recruitment; the unit cost
for this project has been $17 per participant.

A city of only 400,000 population, of which there were

31 reported in the 1970 census,44 would have to spend more than

$500,000 to achieve 100 percent participation. This is estimated

using a recruiltment cost ofv$4 per household and a size factor

of three persons per household, which produces a per capita cost

of $1.33 per person‘for 0-T recruitment ($133,000 per 100,000

population). It can also be reasonably argued that as recruit-
15
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ment becomes more difficult, for the reasons to be cited below,

the average cost per enrollee will increase, thus driving total
project costs even higher.

In summary, the best evidence to date indicates that the
use of low cost (less than $4 per participant) public education
methods for recruitment has not succeeded in producing more
than a token number of O-I participants. In contrast, person-
alized recruiting methods do appear to be more effective in pro-~
ducing new participants, but are usually more expensive to the
project.

Burglary Deterrence. Evaluation studies in St. Louis,21

Denver,9 Seattle,41 and Phoenix?8 report some burglary deter-
rence benefits for 0~ participants. Based on comparisons of
before and after burglary rates for participants, the St. Louis
project reported a 24.9 percent reductlon and the Seattle proj-
ect a 32.8 percent reduction.

The reasons for this deterrent effect are not obvious,

hewever, for despite these lower burglary rates, there is no

substantive evidence that Operation Identification increases

either . : , .
the- apprehension, prosecution, or conviction of burglars

Oor that it hinders the disposal of stolen property.
These results 1mmedlately raise the question: if burglars
are
not apprehended Or convicted more frequently hecause of O-I

and if the disposal of stolen ploperty is not m
cult

ade more defl»

+ Why are burglars deterred from O-I households? One ex-

planatlon is that * ]
t "successful" o- ~I projects are often part of

larg 3 cr A ti o n a
e lme Preventic p b Q
n r 3 i /
| ogra IS and as a resul: ;o Proper ol
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marking is only one of many security precautions which O-I par-
ticipants are encouraged to use. Hence, it is possible that
O-I's apparent burglary reduction benefit may actually be due
to one or more other security measures instead of {or in addi-
tion to) the deterrent effects of marked property.

Even if attributable to‘O—I, however, the burglary reduc-
tions found for participants in the four cities cited above
have not produced city-wide reductions in the total number of
burglaries. This result is significant since it indicates
that although participants have benefited from 0-I, the entire
community has not. The defenders of Operation Identification

argue that the absence of a decline in the total number of

burglaries is not significant since 0-I has prevented burglaries

that might otherwise heve been committed. The failure to see
a city-wide decline, it is further suggested, merely reflects
the very low O-I participation levels today and, as more par-

ticipants are recruited, the city—wide effects of O~ will

become apparent.

The detractors of Operation Identification, however, argue

that O0-I actually prevents very few burglaries; instead, the
burglars who avoid O~I households merely select non O-I homes
for their crimes. As a result, no city-wide reduction in re-
ported burglary .rates has occurred because most of the 0-I

"prevented" crimes have, in fact, been displaced to other tar-

Efforts tormeasure~the existence and extent of wvarious
23

gets.
kinds of crime displacement have been made in St. Louis,

37

Seattle, and Denver,5 but no conclusive evidence exists to
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fgr a multitude of reasons;

satisfactorily resolve this question.

Property Recovery and Return. The evidence accumulated

for this study indicates that the property recovery and return

benefits envisgicned in the concept of O-I have been completely

lost in the realities of project implementation. This does
-not appear to be due exclusively to the small amount of O~I

property stolen to date. Not one 0-I project contacted for
fhis study was able to substantiate the claim that O-I marked
proper£y was more difficult to dispose of by burglars, was
mofe likely‘to be recovered by the police, or was more likely
to be returned to its owners if stolen. The major reasons
contributing to O-I's failure to improve either the recovery
or return of stolen property are:

(1) the absence of an adequate identifier, unique and
permanent for each person in the United States,
seriously hinders the effective tracing of property
owners;

(2) many commonly stolen items are not easily marked
(e.g., money, silver, furs);

(3) o-I markings are easily altered;

(4) stolen propefrty can be quickly transported to other
Jurisdictions where 0O-I marks are not traceable;

(5) most'poliqeldepgrtments, burdened with manpower énd

fggndlngtliﬂltatlons, cannot adequately process or
cumen e volume of recovered property they
handle today; and ‘ prop ¥ they

(6) no acceptable

- files to trace 0-I marked )
developed. property hds been

‘ + -} i BT . i .
Although the success O% Operation Identification in the

area of ‘ - ‘
- property recovery and return appears to be nonexistent

two problems appear to be most
18 |

procedure for using the NCIC compﬁter’

crucial to this failure. The first, as cited above, is tu
fact that no uniform type of personal identifier availablek(a

each person and applicable throughout the United States now

exists. As indicated in Martensen's and Greene'st?/ study of prop-

erty numbering systems, the ideal personal identifier should
be universally available, unique, and permanent for each par-
ticipant, and easily traceable by all law enforcement agencies

throughout the country. Only the Social Security number, used

"by many O-I projects, even approaches these regquirements to-

day. Its fatal handigap, however, is the fact thaﬁifedéral
regulations prohibit the Sociai Security Admihisﬁia&ion Exom
giving information to any other governmeht agency; as a reéult,
owner traceability is only feasible for those jurisdictions
Whiéh have thé number on file.

Most 0O-I projects recommend the use of the participant's
driver's li=ense number (DLN) frequently prefixed with an ab-
breviation for the state. A significant advantage of this
identifier is the fact that most police departments today can
request a computer search (usually requiring only a few seconds)
of driver's license numbers issued in their state. Several
disadvantages, however, also are apparent with the use of
D'L’N's.~ These are: g : ‘<i

| (1, .not every éarticipant haskor can obtain a DLN;
(%j many states change the DLN on,i7reqular bagis (30

states change the DLN annually ; and

(3) +the length of some DLN's
task (some states have a

19

ke engraving a difficult

make ]
16-digit DLN) .
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The second major problem which 1is critical to the property
recovery effects of Operation Idcntification-is the police prop-
erty system itself. An important element of the Field Sﬁrveys
conducted fbr this stﬁdy was examination of the property dis-
position éystéms of several police agenciés. In general, po-
lice'property systems appear to be a seriously neglectéd support
servicevof most police depaitmcnts. Frequently undermanned,
sometimes located in pbor facilities, and burdenoed with a
recording system that generates volumes of paper, present police
property. systens barely manage to supervise and dccument the

volume of property received today. With most of their limited

resources devoted to the maintenance and proceésing of property
and paperwork, property officers, as observed in the Field Sur-

vey, were unable to spend more -than a token amount of time ex-

amining property for identifying marks or using theée marks to
trace property owners. |

These limitations are even more pronounced in those O-I
projects where O-I numbers (whether registered wilh the project
or not) are not readily available to the property recovery unit

of the local poiice departnent.

In view of the lack of any acceptable identifier, and

‘given the poor state of police property systems, it is not

Surprising that O-I projects throughout: the couantry have experi-

e‘,w ] L3 h ] ;-‘ 4 3 .' . . ‘
enced little or no success in mproving either the reccvery or

return of stolen property.

Other O-T benefits. 1In addition to the burglary deterrence

20
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and property recovery goals, some O-I implementors claim other
benefits have been realized from the 0O-I projects. The two
most commonly identified are that:

(1) 0-I, implemented and supported by the police, serves

a useful police-community relations (PCR) function
by involving the police and the public in a co-
operative effort to fight crime; and

(2) ©O~I information often serves as a useful vehicle

for introducing other crime prevention concepts to
citizens who initially may have been interested

only in Operation Identification, and for motivating
them to join such programs or to adopt preventive
techniques.

The PCR value of 0~-I is difficult to assess. Surveys con-
ducted in St. Louis22 and Illinois18 indicate that participants
generally have a more favorable impression of the police than
do non-participants, and that 0-I has some positive effect on
participant attitudes toward the police. The difficulty here
is to determine whether participants have a better impression
of the police because they join an O-I project, or whether
participants are merely the same people who support the police
by particivating in other PCR functions. No OwI'project to

date has attempted a thorough evaluation of this question

however.

All of the crime prevention units visited during the Field
Survey and 50 percent of the projects contacted for the Tele-
phone Survey included Operation Identification as part of a
larger crime prevention program; several had conducted extensive
crime prevention publicity campaigns featuring O-I as a major
element. No evaluation of the effectiveness of O-I mevrely as

21
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a device to inform citizens about crime prevention has been

attempted.

C. 'The Future of Operation Identification

The results presented in the preceding section indicate
that to date the implementation of Operation Identification has
not yet provided community-wide benefits to any significant
degree, eiéher in terms of the number of burglaries reduced or
in the amount of property recovered or‘returnea. Using these
results as a starting point, this section examines the future
potenti;l of Opeﬁation Identification. The specific questions
to be addressed are whether the present implementation problems
can.be overcome gnd what new types of problems will arise as

and if greater numbers of participants are enrolled. Both

questions are discussg

the net future benefits of 0-I for the entire community are

likely to’exceed the total costs expended for the project.

Recruitment, Enro;lment, and Material Distribution. The

future recruitment potential for Operation Identification is

not encouraging. The 78 representative projects contacted for

the Telephone Survey had recruited an average of only five per-

cent ¢f their target populations in the first two yvears of

Operation. Assuming the same rate of participant enrollment

continues, these results indicatebthat the average 0O-I proj-

ect will need at least 20 years merely to reach the 50 percent

bParticipation level. Whether this level will prOvide any com-

munity-wide benefits'is discussed below

ed within the context of determining whether
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several additional problems are likely to hindexr future O-I re-

cruitment efforts. One difficulty is that as more O-I partici-
pants are enrolled, the recruitment effort required for each

new participant will increase. This phenomenon is likely to
occur because of the self-selection process of 0-I enrollment.
The earliest participants in any voluntary project. are usually
the easiest to recruit. As more and more persons join the
project, however, the remaining group of non-participants
represents those citizens who are most resistant to any recruit-
ment efforts; and, as a result, their recruitment, if possible
at all, becomes increasingly difficult and expensive. No "band-

wagon" effect was reported by O-I implementors in the cities

contacted.

At the same time that the recruitment cost for each par-
ticipant may be increasing, O-I projects may also begin to lose
some of their funding support. Although over 85 percent of the
projects contacted for the Telephone Survey were using police
department personnel and facilities, fewer than 40 percent of
the projects were receiving funding support from either the
police department or any other local government agency. Other
sources of support most frequently identified in the Telephone
Survey were the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (26.9
percent), state planning agency (l4.1 percent), business organi-
zations (17.9 percent), and civic groups (10.3 percent). Over
78 percent of the projects indicated that all or some bf the
project materials were provided by business and civic organiza-

v
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'will also contribute tg the

tions. Of the 14 projects in the Telephone Survey that reported
participation levels above 10 percent, all but two indicated

some level of outside support; five projects were receiving LEaAa

monies and nine were receiving some resources from either

business or civic groups (see Table 3-1).

The ability of O-I projects to rely upon these "extraor-
dinary" sources of funding in the future is questionable.
Grants from LEAA and state planning agencies are usually de-
signed to provide only short term support in order to help local
communities initiate new projects; if the projects pfove success-
ful, continued support must be assumed by the community itself,

Resources provided by local business and civic organizations

may become even more questionable. The longer an O-I project

is in existence, the more likely the possibility that such

Organizations will look for new projects which need support,

As_an example, several Projects contacted during this study

indicated that as the newness of the O-I concept in the com-

Munity wore off, it became increasingly difficult to obtain

free promotiona i igi
P 1 time from local television and radio stations,

and free advertising Space in the loc

f g E . ‘
Or the Phase I evaluation were receiving outside'subport.

It is hypothesized that subsequent termination of that support

"diminishinq Yeturns"” effect in
the amount of effort requireq to recruit new P

Another cost hurq Lch ' !
en which o-t Projects will encounter as

more and more pa;ticipants are enrol

articipants.

led is the amount of effort
24
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that must be devoted to maintaining project participation.

This maintenance is necessary because, from the moment a person
joins an O-I project by marking his property and posting
decals, a process of deterioration in his participation sets
in: new property is purchased, marked property is socld or
given away, a new identifying number is issued, a new residence
is obtained, and old decals fade or peel away. If this rate of
deterioration among project participants becomes greater than
the rate of enrollment of new participants, the effective
ceverage for the community decreases. Althdugh the opportunity
for such a reversal in total coverage becomes increasingly
probable as the number of participants to be maintained in-
creases, without exception, participant maintenance was not
cited as an important project activity by any of the projects
visited for this study.

' In the absence of large amounts of funding and partici-
pation incentives, the outlook for future O-I recruitment is
not very good. In response to the question in the Field Survey
abéut what level of 0-~I participation would constitute "suc-
cessful recruitment," a surprising numbex of 0-I project staff
members indicated success levels below 50 percent (some as low
as 30 percent) of the target populatioﬁ: ;It seems questionable
whether such O—I»participation levels can ever provide com-
munity-wide burglary reduction benefits, or, should displacement
‘effects be freely operating, result in displacement of’burglary

from the target community.

25
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~ the needs of active burglars.,

munities contacted f

" Burglary Deterrence. As indicated above, the best evi~

dence to date suggests thét although burglars are deterred from
O-I households, the reduced burglary rates for project partici-
pants have not produced city-wide burglary reductions. These
findings are not definitive, however, since they are based on

data obtained primarily from O-I projects which were either

- part of larger crime prevention programs, or which had recruited

less than 20 percent of their target populations. The critical
questions then for any future evaluation of O-I's burglary deter-
rent effect are (1) whether burglary reductions for participants
can be expected if 0O-T pProjects are initiated independent of
other crime prevention activities, and (2) whetherkcity—wide
burglary reductions can be expected if hiqher~participation

levels are achieved.

Moreover, so long.as the pessibility of burglary dis-

placement exists, either to other targets or other types of

crime, the future assessment of Operation Tdentification as

2 burglary deterrent will remain very much in doubt. The dis~-

placement theory essentially implies that no community—wide

burglary reduction benefits wiil be obtained as long as'the

1 S'u i - . » R
PPly" of non Participating households is sufficient to meet

Using this basic idea, Riccio3l
has 4 i ' ‘
eveloped g Crime prevention model which can be used to

estimat : :
2 the total number of o-7 households that must exist in

‘a communi : , ~
| unity before the total number of burglaries in that

community i : . ‘
‘ ity will be reduced, dse of this model on the 0-I com~

or this»study indicates thatkno city-wide
26

|
S
14 B =
o
H
S
Qg
[/ S
;
.
k2
¥
‘E’} e =
El
iy
; g
4 R
T )
&
: 2
k4
4
o
- P

ared.

crime prevention benefits will be realized until more than 90
percent of the target population is enrolled. This is a par-

ticipation level which even most O-I project implementors do

not believe they can achieve. (See Table 4-4.) Further, total i”ﬁ;;

recruitment costs to achieve 90 percent O-I participation levels
are very large;even for small communities. Using the per capita
(i.e., per city resident) recruitment cost of $1.33 derived
above (i.e., to achieve 100 percent participation), the per
capita cost to recruit 90 percent of the houéeholds in the tar-
get area is approximately $1.20 (to recruit 75 percent of the
households requires Si per person). Few projects to date have

spent more than a few cents for each person in their target

Finally, the continuing success of 0-I's burglary deter-
rence, even among participants, is based on the effectiveness
of 0-I when a participant is burglarized. So long as burglars
believe that O-I markings lower the value of stolen property,
make thefdisposition of such property more difficult, and in-
crease the chances of being apprehended, they will avoid 0-I
households; the failure of O0-I to make those beliefs reality
will eventually undermine all of the deterrent effect. Perhaps
the most discouraging result to date is the fact -that no proj-
ect, study, or evaluation has been able té doéument O-i's

effectiveness in any of these areas.

Property Recovery and Return. The future of 0-I for in-

Ccreasing either the rate of recovery or return of stolen prop-
erty is deﬁendent'on improvements in the two problem areas
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less of how 1nnocuous, make this

will he reallzed from O0-I in the near future.

identified: the over-burdened police property system; and the
absence of a pefsonal identifier, available, unique, and per-
‘manent for each person, and easily traceable by any law en-
;forcement agency in the United Statee.

| The kinds of improvements required for police property
systems were clearly defined by the National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. vIn the area of police
support - serv1ces, the Commission provided a basic set of
organizational, personnel, and operating procedures for prop-
erty disposition by law enforcement agencies ‘(see Standard

12.3, Police Report, pp. 309-312). For the most part, these

recommendations are directed at the establishment of a manage-
able property system that is properly staffed and supervisea,
and eble to adequately process and document recovered property.
Itjis reasonable to assume that complete implementation of these

improvements by the majority of law enforcement agencies will

require many years.
The emergence of an entirely sultable personal identifier,

uoeful for tracing bproperty owners from any jurisdiction in the

country,kdoeg not appear very likely. The expansion of public

awareness about the need to Protect personal liberties and pub-

lic backlash against government fileg ‘on 1nd1v1duals, regard—

possibility remote,

Wlthout improvement in both Oof these areas, there is

l .
ittle reason to be hopeful that any property recovery benefits
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Other O-I benefits. The most positive use of 0-I to date

has been to "sell" crime prevention tco the public. The sim-
plicity of the concept is easily explained and understood, and
currently is used by many crime prevention units to introduce
more sophisticated crime prevention concepts. In fact, the
suggestion has been made that burglary reductions for 0-I par-
ticipants may not be due directly to O-I at all, but rather to
the fact that O-I participants also tend to use other grime
prevention techniques (e.g., better locks and lighting).
Closeiy associated with the use of 0-I to promote crime
prevention is its value for police-community relations (PCR).
PCR is not frequently identified as a specific project objec-
tive, yet 8 of the 18 projects visited for the Field Survey

were part ot a PCR unuit.

If the burglary deterrence and property recovery goals

of O-T are ever achieved, the public information and PCR
value of O-I arc extra benefits that will serve to further
anhance the project. If, on the other hand, O-I does not
achieve its two primary obiectives, then the public education
and PCR benefits, although useful, may not justify its cost

to the community when outside funding support ceases.,
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CHAPTER III. ASSESSMENT OF THE PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT
AND ENROLLMENT ACTIVITIES OF
OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

A, ;Introduction

The activities engaged in by Operation Identification
prgjects to encourage, develop, and monitor citizen partici-
pation constitute the recruitment and enrollment‘component of
all O-I projects. This component includes all direct activities
taken by project staff and volunteers, and represents the
"effort" component of 0O-I. This chapter presents an assessment
of this component. (Some authors refer to the evaluation of
project efforts as "process" or "implementation" evaluation.)
The assessment of the other pProject components: burglary deter-
rence, and property recovery and return, which may or may not

be the results or "effects" of these efforts, are discussed in

chapters IV and V respectively.

Recruitment objectives include making the publiic aware of

the project! ‘ k
pProj $ purpose and procedures, and encouraging citizens

to join. i i it
Join. To do this, it is often necessary to increase public

_awareness t i
about the risk of burglary and convince citizens that

O-T i
can help reduce their chances of being victimized. Enroll-

ment ob i j
ment bjectives include: (1) enabling citizens to inventory

and mark i ’
| their personal Property, (2) providing decals for par-

ticipants - 13 a
| pants to display, and;(3) registering each participant with
the project.

To accomplish & it ' ‘a
Pilsn the recruitment objectives, there are both

- impers i ; » ,
np ’ onal publlc educatlon efforts through the mass media, and
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personal contact with groups and individuals by project repre-
sentatives. The project's role in these activities can be
described as either passive or active, depending upon the amount -
of direct contact between project representatives and the tar-
get population. .The project's recruitment role is most passive
when it uses mass media promotional efforts which require
little direct interaction with the target population. On the
other hand, projects that recruit participants in person throughl
group meetings and individual contacts are actively involved in
the recruitment process.

Enrollment activities include distributing the necessary
O-I instructions and materials to citizens, loaning engraving
tools, providing engraving services, and collecting such basic
information about citizeﬁsAwho join the program as name, address,
telephone number, identifying number used, and date joined. In
its most passive role, an O-I project makes engraving tools and
materials availilable to the public at various project distribution
sites. 1In this role, the citizen must take the initiative to
obtain what equipment and materials he needs, must mark and in-
ventory his own property, and, finally, must post the project's
decals himself; the project's enrollment activity consists pri-
mariiy of 6nly collecting registration information from each new
participant. In its most active role, the O-I project has its
representatives take thé necessary tools and materials direct;y
to citizens; homes; $ark their property for them, post decals,
and record the necessaty registration information. In this case
all the citizenskhave to.do is agree to join‘the project and
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ellow the project representatives to perform these services for

them. R
The remaining sections of this chapter describe and assess
the Valid’itj} of the relationships between the activities of the

krecruitment and enrollment process. This is done by identify— e
' P . . EA}‘

ing and evaluating, if adequate data exist, the key assumptloﬁ%

/

- that link these activities. It will be shown that, althOwgh

"passive" recruitment methods tend £& be lesg 9expen51ve,
w/

%

B. " Recruitment and Enro!lment Framework b

The activities which constituta the recruitment and enroll-
ment process of O-I are shown in Figure‘3~l. The activities in-
"dicated‘are’performed either by the project Or by participating
citizens. «Each act1v1ty is prlmarlly dependent upon successful
completion of the activities that pPrecede it. The activities
performed by the citizens are, for the mostvpart, assumed to be
-the effect of the activities performed by the project. These
citizen activities are 1llustrated in Flgure 3-1 by dashed llnes.
The vertical arrows show the most commonly selected alternatives,

while the horizontal arrows show options used by a few projects.

Progett activities.

The plannlng and implementation stage,
»shown at the top of Flgure 3 -1,

tivi . .
ties Incladed are the moblllzatlon of necessary resources

 (money, manpower, equlpment and office space), the establish—

- o _ ;
nt of goals ang prlorltles, and the selection of specific in-
tervention strategies‘ | | k
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they are also less effectlve than more "actlve"'pfoqect strategies{

PUR At

. ; Agency plans and implements

O-l project

P | ‘*

Y

‘ O-l project initiates a public education

campaign to acquaint public with O-1
and encourage cmzen initiative in
joining

r"—"—"""i"—-“—"”ﬂ-

Y

Q-] Project representatives ;
personally take O-1 togis and
materials to citizens

w_______£__“-___j

distribution site

Y

anns are made aware ofO-f | | ‘s}‘jz_l_z_e_gg are made aware of O-1 |
!""'"'_""!"”-"'1 r r . h
| Citizens respond by | | Citizens respond by | : Citizens ag(;ele t0 par- i
: 3 ir: int- icipate in O-
I contacting a project = I callirzg for appoint i L ticipa i ___,______;
l distribution site i | ment i o e e e e o
Project representativee.issue O-l |
tool and materials to citizens
. & v
{ _ Chtizens - N —k._-::i r:/-e-n:o—r-y.;;);;rt-yn -g JEijQLLgprgggntavtivgs mark
S — ;
L markand! i and inventory property .
Citizens return tools to

Project representatives issue decals . |-

Y

Project representatives
postdecals

¥ Y

Project gathers and files participant information from d

istribution sites and field representative's

. sl f"’""’"'} Assumed effects
Project Activities L1 of previous project
activities
Figure 3-1

RECRUITMENT AND ENROLLMENT FRAMEWORK
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Vproperty is generally marked by

The vertical path along the left side of the diagram

follows what is called the public educaticn model of O-I recruyit-

ment and enrollmént. This model relies upon various public

education strategies to motivate citizens to take the initia-
tive in joining the 0O-I prdject. The public education model'
uses the following methods: news coverage, feature stories,
and advertising &through newspapers, radio, and television;
visual displays such as posters and billboards; disfribution of
brochures and leaflets through mass mailings and personal con-
tacts (door-to~door and at public booths); ax\w presentatlons
at group meetings. The usual enrollment method is the use of
distribution sites to loan engraving tools to citizens so they
can mark their own property. With the exception of group pre-
sentaticns and persoral distribution of O-I literature, the proj-
ect's ryle ié passivé both in recruitment and enrollment.

The vertical path along the right side‘df the diagram

follows what is called the direct solicitation model. The proj-

ect's role in this mcdel is quite active, since the key ac-

tivities are performed by project representatives and the citi-

zen has only to give his consent. The most common recruitment

method used is door-to~door contacts Occasionally preceded by

mailings, or door-to~-door leafleting. Some projects rely upon

group meetlngs to develop communlty contacts. The citizen's

the project rcpresentatlve
1mmed1ately upon obtaining his consent

The public education model is the most commonly used

combi : ,
mbination of recru;tment and enroliment activities. In the
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Telephone Survey, 88.5 percent of the 78 representative proj-
ects surveyed used mass media publicity, and 98.7 percent
loaned tools to citizens. The direct solicitation model is
used by some projects to supplement their public education
efforts; about 45 percent of the Telephone Survey responderits
indicated that they engrave property for citizens, although
only 20 percent solicit citizens for this service.
Some projects utilize a combination of features from
both models. These projects can be collectively identified
as using a "crossover" model; the combinations of activities
used by such projects are indicated by the horizontal crossover
points in Figure 3-1. Crossover models and citizen response to
events not shown on the chart (e.g., participation in response
to a burglary) are not discussed in this chapter since they
represent either a small minority of all O-I projects or in-

frequently occurring events.

Measurement points. Data regarding recruitment and en-

rollment can be collected at two major points within the frame-
work of activities indicated in Figure 3~1. The first is when
the project is recruiting participants through public education
or direct contact with citizens. Information collected at this
point can include the type, amount, and cost of the recruitment
methods used; data about the personalkcontacts made by project

representatives (e.g., the number contacted, locations, times

and datés of contacts, and types of responses encountered); and

the extent of public awareness about O- I obtained from citizen
surveys. Spec1f1c data items could include the degree of fa-
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miliarity about and reaction of citizens to 0-I, and the usual

sources of 0-I information.

The second measurement point is at the time of participant
enrollment; the kinds of information collected at this point can
include data on the participants, the amount and kinds of prop-
erty marked and invento;ied, and the extent of decal use. In-
formation about participants can include the number of people
enrolled both at distribution sites and through direct con-
tacts, the identifying numbers used by the participants, other
burglary precautions takén'by participants (and whether these
were taken before, at the same time, or after joining 0-I),
prior burglary history, reason({s) for joining 0-I, and data
about each participant (name, address, telephone number, and

date of enrollment). Property data include the number, type,

and value of items marked and inventoried by each participant.
For projects not requiring the use of a property inventory list,
data can be collected on the number of participants who compile

their own property inventories. Data on decal use include the

number of participants posting decals, the number of decals used

per household, and the places where participants post the decals.

S
ome of these data are difficult to collect at the time of en-

r :
Ollment, especially when distribution sites staffed by volun-

teers~ar
e used. 1In these instances the data may be more easily

coll
ected w1th follow—up interviews of 0-~-I participants; on-

site check
& would be ideal, but Present serlous practical prob-

lems,

Other L.
{ useful data which can be collected for recruitment
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and enrollment activities include: +the number and cost 6f en-
graving tools purchased, the lehgth of time borrowed tools are
kept by users, the number of tools lost or stolen, the amounts
and costs of printed materials used for enrollment, and the
extent and value of donated manpower and services.

It should be noted that very few O-I projects have attempted
to collect even part of the data described above. Most O~I
projects to date have gathered little or no data either because
of manpower limitations or a lack of interest in evaluating the
effectiveness of the project.

Assumptions. The first major assumption made in the re-

cruitment and enrcllment process described above is that citi-

zens can be made aware of O0-I. This is common to both project

models and includes awareness of the goals aﬁd objectives of
0-I, the burglary deterrencw potential of 0-I, and the specific
procedures required to parrizipate in the program. At a lower
level, this assumption encompasses several important elements
(or subassumptions) about the effeiits of 0-I recruitment efforts
including that:

o people will see or hear the project information,

o people are willing to become informed about programs
such as 0-I, and

o people will "absorb" and retain at least a portion of
the information.

.tThe second assumption is that people will respond, once
informed. This response can be any one of several alternatives,
depending upon the project, such as a wvisit to a project dis-
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tribution site, a telephone call to arrange an appointment for
engraving services, or simply giving consent for a project rep-
resentative to render the necessary enrollment services. The

assumption that citizens will respond, once informed, is itself

based upon the subassumptions that:

o people are concerned about the risk of being
burglarized, :

o people are willing to take steps to reduce their
risk of being victimized,

O people can be persuaded on the basis of information
presented thet O-I will reduce their chances of
being victimized, &and

o} peop;e have at least some trust and confidence in
the implementing agency or the project representative.

The third aséumpt%on is that people will follow project
guidelines and instructions.pertaining to marking and inven-
torying property, posting decals, and registration of partici-
pant information. It can be assumed with a fair amount of
certainty that these activities will be implemented properly
by trained project staff; but the level of certainty diminishes
when project volunteers perform these services, and serious
questions arise when citizens are expected to carry out these
activities on their own. For this case, the important sub-

assumptions are that:

o) adequate instructions have been given to the staff,
volunteers, or citizens who will- actually mark and
inventory bProperty, post decals, and record partici-
Egntt}gfqrmatlon (these instructions include what
it:;sltYlng number to use, what types and number of
s 0 mark, the location of numbers on property

ms, the number of decals to use, the location of

decals : . s . .
obtai&{;and the kinds of partlc;pant information to
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o citizens will actually use the tools and materials
issued to them by the project; and

0 citizens will not object to having identifying in-
formation about them recorded by the project.

Uncontrollable factors. There are many factors beyond

the immediate control of O-I projects which have an effect upon
the success of project efforts. Such factors are "givens" with
which each project must contend and they vary greatly from
project to project. One such factor is the organizational
structure within which the projéct must operate; fhis is
usually dictated by the implementing agency. Other factors
are community attitudes toward crime and the implementing
agency. These attitudes affect the extent, style, and methods
of recruitment needed by local projects, and may be one reason
for the wide variation in recruitment activities found among
O0-1 projects. Both the Telephone and the Field surveys con-
firmed that these unicontrollable factors do influence the
effectiveness of implementing O-I projects. It is, however,
beyond the scope of the present study to assess the extent of
influence exerted by such factors. it remains, in the final
analysis, the responsibiiity of local project administrators
to assess the particular environment in which their O-I proj-
ect must operate and to make their policy decisions accord-
ingly.

C. Major Questions to be Assessed

Based upon the preceding discussion of the recruitment
and enrollment process, several major questions can be iden-
tified about the efficiency of the process itself and the
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ticularly newspapers and television,

effectiveness of the activities within the process. These
questions are:

1. Can large numbers of people be made aware of the
existence of an O-I project?

2. Will a sufficient number of those people made
aware of O-I take the necessary steps to join an
0-I project?

a. Will people take the initiative to join O-I
as a result of 0-I public education efforts?

b. Will people agree to join O-I as a result of
direct solicitation by project representatives?

3. Will o-I participants follow project guidelines
and instructions?

a. Will participants follow property marking
instructions?

b. Will participants inventory their property
as instructed?

c. Will participants post project decals as
instructed?

d. Will participants register with the project?

4. What costs are involved in the recruitment and en-
rollment of O-I participants?

Each of the foregoing questions is discussed in the follow-
ing section.

D. Assessment of the Major Recruitment and Enrollment Questions

This section represents a synthesis of what is known about

the questions identified in the preceding section. This infor—

mation 1s taken from various Ssources, as described at the begin-

ning of this paper. A discussion of the relevant findings for

each question is presented below.
In summary, it appears that 0-I projects’can make the pub-

lic aware of their existence, but only a small percentage of

t ' - 0 *
khose informed will become participants. The mass media, par-

appear to be effective in
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reaching‘iarge numbers of feople with O~I information, although
personal contacts through group presentations and door-to-door

canvassing can provide morevdetailed and personalized information

to significant numbers of people. Personal contacts, however,

are more costly and time-consuming than mass media promotion,
but produce better rates of citizen response.
When adequate instructions are given, most 0-I partici-

pants will follow project guidelines regarding the use of the

" recommended type of identifying number and the posting of

project decals. Little is known about the number of items
marked by participants or the extent to which participants use
property inventory lists provided by O-I projects. The collec-
tion of registration information from O-I participants has pro-
duced few major problems, but how many people do not join O-I
projects due to an unwillingness to provide personal registration
information is unknown. It is also not known how many people
mark their property or post decals without officially errolling

in their local 0~-I project.

Question 1. Can large numbers of people be made aware of the
existence of an O-I project?

This question relates to the ability of an 0O-I project to .
make its existence known among the people living in its target
area. A similar question can be raised about the extent of the
public's knowledge about O-I goals and ptocedures, but that
question is not discussed here because of the difficulty in
measuring such knowledge. (Question 2 beloﬁ raises the more
relevant issue of public response to O-I information.)
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There are data which indicate that large numbers of
people can indeed be made aware of 0-I, and there are limitegq
data available on the roles played by the various pPromotional
methods used to inform the public. The statewide evaluation

of 0-1I projects in Illinois concluded, on the basis of random
participant and non-participant interviews, that most people
in the areas‘sampled.were aware of O-I, although some were not
immediately familiar with the name of the project.l8 In Selm

+ :
ember 1873, a survey of 254 St., Louis residents, surveyed by

telephone Lo test their awareness of various High Impact Anti
l—.

Crime programs, found that about 70 percent of those

were aware of O- 1,21

1nterv1ewed

A similar telephone survey of randomly-

sel

elected Denver residents showed that 75 percent of those t
inter-

viewed we 6
re aware of 0-I. The St. Louis, Denver, and Illinois

Projects surv
eved used a variety of promotional methods, including

various i
kinds of massg media and personal contacts

Radio ang television,

In the Telephone Survey, 54 percent

e-Lth 1 1]
e€r “often' or "sometlmes,‘

while only 29 percent said they

used televisi h
ision puh 01ty that frequently. Both radio d
and tele-

VlSlOn telld O e Y
b used most: l ln he larger urban Settlng
t t S. In

thevDenver Survey cited above,
radio, 6 Th v
and that radio was

In the st. Louis Impact survey
42 |

mentioned above, 46 percent of those persons aware of 0-I

named television as their primary source of O-I information,
while only 8 percent named radio.21 Another St. Louis tele-
phone survey of 130 O-I participants and 218 non-participants
found that 9 percent of the participants and 19 percent of the
non-participants who were aware of 0O~-I had first heard of the
program on television, while only 3 percent of the participants
and 6 percent of the non—partioipants had first heard of the
program on radio.22 In the Illinois O-I study, television was
the second most frequently-mentioned source of citizen infor-

mztion about O-I, while radio was mentioned much less frequent-

ly.lg

Newspapers. In the Telephone Survey, 67 percent of the

0~-I projects contacted said they used newspaper publicity
"often" or "sometimes." In the St. Louis Impact survey, 12 per-

cent of those persons aware of O-I mentioned newspapers as their

primary source of O-I information, whereas in the second St.

Louis O-I survey, 21 percent of both participants and non-partic-

ipants mentioned newspapers as their initial source of O-I in-
formation -- second only to television in the total number of

persons reached.22 The Illinois 0-I study concluded that news-

papers were the most effective promotional medium.18 The Den-

ver survey concluded that newspapers were the second most effec-

tive medium.

Billboards, posters and displays. Various’kinds of visual

media are used by some projects to supplement other mass media

efforts. 1Included in this category are billboards, posters,
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display booths, bus and taxi signs, and bumper stickers. ' Less Crime Watch, 1,020 group presentations were made, reaching over :ﬁ

. ' 1 . ) . ’ '-;

than one-third of the projects contacted in the Telephone Sur- 54,000 people. 3 This method is often preferred to the use of . *:

vey used any of these, and none of the projects included in mass media because of the increased contact between police i.é’

: 8

the Field Survey claimed any degree of successful recruitment officers and the public, and because of the amount and quality

through such media, although several had used them extensively. of information that can be presented at one time.

Door-to-door canvassing. The most individualized method

The St. Louis O-I survey confirms this finding; only 1 of 130

participants and 7 of 218 non-participants cited billboards as ok prqmoting O-1 is through door-to-door canvassing by project
their initial source of O-I information.22 staff or volunteers. Each contact can be limited to a short

Mass mailings. Mass mailings of O-I literature have been verbal presentation and distribution of 0-I literature, or it

with poor results; on the other hand some cities, such as Indianap-

attempted by a small number of O-I projects, usually in larger “fj§h can be expanded to includevimmediate enrollment of the house-
: éommunities, but none has reported any encouraging results from R held into the project by providing property marking and decal
ij such efforts. The Seattle project has used mass mailings toi e posting services. A number of cities, including St. rouis?® and
; precede door-to-door canvassing and public meetings in target ) Hoffman Estates (Illinois),16 have tried the more limited approach
. ; -

neighborhoods, but the mailings alone have produced only a one
4 .1 L, 11 . .
percent response rate. 1 The Suburban Crime Prevention Unit in — olJ.sl4 and Detroit, have reported good results when immediate

Wyoming, Michigan, sent letters offering O-I and premises security . O-I enrollment is included. In Indianapolis eight police officers

e - canvassed 11,800 homes in a nine-month period. These more

gyt

Primey

services to 451 target households in 1974 without a single re-
successful projects are discussed as part of the next major

e

= 1
b sponse: In the Denver survey, only one and a half percent of
i / EF ,:ﬂ . P . .
;{4* all persons aware of 0-I cited project mailings or leaflets as : qguestion. There is at present no information to show that door-
\ A . ) 1 » 0 + . . 4
f%j, their source of 0-I information.® to-door distribution of O-I literature is any more useful than i
Group presentations., About three-fourths of the projects w mass mailings in informing the public about O-I. It is surely § 
: ‘ - ; . il
- more time-consuming and costly. Some police departments choose

- contacted in the Telephone Survey stated that their staff members

- gave presentati - ) i f 0-I promotion primarily to achieve in- 4
: ons about O-I +o local groups. The Field Survey to use this method of O p P Y i

£ ; , . . ‘o
ound that the Denver O-I project has reached between 8,000 and creased contact between police officers and citizens.

10,000 people in approximately two years, and that the St. Peters- gf Word of mouth. Information is often disseminated within

bur ' . : . .
J Project has made Presentations to more than 25,000 people in a community by various informal mechanisms or networks. For
4 M

purposes of the present discussion, all of these are classified

;;v; _h_ only s ‘ -
T . Y seven mOnths. During the first eight months of the Minnesota 3T
: 45
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as "word of mouth." This classification includes information-

sﬁaring~among friends, neighbors, and relatives, and the
spontaneous exchange Or dissemination of information by community
groUpe such as church and volunteer organizations. It appears
that such informal mechanisms aid the spread of O-I information
into a community. In the Denver survey, 27 percent of the
respondents who were aware of O-I said they had first heard of
it from a friend or neighbor.6 In the Illinocis study, about 18
percent of the participants and 13 percent of the non-partici-
pants in Chicago who had heard of 0~I had obtained project in—
formation initially from a friend or relative; for all northern
Illinois jurisdictions outside of Chicago (hereafter referred
to as northern Illinois), about 12 percent of both parficipants
and informed non-participantsg had obtained 0-I information from
a friend or relative.l8 In St. Louis, 59 percent of the 0O-I
partieipants interviewed in>one-sur§ey had first heard of the
program from a friend or relative, or through a church, school,

neighborhood organization, or employer.22 (This is in addition

to the 35 percent who cited Police Community Relations meetings
or Women's Crusade Against Crime meetings.)
Summary. In general, it appears that O-I projects can

make the public aware of their existence, although the studies
cited above do not indicate the degree of the public's famil-
iarity with the‘goals and procedures involved in O-I. Television
and newspapers appear to be the most effective mass medié for
reaching the public with O-T information. ‘Vieual displays‘and

mass mailings‘do not appear to be effective at ail.
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These findings

are limited, however, by the fact that the foregoing studies
do not aecount for the degree of project utilization of these
media. Although personal contacts through group presentations
and door-to-door canvassing do not reach the large numbers of
people achieved by mass media methods, they can provide sig-

nificant numbers of people with more detailed and personalized

information.

Question 2. Will a sufficient number of those prople made aware
of O0-I take the necessary steps to join an O-I Project?

Most O-I projects have had little success in motivating
large percentages of their target populations to join O-I, even
in those areas where surveys naVe shown that most of the popu-
lation is aware of the project. Communit?—wide participation
rates reported in the Telephéne Survey varied from less than 1
percent to nearly 40 percent, with two-thirds of the projects
reporting less than 5 percent participation, and another 20 per-
cent reporting only 6 percent to 10 percent. Whether these par-
ticipation levels can be called "sufficient" is discussed later
in this paper. The fact remains, however, that for most projects,
participation rates are extremely low, especially when compared
to the large numbers of people apparently aware of the O-I proj-
ects.

Some of the differences in participation levels among the
more successful projects can be ettributed‘to the use of different
Specific examples to illus-

recruitment and enrollment methods.

trate this are presented below in the discussion of the two sub-
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Source of Funds or
Manpower (in addition
to Police Department)

Project Location

Wenham, Mass.

Plymouth, Minn.

Concord, N. H.

Munc¢ie, Ind,

Deiaware, Chio

Brea, Calif.

Lincoln Park, N. .J.

Wichita, Kansas

Cinecinnati, Ohio

{Montgomery, Ohio) € 26
{Harrison, Ohio)€ 21

Phoenix, Ariz.

Denver, Colo.

St. Louis, Mo.

Projects ih jurisdictions with populations less than 100,000
(Average rate of participation:

39 3,849 Jan., 1972

36b 17,593 July, 1973
b o

31 30,022 June, 1973

30 69,080 1973

19 15,008 June, 1973
b

18 . 18,447 Jan., 1970

13 9,034 June, 1971

28.3%%)
0/ 2/0
0/ 9/16

0/ 3/0
0/ 3/25

o/ 2/0
0/ 5/22
0/ 1/0

Police Relief Assn.

LEAA, local citizens'
Council.

(None). .,

LEAA, Insurance ASsn.,
Chamber of Commerce.

LEAA, Insurance Assnh.
Police Explorer Scouts.
Police Assn., Insurance

- Assn., and other
businesses.

Projects in jurisdictions with populations greater than 100,000

{Average rate of participation:

37 276,654 Sept., 1971
b
17 452,524 June, 1972
5,634 "
4,408 "
17 581,562 1972
17 514,678 Jan., 1973
11P 622,236 Sept., 1972

projects listed in each category.

b. Known to be based upon estimated or unverifiable participation totals. .
Located in Hamilton County, which has had a county-wide O~I project serving Cincinnati and suburbs.

C.

0/ 5/187

o/ 7/20
0/10/0
0/ 7/0

0/ 4/0

21/ 070
1/21/12

18.3%9)

Insurance Assn. and
other businesses.

Insurance Assn., banks,
Savings and Loan Assn.,
County Police Assn.

Insurance Assn.,, banks,
and other businesses.

LEAXN.
LEAR.

Based upon the total number of households and the total number of reported participants for all
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projects is a visit to a project distribution site to obtain an  _&:

rate (28.3 percent) considerably higher than the average rate

(18,3 percent) for cities with more than 100,000 population. engraving tool and project materials, and then marking his | %”

This result suggests that higher participation rates are more property. (Included in this category is the Denver O~I project

likely to be obtained in smaller target areas. One explanation which uses public education technigques, but only requires citi-

for this result is that smaller cities are more likely to use zens to make a telephone appointment for prOjecF—prOVlded en- | 1

personal contact methods which produce higher enrollment levels. graving services.)

It should be noted that many of the participation figures Most O~I projects have depended upon public education to

listed in Table 3-1 are based only upon estimates given by Tele- produce citizen action and most have experienced disappointing

ST R S e

recruitment results even though many people have been made

phone Survey interviewees. Verification of estimated participa-

tion levels in the projects visited for the Field Survey in- aware of O-I. About 71 percent of the persons interviewed in

T s

. Wek i ' ' y indi e aware of
dicated that, for many projects, the true participation level the 8t. Louils Impact survey indicated that they were

B AN e e E

‘ . . A . - imisti timates of participation
may not be nearly as high as the estimate originally obtained O-I, but even the most optimistic es P P

21
S , . is indi than 11 percent. The
e , in the Telephone Survey. rates for St. Louis indicate less P

i : : inoi t luded that most of the people in the areas
A third observation about the projects listed in Table Tllinois study °°n° © peop

sampled were aware of O~I, but even the most.succeSSEul proj-

3-1 is that all except one (Concord, New Hampshire) have had

ignifi i able to achieve participation levels of only three to
significant amounts of outside support, including funding and ects were be p

; ; five percent, while the vast majority of Illinois projects had
donated materials and Services; amounts in excess of other proj-

. 18
much lower levels of participation! In a survey of Denver

ects which were less successful in recruitment,

A i | i i had heard of 0-I, but only 14 percent of
Question 2a. Will people take the initiative to join O-I £ residents, 79 percent '
as a result of O-I public education efforts? e

i st o oo

all households had actually joined the project, and only 18 per-

It has been shown above that large numbers of people can

cent of the survey respondents who were aware of the O0-I proj-

- be made aware of o-T through mass media and other publié educa- ‘é ) ect had joined.

tion techniques.

B N R

It appears, however, that public education In the 8t. Louis Impact survey, only 1l percent of the

e

alon '
° lnsufflClent fo motivate significant numbers of people respondents who were aware of the O-I project had actually

to take the initiative to join 0O-1,

although some promotional o joined, despite the fact that nearly all reported having a
method ' .19 , ; _
S appear to be more effective than others in this respect. : é% favorable impression of the project. In the St. Louis O-I
T .1 5 a
he citizen initiative required for enrollment in most O~I ‘ m@ 51

50 | | g }g
m S e




- .

At e e e e i e .

ST

e i

_ ‘
e o

e A S o e e e e o A

= "‘*“”W M Ty

survey, nearly 50 percent of the non-participants interviewed
had heard of the project, and nearly all reported a favorable
reaction once the program was ekplained; 66 percent of these
persons indicated some interest ig,joining the project.21

Despite this, only 11 percent of those aware actually joined.
The limited information available on the recruitment
effectiveness of various public education methods is summarized

in the following paragraphs. The number of people recruited
through each method is dependent upon the extent to which it

is utilized, but with few exceptions, the surveys cited below
do not account for this dependency. Billboards, posters, and
displays ;re not discussed under this quéstion because all of
the available information about their effectiveness has already
been presented; it was shown in the preceding sectionbthat these
visual media are relatively ineffective methods of informing

the public,

Radio. In the Denver survey, 7 percent of both partici-
pants- and non-participants who were aware of the project had
heard of 0~I on the radio, and among these reéspondents, only
17 pet:cent had joined. 6 On the basis of these results, the

De ~
nver study concluded that radio was not an effective recruit~ '

ment me
edium, The Illinois Study reported similar findings

from its pa
participant and non-participant Lnterv1ews in Chicago

and n
orthern Illinois, 1In Chicago, only 5.9 percent of the

Participants and 4.8 Percent of the non

heard of o-

-part1c1pants who had
I
c1ted radio as their source of 0O-I hnowledge, in
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northern Illinois, 9.4 percént of the participants and 12 per-
cent of the non-participants who had heard of O-I named radio
as their source of O-I knowledge.18 In the St. Louis 0-I sur-
vey, radio was mentioned as the source of O~I knowledge by

only three percent of tﬁe participants and six percent of the

22 All of these

non—-participants who had heard of the program,
studies found radio to be less effective than either tele-~
vision or newspapers in persuading people to join O-I.

Television. In the Denver survey, 40 percent af the

participants and 50 percent of the non-participants who were
aware of O-I had heard of the program on televisibn; and among
these respondents, 18 percent had joined the project.6 The
Denver study conecluded that television was the most effective

recruitment medium. In Chicago, 12 percent of the participants

and 40 percent of the informed non-participants cited television

as their source of 0O-I information; television was cited as the

0~ information source by 20 percent of the participants and 32

percent of the informed non-participants in northern Illinois.18

The only conclusion drawn by the Illinois study was that tele-
visionkwas iess likelyktovproduce participants than had been
expected. The St. Louis 0-I survey showed that 9 pexcent of the
participants and 19 percent of the informed'ndn-partiqipants
had heard of O~1I on 'television.22 The St. Louis study concluded
that among mass media methods used, television was the second

most effective.

Newspapers. In the Denver survey, 27 percent of the par-

ticipants and 32 percent of the informed non-participants had

53
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‘ - swspapers; among all respondents, 15 per- i .
heard of O-I through newspap g - P Illinols study concluded that civic groups had provided the

cent had joined the project.6 In Chicago, where newspaper

most effective means of recruitment in the Chicago aresa. The _%»
T

g f ol i i t of t artici .
5 publicity was not widely used, 10 percen he participants Seattle Burglary Reduction Program found mass media methods

and 16 percent of the informed non-participants cited newspapers to be so ineffective that it now relies primarily on neighbor~

f
';3- : as their source of 0-I knowledge; in northern Illinois, 50 per- hood meetings to recruit participants for O-I and other burglary :léﬁ

cent of the participants and 46 percent of the informed non-

, 40 B
- prevention efforts. The Telephone Survey showed that those 1

. AR :
. ," s [N .4 < 3 ¥ i — 1 ks a5 3 1 1
e S participants cilted newspapers as thelr source of O-I knowl- projects using group presentations as one of their recruit-

18 . . .
edge. The Illinois study concluded that outside of Chicago, ment methods had a slightly higher probability of achieving

newspapers were the best medium for recruiting participants. above average participation levels.

The St. Louis O-I survey showed that 21 percent of both par- - Door-to-door canvassing. This discussion is limited to

ticipants and informed non-participants had heard of O-I in door-to~door contacts by project representatives solely for

;&f . the newspapers.22 The St. Louis study concluded that ne¢s~ dissemination of project information; citizen enrollment is
papers were the most effective mass medium for the recruit- assumed to take place at a later time. Several 0-I projects
% ment of participants.- ; | f;_u. have tried this limited approach to door-to~door canvassing,
Group presentations. In St. Louis the O-I survey showed e hoping that this personal approach would be more effective in
T that 35 percent of the participants and only 5 percent of the ST producing participants than the impersonal puklic eduéation
‘%f informed nonfparticipants cited Police Community Relations ‘“§ﬁg‘ methods. To date, the results have not been encouraging. The
E?  | meetings or Women's Crusade Agéinst Crime meetings as their o St. Louis O-I project launched a door-to-door informational |

source of 0O-I information.22

The study concluded that O-I \ campaign in 1973, but soon discontinued it because of poor citi-

bresentations at such meetings were the most effective recruit~2_ mg”;% zen response. The Suburban Crime Prevention Unit in Wyoming,

ment method. In Chicago, wiere most O~I promotion was done by ’ 1~§' Michigan,seht officers to 451 homes, but few new participants
| civic groups, 31 percent of the participants and 9 percent of Wfﬁé%k were produced, and it was concluded that the campaign had not
§%  - | the informegd non-participants mentioned civic organizations as | m;j? been worth ﬁhe effort.48 The Seattle Burglary Reduction Pro-
.?  | thelr source of O-I knowledge; in northern Illinois, where f;;; gram uses door~to-door canvassing preceded by mass mailings of
P such groups were not as involved, nine percent of the partici- wfwéi project literature to build attendance at the neighborhood

g pants
L ‘ and four percent of the informed non-participants men- meetings which are the project's primary method of citizen re-

N ;
loned civic groups as their source of 0O-I knowledge 18

54
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cruitment; however, door-to-door canvassing alone has prodiuced
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few participants.

Wword of mouth. The informal mechanisms through which in-

formation spreads through a community are effective in producing
0-I participation among those‘iﬁformed. This has been shown
most dramatically in St. Louis, where 59 percent of the 0-I par-
tiéipants interviewed in one survey indicated that they had
heard of the program from informal sources {i.e., a friend,
relative, neighbor, church, school, neighborhcod organization,
or employer), whereas only #“wo percent of the non-participants
who had’heard of O0-I had obtained their information from such
sources.22 (This is in addition to the 35 percent of the par-
ticipants and 5 percent of the informed non-participants who
cited Police Comﬁunity Relations meetings or Women's Crusade
Against Crime meetings.) The St. Louis study concluded that,
collectively, informal sources were the single largest source
of 0-I information among participants.

In the Denver O—I’survey, 32 percent of the participants
and 25 percent of the informed non—participénts interviewed
had heard of 0~I from a friend or neighbor.6 Another nine per-
cent of the participants and three percent of the informed non-

participants hag obtained 0O-1 information from other sources

’such as school, church, employer, Boy Scouts, or local resi-

de 6 .
ent group. In Chlcago,’18‘percent of the participants and

13 per y . |
percent of the informed non-participants cited friends or

relatives :
atlves‘as their source of o-7 information; in northern

Illinoid
inois, about 12 percent of both the participants and the in-
form —partici . ‘
ed non-participants interviewed cited friends or relatives
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as their source of O—i information.18 With the exception of
the results in northern Illinois, all of the surveys cited
above indicate that word of mouth sources of 0-I information
are idéntified by significantly grea£er percentages of partici-
pants than informed non-pérticipants; ‘This indicates that

these informal rietworks have been very effective ip producing

- 0-I participation among those informed in this manner.

It is interesting to note that the project which shoWea
the‘most'extensive recfuitment b& word of mouth (St. Louis)
also had Stfong ¢i§ic group sponsorshi?, while the area which
shqwed_the lowest level of recruitment by'informal.means
(northern Illinois) had little or no civic gfoup backing for
6-1. it may be that community groups pfovide one important
means of tapping ipto iﬁformalAcpmmunication networks which
massfmedia metﬁods,qre unable to do. Some projects have tried
to utilize informal sourées bg suggesting that partiqipants
encourage their friends to‘use the eng}aving tool while it is
checked out. Other ways include ne&spaper ads that can be
passed én or haviné participants give project literature to
friends, _

Summary. The discussions of the individual public edu-
cation methods above indicate that althoﬁgh a large number of
people can be’reached with 0-I information through mass media
publi¢ edﬁcaticn techniques, only a small perqentage.of those
reached will taﬁe any action in response. On the other hand,
‘althoﬁgh gréué présentétioﬁs by project representatives‘inform
fewer numbers of people, such presehtations can be quite;effecé
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tive in producihg participation among those reached, possibly
due to the higher gquality of the information conveyed. The
evidence above also suggests that informal community networks
are very effective in producing participation among those who
receive O-I information through such sources.

Of the mass media techniques, television and newspapers
appear to have been relatively more successful than radio in
§rdducing participation among those reached with O-I infor-
mation. Other techniques such as mass mailings, door-to-door
canvassing; discounts on insurance, and recruitment methods
directed at recent burglary victims have not been successful.

Further research is required to identify the basic
reasons for the low rate of response to mass media appeals.
Possibly,.the single most important'area for future study
suggested by the recruitment diffiéulties of 0-I is the appli-
cation of appropriate marketing research technlqups to the
law enforcement environment.

These technings would be used

to determine the most appropriate "sales" approach reqguired in

order to sell crime prevention concepts to the public. The

best evidence to date suggests that the consumer has not been
adequately sold on the benefits of 0O-I.

Question 2b. Will people agree tc join O~I as a result

on by project representatives?

In re
action to the low rate of citizen response to mass

some O-~I progects have chosen

to ta
ke O-I tools ang materials directly to the c1tlzen. Re=

Cruitm
| ent is usually done through door-to-door canvasslng or at
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group meetings, and enrollment is immediate. The project
representative either provides property marking services on the
spot or issues an engraving tool to the citizen.

Thus, by combining the recruitment and enrollment functions
into one process, some projects’have obtained relatively high
participation rates. Commuﬁity service officers in Detyoit en-

graved over 29,000 items in 6,419 inner city homes over a 22-

month period.12 The Field Survey learned that Denver O-I
staff members have-provided property marking services to over
25,000 hoﬁseholds in approximately twd years. The Seattle
Burglary Reduction Program organizes neighborhood citizen groups
which purchase and circulate their own engraving tobls; 2,728
0~-I participants were enrolled during the first year of the pro-
gram, both through this method and through provision of prop-
erty marking services by the project staff.40

Various rates of citizen response to door-to-door solici-
tation for immediate property marking services have been en~
countered. In Indianapolis, thetField Survey found 11,800
inner c¢ity homes were contacted Sy pclice officers during a
nine-month period, and approximately 3,300 permitted the offi-
cers to engrave their property. (Project literature was left
at homes where repeat visits produced no personal contact; these
homes were included among the 11,800 "contacts."). According
to the Field Survey, a door-to-door property marking campaign
by Phoenix Expldrer Scouts in June 1973, enrolled 100 homes in

0-I; this number represented 56 percent of a small target area
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selected for the campé;gn, In Columbus, Ohio, the Hilltop
Civic Council has sponsored a door-to~door O-I campaign wiﬁhin
its neighberhood, with members of the group providing property
marking servicesitp,residents; in blocks covered between
August 1974 and February 1975, participation rates have been

as high as 80 to 90 percent.  In San Jose, California, 1,800,

-or 50 percént, of the homes in the O0-I target area, have been

enrolled through door-to-door solicitations. Year-end reports
for 1974 indicate that 75 percent of the San Jose households
contacted were interested in 0O-I, and 56 percent of those con-
tacted bermitted engraving to be done.37

Some projects covered in the Field Survey have also re-~’
ported good results with direct recruitment at group meetings
followed by immediate issuance of engraving tools. The St.
Petersburg, Florida, Office of Crime Preﬁention éxplains 0~I
at meetingé in private homes and leaves one or mote tools with
the host to circulate among his-neighbérs. Over 2,000 people
have been registered in the project to date and many more muy
have used the tools without enrolling. 1In St. Louis County,
Missouri, the O-I projecttgnrolled about 3,000 O-I participants

in 1974 by having employers and apartment managers circulate

0-I tools and materials among their employees and tenants. The

Suburban Crime Prevention Unit iu Wydming, Michigan, calls upon

- all residential burglary victims in the three participating

munlC}palities.to offer them a security survey of their homes
énd the immediate use of anvengraVing‘tool:’few people refuse.
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People are more likely to join O-I if project egquipment
and materials are brought directly to them by project repre-

sentatives; it appears that considerably higher percentages

of people respond to direct solicitation than to mass media
appeals. Personal contact methods have proven quite sseful'in
achieving high participation levels within target areas of
limited size. Response rates among projects using personal
contacts have varied from 30 percent to 80 percént. Factors
producing this variance are difficult to isolate, but may in-
clude the characteristics of the target population, the time

of day when contacts are made, and the skill of the canvasser.

Question 3. Will O-I participants follow proiject guidelines
and instructions?

The crucial elements of citizen participation in O-I are
the marking of proberty, the completion of a property inven-—

tory form when reguired, the posting of project decals, and

the submission of registration information for project records.

If all this is done for the participants by project represen-
tatives, it can safely be assumed that these activities will
e properly ccmpleted. When citizens perform these tasks for
themselves, ﬁowever, the‘project must rely upon them to follow

the instructions given. The question of whether citizens can

- be expected to follow these instructions is discussed below

for each of the four tasks.

Question 3a. Will O0-I participants follow preoperty mark-

ing instructions?
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of identifying number to be used and the type of items to en-
grave. It has been fouhd that most participants do in fact use
the identifying number recommended by the project when such
instructions are clearly given. In the St. Louis O-I survey,
83 percent of the participants interviewed stated +hat they had
used their Missouri driver's license numbers (the number rec-
ommended by the project); most of the other participants inter~

viewed indicated they had used their Social Security number

(usually because they did not have a Missouri driver's license).22

In the Denver O-I survey, 93 percent of the participants inter-

viewed claimed to have used their Social Security numbers as

The Illinois 0-I study showed that only 49 per-
cent of the participants interviewed in Chicago and 67 percent
of the participants interviewed in northern Illinois had used
their Illinois driver's license number as rééommended in the

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC) guidelines for O-I

. : . . 18 '
implementing agencies. Twenty percent of the Chicago par-

ticipants and 19 percent of the participants from the rest of

northern Illinois had used their Social Security numbers, and
. B ' !

the remai i i i
remainder had used various identifiers, including name,

initials, and telephone number.18 The study also concluded,

howev
er, that in many jurisdictions there were serlous defi-

c1en01es in the i oti
nstruc 1ons given to participants by the im-

Plementing agencies.
Anot 3 ‘
her element of some property marking instructions
relates - i
-es to the importance of updating existing marks and en-

62

graving property purchased after the initial 0-I enrollment.
Few projects make such instructions explicit, and no evidence
exists about the extent to which participants follow these
recommendations.

Question 3b. Will O-I participants inventory their
property as instructed?

Eighty-one percent of the O-I projects contacted during
the Telephone Survey reported that they gave participants a
form for inventorying their property. Many O-I projecté
sponsored by insurance associations encourage participants to
file a completed copy of the form with their insurance agent.
However, no information is currently available to determine
the extent to which participants actually make use of prop-
erty inventory forms. Although many projects stated that they
did not cgllect inventory lists dué to citizens' apprehensions
about the misuse of these lists, no instances of such abuse

have been found.

Question 3c. Will O-I participants post project decals
as instructed?

Eighty-nine percent of the 0-I projects contacted during

the Telephone Survey indicated that they provided participants

- with project decals or stickers to post on their homes. Sur-

veys in several 0-I communities have shown that if adequate
instructions are given, the majority Qf o~I partiéipants do
post these decals. In the Denver O-I survey, 96 percent of the
participants”interviewed stated that they had posted decals,

and most had posted several; 84 percent had posted decals on

63

T e




e e U UM S AN AL e,

T S et e i

R T g i

R

A e et o el o i S B e a7 A R R iamas

their front doors, 20 percent on their front windows, 57 percent
on their rear doors, and 17 pvercent on their rear windows.G‘ In
the St. Louis 0~I survey, 82 percent of the participants inter-
viewed stated that they had used project stickers or decals.22
In San Jose, a field check of O0-I participants showed that 72
percent of the homes which had received engraving services had
posted the project decals issued to them.37 ’
The lowest percentages of decal use by 0O-I participants
was reported in Illinois, but this may have been due to in-
complete instructions given to participants by the implementing

agencies.18

In Chicago, only 22 percent of the O-I participants
were displaying project decals; 13 percent had posted them near
the front entrance of their homes, 3 percent had posted decals
near the rear entrance, and 5 percent had posted decals on both
entrances. In northern Illinois, 48 percent of the partici-
pants were found to be using the decals that had been issued to
them; 16 percent had posted decals near the front entrance, 5
percent had gosted them near the rear entrance, and 17 percent
had posted decals on both entrances. The remaining participants

had posted decals at other iocations. It was also noted in the

Tllinois study that many participants had removed stickers which

had become worn or faded.

Question 3d.
local 0-I project?

Will O-I participants register with their

The amount of registration information collected by 0O-I
ro
projects from pParticipants varieg widely from project to prOJECt-
Most
’ Projects collect registration 1nformatlon as part of the
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tool check-out and return process or at the time property marking
services are provided to participants. Few problems relating to
such information collection have been reported by these projects,
although some have reported occasional instances of citizens
refusing to give personal information such as their Social Secu-
rity or driver's license numbers. In St. Louis, the O-I project
issued postcards to participants for them to sign and mail back
to the O-~I office to register their participation in the project
without having to give personal information at an 0-I ‘distribu-
tion site. It was found, however,\that only a small fraction
of the postcards were returned by citizens who had used an en-

graving tool.39

This is the only known example of an attempt
to separate the registration process from other enrollment
activities; in St. Louis, it appears to have created more prob-
lems than it solved.

It is not known whether requiring registration deters

people from joining‘O-I, nor is it known how many people en-
grave their property or post decals without officially enroll-
ing in their local project. These "unofficial" participants

may be more likely to deviate from guidelines established by

the local project. Finally, it is not known whether projects

administered by police departments (as opposed to projects run

by other government agencies or non-governmental organizations)

encounter greater public resistance to registering O-I iden-~

tlflers.

Summarg

project instructions when

Tt appears that most citizens will follow O-~I
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such instructions are clearly explained,




although a major knowledge gap exists about the extent to which

0-I participants use property inventory lists and keep their 0-I
enrollmen£ current by updating the markings on their property
(i.e., change initial markings if the ident;fier no longer applies
and mark items purchased after the initial O-I enrollment). The
major problem encountered in this area has been the use of a
variety of identifying numbers by participants. (Confusion over
what number to use has been characteristic of 0-I since its in~
ception.)}

-

Question 4. What costs are involved in the recruitment and
enroliment of O-I participancs? :

Phe complete cost of an O-I project is very difficult to
determine, since few implementing agencies have separate 0-I
budgets and many projects rely upon donated services provided-
by other agencies or private groups. Major project costs in-
clude project materials and engraving tools, media promotional
efforts, and the necessary manpower to administer each of the
recruitment and enrollment activities. Information is presented
below on estimated costs for materials, media, and manpower for
several O-I projects; fhese and other cost estimates are then
used to compute the costs per participant for several O-I

pxajects;

Material costs. 'fhe kinds of equipment and materials used

by 0-I projects include electric or non~electric marking todls,
0-I decals (water applied) or stickers (self-adhesive), instruc-
tion sheets, pamphlets, property inventory leaflets, tool check-

out forms, and participant registration sheets. The costs of
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these basic ﬁaterials as reported by fouxr O;I projecté are pre-
sented in Table 3-2. Some O-1 projects are now recommending
that items not suitable for marking with engravers (art objects,
antiques, paintings, furs, etc.,) be marked with "invisible"

ink pens, whose ink becomes visible unaer ultraviolet light.
Such marking pens cost from $1.50 to $3.00. These costs are
relatively independent of the particular recruitment model

(i.e., public education or direct solicitation) used by indi-
vidual projects since the models differ primarily in the method
of enrolling participants rather than in the materials used.

Media costs. Most O-I projects get some mass media pro-

motioh,at no cost in the form of news items, feature story
coverage, and public service announcements. Some projects have
found, however, that such media time and space is often both
inadequate and ineffective, and therefore have purchased media
advertising; such advertising, however, can be guite expensive.
In Denver, for example, a recent O0-I grant proposal requested
$23,000 for newspaper advertising and $11,600 for radio and
television advertising for a lo—month period.lO .Newspaper
advertisements cost the project from $160 to $187 apiece for a
three~-column, 14~inch spade. Half-minute radio announcements

cost $400 apiece to produce and an additional $11 each time they

are used; television advertisements cost $500 apiece to produce

and approximately $160 for each showing.:

Manpower costs. Most of the manpower costs incurred by

an 0-I project are usually absorbed by the implementing agency

through reassignment of existing staff or offset through the
67




Ill‘in‘ois D’ADV' ; :

: Non—electric =t that a minimum of eight man-hours per week be spent on Crime {fx
scribers - L Wi

$1.25 - 5.00 NA NA Watch activities, including Operation Identification.l3 b

Electric - - i

engraving tools| $6.00 ~11.00 | $6.15 -1 The amount of manpower needed to operate an O-I project B

. . » - 4.00 $5.10 R “'r‘,;v
Replacement tips ‘ depends upon the size of the project and the specific kinds of ' f

for electric _ B g

L +ools UNK promotional mathods used for recruiting and enrolling partici- 2
S UNK UNK - ' ; N
. Decals/stickers $1.44 pants. Media recruitment and distribution site enrollment s
i (per 100) : i LN
i $ .90 - 2,50 $3.70 - 5.5¢0 $4.40 $1.67 (passive project approach) can be managed with a minimum number i
& Property invepn- : ) . . . il
o tory lists of O-I staff, provided that media coverage is donated and on- N
- - $1.80 - 6.80 $ .78 UNK going personnel from cooparating agencies staff the distribution :if
: Pamphlets/ ' $2.33 .
i ?rochures sites. On the other hand, door-~to-door recruitment and property ~g“
: ber 100) ‘ LR
UNK . . . L

$1.00 $ .50 $7.70 engraving by project staff members (active project approach) v %

require considerably more manpower.
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Table 3-2

COST OF MATERIALS TO FOUR O-TI PROJECTS®

Ttem

Indianapolis®

Unit Cost Rangeb

Phoenix

d

B

use of volunteers from other agencies or community groups. As

a result, the total manpower costs for most O-I projects cannot
be accurately determined. However, the experience of existing

projects strongly indicates that a minimum core of paid staff

is essential to projeact success. The guidelines for local

implementors of the Minnesota Crime Watch program recommend

NA - Not Applicable
Estimates of the minimum cost of

UNK - Unknown
Cost per participant.

recruiting and enrolling each O-I participant can be obtained

quality of Mater : ermined by the P
i tlals ordered, quantity and by dividing the direct project costs by the total number of

participants enrolled. It should be noted that such figures

I Program,
costs represent only

‘are very approximate, since direct project

a portion of the total amount of resources expended for a proj-

ect and accurate data on .the actual number of participants are

difficult to obtain. Such estimates, however, do proVide some
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insights into the effort and success levels qf various projects
and also indicate the relative efficiencies of the major recruit-
ment and enrollment methods. |

Projects using the public education model show a wide
varia?%onrinAtheir per participant costs. During the Field
Survey, it was found that the Grand Rapids, Michigan, Insurance
Agents Association has speﬁt approximately $3,900 on the O-I

project for its metropolitan area, and the project has recruited

_ approximately 5,000 participants. This yields a unit cost of

only $.78 per participant, a very low estimate, but also a con-
servative one since the project has received considerable
amounts of free publicity from a local television station co-
sponsoring the project. The St. Louis O-T project has spent
approximately $100,000 in Federal funds over a three~year

period and estimates that roughly 27,000 people have partici-

pated in the Qrogram; this yields a cost of $3.70 per partici—

pant not including local resources used to match the Federal

funds.

Table 3-3 presents cost and participation data for several

0-I ' ; - ' '
"+ Projects included in the evaluation study of the statewide

Illinoi De: i s
linois Operatlon Identification Program.18 The Illinois Law

Enforc
ement Commission (ILEC) grant to each project does not

lnclude
matchlng funds. “the part1c1oant totals are the number

of parti
P icipants verlfled during fleld v151ts by an evaluatlon

team fr
om the Unlver51ty ©of Tllinois at Chicago Clrcle. F
these progects,

or
t .
h? costs per Parthlpant varied from a low of
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Table 3-3

COST AND PARTICIPANT DATA FOR O-I PROJECTS

FUNDED BY THE ILLINOIS LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION (ILEC)

ILEC Number of ,

Grant b Grant c Verified Cost per.

Number Location Amount~ Participants ' Participant

741 Chicago $48,457 5,552 $8.73
711 Park Ridge 2,748 627 o 4.38
736 Oak Park 1,193 600 v 1.99
651 Peoria 4,871 1,965 2.48
735 Skokie ‘ 1,329 480 2.77
856 Waukegan 1,240 192 6.46
742 Chicago Heights 822 130 6.32

Statewide Total:® $125,434 27,858f - $4.50

a. Information adapted from "An Evaluatlon of Operatlon Iden-
tification as Implemented in Illinois.

b. For grants divided among several communlties, only the
largest community has been named here.

c. Does not include local matching funds.

d. Figures listed are the total number of partlclpants for
all communities served by the grant, as verified in field
visits by an evaluation staff from the University of
Illinois at Chicago Circle.

e. A total of 32 grants were awarded to approx1mately 250
communities.

f. Based upon field-verified participation totals for all

northern Illinois jurisdictions and mail questlonnalre
results for southern Illinois jurisdictions.
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51.98 to a.high of $8.72; the statewide average was $4.50 per
participant.

All’of‘the official participation totals shown in Table
3-3 are believed to be lower than unofficial estimates of pait-~
ticipation levels. It is also believed that the amount of the
ILEC grant to each project represents only a fraction of the
total cost of each project. Considerable amOuﬁts of additional
resources are frequently expended by 0O-I projects in the form
of servicesf facilities, and manpower donated by cooperating
agencies.

As one example, the operation of O-I distribution sites
can be quite expensive. The Denver O-I project reported that
from December 1, 1973 to January 1, 1975, twenty-five locél
fire stations contributed a total of 10,225 man-hours to the
O-I project; at an average rate of $5.75 per man-hour, the

t » 0
otal contribution was valued at $58,794.9 Similarly, the Dian-

ver Police Department had four sub-stations which donated 2,012
man~-hours to the pProject between August 15, 1973, and January 1,

l -
975; at the same rate per man-hour, the total contribution

amounted to $11,570.

The more direct forms Of recruitment and enrollment are

certai,
ainly no less costly. The Denver project relies mainly on

rojec 3
Project representatives who engrave broperty for citizens in

their ho ; ] ‘
mes; the project expects to enrcll 75,000 participants

by th | '
Y the end of 1976, at a cost of approximately $500,000,

average cost of $6.67 per Participant 10

an
During the Phoenix
72

door~to-dow ¢ I campaign, which used Explorer Scouts to offer

engraving services to citizens, it took an average of 2.34 man-

flours to recruit and enroll each new participant; if professional

staff members had been used, this campaign could have cost as
much as $14.00 per participant. The San Jose p:oject found that
door-to-door canvassing by paid part-time workérs cost the
project about $1.32 per contact and $2.31 per enrollee.35 (The
cost of materials and administrative supper£ were apparently
not included in this figure.) The Seattle Burglary Reduction
Program reported that the extensive use of personal recruit-
ment (door-to-docr canvassing followed by neighborhood group
meetings} cest the project about $17.00 for each project par-
ticipanﬁ.do ("Partic@pation" included the use of any one of
four terget—hardening activities, including 0-I, offered by. the
program; the $17.00 per participant is a composite rate based

on the total number of "participants" divided by the total

budget for all four activities.)

SummaryQ Although the total amount of resources expended
by most O-I projects is very difficult to compute, the unit
participant costs vary from $.78 to $17.00 per participant.
These costs are based on monies spent forvmaterials, promotional
services, and manpower; the actual cash outlay varies depending
upon the amount of resources donated and the kinds of recruit-
ment and enrollment methods employed.

It would seem reasonable, at first thought, that the cost

of meterials and equipment would decrease with time since the
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initial purchase of engraving tools is the largest single budget
item in this category. Actually, however, it has been reported
by many projects that, for a veriety of reasons, the amount of
recruitment effort required for each new participant increases
over time. Contributing to this latter effect is the fact that
once the novelty'of O0-I wears off, the availability of free
media publicity becomes increasingly limited. Also, the people
most motivated to participate in O~I are the first to enroll,
and increasingly more effort is needed to persuade others to
join.

' Lower costs per participant can be achieved through heavy
reliance upon donated O-I promotional activities. However,
such a strategy is most likely to result in a very slow rate of
citizen response, requiring several years of work to produce

satlsfaotory participation levels. Moreover, this strategy

could be unsav .sfactory in highly m~bile urbun communities where

pdrt101pants may move away or change residences faster than they

can be enrolled. I¥n order to build participation levels of

more than 50 percent within a few years, it appears that it
will be necessary to expend large amounts of moﬁey on O-I

r i ;
ecruitment and enrollment. These amounts can easily approach

the figure of $i7 per participant experienced in Seattle. The

magni i i1
gnitude of this cost may be put into Jerspectlve by compar?ng

ltt e o
O estimates of the average annual cost per household for

all
local law enforcement services, which is about $125, and

the
avérage annual loss per family for reported res1dent1al bur-"
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47
- Of course, the latter figure does not

glary, which is $9.
reflect the "cost" of fear and suffering arising from residential
burglary, and the former does not include the costs of other
elements of the .criminal justice system, WNonetheless, the figures
indicate that successful implementation of O-I can, contrary to
popular belief, be a very expensive proposition for a community.
Some would‘argue that the costs per residence for alternative
forms of target hardening, such as burglar alarms or improved
door and window locks, can be considerably higher, and the cost
for b—I‘can sometimes be shared with those of community education,
Block Watch, or premises security survey programs. Nevertheless,
communities seeking wide citizen participation in 0-I should
still be aware of the potentially ﬁigh total cost for achieving
this objective, Also, it must be realized that the effective-
ness of 0-1's "protection" of participants almost certainly
deteriorates over time (as decals fade or are moved, as numbers

of unmarked items are acquired by participants not able to con-

veniently engrave them, and for many other reasons) unless

measures are taken to counteract these effects. Thus, an

effective O-I program will also experience continuing "main-
tenance" costs in addition to those for the initial recruit-
ment and enrollment. Virtually nothing is presently known

about the extent or rate of such deterioration, or about the
costs of an adequate maintenance effort. The material in the
following chapters, Wﬁich deals with the effectiveness of 0-I

in deterring burglaries and in enhancing #ha process of re-
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covering and returning stolen property, casts additional doubt

on the value of substantial expenditures for O-TI.
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CHAPTER IV. ASSESSHENT OF THE BURGLARY DETERRENCE
EFFECTS OF OPERATION IDEMTIFICATINN

A. Introduction

Apart from the intervention of Operation Identification or
other crime prevention techniques, the burglary process can be

conceptualized as a series of decisions made, and actions taken,
by‘a burglar. With personal gain as the goal, the process
begins with the decision to commit burglary from among the
various legitimate sources and crimes of profit; and, when !
successful, ends with the disposition of stolen property to
a buyer or its retention by the burglar himself. Intermediate .
steps taken during thé commission of a'burglary include:
(1) selection of a specific target from among
the opportunities available {usually after
a period of surveillance);

(2) entry into the target;

(3) selection of specific property items to be
taken; and

(4) escape from the burglarized premise.

Previous studies and available statistics provide inter-
esting insights into the characteristics of this and the limited
effectiveness of law enforcement agencies in combating it. The
most recent FBI Uniform Crime Report 46 indicates that during

1973, a total of 2,540,907 burglaries were reported in the
United States -- a rate of 1,210.8 burglaries per 100,000 in-

habitants. It is the most frequently reported Index crime other

than larceny-theft. Compared to 1972, the nationwide burglary

.., rate increased far more than the rates for other Index property
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- crimes (8.0 percent for burglary, compared to 4;7 nercent for
both larceny-theft and auto theft). The estimated total economic
loss in 1973 resulting from all burglaries totaled $85¢ million,
compared to $603 million due to larceny.

The Uniform Cri i ‘
irorm Crime Report characterizes burglary as "g Crime

of stealth and opportunity ... committed by both amateurs and‘
professionals ... [which] makes the detection of the perpetrator

more difficult." This characterization is substantiated by

statistics which show that only 18 percent of all burglaries

were cleared by arrest during 1973. Of tliose adults arrested for

burglary, 82 percent were prosecuted: of those, 49 percent were

convicted of burglary, and 18 percent of a lesser offense

Juveniles constituted 55 percent of all persons apprehended for

burglary.
Given the nature ang magnitude of the burglary problem in

th > 3 . i »
€ United States and in individual communities, Operation

seek to reduce the burglary.rate in their

(a) deterrence of pPotential burglars
by making stolen pProperty:

target areasg through:

through increaseq risk, (
1) more

eral i i i el

l . ICl

) ated to prop-
erty identifj i o
| ification ang the deterrence of burglary are the
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marking of property, the posting of decals, and the inventorying
of property by the recording of serial numbersj‘ Other activi-
ties, such as education to achieve public awareness and imple-
mentation of other target-hardening procedures, though not a
part of Operation Identification, must be considered due to

theirbrelationship to burglary deterrence. Therefore, the

frequency with which these activities are found in conjunction
with O-I projects must be included in any discussion of bur-
glary deterrence, and their contribution to the deterrent

effects claimed by O-I projects should be assessed

The remainder of this chapter identifies the major ques-
ticns reiated to Oneration Identification's burglary deterrence
objective; then assesses each quesﬁion, based on knowledge
obtained from previous O-I evaluations, and information collect-
ed for this study from numerous O-I projects contacted in the

:Field and Telephone Surveys.

B. Framework of O-I Project Activities Related to Burglary
Deterrernce

Figure 4-1 illustrates both the burglary process described

above and the deterrent effects attributed to O-I's intervention
at each stage of the process. This section examines each stage
of the burglary process in order to: (1) identify the specific
activities comprising the O-I intervention; (2) identify the
underlving assumptions upon which the deterrent effects are

based} and (3) suggest the relevant data elements and measure-

ment points for verifying these assumptions.
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l. Intervention into the Crime Selection decision. The

primary O-I activity impacting on the potential criminal's deci- : o

= ‘ L ‘ sion about whether to commit a burglary, some other property
i : Anticipated Effect of

}}g | ! Burglary Process O-I's Intervention crime, or no crime at all, is publicity about the project dis-

o . seminated throughout the target area. Results of the Telephone

i 4?;;?? : Decision not to commit
o Selection a burglary Survey of 78 representative O-I projects indicate that 88.5

;' - : percent of the projects interviewed use some form of mass media _ga
g s ié;g?t‘ Decision not to burglarize ‘ ' i

y election an O-I participant to publicize their O-I program. Beyond the obvious objective o
o Entra; of promoting citizen participation in Operation Identification,

£ sacrance Failure to gai .

, to Target gain entrance .. ) ,

. o ' the publicity also serves to inform the potential burglar about

Ttem 0-I's existence and its consequénces for him, As a result of
- Decision not +
3 > (0] take ‘ . 9 . .

. Selection marked items this awareness, the burglar may be intimidated by both the

é- Escape , threat of increased difficulty in disposing of stolen merchan-

§ Increased risk of P _ o

s apprehension dise, and the increased risk of apprehension and conviction. to W
1 Dispositi ; W
‘ 1ti . - . . . : . g
¥ OfpStolegn In§r§888d fencing difficulty the point that he will view burglary as a high risk activity and
g an Oower "marketn v . . .
;  , Property marked property alue for decide not to pursue it. (The bases for these threats are dis-

cvssed below in later stages of the burglary process.)

FaCtors»affecting the extent of 0-I's success in achieving a

significant intervention at this stage include the project's ?i@

Figure 4-1 Ce level of participation, the inﬁluencé of external variables that k{“yﬁ

CONCEP;;I?;CJ:Z;]SSD MODEL OF THE BURGLARY PROCESS AND THE DETERRENT are flot controllable by O-I projﬁéc’t‘:.s but Whicl:l may a:ffci:ct.: X | *

| . OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION'S INTERVENTION R érime patterns ~-- such as other crime prevention activities : | ;:
 ; and the level of unemployment -- and the extent of the dis- ’(guﬁ
 € placement of types of crime. Of these, only the first is ::é

;; partially controllable by the O-I project. Assessment of this . . Wk?@

inﬁervention may be affected by the level of unreported crime
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. law enforcement agencies,

in the target area which is, for the most part, uncontrollable

(however, it can be estimated with victimization surveys): and

also by trend and seasonality factors inherent in rmost periodic
crime data, again partially controllable with the use of appro.
priate statistical techniques.

The basic assumption underlying O-I's intervention at thig

stage is that participation in Operation Identification.will be
sufficiently widespread throughout the target community to make
the burglar's selection of suitable targets difficult, even if

he chooses to burglarize only non-participants. The assumption
is also made that this latter possibility does not always occur
(i.e., 0-I does deter some burglars, rather than nerely displac~
ing them to non-participants or other forms of property crime).

The assessme -I's i i i
nt of 0-I's intervention into the decision to

commit ifi i
a burglary, and the verification of the assumptions above

can et e .
be made by examining the crime rates for burglary larceny
‘ ’ = ’

a ‘ rithi :
nd auto theft hlt@ln the target area, Sources for this data

would i i
be the Uniform Crime Reports, records maintained by local

and periodic victimization surveys.

2 . N . . o
Intervention into the Target Selection decision. The

warning to crimi
minals that the valuable Property at that location

has been : k i
marked, and hence will be difficult to dispose of and

risky " to j
’ v POsSsess. The objective of O-I at thig stage is to

"announce"

to i' . “
Potential burglars that a household has joined O-T.
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The success of 0-I intervention into the target selection
process depends upon the extent to which the following imple-
mentation activities and effects occur:

o participants properly mark their property and post
decals;

o participants who change residency remove decals
from vacated premises and post new decals at their
new residences; and

O <crime reports accurately reflect victim participation
in O-I.

Each of these factors is at least partially controllable through
the provision of adequate instructions to participants and the
establishment of an accurate crime reporting system. For the
assessment of this intervention in this chapter,»iﬁ is assumed
that the O~I project is fully and completely implemented.

| The key assumption upon which this intervention is based

is that burglars seek targété where the risk of detection is

s~ low and where the anticipated costs or difficulties during and

after the burglary are minimal. Participation in Operation
Identification, as démonstrated by highly visible decals, is
assumed to affect the burglar's perception bf the vulnerability
or ease of entry of a premise, of his risk of detection with
marked property, and the likelihood of a good return for the
property stolen. Specifically, the assumptions are that the
burglar, upon seeing’the decals, will:

0 recognize that the resident is crime-conscious
and has probably taken other preventive precautions;:

o recognize that the resident has marked his valuable
property:; :
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o anticipate increased difficulties at the scene
(i.e., entrance into premise and location of
unmarked property);

o anticipate increased difficulties in disposing of
the stolen property; and

o fear the increased likelihood of apprehension,
prosecution, and conviction.

Assessmeﬁt of these assumpfions would réquire a compara-
tive analysis of the burglary rates for both participants and
non-participants within the target areas of individual 0-I
projects to determine if O-I participants are victimized less
frequently than non-participants. The extent to which partici-
pants also utilize other target-hardening methods would also
need,to’be measured to control for their effects on burglar?
rates. The'perception of O-I and other crime prevention methods
by burglars would also have to be determined before adequate
assesamentAof this O-I intervention could be completed.

Information relating to the.utilization of oﬁher crime
brevention techniques by 0-1 participants, and to burglar atti-

tudes, could best be collected through interviews with O-T par-

ticipants and known burglars. Burglary rates for participants

and non-participants could be computed either from data contained

on polics crime reports for target area residents by notlng
whether the victim was an O-I participant or not, by matching

victi
M hames to participant names, or through victim surveys

of target area residents,

3. Interventlon into the Target Entry stage. "None of

t
he property 1dent1f1catlon act1v1t1es directly influence the
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burglar's ability to gain entry to a selected target. Through
the promotion of 0-I, howevér, public awareness of the burglary
threat and of the need for increased physical security is
heightened. Through other target-hardening programs often
promoted and implemented with Operation Identification, increased
physieallsecurity is frequently achieved for O-I participants.

The assessment of this effect is presented in Chapter VI.

4}“ Intervention into the Item Selection decision. Over-

ation Identification projects seek tou intervene into the burglar's

selection of items to steal by marking and inventorying valuable
property, and by making burglars aware that these actions have
been taken. Proponents of O-I assume that commonly stolen
valuable property is markable and that it will be adequately

marked by project participants. It is also assumed that bur-

- glars will be discouraged from stealing marked property because

of anticipated fencing difficulties previcusly mentioned, the
probability of lower market values for such items, and a fear
of apprehension with the property in their possession.

The assessment of this intervention centers on the col-
lection of data, either from bﬁrglary reports or victimization
surveys, relating to the amount and value of marked, unmarked,
and unmarkable pr6perty that is stolen from O-I participants,
the amount and value of marked property that is not stolen
from burglarized participants, and the a@ounts of markable

and unmarkable property stolen and not stolen from burglar-

ized non-participants. A survey of burglars to determine
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their reaction to stealing marked property would also contri-

bute to the assessment of this 0-I effect.

Any assessment of O-I's effect on item selection, however,

would be limited by the following factors:

0 property markings placed in inconspicuous places;

© property left unmarked because of its acquisition
after initial participation in 0-I; and

o the reliability of burglary victims' estimates of
property values, -

5. Intervention into the Escdpe stage. Mperation

Identification projects usually assume that, as a result of

marking property, the burglar's escape will be delayed ~-- this,
because he will have to spend more time at the burglary scene
attempting either to more carefully select the items he proposes

to steal (i.e., only unmarked property) or to remove the mark-

ings from engraved property. The burglar's risk of apprehen—-

sion/conviction is assumed to be increased by this additional

time spent at the scene because police can easily identify

marked property in his possession as stolen, and because of

increased community awareness fostered by 0-I ang neighborhood
watch programs.

Surveys of police and known burglars, and inspection of

pelice arrest files and court files would provide the basis

for assessing this intervention; although this assessment

would also be limited by the fact

ors identified in Section 4.
6.

Intervention into the Stolen Property Disposition

stage, im i |
ge Tne.ciaim that Operation Identification affects the
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disposition of stolen property is based on the following assump-

tions:
o fences avo%d purchasing marked property which
can be e§51ly.linked to a specific crime (property
is more identifiable because of -0-I markings); and

o) Egivate citizens and dealers in secondhand merchan-
dise avoid purchasing marked property without assur-
ances that it is not stolen, as a result of 0O-I
activities to increase public awareness.

The theft of property for personal use, theft on contract,
and the disposition of stolen property through interstate and
international fencing operations, are factors beyond the control
of local O-I projects. It would appear that the assessment of
the effect of 0-I's intervention into the property dispositon
stage can be reasonably assessed only through the tesfimony of
burglars and fences in order to ;licit details about their
experiences with marked property, and by securing the reactions

of pawn dealers»and private citizens who purchase secondhand

merchandise.

C. Identification of the Major Assessment Questions Related to
Burglary Deterrence

An assessment of the success or failure of Operation

Identification's burglary deterrence component can best be made

by answering the following questions:

0 Question 1l: Are burglars deterred from victimizing
0-I participants because of specific O-I project
activities (i.e., the marking and inventorying of

' property and_the displaying of decals)?

Determination of the impact of specific O0~I activities
upon the burglary process, however, requires the answers to the

following questions:
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O Question 2: TIs the burglar's percei?ed and actual

ris 1 i 1V1C
k of apprehension, prosecution, and conviction

increased as a result of Operation Identification?

© Question 3: TIs it more difficult + i
marked stolen o dispose of

property than unmarked stolen propertyr

© Question 4: Is the market value of i
c marked i
less than tha®t of comparable unmarked items?t%mﬁ

Not surprisingly, thes;

the stated objectives of most O-I projects.

sponse 1 1
P to each would Seemingly confirm the Success of Operation

Identification ang the effectiveness of its vario

in det i
erring burglary. oO-1 programs are often financed with
public monies: the Telephone Survey indicated that 26.9
o7y

and 9.0 percent of the Projects were currentl

- This fact, however,

Consequently,
needs to be answered:

O Questi : £
Tioe Iggniifiggfgétlzens NOt participating in Opera-
 Similar £6 those ox — Pgrgiiiicyedugtions
- oY ipants
the effect of O-T fo
€Xperience burglary increaseso Don-participants

ment of burglaries from 0-7 hoggzhggdgfe displace-

D. Assessment

of t ; .
Deterrence he Major Questions Related to Burglary
Zeterrence v

This section asses

Ses each of the major o

fieq
above for Operation Identification'

Component,

2 questions are closely relateq to

An affirmative re-

us activities

14.1,
Y funded by federal

; while 29.5 percent were

another major auestion

vestions identj -

the Telephone and Field site surveys of O-I projects. The
accuracy and reliability of this information is discuséed and,
whenever sufficient knowledge relating to individual questions
exists, a judgment is offered.

Question 1. Are burglars deterred from victimizing O-I
participants because of specific O-1 project activities?

The assessment of this question is presented in two
parts. First, burglary rates for both participants and non-
participants in several projects are reviewed to determine
whether participating households have experienced burglary
reductions (relative both to their burglary rates before join-
ing and to non—participating households in tﬂe target area).
This review is followed by an examination of those projects
which have documented lower burglary rates for participants to
determine what contribution, if any, Operation Identification

played in these reductions.

The majority of Operation Identification project imple-
mentors are apparently convinced of O-I's burglary deterrent
effect. Of 78 persons interviewed for. the Telephone Survey,
64.1 percent thought that 0-I had either been "very successful"

or "somewhat successful" in deterring burglary among partici-

pants. Only 5.1 percent of the interviewees felt their programs

had not been successful; the remainder did not know. Similar

results have been obtained in previous surveys, such as that

the National Crime Prevention Institute among its

conducted by 26

graduates and state planning agencies. Of 84 respondents,
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- 56.0 percent rated their O-I program as effective, whereas
only 17.9 percent thought it had been ineffective.

Unfortunately, the judgment of many respondenfs’to thé

Telephone and Field Surveys appears to be very subjective with
4
little supporting data available to substantiate their opini
~ ons,
For example, of the 50 Telephone Survey interviewees who judged
C

their O-I projects to be Successful, only 16 kept written record
rds

of the burglary rate for participants, and only 8 kept simil
< ar

records for non-participants, Obviously,

: more reliance must he
P aced‘on the results of those few projects for which such b

ur-
glary data are available.

Bur '
glary rates for both participants ang non-participants

r

pant and non

'
14

let N de I
humber of hous note the total L.

e#holds in the city,

city

—-Wide bur l . .
giaries during the time period, and B_ g
humber of pyr lari ’ p denote the '
glaries of o-t partic e

a . E J») i3
the burglary rate £ TPante. With these definitions 'ilg
r partiCipantS . . [
formula ’ Rp. 1s computed using the e
R = _1000 B ' wwwag
P ————%——P— bur larj .
| Np giaries per 1,000 Participants, T
‘ ’ “,}[""n = 7 ';“;
90

Similarly, the burglary rate for non-participants, Rnp’ is com-

puted using the formula

- 1000 (B-B,)
Rnp RIS I

burglaries per 1,000 non-participants.

These estimates, however, assumeé that each of the Np
O-I participants was "protected" throughout the time period.

If in fact the projects had enrolled new participants throughout
the period, improved estimates of the numﬁer of participants
could be obtained if %?was modified to reflect only the fraction
of the time period during which these new participants were
protected. (Bb includes'only those burglaries occurring duriﬁg
this part of the year.) Similarly, the number of non-partici-
pants would be adjusted.to include the fractions of the time
period these new enrollees were "vulnerable." By assuming that
new participants were enrolled at a uniform rate during the
year, adjusted burglary rates can be computed. Specifically,

if np denotes the number of participants at the beginning of

the time-period, then the average number of participants during
*, is given by

p
- np)

the time period of interest N

- D
Np n, + 1/2 (Np

and the average level of non-participation is given by

p~Tp) ’
The adjusted burglary rates for participants and non-partici-

-N_ + 1/2 (N
N-N, /2

pants then become

R* = 1000 By _ 1000 Ep
R ] », —
P RE ng ¥ 1/27 (Ng=ny)

= 2000 By purglaries per 1,000 participants per
Np + np
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time period and _
1000 (B-By)

* =
Rnp @Ng) + 1/2 (Np-np)
- 2000 (B-B.) ,
5N = Np _an burglaries per 1,000 non-partici-

rpants per time period.

The adjusted'andfunadjusted burglary rates for the two
projects cited above are summarized in Table 4-1. Based on the
adjusted data, it still,éppears that O—i participants have
experienced a significantly lower burglary rate than have non-
participants.

?he second shortcoming’in the data usea to compute the
participant;and non-participant burglary rates is the procedure
by which the number of burglaries at O~I locations is determined.
In both Denver and Phoenix, and in most other projects contacted,
the patrol officers are relied upon to indicate victim partici-

pation in Operation Identification in the crime report, usually
r

in the nar i i
rative portion. Some law enforcement agencies, such

as th : Ci ic
@ New York City Police Department, have recently modified !

thei ‘n .
r reporting forms to include a check-off box to indicate O-I

articipati : ’ :
P pation. Sometimes there is'a failure to accurately re- ap
cord victir ici ‘ . : ‘ X

c e im participation in 0-I, resulting in underestimation -
o a art. v - C ( %
P} lcipant burglary rate and overestimation of the non- R
participant burglary rate. ‘ ; o ' T
| q

Altho it is diffi
ugh it is difficult to estimate the extent of in-

acéurate recordi )
) cording of 0-I participation, it is unlikely that it
as been of g : g '
magnitude large enough to account for the burglary

.
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Tabhle 4-1

O0-I PARTICIPANT AND NON-PARTICIPANT BURGLARY RATES

Period

Unadjusted participant bur-
glary rates (burglaries per
1,000 participants)

Unadjusted non-participant
burglary rates (burglaries
per 1,000 non-participants)

Adjusted participant bur-
glary rates (burglaries
per 1,000 participants
per year)

Adjusted non-participant
burglary rates (burglaries
per 1,000 non-participants
per year)

a. Rates for Denver were com
interim evaluation report

Denver?

Jan. 1, 1974~
Jan. 2, 1975

11.34

119.71

16.81

113.24

uted using data contained in an
and quarterly progress report

for the Denver Operation I.D. project.

Phoenixb'

Jan. 1, 1974~
Dec. 31, 1974

3.78

83.95

82.21

b. Rates for Phoenix were computed using data provided by

the Communitg Relations Divi

Department.2
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results,

burglary rates for the Denver participant and non-participant
groups were in fact identical, the crime reports for 1,827 bir-~
glaries of 0O-I participants must have failed to indicate the vic-k
tims' participation in O-I (22,769 burglaries were recorded dur-
ing the time period studied). Similarly, in Phoenix where 18,601
burglaries were reported. in 1974, to obtain equal burglary rates

for both groups, one has to assume that 1,951 burglary reports

for 0O-I participants (over 10 percent of all burglary reports)

were mlscoded as non-participant burglaries.

As another measure of burglary deterrence among O-I
participants, burglary rates have been computed in both St.
Louis and Séattle for participants before and after they joined
the O-I project. Again, the results suggest that a deterrent

effect dees exist for O-1 particioants. In St. Louis, for

example, the participant burglary rate decreased 24.9 percent21 —--

from 4.68 burglaries pexr 1,000 part1c1bants per month durlng

the two-year period before enrcllment, to 3.52 burglaries per

1,000 participants per month after enrollment in Operation

Identifj i i
ification. The St. Louis rates were determined by computer
matchi
1ng addresses of O-I participants to addresses of burglary
victims., m}
s This method had the advantaqe of not depending on an

indicati
ion of O-1 participation in the police burglary reports.

Two un
controllable factors, however, could have affected these

Firs g :
t, the addresses of participants who moved sub-

sequent t
© enrollment were not updated; andg secondly, the method

code i
addresses in the two computer files did not identify

-used - to
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individual dwelling units when more than one existed at a single
acdress (e.g., in an apartment building). Consequently, any
burglary at a location where a participant resided was included
as an O-I burglary. Thus, the burglary rates computed for
participants both before and after enrollment in the project
were inflated by an unknown amount.

In Seattle, participants were interviewed at the time of
their cnrollment in the Burglary Reduction Program to determine
whether they had been burglarized during the previous six months.
Six months later, they were again interviewed to determine bur-
glary victimization since enrollment in the project. A rate of
52.1 burglaries per 1,000 households per six months was ex-
perienced before participation, but only 35.0.burglariés per
six months after participation -- a 32.8 percent decrease.4l The
accuracy of the interview responses awaits verification by
cross checking with police burglary reports. Further, all
households participating in the Burglary Reduction Program, in-
cluding some participants in block watch or the security survey
program, but not O-I, were interviewed; no independent analysis
of the burglary rates of O-I participants was done.

The need is recognized for studies such as those cur-
rently in progress in both pDenver and Seattle to verify these
results. However, the reported results from Denver, Phoenix,
St. Louis, and Seattle, plus the subjective belief in O-I's
success in deterring burglars expressed by project implementors

who Qere interviewed for both the Field and Telephone surveys,
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suggests that some burglary reductions have occurred among
participants in Operation Identification. The next question
to be answered is: what specific contributions did Operation
Identification make to these reductions? |
In San Jose, an evaluation design was instituted to
ninimize the confounding effects of other target-hardening
programs; O-I promotional efforts were used ko saturate a
small target area with 0-I information, while other crime
prevention methods were not promoted at all. Burqglary rates,

computed for both 0-I and non-0-I households in the target area,

were found to be four times greater for households not exhihiting

34

. . . e ey .
decals. Still the results were not considered definitive since

self-initiated burglary precautions (better locks, watchdogs,
improved lighting) could not be controlled. 1In addition,

approximately 43 percent of the O-I locations in the target area

had also received a residential security survey, </

The reaction of burglars to Operation Identification, inde-

ende i i ivi
pendent of other crime prevention activities, was investigated

in Ill;n01s where 69 convicted property offenders were asked to

assess 0-I as a burglary preventive technique. Only 7.2 percent

of t
he burglars thought that O-rT would be effective in deterring

rope ; .
P Qpcrty crimes;: 79.6 percent felt it would be ineffective in

Preventing burglary, although 43.4 percent thought it might

affect
pProperty recovery or their actions at the burglary scene,

Th i ‘
¢ evidence above suggests that Operation Identification

96

may not be an effective burglary prevention device when imple-
mented by itself and that sole reliance on it for such prevention
may not be advisable. If the 31.9 percent of the bufglars
interviewed in Illinois who rated 0O-I as "a waste of time" are
correct, a reairecting of the efforts and resources currently
allocated to Operation Identification projects is needed.

One explanation for the burglary reductions that have
been reported for O-I participants is éhat Operation Identification
is usually only one of seyeralrcrime prevention programs available
in the areas where it is implemented. A study of crime preven-
tion programs in cities with populations greater than 100,000
reported that 49 o£;55 (89.l4percent) cities with property identi-
fication programs also provided security checks.3 Also, 35 of
the cities (63.6 percent) had programs promoting alarm systems,
31 (56.4 percent} had prograws promoting the use of better lock-
ing devices, and police departments in 38 of the cities (69.1
percent) had programs promoting improved exterior lighting.
Other studies have indicated that participants in Operation
Identification often take additional precautions against bur-
lary. In Denver, for example, telephone survey personnel found
that the 115 0-I participants surveyed were generally aware of

the burglary threat and as a result had taken other precautions
6

beyond Operation Identification. In St. Louis, a similar survey

found that 34 of 66 responding participants had also taken other

22

crime prevention precautions. From an evaluation point of the

view, hoWever, the adoption of several security precautions by
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stops [with] items in view of officers", and "suspicious

activities [such as] carrying bulky items".

Field Survey interviews with persons involved in prosecuéinq
burglary cases suggest that O-I has more potential as an aid to
the police in apprehending suspedts and obtaining warrants than as
an aid to prosecution. Little current or anticipated utilization
of O-I marked property in the judicial process was indicated,
primarily because many arrests for burglary are madéﬁat the scene
of the crime. Thus, it is unnecessary for the burglar to possess
marked items in order to establish that he is the offender. A

second factor is the prevalence of plea bargaining which bypasses
the trial stage and the need for evidence. In New York, for
14

exam i
ple, 16 apprehensions were reported in which marked property

was found in the sus !
o . .
pect's possession, and in each case the sus-

pect was eventually convicted. In 13 of the cases, however, th
‘ ’ - ’ e

; S e . r l l

pPresence '
of marked property played in the final verdicts in these

cases is unknown.

Th i i .
e burglar's perceived risk of apprehension is reflected

and oth - i
er target hardening devices., Reppetto's study of

respondent
< ents (always less than 100 for each question)
on),

indicated that a full 88 percent

~tin
lme occupant of g dwelling would or might
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prevent them from victimizing that premise.30 Similarly, 73
percent of the respondents indicated that they might be deterred
by an alarm, 62 percent by neighbors checking, Gl ﬁgrcent by a
dog, 51 percent by police and security patrols, 38 percent by
strong locks, and 33 percent by good lighting. In contrast, only.
26.1 percent of 69 convicted burglars interviewed during an

evaluation of Operation Identification in Illinois claimed tﬁey

would be deterred from entering an O-I marked premise.l8

As both reports point out, the validity of the results were

limited by small sample sizes, possible bias introduced by the

sample selection process, and the reliability of the interviewees'

responses. Nevertheless, the implication is clear that any

increased perception by burglars about the risk of apprehension
at O-I premises is more likely the result of target—hardening

procedures other than those directly associated with Operation

Identification.
A general uncertainty about any success in this area is

expressed by project implementors. Tor example, 51.3 percent of

the projects contacted in the Telephone Survey were unable to

judge their success in increasing apprehensions, and 56.4 percent

were unable to indicate success in increasing the convictions of

apprehended, burglars. This uncertainty, and the lack of data

about the apprchension risk, prevent any definitive assessment.

of this queStion now. The discussion ahove suggests, however,

that neither the perceived nor actual risk of apprehension,

prosecution, or conviction is affected if the burglary target is
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an O-I premise.

Question 3. Is marked stolen property more difficult to dispose
of than comnarapble unmarked property?

The assessment of this question requires the svnthesis of
information obtained, first through personal contact during the
Field Survey with both 0-I project implementors and police
department units involved in property disposition (e.g., anti-
fencing and pawn shop details); and second, through interviews
with known property offenders that have been conducted by other
evaluators of Operation Identification. Finally, the effect of
actual or anticipated difficulties in the disposition of stolen
property upon the burglary process may be reflected by the rela-
tive amounts of marked and unmarked property that are stolen from
O-I participants.

Some police department personnel not directly éssociated
with an Operation Identification projéct had mixed reactions
regarding the effectiveness of 0-I's intervention into the
existing system for property disposition. Most police officers,
however, felt that the rapid movement of stolen property to other
police jurisdictions, the ease with which burglars can remove or
alter O-I markings, and the willingness of the public to "buy
anything at the right price", made the disposition of stolen
property relatively easy, whether marked or not.

Interviews with 69 convicted burglars in Illinois reflected

a similar attitude; 44.9 percent felt that marked property would

be more difficult to market in some or all cases, Only 17.4

percent of the interviewees, however, indicated that they might
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e less likely to steal such property.18

In Denver, considerable data have been collected on the
number and value of marked property, both stolen and not stolen,
from 372 burglarized O-I premises. When these burglaries occurred,

2,990 marked items valued at $398,325 were at the scene and

available to the burglar; yet.only 246 of these items, valued

8 The results led evaluators of

at $46,789, were actually stolen.
the Denver O-I1 pfoject to conclude that burglars do indeed avoid
marked items especially since items marked by project staff are
limited to those most frequently stolen by burglars in Denver.
The validity of the results of the interviews with burglars

is limited by the small number questioned. Similarly, the reli-

ability of the interviewee responses obtained by the Telephone

" Survey regarding project success in making stolen property more

difficultlto fence is questionable. - Sixty-six respondents
 (71.8 percent) claimed success in this area; pf these, however,
only 11 had Qrigten records of the amount of marked and unmarked
property that had been stolen from participants to support any
conclusion»that burglars were avoiding identifiable property.
Operation Identification's effect on the disposition of
stolen property appears, at best, to make such disposition more
diffiéult, but certainly not impossible. Additional ewvaluation
“is required, however, to determine if Q—I alone or in combination

with other modified police procedures (e.g., stricter control of

pawn Shop dealers) and public education programs designed to

minimize property disposition through street corner.sales 1is an
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intervention activity which can effectively disrupt or hinder the

disposition of stolen property.

Question 4. Is the market value of marked items less than that
of comparable unmarked items?

Other than interviews of convicted burglars in Illinois
which indicated that 44.9 percent thought that marking property

would decrease its market value in some cases,18

virtually no
information is currently available which can be used to.answer
this question. The question is important enough, however, to
warrant further evaluation, if only to determine the effect that
property markings have on the legitimate resale of personal
property by owners. In addition, the answer to this guestion has
important implications for the evaluation of other O-I objectives
such as deterring the theft of marked property, since a general
decrease in the market value of marked stolen property might

conceivably lead a burglar to increase the volume of property

he steals in order to maintain a constant profit margin.

Question 5. Do citizens not partici

cation benefit frgm.burglary reductions similar to those experi-
egcedTQy 0~I part}01p;nts (because burglars generalize the effect
of O0-I to the gntlre target area), or do non-particlpants experi-
ence burglary increases due'tO‘the‘displ“' <
from O-I householids?

The community-wide benefit of Operation Identification has

been addressed in other O-I evaluations, primarily by comparing

thevburglary rates in a project's target area before and after 0O-I

implementation, or by comparing the burglary rates in target and

con ; . . .
trol areas during the same time period. To date, no consistent

&vi ' » ; :
idence of a community-wide burglary reduction primarily attribut-
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able to the direct effects of Operation Identification has been
found. However, dramatic city-wide decreases in the burglary rate
in New Orleans, Newton, Massachusetts,4 and St., Peterburgqg,
Florida32 might suggest such an effect. Further examination

of these data, however, raises doubts. In St. Petersburg, for
example, where monthly decreases of 6.4, 3.0, 1.0, and 5.2
percent in the city-wide burglary rate during the first four
months of program operation have been offered as evidence of

the program's success, only 1,000 of the city's 97,000 housg—
holds were participating in Qperation Identification. It is
difficult to believe that participation by little more than‘one
percent of the households could account for five and six necrcent

reductions in the overall burglary rate.

Two other guestions must also he answered before reductions

in city-wide burglary rates can be accepted as prcof of O-I success.

First, how do city-wide decreases compare with the expected bur-

glary rate, based on previous burglary trends? and, secondly, has

any crime-type displacement (from burglary to other property crimes)

or geographic displacement (from the target area to other areas or
jurisdictions) occurred?

Thus far, no 0-I evaluation apparently has used trend
analysis technigues to determine the'significance of changes in
bufgiary trends.‘ Displacement effects have been thghsﬁbjeét of

few previous iavestigations. In Seattle, the extent of displace-

"ment from burglary to robbery, shoplifting, auto theft, and

: : 41
various types of larceny was tested for in each police sector.
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Although statisticaily significant changes (from burglary to other
crimes) were found in some sectors, no consistent pattern emerged,
and the evaluators concluded that crime-type displacement had not
occurred as a result of Seattle's Burglary Reduction Program.
Similarly, no evidence was found to suggest any significant

level of displacement from residential to &6ther types of burglary

targets.

A study of the relationship between geographic crime

displacement and the $20 million High Impact Anti-Crime Program
23
was conducted in St. Louis. That study, not limited to bur-

glary crimes, concluded that:

© no permanent geographic displacement of crime
occurred to adjacent jurisdictions; and

a temporary displacement of burglary did occur
soon after the program was initiated.

Although Operation Identification comprised only a relatively

small part of the St. Louis Impact Program, the results of the

displacement study do suggest the existence of an initial dis-

pPlacement effect related to anti-crime programs such as O-I.

In Illinois, burglary rates in 255 communities which had

imnplemented Operation Identification projects were ccmpared with

burglary rates in 389 non-0-I communities. The rates were divided
into the following categories:

0 total burglary,

O  burglary involving markable goods,
daytime residential burglary,
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o residential burglary invelving markable goods, and

o daytime residential burglari involving markable goods.
No significant differences in burglary rates were found between
participating and non-garticipating communities for any of the
categories.18

In Denver and St. Louis, as discussed above, the burglary
rates for O-I participants were significantly decreased;-yet,
during the one-year period after Operation Identification vas
implemented, the»city~wiée residential burglary rate increased by
3.0 percent in Dénver and by 9.1 percent in St. Louis. One
possible explanétion for such results is that the city-wide bhur-
glary rates would have increased by ceven grcater amounts if O-I
programs had not existed. An alternate interpretation is that
the burglaries that were deterred from O-I opremises were mercly

displaced to other "unprotected" locations.

This latter possibility has been investigated in some

kprevious O-I evaluations. Displacement of burglary from partici-

pants to their non—participating neighbors‘was researched in the
St. Louis telephéhe éurvey of both participants and non-partici-
pants.22 Interviewees pattipipating in 0-I were asked if their
neighbors had been burglarized since theif»participation in 0-I;
non-participants were asked if their neighbors had been burglar-
ized during the previous year. Mo significant difference was
detected in the frequency wiéh which participants' neighbors were
burglarized compared to the rate for neighbors of nqn—participants.
It was concluded that no displacement had occurred. In Denver,
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on the other hand, displacement to other targets was advanced as

a likely interpretation of the continued increase in citv-wide

burglary.5

Another explanation of the absence of burglary reductions
on a community-wide level is that, with the relatively low
current levels of participation in Operation Identification
projects, no community-wide effect can reasonably be expected
but that, as participation levels increase, so will the scope
of 0-I's effectiveness. Such an expectation can neither be
supported nor denied on the basis of present knowledge. TLow
participation rates were affirmed by the results of the Telephone
Survey; only 15.4 percent of the projects for which a partici-
pation level could be determined had enrolled more than 10 per-

cent of the households in the target community. An interesting

exception was found in one small neighborhood of San Antonio,

where 97.8 percent of the households were enrolled in the O-T

. 33 .
project. There, burglaries decreased from 86 in the vyear

preceding O-I's implementation to only four in the vear follow-

ing. i ' 1ci i '
g At this level of participation, hOWever, the decrease more

appropriately represents an example of burglary deterrence among

participants.
In: ig ; '
n St. Louls, the percentage lncreases in burglary relative

to the c;ty—wide trend from 1972 +to 1973 were correlated with

tl
_ the 1ncrease in participation dur1ng the same year for each'of

the ¢
ity's 126 census tracts The concluglon reached was. that

"the
| re ls no dlscernlble tendency for census tracts with above
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average participation levels to have below average burglary
rates."22

The expected burglary deterrence effects of O-I for target
areas with participation levels greater than 50 percent can only
be speculated about at this time. Theories regarding the im-
portance of participation level to the effectiveness of any
crime prevention strategy such as 0-~I, however, have been ad-
vanced. PRiccio has propoéed that strategies which seek to pre-
vent crime by blocking potential targets are effeétive only when
the number of unblocked opportunities becomes less than the
number of targets demanded by the persons perpetrating the
crime.31 Applying this theory to Operation Identification; and
assuming that 0-I is 100 percent effective in deterring burglary,
the levels of participat;on that would be required to induce
community-wide reductions in several O-I communities have been

estimated, using the followihg data:

o 1973 burglary totals, to estimate the future yearly
demand for burglary opportunities (an underestimation
since unreported burglaries are not included);

o 1970 census data on the number of total housing units,
to estimate the total number of available burglary
targets (an underestimation since the data do not
include non-residential targets and new housing);

and

o participation data obtained during the Telephone Sur-
vey to estimate the current number of "blocked" targets
(possibly an underestimation because of unregistered

participants).

Assuming that the rate of enrollments experienced to date
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’Table

HCREASE IN CRIME PREVENTION ACHIEVED

PERCENTAGEL I

B3Y DOU3LING CURRENT PARTICIPATION IN O-T

Percentage Increase in
Crime Prevention if

is

Units)

.

sing

Current Participation Level

(Percent of Total Hou

Noubled

Participation

.
PR

Te

Abilene,

Bloomington,

I11.

Chicago, Ill.

Ohio

Cincinnati,

6.0

2

Colo.

- Denver,

iich.

h

ilagerstown, ild.

Detroit,

Hartford, Conn.

New Orleans, La.

Y.

.

ew York,

T
A

Owenskboro,

K! *

Phoenix,

20 .

.

houils,

St.

level of each project shown (no preject exceeded 30 percent par-—
ticipation). According to the crime preverntion theory used to
construct Table 4-5, once participation reached one-third of

the community, doubling participation will increase crime pre-

vention effectiveness by 100 percent or more. HNevertheless,

present knowledge'indicatcs that considerable amounts of resources

would be required to reach even the one-third level of partici-

pation. :
.Additional evaluation is needed of the displacement effects

of 0-I, and further analysis should be made to either substan-

tiate or refute the claim that while community-wide burglary

rates may not have decreased due to O-I, the rates of increase

has been diminished.

Results sUcﬁAaS'these, together with those discussed
above, suggest that Oéerati@n Identification has not.only been
ineffective in reducing burglary, except among participants,
but that without the expenditure of large amounts of time and
effort to achieve larger participation rates, there appears

to be little potential for community-wide burglary reductions.
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- been well-monitored or evaluated,
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cated or retrieved by the police.

CHAPTER V. ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY RECOVERY EFFECTS
~ OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

A. Introduction

A significant increase in the amount of stolen property
returned to its rightful owner is another major benefit fre-
quently used to promote Operation Identification. The cogency
of this benefit is evidenced by its identification as a proj-
ect objective in most O-I grant applications, as a recruit-
ment argument to future pafticipants in O-I brochures, and
as a specific project effect to be measured in almost all
proposed O-I evaluations. All of the O-I projects contacted
for the Telephone’Survey indicated that property recovery was

an important objective of 0-I; in fact, 14 percent felt it was

the "most important."

-

Unlike the burglary deterrence objective, however,

increased property recovery and return induced by O-I has not

In this chapter, what little

evidence does exist is bresented. Important factors and as-

sumpti ' - 11i ] .
ptions about 0-I's ability to improve the property recovery

rocess i
P are posed as questions, and then assescged on the basis

of
results of the Telephone and Field surveys, general know-

and indi £ i i
the findings of brevious investigations into the effi-
cacy of 0O-I.

In the discussi
; ons tovfollow "recovery" is used to indi-

cate pr - : '
Property, whether stolen or lost, that is found, confis-

‘"Returned" is used to describe
116 o

property, recovered by the police, for which the owner can be
identified and located.

B. The Property Recovery Framework

Table 5-1 presents a summary of the property recovery
process and O-I's intervention and effect upon that process.
The four basic elements in the process are: (1) a burglary
is attempted, (2) the burglary is successful, and the owner
describes the stolen property to the police, (3) the proper-
ty is identified and recovered by police, and (4) the property
is traced and returned to the owner. Each of these steps is

described in greater detail below.

1. Burglary attempt. Some property may’be "recovered"
when a burglar iéAapprehended either at or near the scene of
the crime. (In this chapter, a burglary is considered suc-
cessful only if the burglar escapes from the immediate scene
of the crime with the stolen property.) O-I may cause appre-
hension of more burglars and thus facilitate recovering mére
property. The recovery occurs because the burglar is recognized
as such and immediately apprehended, and not because of the
O0-I markings on the property he has stolen. An assessment of
0-I's effect upon this type of apprehension has been presented

in Chapter 1IV.

2. Owner describes property to the police. In the

remainder of this chapter, it is assumed that the burglar has

successfully eswaped from the scene and that the eventual re-

covery of the stolen property is dependent upon the ability of
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INTERVENTION OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INTO
THE PROPERTY RECOVERY PRGCESS
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O-I participants
provide better

O-I identifier on valuable

Increased neighbor aware-
property

ness

the stolen property

descriptions of

Inventory list of property

2.

-

victim describes stolen

Burglary completed,
property to -police

2.
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Property is identified

O~I marking on property 3.

3.

3.

Fence is appre-
Property is found

prehended in
hended

- Burglar is ap-
transit

Burglary report

as stolen and recovered

Property is returned

to owner

Owner is found

4.

O~-I marking on property

4,

Participant registration

list
Use of existing files

the police to identify the property as stolen. Once the bur-
glary has been discovered, the victim reports the crime to the
police, who then solicit from the owner as accurate a descrip-
tion of each item as possible. Ideally, each stolen item is
described in terms of type, brand, model, year, color, and se-~
rial number. In addition, the owner may also be able to de-
scribe other distinguishing features, such as scratches and nicks
in the property. Occasionally, a victim may even prbvide the
police with a photograph of the property. Obviously, the
purpose of fully describing each stolen item to the police is
to make it easier for them to identify the property as stolen
and, if recovered, to return it to the victim.

Ideally, participation in O-I enables victims to de-
scribe their stolen property to the police more accurately in
‘two ways. First, the victim is able to provide the police
with an identifier which is an additional distinguishing
charaCteriétic of the property. ’Second, by having inventoried
his property, the victim is able to provide more‘descriptive.
information about both marked and unmarked property that has
been stolen. ‘Since a property inventory list should include
the type, brand name, model and serial numbers for all of the
valuable property on a premise, theoretically, victimized
participants are able to provide the police with accurate prop-
erty descriptions directly frqm the inventory list.

A basic assumption is that 0-I information will, in
fact, become part of the burglary report. However, partici—‘
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pants sometimes fail to give identifying numbers and other
descriptions to the pelice, especially if they do not remember
that the information exists, or do not believe that it is im-
portant enough to report. Possibly, too, the police officer
filling out the burglary report may fail to ask for, or to
record, the specific O-I information.

It is also assumed that the most frequently stolen
property can be adequately marked. 1In fact, however, many
valuable items, such as jewelry and clothing, are not easily
marked, and are frequently stolen. In addition, some O-I par-
ticipants fail even to mark many easily markable items. If
a substantial fraction of all commonly stolen items are not
"0-I markable", then the potential of 0-I participants to pro-
vide better descriptions of their stolen property to the police
may be severely limited.

One method for determining how well C~I has improved
descriptions of stolen property by participants would be to
sample burglary reports for both 0O-I participants and non-par-
ticipants. Recorded for each group would be the fraction of
the value of all stolen items that were identified with O~I
numbers, brénd name, model and serial numbers, and other im—
portant item attributes. Comparing the burglary reports for
both participants and non-participants in order to determine
the property attributes recorded should indicate the extent,

1 any, to which better property descriptions are provided

by 0-I participants.
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3. Property recovery. As indicated in Table 5-1, once
a burglar has left the crime scene, there are two principlé
ways in which property is recovered. First, the stolen prop-
erty may be recovered either from burglars who are transporting
it, or from fences and pawn brokers who receive it. The crit-
ical element is the ability of the police to identify the
property as stolen. For example, when a police officer stops
and questions a person, the officer's check of any idéhtifying
numbers on property in the suspect's possession may confirm
that the property is stolen. If the officer is unable to
quickly trace an O-I number and determine that the property
is stolen, however, he may release the suspect. Similarly,
unless property found in a pawn shop can be identified as
stolen, it may bé& sold or redeemed before recovery by the po-
lice can occur.

The second method of recovery occurs when property is
recovered by the police without any prior indication that it
was stolen (e.g., property abandoned or recovered in connection
with crimes other than burglary). In these cases, identifying
the property as stolen is not critical to its recovery by

police, but is important for tracing its owner.

The key intervention mechanism of Operation Identifica-

tion into the recovery of stolen property is the ability to
quickly identify property as stolen. ' In the simplest case,

the engraved number may provide the police with an immediate
clue as to whether a particular item is stolen. If a suspect
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stopped for questioning cannot produce identification which
matches the identifier on an item, further checking may deter-
mine that the property is stolen. Bésides increasing the re-
covery of marked items, more Unmafkgg stolen Property may also
be recovered because of O-I. 1If a éuspect POssesses unmarked

property, in addition to marked property which has been identi-

fied as stolen, the latter can be confiscated on suspicion

that it is also stolen.

An important factor which affects the ability of the

police to recover O-T marked property is the amount of stolén

Property that is transported to other geographic jurisdictions

where the O-T identifiers cannot be easily traced, This dif-

& 4

t $ i
elephone numbers, and other identifiers which, for the most

part, are only locally traceable.

I participant. For such cases, the

value of all the’property recovered would

benefit of O~-I,

',“:f.’s»h:w.;g
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with marked property would be included as an O-I benefit since
0-I was directly responsible for the recovery of these items.

4. Tracing and returning property. When a burglar is

apprehended at the scene of the crime, recovery of any stolen
property occurs immediately and no tracing of the owner to
return the property is usually necessary. Tracing is
required, however, for the two recovery procedures identified
above in Section 3 (i.e., for property identified as stolen
and confiscated by police, and for property found or retrieved
by police with no evidence that it is stolen). In the first,
tracing the O-I number on the property enables the police to
verify that the property has, in fact, been stolen and to
return the property to its owner (i.e., the tracing occurs
before the property is actually recovered). In the second,
property is first recovered by the police, who then use the
O-I number to identify the owner and return it to him.

The basic components in tracing property owners are:

(1) an adequate description of the stolen property;

{2} a pre-existing record or list which links property
descriptions to owners; and,

(3) a mechanism for using property descriptions with "
an existing list to find the owner. :

"'Tﬁe.first cdmpohent‘has‘already been discussed above;'
O0-I participants ideally ?rovide better descriptions of their
stolen property. 0-I can aisQ improve property return by
adding additionai identifying infofmation to existing files,
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or by creating new files which link property descriptions to
owners. Return of property is also improved when O-I identi~-
fiers improve the linkage between property descriptions and
an existing file. |

The most common example of the addition of 0-I in-
formation to an existing file is the recording of 0-I identi-
fiers in burglary reports. Some O-I projects, such as New

York City's, have created new files which contain the identi-

fying numbers used by each registered 0O-I participant. Others,

like the Denver project, maintain both a participant file and
a copy of each participant's invenﬁory list. Many projects

which recommend the driver's license number (DLN) make use of

state DIN files.

The existence of a list of identifiers and the cor-

responding users does nct, by itself, guarantee successful

tracing; the kinds and use of 0O-I ideﬁtifiers can also influ-

ence the extent to which O-I tracing is successful. Several

important assumptions about O-I identifiers are; 

O TIdentifiers will be

i unique to individuals (i.e.
they will not be use (1.5

d by more than one person) ;

0 Identifiers will be readil

ersons Y -available to all

Identifiers will be permanent for individuals;

O Identifiers on O-I

marked prope : :
altered or removed; property will not be

o Identifiérs will be placed in i
location on PrOpertyfk 1 a conspicuous
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O O-I identifiers will be recognized as such by
the police; and,

0 Traced identifiers will lead to current information

about users (e.g., the zurrent addresses of the
users) .

The next-to-last assumption is related to the diffi-
culty police in other jurisdictions often experience in trac-
ing O-I identifiers to owners. When the police recover O-I
marked property, they must first recognize the O0-I markings
and'associaﬁe them with an accessib%e-mééhanism‘fbrltraCing.
owners (e.g., a search of driver's iicense numbers);

The key points within the property recovery process
described in Table 5-1 for measuring the increésed return
of property due to O-I are the recovery and return steps.
The total value of both marked and unmarked property re-
covered and the proportion of each returned by the police
can be used to compute the ratios ©f the value of returned
to recovered property. These measures can then be used to
test the‘hypothesis that the rate of return for O-~I marked
property is greater than the rate of return for unmarked
property.

C. Quéstions to be Assessed

Listed below are questions, based on the important assump-
tions and elements of the property recovery framework described
in Table 5-1, which suggest the types of information needed to
determine O~I's ability to improve both property recovery and

return.
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Four major questions and several important subquestions
are addressed in this assessment. The answers to thesé-ques-
tions may be useful in providing insights into the success or
failure of the préperty recovery effects of 0-I. The major

guestions and subguestions are:

1. What fraction of commonly stolen items can
be adequately marked?

2. What fractica of commonly stolen markable items
do participants mark?

3. Is stolen 0-I marked property more likely to

be recovered by police than stoien unmarked
Property?

a. Is the risk;of burglar apprehension greater
for burglarles at 0-I residences than at non-
0-I §e51dences? (This has been addressed in
previous chapter.,)

b. What fraction of 0O-I identifiers can be
traced to owners?

€. What percent of stolen O-I marked property is
transported to areas where the identifier
cannot be traced?

d. Are better property descriptions obtained
from 0-1 participants who have been burglarized
than from non-participants who have been
burglarized?

€.  Does O-I information become prart of the
burglary report? o ‘

f. Are 0-I marks on pProperty altered or
removed? ‘

g. Are'O—I mayks found and recognized by
police officers who €xXamine marked
pProperty? ‘ '

h. DO‘pqllce departments have mechanisms for
tracing O-I identifiers?

4. Is recovered 0-I marked

roperty mor t T ,
returned to owners than prop Yy e likely to be

(Subquestions 3c throu

h 3h als
- Question 4.) v SO apply‘to
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recovered unmarked property?
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D. Assessment of the‘Main Questions about Property Recovery

This section assesses each of the foregoing questions,
using information collected’from the Telephone and Field Sur-
veys and from other research.

Although improved property recovery and return’due to
0-I have been claimed and have received considerable publicity,
little substantive evidence exists which provides conclusive
answers ﬁo the questions posed above. 1In part this is due to
the small number of reported burglaries involving O-I resif
dences. Few marked items, apparently, have beén stolen, and

the number of those that have been recovered and returned by

" the police is miniscule. Also contributing to this lack of

evidence is the fact that most police departments surveyed
maintain few, if any, written records about specific cases of
0-1 property recovery and retuin. Lack of police manpower
and the frequent comment by project implementors that proper-
ty recovery and return do not warrant evaluation were the
primary reasons given in the Telephone Survey for not docu-
menting property recovery results.

Evaluations completed by other researchers into the
property recovery effects of O-I have been guite limited,
and even tentative answers to most of the guestions cited
above are missing. Inyfact, so little evidence is available
for questions 2, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3e, 3f and 3g, that they can be
immediately identified as knowledge gaps and will not be
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discussed further. For the remainding questions, the available

evidence is examined kelow.

Question 1. What fraCtibn"f‘commOhly'stolen items can be
adequately marked?

Some studies analyzing the types.of property commonly
stolen in burglaries indicate that only. one-half of all com-

monly stolen items are markable. Analysis of data contained
38 ‘

in Scarr's study of burglary patterns ehﬁam that during

1968 and 1969, 46.4 and 43.1 percent respectively of the

property stolen in Washington, D. C. was unmarkable. For

)

the same time period 1n Fairfax County, Virginia, the per-

Cent of unmarkable property were 59,2 and 59.4 percent; and

in Prince George's County 53.4 and 50;0. Analysis of data in

a Sacramento, California study of the kinds of property stolen

in 200 re51dent1al burglaries shows that approximately 37
29

percent of the items taken were unmarkable. All the fore-

going percentages were calculated using the deflnltlons of

markable' and "unmarkable" presented in Mattick's evalnation

18
of the staterde :0-I program in Illinois.

Unfortunately, none of these studies irvestigated the

r . .
elative Yalue of commonly stolen pProperty; such data would be

a better neasure of the coverage which O-I can provide

Very little is known about the effectiveness of other

t
ypes of marking schemes, most notably, the use of a special

ink
1K which only becomes visible under an ultrav1olet light. This

me
thod, first pPromoted commercially in 1974 as the "Brink's
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Security Marking System" by the Sanford Corporation, has been

adopted as a supplement to engraving by a few 0-I projects.

Although no evaluations of this alternative have been attempted,

possible drawbacks of the system are:

(1) since the markings are invisible, all
recovered property must be examined under
an untraviolet light to detect the marks;

(2) few property recovery units have or use
ultraviolet lights; and

(3) the markings are easily removed or altered
' (e.g., dry cleaning removes the ink from
clothing).

Question 3. Is stolen O-I marked property more likely to be
recovered by the police than stolen unmarked property?

Several evaluations which monitored the amount of
1, 2, 7, 21
O-I property recovered by police departments

found
that very little O-I marked property was stolen or recovered.
Both the 0~I staff members and property recovery personnel
interviewed during the Field Survey reported the same finding.
Those few instances of known property reeovery have not as

vet provideé sufficient evidence with which to test the in-

creased likelihood of recovering O-I marked property, even

though O~I has not substantially increased the amount of
pPro; 2rty recovered.
Question 3d. Are better property descriptions obtained from

burglarlzed O I particlpants than from burglarized non-partic-
ipants?

A study of burglary reports in six large California
jurisdictions showed that victims could describe their stolen
property by serial numbers, unique inscriptions, or markings
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concerns an O-I subject

‘ 2
in only 5.1 percent of the cases (399 of 7,763). -These

burglary reports represented samples taken from communities
where 0-I had beeﬁ implemented, although the~percentage of

‘the burglariee in which O-I participants were victimized was
not given. Further, analysis of the losses showed that only
8.8 percent of the hard salable items (television sets, ste-
reos, appliances, etc.) were described by serial number, unique
inscriptions, or-markings.

These results suggest that better descriptions could
have been obtained if a larger proportion of the victims had
marked and inventoried their property. The Telephone Sur-
vey contacts show that 63 of the 78 projects (80.8 percent)
Tecommend that participants complete and maintain a property
inventory list. Since no adequate survey of burglary reports

involving participants has been made to date, the extent to

which victimized O-T participants provide better property de-

Scriptions is not known.

Question 3h. Do police depar

: 3h. tments have mechani i
0-I ldentifiers? ' 'sms fox =facing

Comparatively little information is available which

Provides a direct answer to this question. Howéever, as a re-

various types of identifiers. It is included here because it

area about which little has been written

'~ heretofore.
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Results from both the Telephone and Field surveye io-
dicate that the types of records and the methods used to trace
property owners vary considerably from project to project. In
the Telephone Survey, 23 projects (29.6 percent) indicated’that
the list of identifiers used to trace owners was compiled
from burglary reports which contained the victim's identifying
number. Twenty-seven projects (34.6 percent) utilized project
registration lists, while 48 (61.5 percent) relied on lists

maintained by agencies such as the state motor vehicle de-

partmeht. (The above percentages total more than 100 percent

because some projects reported the use of more than one mech-
anism to trace property owners.)

The type of identifier'used by an O-I project can affect
the success of the tracing mechanism utilized. A 1973 study
of property numberinéySystemsl7’found that none of the existing
personal O-I identifiers in use met all the stated needs of an.
O-I project. Among the desirable attributes described for an
ideal identifier were: uniqueness, permanence, standardization,
availability, and traceability.

The study recommended that state driver's license numbers,
prefixed with a two-letter abbreviation for the state, be used
until e standardized, personal identifier becomes available nation—
wide.

Table 5-2 shows the kinds of identifiers recommended by
the 0-I projects contacted‘during the Telephone Survey.  Each
identifier fails to satisfy at least one of the attributes
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identified above.

IDENTIFIERS RECOMMENDED BY 78 TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS*

- Number Percentage of
Identifier - Responding Surveyed Projects
Driver's License Number 44 56.4
Social Security Number 30 ' 38?5
Name ‘3 3.8
Address ' 2 2.6
NCIC Prefixed Number 6 7.7
Number Assigned by Project 6 | 7.7
None Recommended ‘ 5 6.4
Other 10 12.8

*Percentages total more th

an 100% because pro-
more than one identifier. P Ojects4recommended

The driver's license number is the most pPopular 0O-I

i . » 1] 3 . ‘ . ‘ 3
dentifier, since 1t is quite readily traceable through a computer

search of the state motor vehicle files. The'biggest drawback

to its s i
use, however, ig its non-permanence., According to the

ro ri ;
pProperty humbering study, 30 states change individual license

numbers e
s each year. Hence, stolen Property marked with an ouf-

license number may not be traceable by the police

€ven within the Same State.

SR 3

The major problem in using the Social Security number
as an O-I identifier is that it is traceable only if the par-
ticipant has reported it to police either through registration
as an O-I participant or in a burglary report. O-I projects
in both St. Louis and Cincinnati have been unable to trace
Social Secﬁrity numbers. Further, present federal regulations
prohibit the Social Security Administration from identifying
individuals to 6£her government or private agencies. Pending
federal legislation would further restrict the use of Social
Security numbers by prohibiting their use for any purpose

except Social Security. ("Comprehensive Right to Privacy Act,"

43

H. R. 1984),

Entering O-I identifiers on stolen marked property
into the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) computer
files h%s‘been proposed as a national method for tracing the
ownersioﬁ‘recovered O-I marked property. NCIC, a branch of
the FBi; maintains computerizéd stolen article files which
law enforcement agencies nationwide can access throqgh onfline
computer terminals. At a June 1972 users' cdnference in Wash-
ington, D. C., the entry df owner-applied identification num-

bers into the searchable files of NCIC was unanimously rejectzg

by the more than 200 law enforcement personnel in attendance.

The basis for this action was the fact that 0-I identifiers do not
satisfy the criteria established by NCIC for the entry of any
identifier into the search files. These criteria are:

(1) the item must be individually serialized;
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(2) the number must be unique to that item; and,
(3) the property must have been stolen.
Since each 0O~I participant usually uses the same number to
mark all of his property, the identifier does not satisfy
criteria (1) or (2) above.
NCIC further suggests that entry not be made unless:
o the’value of a single item is at least $500; and,

o the aggregate_value of a group of items is at
least $5,000, '

In many cases these suggestions are disregarded by indi-
vidual police departments since items connected with an impor-

tant case (e.g., a homicide) are frequently entered regardless

of value. Although O-I identifiers may be entered in a "free

descriptive field" in the NCIC files, this field is nonsearchable.

Thus, NCIC to date is not a viable mechanism for tracing owners

of stolen O-I marked propertf.

The International Association of Chiefs of Police has
Proposed model legislation which would require manufacturers

to imprint NcIC compatible identifiers on items’before-they

are sold; and to place on the item a detachable tag, certificate,

or label containing a description of the property which the
Owner could easily remove ang keep.

Question 4.

( 38 of the 78 interviewees
48.7 - ' |
bercent) in the Telephone Survey responded that they did not
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know. Thirty-three respondents (42.3 percent) indicated that
their project was "somewhat successful," and seven respondents
(9.0 percent) indicated no success. O0-I project staff members
and property recovery ofﬁicers interviewed during the Field
Survey frequently indicated that they were unaware of any
returned property due to O-I or else were aware of only a few
cases. In New York City, where property return has been moni-
tored since the project's inception in July 1972, only $8,500
worth of property had been returned to victimized owners by
February 1975. Interviewees in smaller projects, such as
University City, Missouri, and Kirkland, Washington, also indi-
cated that the return of property due to O-I was negligible.

The Seattle Burglary Reduction Program has attempted an i
evaluation of the property return objective of its O-I project.
O-I participants were enrolled in three experimental sectors of
the City; three control sectors in which the number of O-I
participants was minimal were selected for comparison. The
total value of returned property increasedl in only one experi-
mental sector for tlie test period Séptember 1973 through August
1974 when compared to the base period of September 1972 through
August 1973 for thé same time periods, increases in the total
value of returned property were found in two of the control sec-
tors; Comparisons based on the ratio of the value of returned
property to the value of all stolen property in each sector alsQ
indicatea no significant differences between the experimental and

control sectors.
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Although the methodology of the Seattle evaluation
appears sound, the comparisons designed to test for increased
property return due to O-I were not particularly useful, since

there were fewer than 30 burglaries at 0-I residences for the

entire test period.
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CHAPTER VI. ASSESSMENT OF OTHER BENEFITS ATTRIBUTABLE

TO OPERATION IDENTIFICATION

A. Introduction

In addition to the two major objectives of Operation
Identification: burglary deterrence, and property recovery and
return, some O~I implementors claim other benefits have been
realized from the recruitment activities of Operation Identi-
fication. The two most commonly identified are that:
(1) 0-I, implemented and supported by the police,
serves a useful police-community relations (PCR)
function by involving the police and the public
in a cooperative effort to fight crime; and

(2) 0-I information often serves as a useful vehicle
for introducing other crime prevention concepts to
citizens who initially may have been interested
only in Operation Identification, and for motivating
them to join such programs or to adopt other preven-
tive techniques.

These benefits are assessed together in this chapter because
they both represent "spin-off” or serendipitous effec%s of 0-I
(i.e., they are benefits realized from recruitment activities
primarily implemented to increase citizen participation in 0-I).
As an example, recruitment efforts conducted by police officers
(primarily directed at increasing the number of O-I participants)
are also frequently identified as useful PCR activities. Also,
group presentations about Operation Identification quite naturally
invoke citizen inquires about other types of security precautions
that can be used by citizens to safeguard their homes.

It must be emphasized that the benefits discussed in this

chapter are characterized by the fact that they are not the primary
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goals of the G?I recruitment activities that produce them;

rather they are additional effects of the O-I activities that
are deseéibed in Chapter III. Consequently, 10 new O-Iyacti—
vities are described in this chapter. Rather, the discussion

of each effect focuses on (1) the underlying assumptions that

—

link each benefit +o O-I activities already described, (2) on
the uncontrollable factors which hinder the effective evaluation
of each benefit, and (3) on the evaluation findings of past
Tesearch efforts and this study.

B. Improved Police-Community Relations

The claim that improved police-community relations result

from police support and involvement in Operation Identification

is based on the following assumptions:

© increased contact between police officers and
Citizens who participate in 0-I will improve

the perception of the police by those partici-
pants, ‘

© O-I participation will
crime and a more favora
police,

lead to a reduced fear of
ble attitude toward the.

Although PCR may result from police involvement in 0-I, it
may also be true that the project's Success may depen
pre

d upon the

~eX1isting environment of police-community relations in the

target community, and on concurrent PCR activities,

Hence,
the relationship between PCR ang 0

-1 may bhe reciprocal (i.e.,

each may have a definite effect upon the other).«iEach ofkthese

Cause-and~effect relationships is discussed below as a Sseparate

B SN

L% 2

R
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guestion.

Question 1. Can police-community relations be improved
due to police involvement in an O=1 project?

Most of the projects contacted in the Telepﬁéﬁe Survey
felt that police-community relations had been improved as a
result of O—Ikproject efforts. Sixty-four percent of the O-I
projects contacted stated they had been "very successful" in
improving police~community relations; 21 percent stated they
had been "somewhat successful," and only 1 percent responded
"not successful." (Thirteen percent said they did not know if
they had been successful or not.) Among the same 0-~I projects,
94 percent stated that improving police-community relations was
a "very important" or *somewhat important" objective, although
only 9 percent identified it as the "most impdrtant“ ohjective.

The statewide evaluation of 0-I projects in Illinois
concluded that O~I had some positive effect on citizen atti-

18
tudes toward the police,

I+ found that 28 percent of the
participants‘interviewed in Chicago and 32 percent of the parti-
cipants interviewed in northern Illinois (excluding Chicago)
stated that their experience with O0-I had caused them to feel
that the police were handling their jobs either "somewhat

i ~one percent of
better" or "much better" than before. Sixty P

icipants
the participants in Chicago and 56 percent of the particip

| i -helr attitudes.
" in northern Illinois indicated no change in their

; more
their experience with O-I made them feel, 1n any way,

negative about police performance.
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Interpretation of these survey results is difficult,
however, since they do not answer the question: do participants
have a better impression of the police because they join an
O0-1 project, or are 0O-I participants merely the same people who
support the police by participating in other PCR functions. No
O-I project to date has attempted a thorough evaluation of this
Guestion., |

Question 2, Can existing police-community relations affect
the success of 0-I recruitment and enrollment efforts?

In Chapter III, the involvement of civic and business

groups in O-I and the mobilization of informal (word of mouth)

community information networks are identified as important

factors in the Success of O0-I recruitment and enrollment efforts.

In addition to these factors, it may also be true that police

departments that have established positive relationships with

the community can more effectively mobilize community support

for an 0-I project.

Evaluation results related to this question are almost

non-existent, The Illinois 0O-1I evaluation indicated that citi-

2en dissatisfaction with the police in Chica

| 18
affected the 0-I effort there., " This result may be one expla-

nati i _ ' l
lon for the diffe: .5t levels of recruitment success reported

b . . 3

y Projects which use the same promotional'methods, but are
run b i ' |

Yy different types of government or Private agencies. Hence,

even gqgi . ~
given a favorable PCR énvironment, there may be significant

difference j : :
1n recruitment effectiveness between police-run and
civilian-pa 3 | ’
sed‘prOJects. Further information and research is
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go may have adversely

necessary, however, before definitive conclusions can be dréwn.

In summary, there is some indication that the absence of
yood police-community relations in a target area can adversely
affect the effectiveness of an 0-I project and that, in turn,
yood relations can have a beneficial effectf.\On‘the other hand,
many project representatives feel that 0-I has helped improve
police-community relations in thgir cities, and interviews of
0-I participants conducted in Illinois tend to confirm this
finding.

C. Promoticn of Crime Prevention Activities

The results of field visits to 18 O-I projects strongly
suggest that the most positive use of 0-I to date has been to
"sell" crime prevention to the public. The simplicity of the
concept is easily explained and understood; and presently is
used by many crime prevention units as a mechanism or vehicle
for introducing more sophisticated crime prevention concepts.

In fact, the suggestion has been made that burglary reductions

for O0=-I participants may not be due directly to O0~I at all, but

rather to the fact that OﬁiﬁparticipantS'alsq tend to use other
crime prevention techniqués’such as better locks and more light-
ing.  No evaluative studies now exist to substantiate or disprove
this hypothesis.

All of the crime prevention units visited during the Field
Survey and 50 percent of the projects c9ntactgd for the Tele-

phone Survey included Operation Identification as part of a

b e s
larger crime prevention program; several had conducted extensive
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crime prevertion publicity campaigns featuring O-I as a major
element. No evaluation of the effectiveness of O-T primarily

as i i 3 e
a dev;ce to inform citizens about other security'precautions

has been attempted.

D. Summarz
If the burglary deterrence and property recovery goals

of 0-I 3 ~hiev i i
1 are achieved, the public information and PCR value

of O~ o i
I are extra benefits that will serve to further enhance

the valu j i
lue of the project. If, on the other hand, O-I does not

achie i k i j i
Ve 1ts two primary ijectlves, then the public education

and P i
CR benefits, although useful, may not justify the cost of

the projec i
bProject to the chmunlty when outside funding support for

O-I ceases,
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ABSTRACT

This report identifies nine important gaps in the knowl-
edge of Operation Identification's (abbreviated 0O-I) overall
effectiveness found in the Phase I evaluation of 0-I conducted
for LEAA's National Evaluation Program. The nine areas concern:
(1) enrollment instructions, (2) participant compliance there-
with, (3) police~community relations benefits, (4) explanations
of the burglary deterrent effect other than as an effect of O-I,
(5) the burglar's risk of apprehension and conviction, (6)‘the
marketability of stolen 0O-I marked property, (7) the displace-
ment of burglaries to neighbors of participants, (8) property
recovery, and (9) property return.

Plans for resolving the nine knowledge gaps are based on
four data collection activities: (1) a survey of police and
other experts on burglary, (2) examination of police and court
records, (3) a survey of implementors of O-I projects, and (4)
surveys of 0-I participants and non—participants. A strategy
for selecting a subset of the knowledge gaps for inclusion in
the Phase.II evaluation is given. Finally, a recommendation is
made regarding the components and cost of the Phase II evalu-
ation. It does not involve creation of new O-I projects or
expansion of any ongoing projects. The cost of the proposed
evaluation is thereby reduced; it is estimated to be about the

same as for the Phase I evaluation.
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SUMMARY

LEAA's National Evaluation Program seeks to determine for
selected topic areas what is known about the methods, outcomes,
and effectiveness of Yepresentative projects. The assessment
of each topic area, performed as part of a "Phase I evaluation,"
is also to include identification of the important unknowns, orx
"knowledge gaps," about underlying project assumptions. These
gaps are the subject of the present volume, which presents plans
for é pocssible "Phase II evaluation" effort designed to £ill the
gaps.

| For eaéh knowledge gap, the proposed plan examines the
importance, feasibility, methods, and costs of obtaining controls
or relative comparisons for testing operating assumptions and
establishing effectiﬁeness. Where alternate evaluation options
exist, these too are considered so fhat LEAA will have at its
disposal a series of evaluation alternatives ranging from Qo
further evaluation, through implementation of only selected parts
of the Phase II plan, to complete adoption of the proposed

effort.

Thié report deals with’the important assumptions about
Operation Identification (0-I) which are as yet unvalidéted,
and which have been jﬁdged central to 0~I's effectiveness. The’
assumptions have been identified by careful screening of the un-
knowns about O—I’discovered in conducting the Phase I study.
Each knowledge gap was formulated as a questiqn, and the cost
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f the answer tO understanding O-I1 were considered.

tive value O

ected as the basis for the Phase

The nine questions finally sel

1T evaluation are:

1 - Do O-I project implementors adequately %nstr?c;
—Ipants regarding property marklng, the'completlg?ros ;gr

part;iigs and the posting of decals (including proceduire

ven r |

keeping current after initial enrollment)?

Question

0 tion 2 To what extent do project participants follow these
yuesti - ‘ : .

e o Ay TR A
1nstructlons?

Question 3 - Is 0-I an effective police—community relations pro-
ue
guest-o =

. gram?

perienced by O-I

. lary rates eX
Question 4 - Are the reduced burg y tise from other

participants attributable to O—; (or do ?Eey a
crime prevention measures also in effect)?®

i ! i f apprehension
Question 5 - Does 0-T increase a burglar's risk o PP ,

et A ——e L= . v
prosecution, OX conviction?

Question 6 - Is the marketability and/or ma;keg value of stolen
propertymaecreased because of property markings

Question 7 - Are burglaries displaced from O-I participants to

their non-participating neighbors?

Question 8 - Is stolen O-I property more likely to be recovered
by police than unmarked property? and

Question 9 - Is recovered O-I property more likely to be re-
Turned to owners than unmarked property?

Evaluators who conduét the Phase II evaluation of O-I will
have at their disposal a substantial data base compiled for the
Phase I evaluation. Four supplementary data collection efforts
have been proposed for the Phase II evaluation. They are:

e a survey of experts on burglary anq on.the procefslng
of burglary cases in the criminal justice system;

. . . d

® an examination of police and court recorqs on rzporze_

burglaries, burglary arrests and processing, and pr P“
erty recovery and return;

® a sufvey of implementors of O-1 projects; and

ix

© surveys of O-I participants and non-participants.
As suggested by the list, the Phase II data are to be compiled

frqm the existing universe of 0-TI projects. No new projécts are

proposed, nor is expansion of present projects. This approach
substantially reduces the cost of the evaluation, and leaves the
scheduling of its component activities largely to the discretion
of the evaluator.

Chapter-IV Of the report presents a detailed evaluation
plan for resolving each of the nine O-I knowledge gap questions.
For each question there is a list of related hypotheses to be
tested, a description of the data required and their sources,
an explanation of the_analytic methodology, a commentary on
potential sources of error, and an indication of the important
cost cqnsiderations. The analyses are designed to be largely
independeﬁt bf one another, so that, if desirable, some may be
utilizea while others are omitted.

‘A requirement of each Phaée II evaluation plan is that it
prioritize the identified knowledge gaps according to their
importance in assessing the éffectiveness of topic area projécts,
and then use the priorities to recommend a strategy for select-
ing components of the evaluation. Preparation of this recom-

mendation has been one of the most difficult tasks of the proj-

_ect, since the largely negative findings of the assessment of

0-I's effectiveness strongly suggest a recommendation to con-
duct no Phase II evaluation at all. Deliberations regarding
two possible outcomes of this strategy have resulted, however,

in a recommendation for a small scale Phase II effort. The two

X
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possible outcomes considered were:

(1) If O-I has a valid burglary deterrent ca abili
. it -
yond that assessed in the Phase I effort then a "nopevaluazige"
recommendation which contributes to the abandonment of O-I b B
its implementors will deprive the nation of a valuab
preventive resource; and, able burglary

(2) If the negative findings about 0~I are i
. in fact -
pletely valid, the presence of uncertainty in the assessmegzm(a
ev1depced by #he knowledge gaps) and the popular appeal of 0O-1 ®
may, in the minds of decision makers, nullify the findings and

lead to continued i si :
P nvestment of considerable public revenues in

In both situations, the cost to the nation will be substantially
greater than that proposed for the Phase II evaluatioﬂ

The recommended Phase II plan consists of the follbwing

components, listed in order of decreasing importance to the

overall assessmen§ of O-I's effectiveness.

(1) Burglary Reduction. If O-T 4 :
pants belieVe that O-T can by it 9-I implementors and partici-

; self add a measure | oF,

Egtiszziéedtpremlies, there will continue to be & cgipgiizggtlon
n to employ it. .

this regard are: Y The two most crucial knowledge gaps in

6 Do 0O-I markings "protectu
g Property f
to similar unmarked prOPerty?pandy rom theft, compared

& Are burglaries displaced f

Lar b rom O-I ici S i

non-participating neighbors? participants to the;r

Meth ' i
ertyoﬁzrii; agsweilng both questions are given: that for prop-
panie et ghazvg ves a telephone Survey of burglarized pagtigi—
ized Oor opoiat ir displacement involves analysis of computer-

L burglary data available in St. Louis Missougi =

r .

(2) Citizen Participation.

’ . . . . . l ] s "

© What level of comp

is achieved by pa liance with enrollment instructions

rticipants? and

xi.

s
¥
¥

I

W e

- St T
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o W%ll participants keep their enrollment up to date
(i.e., replace worn decals, update inventory lists,
correct changed identification numbers, etc.)?

A telephone survey of O-I participants is recommended for answer-
ing these questions. It can be easily added to the survey pro-
posed above for burglary reduction.

_ (3) Police-Community Relations. If the burglary reduc-
tion and citizen compliance aspects of O-I are reliably deter-
mined to be inadequate, an additional facet of 0-I, widely con-
sidered attractive, will continue to motivate use of the pro-
gram: O-I's assumed benefits as a police-community relations
program. Methods for assessing the validity of this assumption
include a survey of police experts, and a survey of O-I partici-
pants and non-participants. The former survey can tie in with
the evaluation recommended for "Other Benefits" below; the latter
survey ties in with the procedures recommended for (1) and (2)
above.

(4) Other Benefits. The remaining 0-I knowledge gaps
have been grouped together under the heading "Other Benefits."
The most important of these relates to O-I's assumed contribution
to the recovery of stolen property and its subsequent return to
owners. The recommended Phase II assessment of this assumption
involves a survey of police and other experts.

The dollar and manpower costs for conducting the Phase II

evaluation are difficult to project. Based on experience with

. similar tasks undertaken for the Phase I evaluation, it is sug-

gested that approximately the same resources would suffice for
the Phase II effort as for the Phase I: about 30 man-months of

effort during a six-month award period, and funded at a level

of §96,000.
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CHAPTER I.  INTRODUCTION |

A. The Purpose of the Phase II Evaluation

LEAA's National Evaluation Program seeks to determine for

selected topic areis (each composed of a group of similar crime

' prevention projects) what is known about the methods, outcomes,

and effectiveness of representative projects. Each topic area

included in the program is subjected to a "Phase I" evaluation

SEAN
f

which reviews general knowledge and past findings, supplements

wém - available knowledge with telephone or field surveys, and draws
. - together the results in a comprehensive assessment of effective- f ;l
\li;‘ f@;'*j ness. In addition to drawing conclusions about what is known %
?  2‘ %#'_Tﬁ with reasonable certainty, the éssessment is supposed to identify zﬁé
_E ‘EE’ ?Mm B the important unknowns, or "knowledge gaps," about the topic ;‘E?
?  ;> | ; area. These knowledge gaps become the subject of a "Phase II" 'fj
 % — evaluation plan, a document required of each Phase I evaluator, gg
ié - which explains how the knowledge gaps may be resolved. ‘t%
;E =T The decision as to whether the Phase II evaluation will
,i? o r% be undertaken rests with LEAA, and is to be made with the assis- ?1
iéi EN ténce of a panel of experts on the evaluation of crime prevention ; jL
éﬁ : — programs. Important factors in this decision will include.the kaf
é‘ '?i level of success found in topic area projects, the recommenda- ’3 %
5§1 E; - tions of the Phase I evaluator, the quality of the evaluation b ?
. :? plan prépoSed, and the cost of the needed evaluative effort. fg
% uﬁ -Thél?hase II evaluation plah must, for each important Té
I ?W‘ khowledge gap identified, éxamine the impdrﬁance, feasibility,
Fff SRR 1
g. -
e e
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;tudy from related programs,

methods, and costs of obtaining controls or relative compari-
sons for testing operating assumptions and establishing effec—
tiveness. If present, alternate evaluation options should also
be considered, so that LEAA, in its deliberations regarding
funding the Phase II effort, will have a series of evaluation
alternatives ranging from no further evaluation, through imple-
mentation of selected parts of the Phase II plan, to complete
adoption of the prOposed effort.

This report presents the Phase II evaluation plan for
Operation Identification (O-I). Companion reports present the
required assessment of O-I's effectiveness and summarize general
knowledge and past findings about O0-I. The assessment is con-
structed around a framework of the assumptions made by O-I proj-
ect imglementors about how O-I functions. These assumptions,
and the Phase I compiled data relating to their validity, have
been carefully reviewed in developing the present evaluation
plan. Only those yet unvalidated, and which have been judged
central to 0-I's effectiveness, have been singled out for fur-

ther study -- the rest have been judged either aé adequately

resolved by available data or as inconsequential to the impor-
tant hypotheses about O-T.

B. Knowledge Gaps in the Assessment of Operation Identification

To distinguish the O-I projects considered in the present
the following chracteristics were
established to define the topic area:

® citizens are encouraged to mark each movable, markable

Piece of valuable property they own;

2
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® a personal identifier, unique to each citizen, is
used; and,

® burglary deterrence is a goal of the project.
The major findings of the Phase I assessment of O-I's

effectiveness were:

® O-I projects have been unable to recruit more than a
minimal number (less than 10 percent) of participants
in their target areas;

® the recruitment cost per participant for an O-I proj-
ect is quite high (median project cost is $4 per house-

hold) unless promotional resources and manpower are
donated;

e the burglary rate of O-I participants following their
enrollment in the program is significantly lower than
the corresponding rate prior to enrollment;

e O-I communities have not experienced reductions in
city-wide burglary rates;

@ no evidence exists to indicate that O-I produces any
increase in either the apprehension or conviction of
burglars; :

® the presence of 0-I markings does not significantly
reduce the opportunities to dispose of stolen property;
and

e there is no indication that O-I markings appreciably
increase either the recovery of stolen property by
police or the return to owners of recovered property.

The degree of confidence with which each of the above findings
is known is difficult to assess. Although each is based on the
results of previous evaluations of O-I projects, the accumulated
judgments of experts in the field, and the findings of the tele-
phone and field surveys conducted for the Phase I evaluatlon,
the conclu51ons contain varylng amounts of uncertainty. The

51gn1flcance of this uncertalnty to decision makers who would

rely on the results also varies between the findings, depending

3
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on which O-I objectives are considered to be most important.

Chapter II of this report identifies nine knowledge gaps

ly important to be included in the Phase II evaluation plan. As
indicated in thaf chapter, it is difficult to give a precise
formula for the way in which the many gaps found were screened
for inclusion in the Phase II plan. The basic focus was on
questibns,tied to 0-I's central objectives, and on whether or
not these éould’be aéhieved through’b-I's'éroéeaures and ac-
tivities. The cost of obtaining an answér, its expected re-
liability,‘and the relative value of that answer were alsé con-—
sidered for each question. Bearing these factors in mind, ahd
relying on the insight into 0-T gained in the earlier stages of
the study, the research team then used its best judgment to
select those areas finally included in the Phase II plan. In
many cases, the questions included were selected so that fhe
reljiability with which assessment findings were known might’be
increased; in a few cases questions were included because
previous findings shed little light on what their answers might

be.

The nine'knowledge gaps finally selected,;stated as

Questions, are:

Questi - - . .

partléigaits 52 2 é-prOJECt»1mplement°rs'aﬁequately instruct
ventories, and ggg ;ggtgigpigtﬁ maikingr the completion of in-
keeping current after initial eiggliméngiudlng Procedyres for

Question 2 - To wh

. at ey e ,
instructions? extent do project participants follow these

4

‘ : ! E
in the assessment of 0-I's effectiveness which appear sufficient- kw,”ﬁi
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Question 3 - Is 0-I an effective police~community relations pro-

gram?

Que§Ei9n 4 - Are the reduced burglary rates experienced by O-I
paytlclpants attributable to 0-I (or do they arise from other
crime prevention measures also in effect)?

Question 5 - Does O-I increase a burglar's risk of apprehension,
prosecution, or conviction?

Question 6 - Is the marketability and/or market value of stolen
property decreased because of property marking?

Question 7 - Are burglaries displaced from O-I participants to

- their non-participating neighbors?

Question 8 - Is stolen O-I property more likely to be recovered
by police than unmarked property? and

Question 9 - Is recovered O-I property more likely to be returned

to owners than unmarked property?

C. Data Sources for Information Needed to Answer The Nine Xnowl-

edge Gap Questions

Evaluators who ccnduct the Phase II evaluation of O-I will

have at their disposal a substantial data base compiled for the

Phase I evaluation. Included are items such as:

e completed telephone survey forms for 99 O-I projects;
® completed field survey forms for 18 O-I projects;

® project literature, grant applications, materials,
hand-out brochures, and evaluation reports for numerous

0-I projects;

a list of about 1,000 O~I projects reportedly under way
in the U. S. at the time of the Phase I study; -and

numerous research reports and other documents relating

©
to burglary, crime prevention, and evaluation.

Four supplementary data collection efforts have been proposed

for the Phase II evaluation effort. They are:

a survey of experts on burglary and on the processing

e
of burglary cases ir the criminal justice system;

6 an examination of police and court records on reported

5
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burglaries, burglary arrests and processing, and prop-
erty recovery and return;

® a survey of implementors of 0O-I projects; and

e surveys of O-I participants and non-participants.

Each of the above is discussed in more detail in Chapter
III. As suggested by the list, the Phase IT data are to be com-

piled from the existing universe of O-I projects. NO new proj-

ects are proposed, nor is further expansion of present pProjects,
Most of the data are to be derived from surveys which, while
similar to those conducted for the Phase I evaluation,

on areas for which the Phase I data are inadequate. The remain-

ing data items are to be compiled from existing police and court
records in a sample of cities having O-I projects under way. In

effect, the Phase IT plan is based on a retrospective analysis

of earlier, O-I related experiences. This approach, which in-

volves no further experimentation with ongoing 0O-I Prdjects
- 7

has been selected because:

[ izisubstantially reduces the cost of the Phasze II evalu-
ion; .

° it leaves the scpeduling of Phase IT research activities
argely +o the discretion of the Phase II evaluator

(by requiring littl i ; : . )
ects); and, ) € coordination with ongoing proj-

® it appears to be ca
, pable of ad i
important knowledge gaps. adedquately resolving the
D.  Considerations Re ey e _
= 2EL0 garding the Composition of = -
Evaluation” for OPETation'Identifgcatidnn of a Phase o

An effort has

be ; ;
en made to design the analyses SO0 that they are largely inde-

endent PR
P of one another, permitting the undertaking of some and
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the omission of others. In those cases in which data items or

measures of effectiveness are relevant to more than one ques-
tion, a complete discussion is given under the first question

for which it is relevant; for later questions reference is made

‘back to the initial discussion.

An obligation of each Phase I evaluator will be to
prioritize the identified knowledge gaps according to their
importance in reliably assessing the effectiveness of topic
area projects, and to use these priorities, and cost consider-
ations, in recommending a strategy for the Phase II evaluation.
Such strategies may range from no evaluation whatsoever (when
Phase I findings are quite certain) to examination of éll iden-
tified knowledge gaps. Although the Phase I evaluator has spent
monﬁhs in review of the topic érea, examining results of previ-
ous evaluations and soliciting the judgment of experts intthe

field, the task of preparing the recommended strategy for Phase

II evaluation will almost certainly be the most difficult of

Yorur

the entire project.
The evaluator will be aware that over 1,000 O-I projects
are under way nhationwide, and that the number is likely to'con—
tinue increasing. He knows that these projects must operate in
nonideal environments in which achieving implementation is prob-
ably more difficult than operating successfully, once estab-
lished. Finaliy, he must acknowledge that, despite his pressing
responsibility_ﬁo‘assess fairly the topicva;ea, since there are
so many projects and individuals who might be favorably or ad-

versely affected, he must make his strategy recommendations on

B 7
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to k in i
nowledge gaps in important aspects of O-I'¢
People will

the basis of imperfect knowledge.
This difficulty is multiplied when, as is the case for
0-I, the assesSment of effectiveness casts much doubt on the

overgll value of the topic area projects as crime preventive

resources.

no further evaluation be undertaken is strong. Perhaps the

Phase I results are believed sufficient to conclude that O—i

while logically appealing and widely popular, is incapable of

producing with any certainty either community-wide burglary

14

if erroneous. Q
ous, however, could lead to greater public costs than

th
pse of any Phase II evaluative effort. For example, if O-I

has i |
a valid burglary deterrent capability beyond that assessed

in the Phase I evaluatio

4

de rivin i
o) g the nation of a valuable burglary preventive resource

Even if a rec i
ommendation for no Phase IT evaluation is baéed oni'u

completely - i i ]
Jo] ly valid Phase I findings, there is a risk of loss of

considerabl i :
_ € public revenues: the popular appeal of and current

investment j - i
't 1n O-I, both fiscal and pPsychological, will not be

easily dislod ]
oaged by g nlegavive Phase I assessment which adhits

s effectiveness.

in O-1.

erl gy

In such a situation the temptation to recommend that

»l n L4 Ny
nn, then a "no evaluation™® Yecommendation
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For these reasons, the "no Phase II evaluation" recommenda-

tion for O-I appears on balance to be unwise. Instead, the re-

search team recommends a limited Phase II effort designed to
resolve reliably the validity of a few crucial, untested assump-
tions. Such resolution thereby will hopefully prove O-I's
potential effectiveness, or finally demonstrate its inadequacy.
The ¢omponents and objectives of the proposed plan are dis-
cussed in the following section.

-

E. The Recommended Phase II Evaluation Plan

The recommended Phase 'II evaluation plan consists of two

parts. The first is a prioritization of the O-I knowledge gaps

gccording to their importance in assessing O-I's overall effec~
tiveness. The second is a strategy for using the prioritiés
and knowledge of the amount of resources which might be avail-
able for the Phése II evaluation, in selecting tasks for the
Phase II effort.

Prioritization of the knowledge gaps is based on their
aggregation into four research areas. Listea in order of de-
creasing priority, they are:

(1) Dburglary reduction;

(2) citizen participation;

(3) police-community relations; and

(4 other benefits.

Each area is discussed briefly in the following paragraphs.

1. Burglary Reduction

As long as implementors and participants believe that O-I

can by itself add a measure of burglary prgtection to enrolled

9
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premises, there will be a compelling motivation to promote and
use 0-I. If everyone, burglars included, held this opinion,
0-I would almost certainly be a valid and useful burglary
deterrent. On the other hand, if O-I provides marginal pro-
tection to a small number of participants, at substantial cost,
and succeeds only in displacing burglaries to non-participants,
the net benefit will be negative.

In assessing O-I's burglary deterrence capabilities the
twq most crucial knowledge gaps appear to be:

e Do OTI'markings "protect" property from theft, compared
o similar unmarked property? and

e Are burg}a;ies displaced from O-I participants to their
non-participating neighbors?

‘If O-I markings do not protect property, and if any prevented
burglaries are merely displaced, 0-I's assumed burglary deter-
rence benefits will be absent. Answers to these two questions
are assigned top priority for the Phase II evaluation. Addiﬁion—
ally, since displacement is a widely-hypothesized effect of
other types of target-hardening programs, and since no adequate
method . of empirically testing for it has yet been developed,

th r :
¢ proposed research on displacement may, as a side benefit,

vield a useful methodology transferable to other types of pro;
grams.

Methopds for resolving these two questions are

Chapter IV:

ticipants; g
pants; and that for displacement, discussed under Question.

10
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7, involves analysis of computerized O0-I and burglary data

available in St. Louis, Missouri.

2. Citizen‘Participatioﬁ

Even if 0O~I's burglary deterrence ability is perfect, 0o-I
cannot contribute significantly to protecting either partici-
pants or their communities if the participants do nét comply
adequately -with enrollment instructions. Failure t&'post decals,
engrave property items, and complete the property inventory,
and failure to keep these current once accomplished, will di-
minish O-I's influeﬁce ~- eilther from the date of enroliment or
more gradually as time passes. Although the assessment cf O-I
clearly indicates the problemé of enroiling more than'afminimal
number of participants, it leaves largely open to question the
extent to which presumed participants have complied and how
rapidly such involvement may deteriorate into virtual non-par-
ticipation. Two questions which express this knowledge gap are:

¢ What level of compliance with enrollment instructions
is achieved by participants? and

@ Will participants keep their enrollment up to date?

Both are considered under Question 2. The evaluation plan in
Chapter IV suggests three research activities. Of these, it is
recommended that the telephone survey of O-I participants be
given top priority for the Phase II evaluation: it is the surest
and quickest way to learn of participant compliance; and it can
easily be integrated with the similar survey proposed above for,
studying burglary reduction, by the addition of a sample of non-

burglarized participants.

11
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3. EPolice-Community Relations 4. Other Benefits

If boﬁh the burglary reduction and citizen compliance The remaining O-I knowledge gaps are grouped together

aspects of 0-I are reliably determined to be inadequate, an under the heading "Other Benefits" and are given fourth priority

additional fa@et of 0-I, widely considered attractive, wili for the Phase II evaluation. The most important gap relates

glz"”f% still continue to motivate use of the program: O-I's assumed to O-I's assumed contribution to the recovery of stolen property

benefits as a Eolice-community relatisns (PCR) program. o-1 and its subsequent return to owners. The Phase I assessment

allows implementing agencies to take a preventive posture to- found no evidence that O-I adds materially to the rates of prop-

ff;‘ Y? wards burglary, Supplementing routine services such as investi- erty recovery and return. It is not known whether this results

: v i I + 1 . o ‘.J
i i A gation of reported burglaries. I+ also provides a vehicle for -from defects in the O-I concept, from problems connected with g

present police procedures and limited resources, or for other

reasons. Methods for learning more about the situation are

_ ’ . o " o . . . £F h
pPrevention. If these benefits are truly valid, and if costs presented in Chapter IV under gquestions 8 and 9. Of these, the

are sufficiently’low,

T

survey of police and other experts is given top priority, and

et o,

they‘may make O-TI worthwhile despite itg

e

other shortcomings.

: . : I in connection
As indicated in the Phase 1 assessment, may be added to the similar survey proposed above

little is known about O-11

with assessing O-I's PCR benefits. o

5 Strategy for Designing the Phase IT Evaluation Effort

Lo] © - ici t the other
participants and fon-participants. 0f these veys -- one of O-I participants and non-participants,
. - I .

the survey of I
poli : : o : 3 G —— lysis of certain
Police experts 18 given lower Priority, pbut should be included - wa of police and other experts and a computer analy

if the issues discusg The dollar and manpower

3ed below und
ke included in the Phase 1

A M i e s 2 i ey

O-I participation and burglary data.

X "Other Benefitg" are to be

j 2 i are difficult to estimate.
1 effort, since they t costs of conducting such an evaluation

Survey. Again ;;J Cost consideratinns include those for planning and conductlpg
s :

i non-partji signi and carrying out the computer !
. P ¢lpants may be easily lncorporated inp the higher-pri- the surveys, and for designing F
e ority p ) . , i ith similar tasks undertaken
53 Y Phase 1IT assessmentg Planned for burglary reduction ang o analysis. Based on ewperlence W ;
] ™ L ' , * - Bl . . ources
%g; Cltizen Participation, o E for the Phase I evaluation, approximately the same res
e B - S , ) ffort as for the
' W : the Phase II e
: 12 - - would appear to suffice for ’
A | | 13
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. | S o ' | S ffort has been
Phase I: about 30 man-months of effort, during a six-month In preparing the present document, every €

i E‘ 1 7d as possible.
award period, and funded at a level of $96,000. - to make it as readable and easy to witoriead

: ' 4 s treated, and the
The design of the Phase II effort should proceed as Due to the large number of O0-1 knowledge gaps q ;

GSe p’
‘ 3 '.:l‘

| | i i C r more € aluative tasks for e h knOWledge ga

| ; inclusion of one o \'/ v |

. 1. review of the assessment of O-I and the Phase II
evaluation plan by LEAA and its panel of experts;

' vy I ; best
some parts of this report, particularly Chapter IV, will be

. ~ ‘ tive ' g
: : approached as reference material rather than as a narra 5
2. identification of the knowledge gaps and evalua-
tion methods which appear most central to the

overview.
Phase II effort:

Sy

3. consideration of related evaluation activities under
way nationwide; : ‘

FREERN Y & DR 4. construction and issuance of a‘request‘for proposals
R | T to carry out the Phase II evaluation; and

;jg?fgf;* | 5. selection of the best proposal.
e Should enly some' of the components of the recommended Phase II

ipg»f plan be selected for inclusion in the Phase II effort,'it is

suggested that they be selected in the order of their priority

as identified above.

|
F. Prologue
% ‘In'the following chapters reference is made to several of - ;ﬁ;
?; ‘53‘1 the other reports produced in connection with’the Phase I evalu— o
; . ’ation of O0-I. The full titles, and abbreviated names (shown in ‘@"‘ﬂ;’
parentheses) for these documents are: , | ’ 'é
"A'Review of General Knbwledge and Past Findinés,",(tﬁé ‘ J?em 5
Review) ; , . , o L o
"Assessment of Effectiveness," (the Assessment); ' . 3?1;J
"A Telephone Survey of Operation Identificatien Projects: Oy
Methodology and Results," (the’Telephone Survey); and o ~

"A Field Survey of Operation Identification Projecteik “ :' :3. | , i | o
Methodelogy and Results," (the Field Survey). ; . . . '
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CHAPTER II. IMPORTANT UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

i ' i 3 si ne-
ABOUT'OPERATION‘IDENTIFICATION, effectiveness were also considered. In some cases gside be

fits, such as possible use of the results in studying the

A. Introduction effectiveness cf other types of target hardening programs, were

, also taken into account. In reading the following sections
The Assessment has analyzed the operation of 0O-T in terms i °

. . . . the reader should recall that th estions selected vary in
of the basic assumptions made by its implementors and partici- & e questi Y

| | . ‘ importance in assessing O-I, as indicated by the priorities
pants. These assumptions were organized into a framework which

Co C T . . assigned to them in Chapter I.
displays their interrelations and provides a convenient vehicle

'::-gw £ ; . . .. B. Recruitment and Enrollment
Lkl Or assessing what is known (i.e., empirically validated) and '

g F' : = X The recruitment and enfollﬁent'component of an O-I proj-
B unknown about the way 0O-I is thought to work. The following ' o s ' ' n

S -
ect consists of activities designed to encourage, develop, and

discussion will be more meaningful if those who have not yet ' ‘ |
| monitor citizen participation in the project. Encompassing most
read that report do so before proceeding with the remainder of | - .

i of the direct activities undertaken by project staff and volun~
this document. B :

teérs, the component consumes most of the resources allocated

As the Assessment indicates, the current state of evalu-

g
! i 5
k! : failure ;
i ot i ‘ . : to any project. As a result, the eventual success or
; 55# _ ative knowledge about O-T 18 such that many important questions n, i :
T i remain unanswered. T . ' ‘ [ of O-I's other components depends to a large extent upon the
B ered. 1In the following discussion, the most im- ’ oot £ the recruitment and enrollment process i
: fectiveness of o ss. :
portant of these questions are presented = © ‘ ' |
7 grouped according to § Recruitment activities usually include impersonal mass
the framework component to whi %
. ich they are most close] tie : i
recruitment ang 11 ( Y d P — media public education efforts, and more personal efforts in-
” enrollment including police communit ; ‘
- Y relations), . . : d individuals by project repre-
i burglary deterrence, and recovery and return of stol v : volving contact with g;oups an N ]
R As explained | Stoten property. = sentatives. Enrollment activities usually include distribution
[T ; €¥plained in Chapter I, there was no i Lo “ o , i
4 for judgi the 1 ; ' piecise formula 4 of instructions and materials to citizens; provision of en- .
= +hg the importance of potential ] i - s ‘ g
the focus was , - 4 ns. Basically, : graving tools, decals, inventory forms and, perhaps, of en i
~ 'S On questions tied to O-T's centr ; . ‘ ' E | ' ' ;
al obje . i ic i i
- Objectives, mﬁJ graving services; and the collection of basic information

particularly those relating to whether or not these objectivés

4 L join tele-
e » » - tizens who join the program (e.g., name, address,
e could be achieved through 0O-1! about‘c1

g
7

‘ .
!

S . : . . v A . :
pchedures and’act1v1t1es. The phone number, date joined, and identifying number used in en- b

cost of obtaining ap ans;d o ~ , : - i

' WeL, 1ts expected reliabilit I | o

| ; TERRSLEYy And the 2, ' graving property) . ’ )
to the overall assessment of 0-I's mow - 17

relative value of that angwey
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The most important knowledge gaps’related to recruitment
and enrollment center around the current paucity of knowledge
about the extent to which participants actually perform the
necessary O-I activities. Any realization of O-I's potential

benefits by participants or the community is dependent upon the

completion of the three basic activities: marking and inven-

torying property, and posting project decals. Without full im-

Plementation of any of these activities, the potential for bur-

glary deterrence and increased property recovery and return are

reduced from the moment the participant enrolls in the program.

Further, in order for the benefits of O-I participation to con-

tinue over time, thevparticipant must keep his marking and in-

ventorying of property current, and maintain Oor periodically

‘replace his project decals.

The degree of participant involvement in thesé activities

i1s partly dependent on the instructions given by the local proj-

ect, particularly in connection with keeping current after the

initial enrollment. Therefore, to complete assessment of this

area there is a neegd for further review of the instructions

given to, and the activities actually completed by, participants.

The_lnﬁormation needed to resolve these knowledge gaps may

be obtained by structuring additional‘research around the follow-
ing two questions:

1. Do O

for keeping current after initial enrollment)? and,

2. To what extent do project participants follow these

instructions?

The Assessment sheds some light on these questions. In

~general, the instructions given to new enrollees regarding

inltial enrollment activities appear adequate. However, little

is known about the emphasis on, or project procedures or ser-

vices for, keeping participants cuxrent. Even less is known

‘about the extent to which new enrollees follow initial in-

structions, particularly those regarding the numbers andvtypes

of items engraved (when this is not done by project staff) and

the completion of the inventory form.  If only a few items are

engraved, or the forms are not completed, the elements of O-I

which rely on these activities are weakened or non-existent.

Finally, almost nothing is known about the extent to which par-

ticipants keep their participation current; the little evidence

available suggests that this may be the project's Achilles'

heel. If initial participant activity and enthusiasm is

followed by inactivity, O-I's benefits must eventually be

seriously weakened.

A separate objective of many O-1 recruitment and enroll-

ment activities has been the promotion of improved police-com-

munity relations. Both the police and the pub;ic, frustrated

an& alarmed at the extent of the burglary problem in com-

munities acros

measures for its control.

:

s the nation, have sought tangible, effective

0-I gives everyone a chance to "do
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something" about the problem. Police agencies and other organi-
zations which implement the program feel that the preventive
effort offered by 0-I is a valuable approach in dealing with
burglary before it happens. An added, secondary benefit is

that O-I projects create a good public image.

Among burglary prevention programs O-I has a compelling
attractiveness: it is easy to explain to potential users, it

appears inexpensive and easy to implement, and it has scmetimes

impressive success stories -- e.g., the arrest of a "fence" in

5,;/’ New Orleans, and the return of stolen skis even before they had
been missed. It would “thus appear that O-I has often been con-

sidered a worthwhile endeavor for its police-community relations

3 . . ,.{ L —— S T T
‘F“, value alone. However, because of the questions raised about é
b it
S O0-I's efficacy as a burglary reduction program, and the poten- i
TN 1
} ; §3~ tially high cost of full implementation (as indicated by the : B iR
N

N L
PSP o

g S R
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Assessment) , a better assessment of those benefits is required.

Thus:

3. Is O-I an effective PCR program?

C. Burglary. Deterrence

The burglary deterrence component of O-I genérally in-

cludes the following objectives:

¢ reduce burglary within the O-T project's target area;

® 1ncrease the burglar's risk of apprehension;

© ipcrgase the likelihood of the burglar's eventual con-
viction subsequent‘to apprehension; and,

o ;eduge.burg;ary's profitability and attraction by
impairing the ease with which stolen property can be

disposed.

20
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As indicated in the Assessment there is convincing evi-
dencg that O-I participants experience lower burglary rates
after enrolling in the program. While the participants may be
thus protected, little is known about the project's overall
effect on théir community's burglary rates. Here "community"
‘includes, but is not limited to, the project’s target area; it
is comprised of three distinct gioups: participants in O-T,
non-participating neighbors of O-I participants, and all other
non-participants in the target area and in jurisdictions in
close proximity to the target community.

While evaluations of O-I in St. Louis, Denver, Seattle,
and other cities have generally indicated that burglars are
deterred from victimizing O-I participants, further evaluation
appears reguired to determine why this is so. The crime of
burglary by its nature is impersonal, and it is generally assumed
that those who perpetrate it strive to avoid confrontation with
their victims. Therefore it is thought that most burglars
choose targets whiéh present the least difficulty in terms of
gaining entrance, making a successful escape, and disposing of
stolen merchandise quickly and profitably. The testimony of
known burglars has generally confirmed this assumption.

If one accepts the assumptions that burglars seek "easy"
targets and that they are deterred from victimizing O-I partici-
pants, a logical conclusion‘is that many burglars view O-I

premises as more difficult targets than non-O-I premises. ~Two

alternative explanations may be postulated: deterred burglars

21
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are either reacting to specific O-I circumstances (the presence
of marked and inventoried property, or of decals)or to target

hardening unrelated to property identification, but often found

along with O-I.

Most project implementors and their funding agencies

accept the former explanation unless they are simultaneously

promoting other forms of target hardening. They are also assum-

ing that 0-I enrollees are displaying the warning decals and

have marked their property, and that burglars will see the decals

or markings and recognize their meaning. Other assumptions

being made are:

more difficult and/or le
marked prcperty;

® that the burglar's risk of a
(because of increased time
Or remove markings); and

pprghension will be greater
required to select property

at t
will likewise be i i

marked property in his POssession.

However, additional evaluation is

required to develop a reliable assessment
If it is true, however, that burglars avoig O~I premises

because of activities peripheral to O-I, then the following set

of assumptions isg more likely to hoid:

® O-I participants a
have tended +to tak

T
P AT Te

i3 4
is =X
s B |
i
e
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@ these other target-hardening precautions will sig-
nificantly increase the time required by a burglar
to enter the premise (and, consequently, will in-
Ccrease the likelihood that he will be observed); and,

©® crime conscious residents of the neighborhooq will
increase the probability that the burglary will be
noticed and reported.

The first of these assumptions has been addressed in
previous 0-I evaluations (e.g., in Denver and St. Louis), but
with inconclusive results. An evaluation conducted in Seattle
attempted to assess the relative deterrent effects of a variety
of target-hardening techniques (security surveys, block watch,
and O-I) being used singly and in various combinations in
different parts of the city. ©No statistically significant
differences were identified, but the data were insufficient to

consider the results either conclusive or very reliable.

Probably the most important knowledge gap in the assess-

ment of O0-I's benefit to the community refers to the previously-

mentioned possibility of geographic displacement of burglary.
Any direct measurement of such displacement by examining bur-
glary rétes for non—participants has been impossible thus far
because of the relatively small numbers of 0-I participants and
large numbers of non-participants in every project in which the
evaluation was attempted. For examplé, assuming 10 percent
project participation, if participants experience a 30 percent
decrease in burglary (as was found in St. Louis and Seattle),
and if all burglaries deterred among participants are displaced
to non—participants; then non-participants would experience

only a 3.3 percent increase in their burglary rate. kSuch an
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increase is impossible to detect reliably considering the in-
herent variability of crime statistics, high nonreporting of

crimes, and the presently increasing nationwide burglary rate

(8.0 percent in 1973).
Despite these difficulties, it is important to settle the
question of burglary displacement from O-I participants to

their non-participating neighbors in order to resolve whether

or not neighbors:

® are the recipients of beneficial effects of O-I

(i.e., they too will experience lower burglary
rates); or,

® are being victimized more frequently due to their
proximity to participant premises.

The above mentioned unknowns about Operation Identifica-~

tion's effectiveness in deterring burglary have been formulated

for the Phase II evaluation plan as follows:

. 4. Are the'reduced burgiary rates experienced by O-I
participants attributable to O0-I (or do they arise from other
crime prevention measures also in effect)?

5. Does O~I increase a b
prosecution, and conviction?

urglar's risk of apprehension,
6. Is the marketabilit

and/or mark
property decreased because on / et value of stolen

property marking? and,

7. Are burglaries displaced fro ici
. K 1] i ) m O—I
their non-participating neighbors? participants to

D. Property Recovery and Return

Implementors of O-I Projects assume that even if O-I
fails to deter a burglary at a participating residence, it will
be an effective aid.in the property recovery process and will

be of wvalue in identifying and locating the true owner of re-
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covered propérty. As pointed out in the Assessment dis-
cussion of the recovery and return of stolen marked property,
very little evidence is presently available with which to judge
0-I's effectiveness in this area. Nationally, relati?ely few
O-I participants have been burglarized since joining the pro-
gram. Consequently few items of marked stolen property might
conceivably be recovered and returned. Additionally, property
recovery rates in general are very low and, as indicated by the
findings of the Telephone and Field surveys, only a small num-
ber of marked stolen items are known to have been recovered.

The generally disappointing levels of O-I participation
in most projects also work against adequate realization of the
recovery and return capabilities which 0-I may possess =-- when
relatively few property items are engraved, such items can
never constitute any substantial fraction of those stolen and
later recovered.

Even though experience to date casts doubts on O0-I's
ability to enhance property recovery and return, the central
role of 0-I's assumed caéabilities in these areas in impacting
burglary appears too important to declare failure without
further investigation. A side benefit of such investigation
would be a better understanding of police property recovery
and return systems and, possibly, insight into methods for im-
proving them.

de fairly obvious questions may be used to indicate the
important knowledge gaps for the Phase II evaluation plan:

8: Is stolen O-I property more likely to be recovered
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by police than unmarked property? and,
. CHAPTER III. DATA NEEDS FOR.THE PHASE II

9. Is _ . , o :
recovered 0-I property more likely o be returneg | ;’ EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
i
”Z -
h

to owners than unmarked Property?

A. Introduction

The previous chapter has reviewed the unanswered guestions,
the knowledge gaps, about 0-I's effectiveness in achieviné its
objectives. A subset of nine important unanswered questions wés
selected for inclusion in the Phase II evaluation plan. The
following sections describe the data needs for resolving the

nine knowledge gaps. Four data collection efforts are described

and their relationships to each of the knowledge gaps are ex-

7?Tﬁ plained.
‘V*” B. The Phase II Data Collection Efforts
| The Phase II evaluators of 0O-I will have at their disposal
- = the substantial data base compiled by The Institute for Public
- Program Analysis in its performance of O-I's Phase I evaluation.
?7Wﬁ? Its domponents have been described in Chapter I.
The four data collection efforts proposed for the Phase II
)
! § evaluation, also identified in Chapter I, are designed to supple-
ﬁifﬁi ment the already-available data where needed, at a minimum cbst
j in terms of dollars and man hours required. There is the possi-
?"ﬁﬁ bility that LEAA may elect not to pursue all of the Phase II
| Wj activities, if the cost effectiveness of some is considered. too
?; low to merit expenditure of further resources. Consequently,
o Lg , the data collection tasks have‘been designed so that only those
5 - required need be undertaken, with the remainder being omitted. |
6 R — The basic objectives of each data collection effqrt and a dis-
27
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cussion of how each relates to resolution of the nine O-~I knowl-
edge gaps of interest are presented in the following paragraphs.

1. Survey of Experts on Burglary and on the‘Proéeésihg

of Burglary Casés'in'the‘Cfiminal Justice4Systém

The ideal empirical test of 0~I's basic assumptions would
consist of unobtrusive observation of'burglars as they plan and
carry out their burglafies, and as they attempt to dispose of
the property they have stolen. For obvioﬁs reasons the Phase II
evaluators will require a more feasible approach for gainihg
more insight into O-I's impact. Previous evaluators, the Phase
I evaluators included, have instead surveyed experts on burgjary
and on processing burglary cases in the criminal justice system.
Such individuals as public prosecutors, burglary detectives,
officers of pawn shop and anti-fencing squads, bolice property
recovery personnel, police-community relations officers, bperators
of pawn shops and secondhand stores, police property tracing
personnel, and convicted burglars themselves possess valuable

knowledge regarding various aspects of burglary and how the crim-

- inal justice system deals with it.

A survey of such experts is proposed for providing input

to five of the nine knowledge gap questions. They are, para-

phrased in shorter form:

3. 0-I's effectiveness as a PCR program?

5. 0-I's effect on apprehension, prosecution, and con-

viction?
~T1 k
6. O-I's effect on the marketability of stolen property?
8. O-I?

s effect on the recovery of stolen property?

28

9, O-I's effect on the return of recovered property?
Chapter IV includes a discussion of the survey design and the
use of its findings in answering these questions.

2. Examination of Police and Couft‘Recdrds.oaneported

Burglaries, Burglary Arrests and Case Processing, and Property
Recovery and Return '

Data relevant to six of the nine Phase II1 questions may
be obtained from police and court records on reported bur-
glaries, burglary arrests and case processing, and property
recovery and return. Police crime reports filed by the officers
dispatchéd to investigate burglary incidents contain information
relating to four of the questions, again paraphrased in shorter
form:

2. Adequate compliance by participants with O-I instruc-
tions?

4. Burglary reductions attributable to 0-I or to other
precautions?

7. Burglary displacement to participants' neighboré?

8. O-I's effect on the recovery of stolen property?
Data from these reports relevant to questions 2 and 8 are the
descriptions of the stolen items. As indicated in the next chap-
ter, this is to be compiled for a sample of participant and non-
participant burglaries to determine if participants give more
accurate descriptions of étolen property. For guestions 4 and
7, the data of interest are the value of items stolen, and the
dates and locations of the burglary incidents.- Additional data
items needed to answer these questions are to be derived from

other sources, and are jdentified in subseguent sectlons.
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Police arrest records and court records relating to bur-
glary cases are needed for the evaluative effort proposed for
guestion 5:

5. O-I's effect on apprehension, prosecution, and con-
viction? '

Since so few arrests involving marked O-I property have occurred
nationwide, the proposed analysis is based on a comparison of

the outcomes of cases involving markable and unmarkable property

For questions 8 and 9,

8. O-1I's effect on the recovery of stolen properfy?
9. O0-I's effect on the return of recovered property?

useful data will be obtained from police property recovery and

property return records. Here again, since so few instances of

the recovery of stolen 0-I marked property have been reported by
0-I projects, the analysis proposed below is based on a comparison
of the recovery and return rates experienced for markable and un-

markable property.

3. Survey of Implementors of O~i Pfojects

For the Phase IT evaluation, the purposes of the recommended

survey of implementors of O-T Projects are to gain information

in ' are i
areas not adequately covered previously, and to obtain more

current information on events for which little data were avail-

able at the time of the Phase I Surveys --'property recovery and

return; i
n; and arrests, Prosecutions, and convictions attributable

to O-I. i ’
I The survey design should provide data useful to six of

the knowledge gap queStions.

For question 1:

30

R e

L

= 4
g TR
H
i
i
“l B
3
- g
4
1
%
W e
=, T
Ed
k4
%
w; - i
Yy T =
-+ TR
b e

R e

TR R MR T B e e e B

1. Adequate instructions to participants regarding im-
plementing 0-I?

implementors will be gqueried about the types of instructions
given participants with particular emphasis on instructions
relating to keeping participaticn current (e.g., replacing worn
or faded decals.) The implementors will he asked about project
services meant to facilitate keeping participants current (e.g.,
the availability of new decals to previously enrolled partici-
pants).

For question 2:

2. Adequate compliance by participants with 0-I instruc-
tions?

the survey questions will deal with project records, if any,
regarding participant compliance, and with other related evi-
dence or experiences of ti- implementors.

Although the Phase I surveys dealt with some aspects of
the PCR vélue of 0-I, little specific evidence or insight into
the mechanisms of 0-I's PCR functions from the implementors'
point of view were derived. Consequently, for question 3:

3. O-I's effectiveness as a PCR program?
this issue will be covered in the Phase II survey of imple-
mentors.

The remaining three questions for which data will be
sought in the survey deal with assumed benefits of O0-I for
which very little supportive evidence existed at the time of

the Phase I surveys:

5 0-I's effect on apprehension, prosecution, and con-
viction?
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8. O-I's effect on recovery of stolen property? - the lowest response rate and has an uncertain level of response ‘
‘ ‘};{ 9. 0-I's effect on return of recovered property? | i accuracy; the telephone survey is more costly, reaches only J
‘: Since these presumed benefits, if occurring, would represent ? ~ persons having telephones, and is also uncertain, but allows g
‘??' evidence of success, it is assumed that O-I implementors would | 3 somewhat greater verification of responses; the in-person survey é
;;i | be aware of relevant incidents and cooperate in relating these i ; is most reliable butbprohibitively expensive. Additionally, re- |
?éf‘i to the interviewers. On the other hand, if evidence of these - ﬁj gardless of the method chosen, participants and non-participants
: ‘fgf benefits is still lacking, the Assessment's negative findings é g alike may be reluctant to divulge information about burglary :j
:? {ﬁt in these areas would be further confirmed. 2:'—3 preventive precautions they have taken. ‘i
,; ?;i 4, Surveys of 0O-I Participants’and N6n;Pafti¢ipaht5 ; - Use of the telephone survey is recommended for the Phase ‘g
L .   The Phase I research effort regarding participant and non- %, * 1I evaluation. The Seattle, Denver, and St. Louis prcjects used ‘%
.}i participant attitudes and awareness about crime, crime prevention, . this method because of its ease of implementation, greater re- gé
g and O-I was based mainly on evaluative telephone survejé reported liakility than the mail survey, and cost savings compared to ﬁf
ELE; by O-I projects in Seattle, Denver and St. Louis. The following T the in-person survey. These same criteria make it most attrac- ﬁt
! 5_i six knowledge gap questions are related to these issues, and were tive for the Phase II effort. {
ﬂ] ?ﬁf inadequately covered by the previous surveys: B Since almost all the resources of any O-I project are
‘ 1. éggggiiinéngfigctions to participants regarding im- S devoted to recruitment and enrollment, and since O-I's deterrent
. ‘ benefits rely on participant compliance with enrollment instruc-
: : igggggte compliance by PartiCipants‘with 0-1 instruc- o tions, it is important to assess both the quality of the in-
| 3. 0-I's effectiveness as a PCR program? 3 structions given,'including how well they are understood by k
g 4. g?ggéii{oigguctions attributable to O-I or to other WA_ enrollees, and the extent of compliance. As previously-in— |
'[g ;f dicated, the focus of Phase II inquiry in these areas will be 4
;jés. 8. O0-I's effect on the recovery of stolen property? m? o on whether participants keep their participation current; and E
SR ; ;
‘é ;ié 9. O-I's effect on the return of recovered property? - 4 if so, how. :
:g, E?f There are baSi¢a11Y three methods for obtaining feedback C Questions 1 and 2,
,i‘ V’E‘ from participants on these issues: a mailed questionnaire, a r“?‘"*g 1. Adequate instructions to participants regarding im-
i gJaf telephone survey, and an in-person survey. All three methods " plementing O-I? ‘ J
;‘ | present disadvantages: the mailed questionnaire usually has P e 2. 2i§3$i§§nggmpliance by participants with O-I in- ?Y
s 4 '
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will deal with these areas in the survey. Also, because the -~ = 9. O-I's effect on the return of recovered'propertY-r L
extent to which burglarized O-I participants complied with the _J Hopefully, the responses Obtil“ed w1%l suppleme?Z.ZheO:eZij's
E"”7};f g instructions will be of particular interest (e.g., in deter- ?7 knowledge presently available regarding the validity
ib'%k %2’ | mining whether or not the presence of 0-I identifiers affected ;éﬁﬁj . @ssumed property recovery and return benefits. of
j k f, the items selected by the burglar), a special subsample of bur- % ©. Sammany . : tween the nine
ﬁif glarized participants will be surveYed.' ‘ % ﬁj Table 3-1 summarizes the relationships betwee
: ’?2;7' In seeking insight iéto question 3, § / knowledge gap questions and each of the foPr Phése t da%a i
5 ~§f : ~ | ﬂi’*ﬂ collection efforts. Use of the data collected in answering |
 %} 3. Is 0-I an effective PCR program? [ | ' bicot of Chapter TV, ﬂ
‘f%ﬁ the survey will adopt the technique of the Illinois evaluation m<~—§ these questions is the subjec -
i j?i of 0-I, in which participants were asked if their attitudes . - ’;g
. T; toward the police were improved by their involvement in O-F. A = T ”'
i é}l paraphrased version of the question may also be used in sur- | “gf
f" i;ﬁ veying non-participants, once the interviewer has explained the Wifii’ } : i
:%i ;v ’ O-I program to them. . ﬁj; ‘ .;%
fé_ é‘ For gquestion 4: S ’“E
F;f | 4. Burglary reductions attributable to O0-I or to other mew - ' _ : : ﬁ)
L precautions? v : l
%éf the survey will seek to establish the extent to which partici- i i;
fk: pants and non-participants have taken other burglary preventive . : :;%
bPrecautions. The replies of burglarized partlc1pants will be = k*ﬁ
of particular 1nteLest when compared w1ch those for non-bur- - :k :  j{
glarlzeﬂ partlclpants and for non-part1c1pants. These data will f#%if?, i%
be combined with 1nformat10n on reported burg*arles obtained I | o } ok
from police records to assess 0-I's deterrence capabllltles. ~§5 ; ' ‘ L FQ%
- The final two questions to be addressed in the survey will “ff"‘;’ | v QE
be dlrected only fo burglarized partlclpants- | 7¢ ‘ j_ | o o | ; | | ;rv , s ii%
“7? S 8. QfI s effect on the recovery of stolen property? | , 'j?ﬁ?iz C = ) B 35 ] ' | R _ 7;;
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Table 3-1

KNOWLEDGE GAP QUESTIONS COVERED BY EACH OF
PHE PHASE II DATA COLLECTION EFFORTS

Question

Method of Data Collection

Survey of|Police and Survey of Im-

Experts Court Records| plementors

Phone Surveys
of Participants
or Non-ParticiA

pants

Adequate instructions
to participants re- X
garding implementing
0-x?

Adequate compliance .
by participants X X
with 0-I instruc~-
tions? ’

0-I's effectiveness X X
as a PCR program?

Burglary reductions
attributable to O-I X
or to other pre-
cautions?

N

0-1's effect on appre- .
hension, prosecution, X X
and conviction? x

O-1's effect on the
marketability of O~I X
marked property?

Burglary displacement
to participants' X
neighbors? .

0-1I's effect on the
recovery of stolen X ‘ X
property? = e

0~I's effect on the
return of recovered - X
properkty? . * §
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METHODS FOR RESOLVING THE

CHAPTER IV.
NINE KNOWLEDGE GAP QUESTIONS

A. Introduction

The following sections present methods for resolving each

of the nine O-~I knowledge gap questions using the types of

data described in Chapter III. An attempt has been made to

structure the analyses so that, if desired, each guestion can

be treated separately, permitting the Phase II evaluator to

deal with any subset of the guestions. Each analysis specifies

the data items needed, how they are used in drawing conclu-
sions about the gquestions, what potential sources of error

must be dealt with, and, where possible, what cost factors

must be considered.

- Do O=-I Project Implementors Adequately

s Regarding Property Marking, the
ies, and the Posting of Deca}s.
or Keeping Current After Initial

B, Question 1
Instruct Participant
Completion of Inventor
(Includin Procedures f

Enrollment)?

This questius is to be answered on the basis of telephone

surveys of 0-I project implementors and project participants.

oOother useful data may be obtained by review of the relevant

portions of the Phase I Telephone and Field surveys materials.

In the following discussion, the survey of implementors is

treated first and is then followed by a discussion of the

survey of participants. .
The Phase I Telephone gurvey reached 99 0-1 projects in
a five-week period, using three basically full-time interxr-

ommended that approximately one-third of

viewers. It is rec

37

T et

R TR AN

T e T




these projects be recontacted for the Phase IT evaluation,
taking care to select a representative sample. Considering
the types of questions to be asked, this number should give
sufficient accuracy at less than one-third of the cost of the
Phase I survey (the Phase II survey will be much shorter).
Included among these projects should be those for which
participants will be contacted in the Phase II telephone
survey of participants discussed later in this section.

The types of information requested from the 0~I implemen-
tors should include the specific instructions given to
participants, when and how they are given, and project efforts
to monitor or measure participant compliance with these
instructions. The kinds of questions to be asked to obtain
this information are illustrated in Figure 4-1,.

Analysis of the results of this portion of the survey
of project implementors will be guite straightforward, invol-
ving only tabulation of the responses obtained. Although not
recommended due to the extra effort involved, the evaluators
may wish to correlate the replies with Phase I data on project
size, age, funding level, and other attributes there recorded.

The Phase II telephone survey of participants should
include a section relating to awareness of project~issued
instructions regarding enrollment procedutes.

Several factors must be taken into cohsideration in
selecting the cities in‘which participants will be contacted.
First, the local 0~I projects must be receptive to the

38

(1)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(For projects for which samples of written instructions
for participants are not already available from the
Phase I data base) Would it be possible to send the
interviewer copies of written instructions for partici-
pants?

Does the project make any attempt to encourage citizens
to update their O-I participation?

(If "Yes," how is this done? If "No", why not?)

Does the project instruct participants to change markings
if the original identifier no longer applies?

Does the project instruct participants to mark_ngwly
purchased items? (If "Yes", how does the participant
obtain the engraving tool?)

Does the project instruct participants to add newly
purchased items to property inventory lists? '
(If "Yes", and if duplicate lists are kept by the project
or by the participants' insurance agents, are these
duplicate lists updated also?)

Does the project instruct participants to replace worn
or faded decals? (If “"Yes," how are the new decals
obtained by the participant?)

Is the person contacted aware of participgnts bgr;owing
tools to update property markings?' Changing original
inventory lists? Requesting additional decals? (If
"yYes", to what extent?)

Has the project made any attempt to assess the.deggee of
participant compliance with the above instructions:

Is the person contacted aware of any other projects

which have tried to make such an assessment? (If "Yes,"
which projects?) :
Do project records indicate whether people (a) checking

requesting decals are new participants

out tools and (b) updating markings

or previous participants who are (a)
{b) replacing old decals?

Figure 4=1

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O~I IMPLEMENTORS
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Phase II study and must have sizable lists of participants’
names and, preferably, telephone numbers for sampling purposes.
Second, the projects should have been in existence for at least
two yvears in order for the study to test the extent of partici-
pant updating. Third, at least some projects which request
or require the use of a property inventory form should be
included. Fourth, some of the projects should require enrollees
to mark their own property. Finally, at least some of the
projects should have access to good police bu:glary data bases
and be able to identify a sizable Aumber of pafticipants who
have been burglarized. Some of these attributes are relevant
to other knowledge gap questions for which the partiéipant
survey will also provide data.

Local projects which fit most of the above criteria
are located in St. Louis, Denver, New York, and Detroit.
Additional sites can be identified, if desired, during the
Phase II telephone survey of 0-I projects. Ankappropriate
sampie of participants should be drawn from each of the
selected sites, with the size and nature of the sample being
determined by the total number of interviews tokbe completed,
the number of participants enrolled in each project, and the
number of years each project has been in existence. It is
important to obtain a random sample of,participants, stratify-
ing the sample in order to ingiude a sufficient number of
participénts who have been enrolled for at least two years,

since these are most likely to have needed their participation
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updated.

It will be useful to collect some basic demographic data
on each survey respondent; the date that each joined O~I;
and whether property was marked by the respondent or someone
else, such as another member of the family or a project repre-
sentative. The date of enrollment will be useful in several
of the Phase II analyses, including that of assessing updating.
Whether or not the respondent marked his own property may have
an effect on his familiarity with the project and on his
commitment to keep his participation up to date.

Samples of the gquestions to be asked of participants are
shown in Figure 4-2. Analysis of the survey results will be
similar to that for surveyed projects =-- basically tabulation
of the responses. Although the detailed makeup of the responses
will be of interest, the main objective of the analysis will
be to;asséss whether or not participants were aware of projec£
issued instructions, particularly-those relating.to keeping
their participation current.

Potenéial sources of error in the conclusions drawn from
poth the project and participant sur&eys will include confu-
sion on the part of the respondents about the meanings of
questions (e.g., due to differences in termihology), recall =
errors, and lack of respondent interest in the survey or in
0-I. Care should be taken in selecting the respondent at
each location contacted, so that the most knowledgeable in-
this may require a second or third

dividual is interviewed:
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) in the program?

@ posting the warning decals?

@t @ completing the property inventory form?

‘% ; (3) What instructions did you receive regarding:

you?

initial enrollment?

after initial enrcllment?

ones?

oo £

Figure 4-2

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O-TI PARTICIPANTS

(1) Were written instructions about how to participate in
Operation Identification given to you when you enrolled

(2) What was your understanding of the proper procedure for:

@ engraving your identifying mark on your property?

© Changing the marks on property items if the original
mark could no longer be used to trace ownership to

lét '® Marking items brought into the premises after your

o rgvising your property inventory when items were
elther removed from the premises or brought in

'J% ® replacing worn or faded warning decals with new
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phone call.

C. Question 2 - To What Extent Do Project Participants
Follow These Instructions?

If O-I participants do not follow such instructions, or
do not keep their participation current, the mechanisms by
which O-I is thought to work cannot be fully effective.

This component of the Phase II evaluation further assesses
the extent of participant compliance. The necessary data can
be obtained from three of the four data collection efforts
described earlier:

¢ samples of police burglary reports may be examined

for O-I participants and for non-participants to
determine if participants are able to give better
descriptions of stolen property (having complied with

instructions to inventory marked property) than are
non-participants;

@ O-I project implementors may be queried regarding
project services and procedures relative to participant
compliance, particularly in connection with keeping
participants current after initial enrollment; and,

® O-I participants may be asked about the extent to
which they marked property, completed inventories,
posted decals, and made efforts to keep these current
after initial enrollment.

The collection and analysis of these data are described

in the following three sections.

1. Are Better Property Descriptions Obtained From O-I

Participants Who Have Been Burglarized Than From Non-Partici-

pants Who Have Been Burglarized? By marking and inventorying

their property, O-I participants can presumably provide
police with better descriptions of stolen property. The

extent to which better descriptions have been provided, how-
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ever, has never been tested. This assumption is also of some
importance beyond the question of participant compliance with
enrollment instructions, since the descriptions are sometimes
used to facilitate property recovery, and to match recovered
property with owners,

As suggested above, this assumption may be tested by
examining samples of police burglary reports for both O-TI and
non O~I victims., Appropriate data to collect from the reports
are the stated values of items reported stolen and whether
they are described with O-I numbers, model idehtification,
brand name, serial numbers, year of manufacture, color, or
other item attributes such as are suggested by O~I property
inventory forms, many samples of which are contained in the
Phase I data base.,

Once the property values and description data have been
compiled, an operational definition of adequate property
description must be constructed. This definition should be
used to compute the fractions of the value stolen for which
adequate property descriptions were given for participants
;nd, separately, for,non¥particdpants. A simple chi-square
test may then be used to detect significant differences, if

any, between the fractions.

A potential source of error in such a test is that

participants may be more likely to offer Property descriptions

to police than non-participants, for reasons other than

participation in 0-I, For example, participants may be more
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crime-conscious and feel that the information would be useful
in the burglary investigation, whereas many non-participants
may not believe the information would be useful. Some control
for this phenomenon may be‘obtained by surveying both regarding
their views on providihg ?roperty descriptions. However,
considering the effort required, it is not recommended.
Differences in report writing habits among police officers
will also affect the overall analysis., Although procedures
for completing burglary reports are standard, officers will
differ in how thoroughly they solicit information and record
it on the reports.,

The St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement,
the local agency through which the St. Louis O-I project is
funded, maintains computerized 0-I participation records for
St. Louis 0-I participants, inéluﬁing the address and enroll=-
ment date for each. These records may be easily used to draw
a sample of burglarized participants. As in previous St.
Louis evaluation efforts, the computerized participant
address file may be compared with a computerized file of re-
ported burglaries maintained by the police department to
identify participant addresses at which burglaries have been
reported. For each such burglary, the complaint number
(police report number) may be identified and used to retrieve
copies of the originalkpolice reports for analysis as des~
cribed above. The same procedure may be‘used to draw a sample

of reports of burglaries at non=-participating premises. It
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is suggested that this sample be chosen by selecting addresses
close to participants' addresses, to partially control for
important intervening socio-economic variables such as race
and income. A drawback of the St. Louis data is that many
participants are apparently not registered with the project,
and thus are not in the participant file, If desired, a

check of the non-participant sample can be made to verify
their status. Most other projects, however, suffef from a
more serioﬁs data problem in that many participant burglaries
are unknown to the project.

2, Are O-I Project Implementors Facilitating Participant

Compliance? Elesults of the telephone survey of O-I project

implementors described above may also be used to gain insight
into the extent of participant compliance with enrollment
instructions, and of pfoject services designed to facilitate
Or assess compliance. Such assessment efforts can shed

light on both initial and subsequent participant activities
(i.e., those related to keepingfparticipation current).
Reference to the discussion of Question 1 provides further

details.

3. What Level of Compliance Do Participants Report?

The Phase II telephone survey of 0-I participants may be used

to solicit information on O-I enrollment and updating activi-.

ties such as the numoer of items marked and inventoried, the

updating of property markings and inventories, and the con-

tinued use of progect decals.
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Regarding the number of property items marked, it has
been pointed out that if few items are maiked by each parti~
cipant this would appear to defeat most of the assumed theft
deterrent, property recovery, and return benefits of such
marks. Therefore, it is important to know how many items
participants mark. Suggested participant survey questions

for assessing the extent of marking are presented in Figure 4-3.

The last question may be used to assess the extent to which

certain ccmmonly stolen, markable items are marked,

and will also be useful in analysis of the theft deterrent -
effect of the marks (see Question 4 below). ‘ .
Suggested survey questions relating to the initial use

of property inventory forms by participan&s are illust;ated

- \

in Figure 4-4.

Adequate updating of O0-I participation should include
the marking and inventorying of newly-purchased items, the
re-marking of all items if the original identifier used no
longer applies, and the replacement of worn or faded decals.
It is important to knowkthe extent to which participants
can be expected to continue updating activities on their own,
This will give some indication of the amount of effort local

projects will need to devote to maintenance of the participa-

tion of previously recruited citizens. If a great deal of

effort is required, it will substantially raise the projects'

operating costs and costs per participant,

The types of gquestions to be asked of participants
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= (1) When you first joined 0-I, did you make an inventory list
| of your personal property? (If "No," why net: was not
jl instructed to do so; did not think it necessary; or did
e not have the time to do it) (Yes o)
' R (2) If you inventoried your property did the list include
(1) When you first enrolled in O0-I, about how many property l , for each item: :
jtems in your premises were marked with identifying L
numbers? (none, 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, over 20, or (a) the make and model?
don't know) . , |
. — W (b} the serial number? i
1 (2) Who performed the property marking? (yourself or other ao : B
1 resident, project staff member, other?) T (c) the date of purchase or year of manufacture? |
TEIREE T8 | w = . §
IR (3) Of the following types of items, please indicate how %g ! (d) the purchase price? b
' ‘ many you now own and how many are presently marked: S ' R
: . ; f (e) the color? A
: Item - Number Owned Number Marked W . . :
- : , i ) {f) the identifying mark used for engraving? g
Portable TV ( ) ( ) ' S , i
ik _ R (3) Do you still have this property list in your possession? f
IR , Camera ( ) ( j (If "No," why not?) (Yes .) 1
b ,JI;( - : - - ‘ b
" ﬁ&” Portable Radio ( ) ( ) : (4) Do you know where it is located? ("Yes," "No," or :
G R “Not Sure!) .
o Calculator ( ) ( ) “ }

(5) When you first enrolled in 0-I, about how many items did

g;**;- you include on your property inventory list? (None, : ' g
; 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, over 20, or don't know.) i
% i (6) Did you take any other measures to list or identify
: 1 ' : property which could not be engraved? (Such as taking
. LIS pictures of items, recording detailed descriptions of
' , P items, or marking with "invisible" ink?) If so, how.
BT many items did this include?
8 Bt e ; . RV
Lol o : Figure 4-3 i
| ; SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O-I PARTICIPANTS o e ‘ piqure 4-4
AR S R : : , - » ‘ ,
| -- ' A o SO - SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O-I PARTICIPANTS |
; J,f‘: ke *
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regarding the updating of property marks are‘illustrated
in Figure 4-5; questions to determine the extent to which
property inventory lists have been updated, and worn or faded
decals have been replaced are shown in Figure 4-6.

Analysis of the survey responses will require only
simple tabulation and the computaticn of the percentages of

respondents giving the various types of replies specified for

the questions.

D. Question 3 - Is O-I an Effective Police-Community Relations

Program?

Police--community relations (PCR) programs serve many
functions for police agencies. Common objectives are to
involve citizens and neighborhood groups in crime prevention
programs, educate the public regarding POliCé services and
crime hazards, and provide an additional avenue for
communication between the community and the police. Successful
achievement of these objectives is very difficult to measure
since the phenomena of interest involve interpersonal relations
and public attitudes towards govérnment services. Thus, many
of PCB's direct "products" are subjective in nature, involving

attitudes, awareness, and personal feelings ~- those of police

personnel as well as of the public. PCR's non-subjective
"p;oducts" are mainly citizen organizations formed to deal
cooperatively with the police on local crime problems,

In structuring the Phase II evaluation plan for assessing

O0-I's effectiveness as a PCR Program the research team; drawing
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(1) What identifier or mark did you use when you first enrolled
in 0=~I? '(qr+ver's license number, social security number,
name or 1initials, address, NCIC location code, telephone

number, zip code, unique number assigned by O-I project,
or other?)

(2) Can thig identifier still be used to trace a recovered
stolen item back to you? (If "No,* how many items have
been remarked with a traceable identifier?)

(3) Have any marked items since been sold? (If "Yes,"
what was done about the markings on those items? Nothing,
marks were crossed out, new owner put his number next
to old one, new owner received bill of sale, don't know.)

(4) Have any additional items been marked since your original
enrollment in 0-I? (If "Yes," how many? If "No,"
why not? None purchased; did not think of it; 1lost
interest in O0-I; no easy access to an engraving pen,)

Figure 4-=5

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O-I PARTICIPANTS

D
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(2)

—

(1)

Since you originally joined 0-I, have you added any

%tem§ to your property list? (If "Yes," how many? If
"No, ? why.not? None purchased; 1lost list; lost interest
in O-I; inconvenient to retrieve list for this purpose,)

Have you ever deleted any items from your property list?

on the findings of the Assessment study, decided to focus on

two basic questions:

© What specific contributions can 0O-I make to a police
agency's PCR program? and,

® If O-I is basically ineffective in deterring burglary
at the community-wide level, is it still worthwhile as

. U7
R

- (If "Yes," why, and how many? " " !
. y? If "No why not?  Non a PCR program? v :
sold or discarded; list lost; lost inéerest in 0O-I: = , M

inconvenient to retrieve list for this purpose,)

The evaluation plan proposed is modest in scope, seeking more

E?e | (3) If either of the above have been done,

: to gather relevant, reasonably accessible information than to g
coples of the list also updated? (Yes

were anYvduplicate
. No o)

——

provide an air tight analysis of the issues. A complete treat- !
(4) How many warning decals +

your premises? did you originally post on

ment of the effectiveness of PCR programs in achieving police

(5) are the original o1 decals whic objectives would require an effort at least the equivalent of
: place? (If "No," why not?

decals last?)

h you posted still in

Ho i s 3 .
w long did the Ooriginal that for the present study for O-I. This kind of investment

does not seem warranted solely to resolve the PCR benefits

(6) Have you posted an 1t]
Ve Y additional decals si i
orlg?nal ones? (If "yeg," why? To re;iggg gg;tigglthe
ones; to provide extra Protection. If "No," whg not?)

of 0-I. (Some of the other Phase I evaluations funded by

(7)  If additional LEAA's National Evaluation Program may shed some light on this

N : Obtained? (Hag
EE : ? extras from Original enro . o . . "
! 39 , tained decals from o0~1 Project; Obtaigedlézzgfé fgg; issue. TIncluded are "Citizen Crime Reporting Programs" and

"Citizen Patrol Projects," both of which are incomplete as of

¥ 3 t 4 N v\ L i 4 ki ek

this writing).

The proposed evaluation plan is based on information to

53: | . , _ oo be gathered from three of the four Phase II data collection

activities: the survey of experts on burglary and the process-

T

ing of burglary cases in the criminal justice system, the

) JI( survey of implementors of O-I projects, and the surveys of O-I

For the first two of

? - participants and of non-participants.

EEQEEE_&:E these an open-ended, informal style of survey is recommended;

SURVEY Qu T ) .
RURATIONS FOR 0-1 PARTICIPANTS ! for the third a closed-ended, more highly structured style is
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suggested.

.

The "experts,” to be surveyed in this case should include
public prosecutors, burglary detectives, officers of pawnshop,
PCR, and anti-fencing units, and operators of pawn shops and
second hand stores. The interview questions should be con-
structed to solicit the types of information indicated in
Figure 4-7. Admittedly, this line of questioning will not
provide hard and fast answers about O-I's PCR benefits; rather

it is intended to expose the practical problems and actual

environment within which these benefits, if valid, must operate.

A similar format is recommended for the survey of 0O-I

implementors -- namely, to identify specific experiences which

demonstrate supposed PCR benefits of 0-I, and to solicit

opinions about the use of O-I for PCR purposes if its burglary

deterrence capabilities are found to be inconsequential.

In surveying 0-I participants and non-participants the

main objective should be to determine if contact with 0~I, or

knowledge about police promotion of 0-I, has raised the

interviewee's opinion of the police agency and of its efforts
to aid citizens in Protecting themselves from érime. This
approach was followed in the 1974 evaluation of 0O-T in

N | .
Illinois, Participants were asked:

, how
community?

"Before you partici i ; . _
did you feel Zb > pated in Operation Identification,

“how
out the way your local police were handling

their
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(1) Is the interviewee aware of 0-I and how it works?

(2) How has O~I personally affected the interviewee's job or
business, if at all?

(3) To what extent has the interviewee been able to observe
the involvement of others in 0-I?

(4) When the interviewee first learned about O=~I how did it

affect his feelings about the implementing agency and
about PCR?

(5) Has the interviewee had any experiences with O0-I whicg
illustrate positive or negative effects of O-I on PCR?

(6) How does the interviewee compare O-I's PgRﬂbenefits With
those of other PCR programs such as Block Watch, Police
Athletic League, etc.?

i i burglary
7 If O0~I was found to be largely 1neffect1ye as a )
7) deterrent at the community level, wQuld it still be worth
while as a means for promoting publlc awareness o? the
burglary problem, or for promoting participation in other
crime prevention programs?

Figure 4-7

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR "EXPERTS"
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jobs?"

"Since participating in Operation Identification, how do

you think the crime situation in your neighborhood has changed?"

"How would you say that your experience with this program
has affected your opinion about the way your local police are
handling their jobs?"

Non=-participants were asked:

"Do you think crime is a problem in this community?"

"How do you feel about the way your police are handling
their jobs?"

"How do you feel about a program like Operation Identi-
fication (a program which urges citizens to mark household
valuables to deter theft)y?"

These questions may be adopted, or adapted by the Phase II
evaluator. By comparing participant attitudes before joining

O-I with those of non-participants it should be possible to

determine whether participants tended to be more favorably

disposed towards the police before joining than those who did
not jqin. A comparison of participant attitudes after joining
with those they held before joining will give an indication
of attitude changes brought about by participation.’

In addition to the above described procedures,jthe Phase
II evaluator may be tempted to assess the relative cost effect-
iveness of PCR benefits gained through O~I compared to those
derived from other types of PCR programs. To accomplish this

it will be necessary to examine the productivity and costs of

the alternative programs -- an extremely difficult task

because no adequate, operational productivity measures exist

for these programs, If undertaken at all, the analysis should

56

Ry
s

i1

3 =
kt

] ]

be mainly qualitative rather than guantitative, and, in the
opinion of the authors, should be considered a low priority

activity.

E. Question.4.- Are the Reduced Burglary Rates Experienced by
O~I Participants Attributable to O-1 (or Do They Arise from

Other Crime Prevention Measures AlSo in Effect)?

Although O-I participants experience lower burglary rates
after joining 0-I than previously, and lower rates than non-
participants, it is possible to advance explanations of this
deterrent effect which are not directly attributable to 0-I.

One such hypothesis is that O~I participants are more crime

conscious than non-participants and therefore take other crime-

prevention precautions. If true, these other precautions may
be responsible for the burglary deterrence rather than 0-I,
The two basic assumptiouns are that:

@ O-I participants take other crime=-prevention measures
more frequently than do non-participants; and,

© the presence of additional crime=prevention measures
results in lower burglary rates for O-I premises which
employ them,.

To test the first of these assumptions it is proposed'to
employ a éhone survey of a sample of participants and non-
participants. To test the second assumption it is necessary to
examine the burglary rates experienced by O-I participants as
a function of whether or not they have taken additional
precautions. Detailed plans'for both tests are given below.

Another unresolved aSpect of O0-I's burglary deterrent

effect is the assumed aversion burglars have for;marked 

57

N e

eV S




IR

G e A e X e e

property. To assess the extent to which 0-I markings actually

are effective theft deterrents it is necessary to:

e determine the extent to which,commcnly stolen property
items can be so marked; and,

© demonstrate that marked property %tgms are taken ip
" burglaries less frequently than similar, unmarked items.

Plans for conducting these two evaluative activities also

follow.

1. Do 0O-I Participants Take Other Crime-Prevention

Measures More Frequently Than Do Non-Participants? To answer

this question it is necessary to compile information'on the
types of crime-prevention measures taken by O-I participants
and non-participants. The feasibility of obtaining such
information using a telephone survey has been demonstrated in
two previous evaluations of 0-I, conducted in Denver and St.
Louis, where participants and non—participantskwere asked to
detail the precautions they had taken. Although it was
anticipated that interviewees would be reluctant to divulge
such information over the phone to unknown inta;viewers, this
proved to be less of a problem than expected. 'Apparently, the
formal structure of the interview, the credibiiity of the
surveying agency, and the use of preliminary,(crime—related~

questions all aided in gaining the trust of the respondents

Of course, some still-suspicious respondents may have chosen to

give fictitious replies, includingvexaggeraﬁing the precautions

taken at their premises, adding further uncgrtainty to the data.

Despite these drawbacks, it is recommended that a tele—
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phone survey be used for the Phase II assessment of this
question. In-person interviews appear to be subject to the
same drawbacks as phoned interviews, and are éonsiderably more
expensive, Alternatively, the Phase II evaluator maykchoose
to use a mailed questionnaire, on the letterhead of the local
police agency or of a local congressman to gain cfedibility,
and distribute sufficient numbers of questionnaires to assure
an adequate number of replies even at a low response rate. The
following discussion assumes that the phone survey is used,
but adaptation of the methods to a mailed survey can be easily
accomplished., |

The selection of cities in which participants are to be
contacted, and the construction of the sample of participants
to be surveyed have been previously discussed under Question 1.
Since i£ will also be of interest to assess the burglary rates
of participants as a function of the types of other precautions
taken, it is recommended that the sample include, as a
separable component, all participants who have reported
burglaries sincebjoining 0~I (i.e., a 100 percent sample).
This aspect of the assessment is discussed in the next section.

The sample of non-participants may be drawn by pairing a
non-participant with each participant in the,participant‘k
sample. This may be accomplished‘with a reverse telephone
directory (usually available at public libraries or, for a

rental fee, from the local telephone company) by selecting an

addréss near that of the participant. Of course, some
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participants may not be so listed in the local 0-I project's
files, so non-participant status should be verified at the
start of each non-participant interview.. This type of pairing
helps to'control for demographic variables sucg as race, socio-
economié’status, and neighborhood crime rates,

In examining the deterrenﬁ effects of target hardening
bPrecautions other than 0-I, it is useful to discriminate be-
tween the types and numbers of such precautions in effect at
surveyed premises. Consequently, the number of such pre-

cautions to be considered in the Survey must be limited

inclusion of only three burglary-prevention measures

produces eight different Possible combinations of target-

hardening measures, and inclusion of five measures results in

32 combinations) .,

Previously-conducted interviews with convicted burglars

indicate that, of the self~-initiated crime preventive measures

available, those found most effective were alarm‘systems,

strong locks, and watchdogs., Therefore, these three classes

of precautions are recommended for use in this facet of the

Phase II evaluation. cCare must be taken to Provide adequate

definitions of the precautions of interest (e.g., does a

strong lock on only one of Several entrances constitute
utilization of that technique? does anp alarm system installeq
by a previous tenant qualify as a Precaution take

n by the
Present inhabitant? etc,).

premises for which these types of precautions apply, the follow-
ing questions should be included in the participant survey:

® How many months have you been a participant in the
O=I program?

e Did joihing O-I motivate you to take any other Eegsures
at the same time to protect your premises from being
burglarized?

v . : £
® During the year prior to joining OTI hgw many times, 1
at all, were your premises burglarized:

i ici i Lti : above
For burglarized participants, in addition to the
questions, include:

e How many times have your premises been burglarized
since you enrolled in O-I?

Once the survey is completed, the collected data may be
analyzed using a contingency table of the type shown in Table
4-1, In order to avoid any bias in the participant sample ‘
data which may result from inclusion of the 100 pergent sample
of burgla;ized participants, the evaluator may choose to in-
clude only a proportionate sample of burglarized participants
in this aspect of the evaluation. A chi-squared contingency
table test may then be used to test for significant differences

1 on-
between the precautions taken by particpants and n

participants. ‘ . .
2 How do Burglary Rates for O-I Participants Vary

um C A ’
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CRIME--PREVENTION PRECAUTIONS

Alarms

O-I PARTICIPATION AND UTILIZATION OF OTHER

None

CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR STUDYING THE RELATION BETWEEN

Respondents
O~I '‘Participants

Number of

Non-Participants

O-I participants who had and had not taken precautions in
addition to O-I. #The analysis is based on the data for
participants compiled for Table 4-1, and on the similar data
compiled for burglarized participants (for whom a 100 percent
sample has been recommended to increase the reliability of the
burglary rate estimates). It proceeds in three steps:

® estimate the total number of participants who have
taken each type of precaution;

@ estimate the "before" burglary rates (i.e., for the
year prior to joining 0-I); and,

® estimate ﬁhe'"after" burglary rates (i.e., since join-
ing 0-I). ‘ ‘

Since data from several cities may be used in this analysis,

it is assumed in the following discussion that either the data
from &1l cities have been aggregated, or that the evaluator

will repeat the analysis for each city included.

"The data of Téble 4-1 are used to compute the fractions of

participants sampled who have taken each type of precaution;

these‘estimates are tﬁen scaled up to estimate the numbers of
pérticipants falling in each category if‘a 100 percent sample
had been taken. Let these estimates be represented by:’

number of participants having taken no precautions

other than joining O-I
number of participants who took precaution i

number of participants who took at least one pre-
S caution other than joining O-I
Burglary rates for the year prior to joining O=I are

" estimated by using for each precaution category the total
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number of burglaries reported and the number of participants if the individual types of precautions are to be considered

contacted. Expressed in burglaries per participant per month, separately). Table 4-2 shows how the "before" and "after"
the estimates are'computed,by'dividinq%the total number of burglary rates may be arranged for comparison.

burglaries reported by 12 times the number of participants.:

Let these estimates be represented by:

Py - burglary rate for the year prior to joining 0-I for Table 4-2
participants who took no other precautions
BURGLARY RATE COMPARISONS
Py - burglary rate for the year prior to jOlnlng 0-I for

partlclpants who had previously taken precautlon i

Time Period Precautions Taken
o Pg - burglary rate for the year prior to joining 0-I for Only O-I O0-1 Plus Other(s)
AR S Sy participants who had prev;ously taken at least one Year Prior to Enrollment Py Pg
R - other precautlon
SR Period Since Enrollment Ag ' As

~In order to compute the comparable burglary rates for the

period following enrollment it is necessary to estimate for

each precaution category the évera evlen th of tim tici- : : . »
4 g g e partici The ratio of Py to Pg will indicate whether burglary rates

oo  pants have been enrolled. This may be d i ‘ : ' ' -
SRS o B o one using the survey prior to enrollment were similar for those who had taken other

vresponses for the correspondin uestio ‘ iSe. i h . : s
P g question. Let these estimated precautions and those who had not. Slm;larly: the ratio of Ao

',‘enrollment im k
e t es, in months, be given by To, Tl, Ts.’ If Ro, - to A will indicate whether joining O-I produced the same

é7£ ;{;’k R ir. Rg are the numbers of burglarles reported since - o burglary deterrent effect for those who took no other pre-

i %ﬁ;:”‘k.‘i '_:'..‘301n1ng o-I for part1c1pants in the dlfferent precautlon ‘ ' - ' cautions as for those who did. If the numbers of burglaries

categories, ‘then the burglary rates follow1ng enrollment ST on which these estimates are based are small, or if any of

ket these be called Ao' A1y and Ag) are estlmated by: the ratios given above aie close to unity, the evaluator may

= Rg/NoT = | - ) £ i g , ‘ |
Ro = Ro/NoTo : | % . wish to use an appropriate statistical method to test the 5
Aj = Ri/NiTj | e b |

significénce of any differences in the various burglary rate ;fg
AS = RS/NSTS . . . 7v\§- ‘ | | |
' ’ estimates.

- To s1mplify-the following discussion, only those part101-.k error in the above analysis may be

Sl A T L

L R -SSR I R S wr
e T
T R R e it i

potential sources of

pants who either took no other precautions or took at least introduced by‘dramatic community-wide burglary rate increases

one other recau ‘ ; .
' ‘ P tlon are considered (the analy31s is 1dent1cal o e ' ol o 65
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or decreases (i.e., trends) or by seasonal variations in the
burglary pattern (if the "before" or "after" periods tend to
cover only part of a pronounced seasonal pattern). It may
also be possible that the after to beforé comparisons will
contain a regression artifact error due to a tendency for
persons to join O-I shortly after experiencing a burglary.2
If the evaluators have reason to suspect this phenomencn is
taking place, the "before" period should be changed to two
years instéad of one.

3. What Proportion of the Value of Commonly Stolen Items

Can be "Protected" by O-I Property Identification Marks? The

extent to which commonly stolen items are not markable is an
important limiting factor in O-I's ability to deter theft (if
such marks "protect" the property), and also in its ability
te identify property with owners. Analysis of burglary data
compiled for previous studies of ifems-taken in burglaries
show that approximately one half of the items stolen are not
markable (such unmarkable items are money, liguor, and cléth-
ing). The'evaluation activities proposed in this section are
designed to provide a more reliable estimate of this fraction,
and to permit its computation in terms of the value of items
stolen rather than only the number. An additional benefit
of this evaluation will be a more accurate détermination of
which items are commonly stolen.

Data on the types and values of items stolen in burglaries

may be obtained by sampling police burglary reports from
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several of the cities in which other aspects of the Phase II
evaluation are being conducted. If a survey of burglary
reports is to be made in connection with Question 1's assess~-
ment of the quality of property descriptions given in burglary
reports, data for the present question may be collected at

the same time. A set of categories of items stolen must first
be constructed to permit classification of items subsequently
extracted from the burglary reports. Several such classi-
fication systems have been developed previously. For example,
the following classifications were used in a study of resi-

dential burglaries in Sacramento, California:3

Money = Jewelry . - Furniture
Televisions Furs Appliances
Stereos Cameras Typewriters
~Radios Guns Food

Ciothing Tools Liquor
Bicycles Tape Recorders Miscellaneous

An alternative list appears in Scarx's study of burglary
patter;ls.4 Some of the O-I property inventory forms, such as
Dehver's, contain useful lists as well (for unmarkable as well
as markable items). Since the categories will be used to
distingui.sh between markable and unmarkable items, they
should be defined in a manner which prevents any single
category from containing both markable and unmarkable items.
Propoéed classification systems should be pretested on a

sample of burglary reports to verify that stolen items can be
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easily assigned to the correct categories. When a final set

of claseifications has been devised a final pretest should be

made for the purpose of preparing a coder's manual. This
manual should contain procedures for assigning unusual items
to categories; thisg will aid in maintaining inter- and intra-

coder reliability.

At this point the coding of burglary reports can begin.
The reports sampled in the different cities included in the
assessment should be for similar periods of time and similar

types of burglaries (e.qg., residential burglaries). For each

item reported stolen its classification and reported value

should ke recorded; a special code should be identified for

use when no value is given in the report -- these items can

later be treated separately,

Once the data have been collected their analysis Will be

quite simple. The value total for each category, and whether

Oor not the category refers to markable property, are used to

compute the traction Of the value ot items“stolen which are

markable., An indication of the extent to whlch ltems in tne

- various categories are stolen will be given both by the

category's value total and by the number ot items recorded for

the category.

4. Are 0-I Marked Property Items Stolen in Burglaries

of O-I Premlses Less Frequently Than

Unmarked Itemsy It the

presence of an O-I mark on a property item helps to prevent

its thett in a burglary, then a Survey or burglarized O-I

68

o

|

. o . 2 . . " ) ;o g

SRR SR o £ s G SRR o oty Wi enid
'“ \ *lﬂwM”(‘IWVMWIWKEW““ g ‘MK@VM\,‘“ )M'

|

participants should reveal that marked property items of a
given type were taken less trequently than similar unmarked
items also available in the premises. Such a survey is
proposed for the Phase II evaluation. Since a survey ot
burglarized participants is'to be used tor the research
proposed tor Question 4 in the preceding subsections, the
appropriate guestions ror the present analysis may}be
easily appended. |

It will be recalled that one of theksurvey guestions
proposed under Question 2 (for O-I participants in general)
was:

"Considerlng the following types of items, please indicate

how many you now own and how many of these are presently mark-
ed:

Number Marked

Item Number Owned

( )
Portable TV ( )

( )
Camera ( ) |

(
Portable Radio ( ) )

. . . is
Replies to the above question will provide a convenient bas
epl

for comparison if burglarized participants are asked:

lease indicate the
lowing types of items, p :
umb"Forozhﬁasglowned, whether or not they cairlgiryigiyo(or
- e§t§ identification mark at the time Oioiei- g
Eiggiaries), and whether or not any were s :

Number Owned Number Stolen

Item " Marked  Unmarked Marked Unmarked
Portable TV ( ) | ( ) ' ( ) { )
Camera ( ) ( ): ' (. ) «( )
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Number Owned Numbexr Stolen

Item Marked Unmarked Marked Unmarked
portable Radio ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Calculator ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Once the data are collected in this form it will be
possible to compare the theft rates for marked and unmarked
items of each of the four types listed. If desired, a chi-
square contingency table can be constructed to perform the
comparison. Similarly, such a table can be used to compare
the extent ot property marking by burglarized participants with

that of participants in general, as indicated by the data

from Question 2's survey.

F. Question 5 — Does O-I Increase A Burglar's Risk of
Apprehension, Prosecution, and Conviction?

Ohe Or the central assumptions apout O-I's burglary
deterrent effect is that burglars will avoid O-I premises
because or the increased risk ot apprehension, prosecution, and
conviction, The Assessment study has round no convincing
evidence to support this assumption., ~roponents or 0-I would
argue that it has not yet been possible to observe this
aspect of O-I's impact on burglary because:

5] part@c%pation rates are still too low to generate
sufticient numbers ot O-I burglaries for study;

@ O-I's deterrent etrect appears to be supported by
burglary data tor participants;

© apprehension rates tor property crimes are very low,

SO possible 0-=I related apprehensions must be even less
likely; and, :

® frequent use or plea bargaining causes some burglary
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cases to be disposed or as lesser otrtenses.

The proposed rhase II evaluation ot this issue includes
three research tasks designed to compile evidence or a valid
impact, it any, based on recent 0-I experience (i;e., since
the completion or the rhase I study), and also to assess the
potential impact based on a study or burglary arrests. The

three tasks are:

® a survey of experts such as public prosecutors, burglary
detectives, and officers ot pawn shop and anti-fencing
units;

@ a study of the processing of burglary arrests through
the courts; and,

@ a survey of the implementors of O~I projects regarding
recent experience with 0-I related apprehensions,
prosecutions, and convictions., '

Procedures for completing each of these research tasks are

given in the following paragraphs.

1. How Do Experts Assess O-I's Impact on the Burglar's

Risk of Apprehension, Prosecution, and Conviction? During

the Phase I evaluation of 0~I the research team contacted 28
individuals who were not employed by O-I projects and whose
jobs gave them an opportunity to observe O-I's effect on
apprehensions, prosecutions, and convictions. Included were
seven police property officers, eight detectives, eight
planner-evaluators, two prosecuting attorneys, two administra-
tive assistants to police chiefs, and one city manager. These
individuals commented on aspects of the criminal’justice
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system and of burglary which affect O-I's ability to increase
a burglar's risk of apprehension, prosecution, and conviction
(hereafter abbreviated as APC). Much useful insight was
gained in this manner, but the relatively small number of
persons contacted prevents-generalization of the findings.
Since further survey contact is proposed with such experts,
whose experience relates to both actual and potential APC
benefits of 0-I, for other parts of the Phase II evaluation, it
is suggested that an addition to the survey be used to assess
APC. |

A survey of this nature can be conducted using telephone
interviews. Based on the experience of the Phase I effort,
however, in-~person interviews appear more productive. There~
fore it is recommended that the Phase TI evaluator visit a
number of cities in which 0-I is mosgt likely to have impacted
APC, and that arrangements bpe méde to meet with five to
10 appropriate individuals in each. During the Phase I

telephone survey of 0-I projects five cities having populations

over 100,000 reported more than 10 percent citizen enrollment

in O-I (Wichita, Kansas; Cincinnati, Ohio; Phoenix, Arizona;

Denver, Colorado; and St. Louis, Missouri). These cities are

recommended for inclusion in the proposed survey.

An informal, open-ended survey is suggested. Information

to be solicited should include the following:

® the potential value of

Py ) identifiable pr ] N -
viding police officers property in pro

with cause for detaining suspects,
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as an aid in obtaining arrest warrants, as evidence in
criminal prosecutions, and as a substitute for witnesses
at various stages of judicial processing;

© the extent to which these potential values, if any, have
been realized to date; and,

@ the relative merits of 0-I identifiable property compared
to property with serial numbers, and other types of
evidence.

Results of the survey, once compieted, should be tapulated

and summarized in a short report.

2., What is the Current pPattern of Case Dispositions tor

Court Processing ot Burglary Arrestss According to the most

recent ¥BI statistics (1973), about one titth (18 percent) ot
burglaries reported to the police nationwide are cleared by
arrest., The Assessment study could rind little intormation
regarding O-I's impact on the case dispositions arising from
such arrests. Ideally, cases involving marked O-I property

as evidence could be compared with those that do not, to
evaluate the benetits gained trom O-I. Since so Irew instances
or arrests involving marked O-I property have been reported
nationwide, a more practical approach appears to be an aséess—
ment éf the role markable property plays as evidence in court
processing of burglary cases, If, for example, the presence
of markable property evidence has little effect on the dis=-
position of these cases, then it is extremely unlikely that
0-I marked property will have much of an’effect either. On
the other hand, an important role for markable property in.‘

purglary case dispositions would suggest possibly significant
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potential henefits from more widespread O~I engraving.

A tabular format for the analysis of qourﬁqprocessing of
‘burglary cases is shown in Table 4-3, The related data collec-
tion should be undertaken in three or more cities in order to
minimize any biases arising‘trom unusual local procedures for
case proéessing. The cost of collecting case disposition data
from coﬁrt récords can be very high, since most courts still
rely on inefficient, manual record systems. In recent years
automated court information systems have béen,adopted with
greater frequency. It is recommended that such automated
systems be employed for data collection for the present study.
A list of cities employing the PROMIS (Proseéutors Management
Information SyStem)’data software, developed with LEAA support,
may be obtained from LEAA. It may be used as a basis for
selecting the cities to be included.
| It is not likely that automated court records will indicate
the role of evidence, if any, in case dispositions. This

information will have to be obtained from the original police

arrest reports Or arrest warrant applications., Consequently,

the study should broceed by first draw1ng a sufticient sample

of arrest reports _r warrant applications, and later make use

’of the information System to discover the dlspos1tlons of the

cases in the sample (each clas51f1ed according to whether

markable or unmarkable Property was used as evidence).

burglarj charges, if only some ot them involve markable
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Table 4~3

SUGGESTED TABULAR SUMMARY OF COURT PROCESSING
- OF BURGLARY CASES WITH MARKABLE AND UNMARKABLE
PROPERTY AS EVIDENCE

Disposition

Cases with Markable Cases with Unmarkable

Disposition Property as Evidence Property as Evidence

Warrant
Requested

Warrant
Refused

Nolle
Prosequil

‘Pre-Trial
Disposition

Guilty Plea

Acquittal

£
1

Conviction
)

bther

i
i Total

| S—
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property. Possible strategies include (1) treating each charge
separately, or (2) classifying a case as invelving markable
evidence if such is true for any of the charges; it will then
be necessary to develop a decision rule for assigning a single
disposition to the case. ;The validity of results dg;ived

using the first approach could be affected by the extent to
which plea bargaining is used in the jurisdiction, and by such
factors as the prosecution workload (which usually affects the
number of chargeé prosecuted or dropped). If the second

approach is taken, a bias may occur in favor of the role of

evidence in achieving successful dispositions, since cases

invelving multiple charges (i.e., more than one burglary) are

more likely to involve at least one item of markable property
as evidence and are also more likely to result 'in successful
disposition (e.g., a conviction on one or more charges).

* Once the data have been compiléd in the form suggested by
Table 4-3, a chi-square cantingency table tust may be used.to

test for significant differences in the dispositions of cases

involving markable evidence and those involving unmarkable

evidence.

3. Has Recent O0~I Project Experience Yielded Any Further

“Evidence of 0-i's Effect on A Burglar's Risk of Apprehension,

Prosecution, or Conviction? Since evidence of 0-I's APC

capability reinforces an O-I procject's convictions regarding
its own merits, it is likely that O-I implementors will be
cooperative in sharing any such recent evidence with the Phase
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II evaluator. Questions such as those proposed above for the

survey of experts would be adequate. If such a survey indicates
little further evidence of APC benefits this will provide added
confirmation of the basically negative findings of the Assess-
ment. .If, however, more encouraging results are encountered,
further study of such data may provide better insight into

methods for enhancing 0-I's APC benefits in other cities.

G. Question 6 ~ Is the Marketability and/or Market Value of
Stolen Property Decreased Because of Property Marking?

‘The apparent ease with which stolen property can be market-
ed is one of the significantly weak links in society's efforts
to control property crimes. Proponents of 0O-I have conjectured
that the presenée of an easily traceable identification mark on
property items will decrease the marketability and/or market
value of stolen property since purchasers will thereby be put
én notice of the "hot" nature of items offered for sale.

Interviews of convicted burglars, conducted in connection with

R OPRPRE .\

earlier evaluations of 0-I, suggest that this effect is minimal

at best, but too little evidence is at hand to draw reliable
conclusions. Two research tasks are proposed for developing a
more reliable assessment: a review of related research
literature, and a survey of knowledgeable police personnel and
persons employed in the legitimate sale of secondhand property.
The illegitimate nature of the sale of stolen property
makes research on the phenomenon very difficult. Consequently,

few good studies have been reported in the literature. A use=-
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ful report has been prepared by Chappell and Walsh of the Law

‘ about half of the arrests f s diffi ; ' ;
and Justice Study Center of Seattle's Battelle Institute.5 The or burglary); difficulties in drawing a

U.S. Senate has also conducted hearings on "criminal re-

Fa . . . 6 : obtain truthful, reliable data from‘respondents.
distribution systems."” Further relevant material may be

representative sample of interviewees; and the ability to  w

Some additional insight into O~I's ability to deter

e ' available from unpublished thesis research (available ¢
e | . | ' ( ; € irom burglary through reduced marketability and/or market values of ;
University Microfilms of Ann Arbor, Michigan), and from é

stolen property may be gained from the study proposed earlier

federally funded research projects (accessible via the National in connection with assessment of the ndmber of property items

‘,% ‘ Criminal Justice Reference Service, or the National Technical

!
engraved by O-I participants (see Question 4). If a burglar is §
Information System). Review and synthesis of this material are i

likely’to tind few marked items among his loot, the net effect

AR sugges : R ; i
f 1 ggested as the first step of the related Phase II evaluation. can at best be only a minimal reduction in his economic gain.

A subjective appraisal of the extent to which O~I markings

g].ﬁ;

H., Question 7 - Are Burglaries Displaced From O-I Participants :
to Thelr Non-Participating Neighbors?

influence property items! marketability through fences, dealers

This portion of the Phase II evaluation is designed to

d
-1 B

in secondhand merchandise, and other outlets, can be obtained

assess 0-I's effect on the burglary rates experienced by the

(.

by surveying burglary detectives, convicted burglars and

-

non-participating nei hbors of 0-I participants. If the former
fences, secondhand dealers, and members of pawn shop and anti- P pasiie 7 P i

i i are found tb ex eriénce lower burglary rates this would provide ;
fencing units from a teépresentative sample of police depart- P - Imay i

ments,

¥
-

much needed evidence of 0-I's value to the community, and

- B
I~ e e el Hoth

Relevant questions may be appended to the survey of
suggest that community-wide burglary rate reductions might be

'
¥ ?
- b

k!

experts proposed earlier for other facets of the Phase II

eval i : . achieved at lower participation rates than previously consider-
uation. Again, an 1n-person, open-ended style of inter-

viewing is suggested, ed necessary., If, on the other hand, neighbors of O-I

participants experience increased burglary rates, then reported

Interviewi i
wing convicted burglars or fences presents special

.§==¥<u

burglary reductions among the participants would appear to be \

i
.

robl i
p ems which should be carefully considered before deciding

isi i splacement rather than prevention.
whether to use this‘technique. arising from disp

These problems include

&¢ obtaining permissi A procedure for comparing the burglary rates of non-
e Sslon to conduct the ji i

R nterview

i lews (both from the

participating neighbors of O-1 participants with those of

non-participating neighbors of non-participant premises, and
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paired to the participant sample, is described in the following
paragraphs. Figure 4-8 illustrates the method for identifying

the premises whose burglary rates are to be compared.

Figure 4-8

DIAGRAM OF LOCATIONS OF PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS

The figure, a schematic representation of a map of a portion
of an O-I target area, shows the geographic locations of
participant premises (indicated by P) and non-participant

premises (indicated by n and N). A sample of the participants

is selacted as follows:

@ The “neighbors" of a given premise are defined to be
all premises located less than a distance 4 from it
(e.g., d might be 500 feet).

® A participant P is eligible for the sample only if no
other paytigipqnt§ are located closer than a distance
2d from it (this implies that all of the participant's
neighbors are non-participants, and that these
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neighbors themselves have only one participant

neighbor), and if P has been enrolled in 0-I for at
least a year, ~

@ The set of eligible participants is used to select the
needed sample, based on size considerations gnd Fhe )
achievement of a representative geographic distribution.

For each participant selected for the participant sample a
corresponding non-participant "mate" is selected as tollows:

@ The non-participant is located in the "vicinity" of
the participant (at a distance, say, of 10d or less).

® The non-participant has no participants located.
closer than a distance of 2d trom it (this implies that
all of the non-participants' own neighbors are also
non~-participants).

® The "neighborhoods" of non-participants selected for
the non-participant sample do not overlap.

In Figure 4-8 the circle at the lett encloses an O-I partici-

pant (P) eligible tor the sample, and identities all ot his
non-participant neighbors (n); the circle at the right encloses
a non-participant (N) selected as the "mate" to the sample
participant at the left, and identifies all of the non-
participant's neighbors (n).

The assessment of displacement is made by studying the
neighbors of the participant sample and comparing their

burglary experience with that or the neighbors of the non-

participant sample. By so pairing each participant with a

’non-participant, and by determining the burglaries for the

neighbors of each during similar time periods, the above
evaluation design controls for both the burglary trend and
for the variability of burglary rates within the project's
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target area. The comparison is made as follows:

® For each sample participant P the number of burglaries
reported by his neighbors during the year prior to P's
enrollment is computed, Next, the number of burglaries
they reported during the year following P's enrolliment
is computed. Finally, the "aftar" burglary rate is
divided by the "before" burglary rate to determine the

change, if any, in the neighbors! burglary experience
due to P's enrollment.

© Similarly, for each Ssample non-participant a ratio of
"after" to "before" burglaries experienced by neighbors
is computed, using as the date separating the "after"
- Year from the "before” year that of his mate's enrollment

@ Lastly, the after-to-béfore ratios for the sample
participants are averaged and compared to

If the figures computed indicate that neighbors of participants

eXperience a greater increase in burglary followiny the

participants! enrollment than do neighbors of the "control™

non-participants over sinilar time periods, this will strongly

suggest that burglary is being displaced from the participants
to their neighbors,

In making the above analysis the Phase II evaluator should

be aware of Seéveral potentia]l Sources of error, First, the

displacement effect under study is hecessarily that from

participants to relatively close neighbors (i.e., not to
neighboring communities), TIf desired, the value of n"g»

may
be increased to partially offset thig limitation,

Second, some

locations Presumed to be nNon=-participant bPremises may actually
be unregistereq participants, p costly but effective controy
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for this type of error ;s telephone verification of non-
participant status for locations included in the non-participant
sample and for all burglarized neighbors. Third, some partici-
pants in the sample may not have maintained their warning decals
Oor even have posted any. This may be checked via either a
telephone or field survey but, again, the costs can be consider-
able. Fourth, the analytic procedure assumes that the number
of neighbors of locations in the participant sample will be
roughly equal to those ot locations in the non-participant
sample; it one group has signiticantly more neighbors than the
other it will have a higher burglary total when the burglary
rates per location are equal for both groups. Since the
analysis relies on atter-pefore comparisons of burglary rates,
the sizes of the two groups cancel out to some extent. Finally,
unless the size of the participant sample (and theretore of the
non-participant sample as well) is large enough the number of
potentially-displaced burglaries will be small, since the
normal "attack rate"” measured in burglaries per premise per
year is quite low. This consideration may be used to estiméte
the number of premises in an adeguately=-sized sample by making
use of data on the average attack rate, the density’of premise
l§catioﬁs (eeg., in premises per square mile), and the value:
ot "d". . |

In order to pertorm the above analys;s it is necessary»to
have a data base whicn‘includes intormation on the lOCétionS.OI
participants; their enrollment dates; and burglaries, including

83

A S




S Tt S~

- g - A gy

the date and location of each. Also necessary will be the

capability to determine the distance between any pair of

specified locations, such as the distance between two partici-

pants, or the distance between a participant and the scene ot

a reported burglary. This type of data base and distance

measurement capability exist in St. Louis where both participant

and burglary data are geo—codeﬁ and stored on computer tapes.
The list of participant addresses, a map of the city, and a
reverse telephone directory may be used to select the non-
participant sample. It is not necessary to determine the
addresses of any of the "neighbors" which figure in the
analyses -- instead the address of each reported burglary
during an appropriate time period is used to determine whether
Or not it qualifies as a neighbor of any location in either

the participant or non-participant sample,

L. 'Question 8 - Ig Stolen O-I Property More Likely to Be
Recovered by Police Than Unmarked Property?

Increased recovery of stolen pProperty is one of the major

objectives of the O-I program,

property recovery, however, makes evaluation of this aspect of

0-I extremely difficult, Any tests based on comparison of

items now being recovered. The evaluation plan Presented below

is designed to provide some Secondary evidence with which to

investigate the question, and to estimate an upper bound on
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what O-I can do in increasing the recovery‘of stolen property.
If these objectives are considered insufficient by the Phase II
evaluator, it is suggested that this question be omitted from
the evaluation,

Data for the Phase II plan will be drawn from all four of
the previously identified sources:

° survey of experts (to gain further insight %nto Fhe
actual and potential value of property markings);

ice records (to study property recovery rates for
° ggiiable and unmarkable stolen property, to assess thed
amounts of markable and unmarkable property stolen, zn
to learn if O-I participants give police more acgu;aaets).
descriptions of stolen property than do non-participan :

® survey of O~I implementors (to learn of recent experience
with recovery of marked property); and,

® survey of 0-I participants (to determine the extggtigo
which O-I property inventory forms are used to ai
providing descriptions of stolen property).

Each of these components of the evaluation is discussed in the

following paragraphs.

1 How do Police Experts on Property Recovery Assess The

vValue of 0-I Markings in Property Recovery? Police burglary

detectives, and officers of pawn shop, anti-fencing, and
covered property units deal with property recovery problems
re

day-to-day basis. Such individuals contacted during the
on 4a - - °

Ph I study contributed much regarding practical and routine
ase _
ts of property recovery, and how these might be affected
aspec

0-I. Questions used in the Phase I field survey will be
by O-1.

> .

i umber of
the survey instrument used). BY contacting a larger n
e 4
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persons in the Phase II survey than was possible for the Phase I
(see the field Survey tor method of selection), the breadth

and reliability ofr the previous survey findings should be
increased. As suggested ror the other activities relying on
this type ot data, an in=-person, intormal tormat seems most
appropriate. Also, the inclusion of several cities, as
recommended earlier, will reduce possible biases arising from
atypical circumstances in the cities contacted. <¢onsequently
the payoft from this type ot research is more likely to be

a broadened understanding ot the problem than an accurate

measurement of it.

2. What Can Be Learned ¥From Routinely rrepared Police

Records Regarding the Value of property Markings in Recovery ot

Stolen woods? Police property recovery reports usually indicate

the number of items and'types of goods recovered. Some also

indicate the value of these items., If no value is given it is

possible to obtain it from the original theft report, when the
incident in which the item was taken can be identified, or by
estimation from the values reported for similar stolen items.
The evaluation proposed involves estimating separately the
total values of markable and unmarkable property recovered in
a specified period of time by several police égencies, and

comparing them with the corresponding totals Ffor property stolen

during the same period of time. This makes it possible to

(1) learn whether property recovery rates are similar for

markablgyand unmarkable property, and to (2) estimate the
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improvement in total property recovery which would result if O-I
markings led to the recovery of all stolen markable property.

0f course, O-I cannot be expected to do this so the assessment
results will provide an upper bound on the possible improvement
rather than an estimate of the improvement itself.

Data to be collected, based on an appropriate sample of
police agencies and records on file there, inciude, for a
specified period of time:

RM = the value of recovered markable property

the value of recovered unmarkable property

RU

SM = the value of markable property reported stolen

Sy = the value of unmarkable property reported stolen
Partial estimates of SM and SU will be available from the
regearch for Question 4, which yields figures referring to
burglary losses only. These should be supplemented with
tabulations for robbery and larceny.

The values of RM, RU, SM, and SU may be used tQ compute
six useful effectiveness measures:

(1) RU_+ RM = the overall property recovery rate

SU + SM

(2) sM - the fraction of the value of all property
SM + sU  stolen which is markable

(3) RM t+he fraction of the value of all recovered

RO + RM  property which is markable

the fraction of the value or all stolen

(4) RM vered and markable

ST + SM — property which is reco

(5)' RM = the recovery rate for markable property

SM
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(6) RU = the recovery rate for unmarkable property

U

Measure (1), the overall property recovery rate, is computed
annually by many police agencies, In St. Louis, Missouri, for
example, during 19/2 the overall value or recovered property,
excluding stolen automopiles, was 10.6 bercent of the valye
stolen. Measures (2) and (4) indicate the tractions of the
value ot all Property stolen whichn are stolen and markable, and
Tecovered and markable, The ditterencs between the two figures
is the improvement in the recovery rate which would be

experienced it alil stolen markaple items carried O~I marks and

if all such items were consequently recovered, Measure (3) is

property is recovered in the same proportion as it is stolen,

Finally, measures (5) and (6) indicate the recovery rates

for markaple ang unmarkable property (i.e., of the value of

all stolen markable Property, how much is Tecovered? and, ofr the

value or all stolen unmarkaple bProperty, how much is recoveredrs),

These two measures are usetul in indicating whether the recovery

rate ror markable property, which includes O-I broperty, may

be different from that for unmarkable Property tor reasons

other than 0-I,

benefits ot Property marking woulg be to investigate the

Tecovery rate for serial number-marked property‘on the assump-
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tion that serialized property can be used as a surrogate for
O-I property.

Some factors attecting the validity of the analysis
described above are: |

® Recovered property data will inclgde property recovered
from simple loss, non-burglary crimes, other. .
jurisdictions, and incidents wblch occurred in t%ﬁe
periods other than that specified for the analysis.

® Burglary and recovery data may be seasonal andlsuzzict
to long term trends; this can be tested by col ect g
sufficient historical data on the value of property
stolen and recovered.

® Some recovered property may be returned to owners w1§?§gt
passing through the police property recovery room. als ’
the extent to which this occurs will probably vary a g

police agencies, depending on the property recovery and
return procedures followed.

@ The property value estimates given in theft and recovery

reports are sub‘iect to error. Also, the p;ggeggiizeﬁzr
s i B r differ among agencies .
computing these may diffe and orzicer
] d be to compute e
An alternate approach woul unbe
i d as well as the va .
items stolen and recoveare _ : :
zgeqﬁate procedures for counting will be reguired.

The final aspect of this part of the Phase II evaluation
relates to the extent tq which O-I participants complete O-I
property inventory forms and then use them at the time of a
burglary loss to provide the police with more accurate stolen
property descriptions than might otherwise be the case.. A
plan for assessing this aspect of O-I participant»compllanqe
has been given above under Question 2.

3 3 ) om
3. Has Recent Property Recovery Experience Differed Fr

‘ itors? None
he Low Levels Previously Reported by 0-I Implementors? Non
the Low

i i d
£ the 0~I projects contacted in the Phase I Field an
o < S C
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Telephone surveys, conducted from' December 1974 through March . .
' ragency does not guarantee that the item will be returned to

1975, reported any significant levels of property recovery ) ) .
! P Y ‘g 1ts owner. Circumstances uncer which return does not occur

% Lo attributable to 0-I, It is suggested that this information

S A include failure to observe or recognize the meaning or the O-I
‘f? ‘ B be brought up to date at the time of the Phase II evaluation by marking on the property, inapbility to trace an observed marking
: reinquiring about property recovery in the Phase II telephone to an owner, and failure to locate an identiried owner. Assess—
;fif“ survey of O-I implementors. Here again, the Phase I Field | ment ot the property return benefits of O-I has been hindered
Survey instrument may be used as the basis for conducting this by the same problem encountered in assessing its property
facet of the telephone survey.,

o T
[N R N e

recovery benefits: too few stolen O-I property items have
4. Do Burglarized O-I Participants Report Using O-I

been recovered to reliably examine the property return pro-
éﬂrﬁ; Inventory Forms to Aid in Describing Stolén Property? One

.cedures. The plan given above for Question 8, regarding the

rocedure for 4 ini ‘ ’ ich O=- rtici Tt
p etermining the extent to which O-I participants recovery odwako

o) ‘
SN .
Tk PO e e

provide police with improved descriptions of stolen property ' fications., be used to conduct a more adequate assessment of
’

i g » has been described above., Since one part of the Phase II 0-I's property return benefits than heretofore available. The

telephone survey of 0-I participants involves a 100 percent methodology for Question 8 will only be summarized briefly

sample of burglarized participants in some cities (see Question
4),

here; the earlier discussion provides additional details,

@ section on property recovery easily can be added which Applicable elements of the Phase II plan for Question 8

will solicit relevant intormation directly trom the participants. include:

The types ot data sought should include:

I i rty recovery,
he survey of police expertg on proper :
° -pranding it to include an inquiry rggard;pg 0-I's _
potential property return benefits glncludlng a section
on the possibility that O-I marks might be altered or

removed by the burglar or by a fence);

® how often were invent

Cter ory forms used in givin ropert
descriptions? 7 7 prop !

B ® were the forms sometimes unavailable or lost?

use of police records on property recovered to determine !

® were items stolen not listed on the forms? and ° the extent to which markable and unmarkable items are !
FN BN . , ~ ' : a0 returned to their owners (this 1is discussed in more ;
o | Gnowinatic: o LTI reeorereur 1t so, i i el haton s -
. i erty descripti f . .
beneficial to the recovery? P Y prions were . ’@ reference to the analysis proposed for Question 2

regarding the extent to which O-I participants complete

i ; ] forms and use them to provide police
Property More Likely to Be e _ property inventory : & since such
Returned to Owners Than U ' - ; - ‘o descriptions of stolen property,
; 1 Unmarked Property? ; [ g;ggrggigong arepsometimes used o0 trace recovered
Recovery ot an item of stolen 0O- ' .

| . s
I property by a police stolen property to lts owne

90. | | e 91




© the survey of O-I implementors, adding a section on
recent experience with the return of 0O-I property to
owners; and,

© the survey of burgiarized 0=I participants, modified by T
the addition of questions regarding whether any of the _,WJI
property stolen was returned to the participant as a E
result of its having been marked or having been described e
in a police burglary report,

The use of police property recovery and return records to
explore 0-I's property return benefits would methodelogically
parallel the procedure given for their use in resolving

Question 8., Data to be collected include, tor a specified

period of time: .

RM = the value of recovered markable property

RU the value ot recovered unmarkable pProperty

™

i

the value of recovered markable property traced to and
returned to its owner :

TU = the value of recovered unmarkable property traced to
and returned to its owner
RM and R U will be available from the analysis for Question 8, T

SO0 only TM and TU will have to be compiled to satisfy the data

requirements for this analysis, As for Question 8, tabulations

for markable and unmarkable Property are used instead of figures

for marked and unmarked Property, since too tew marked items are o7

likely to be available tor. a reliable assessment., Once

estimated, the value of RM, RU, T™ and TU are used to compute

six usetul measures ot eftectiveness:

(L) T™ + Ty = the overall property return rate

RM + RU -
(2) __RM__ = the fraction of the value Of all recovered )
RM + RU pProperty which is markable [
(3) TM = ; ~ , - -
TR the fraction Ot the value ot all returned

Property which is markaple

(4) TM = the traction of the value ot all recovered
RM + RU property which is markable and returned

1}

(5) TM
o

the return rate for recovered markable property

(6) TU
RU

the return rate for recovered unmarkable property
Measure (1) indicates the ftraction of recovered property which
is returned to owners; it provides a benchmark against whieh
some of the other measures can be compared.. Measure (2),
computed previously tor uuestion"g;;indicates‘the;rraction or&ell
recovered property which is markebie -~ 1f each such ieem
carried an O-I marking and could tnererorekpe returned to its
owner this tigure would represent the maxiﬁﬁm return rate
achievable through O-I. Measure (3) indicates the extent #b
which recovered and returned property is markable. It may

be compared with measure (2) to determine it markable property
is returned in the same proportion as it is recovered. Measure
(4) indicates the fraction of recovered property which is
markable and returned to its owner; the ditrterence between it
and measure (2) is an estimate ot the.maximum amount of
improvement in the property return rate which could be

hieved as a result of O-I. Measures (5) and (6) indicate
ac

both the fraction of recovered markable property which is
ot

turned and the fraction of recovered unmarkable property
“retu :

. .

t of markable property is easier (or harder) to accomplish
return - )

than that of unmarkable property.
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All the potential sources of error identified for the
corresponding analysis in Question & apply to the present
analysis. An additional factor to be consideréd is that some
recovered property may be held as evidence for long periods of
time, and therefore not be returned even if the owner has been

located.
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ABSTRACT

This report presents a mbdel data collection and evalua-
tion plan for use by local Operation TIdentification (referred
to as O-I) projects. Identified are key data elements, infor-
mation sources, data collection procedures, guantitative mea-
sures, specific comparisons, and implementation guidelines for
14 evaluation questions. The elements of this design are based
on the frameworks of activities of Operation Identificatign

projects developed for the Phase 1 studye.
The 14 questions, grouped into four evaluation areas (par-

ticipant recruitment and enrollment, burglary deterrence, Pprop-

erty recovery and return, and other O-1 benefits), are each

discussed in sufficient detail to permit their use without ref-

erence to the other guestions. As a result, project evaluators

can "design" individualized evaluation plans by selecting only

those questions which are compatible with the resources and

needs of their projects.

This plan is based on the following assumptions: (1) the

0-I project is new; (2) the implementation of an experimental

design requiring a. control group is not feasible; (3) automated

procedures for data collection and analysis are not available;

and (4) the’evaluation effort will be continued for at least one

year.
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SUMMARY

A. Purpose and Qutline

This report preéents a model data collection and evalu-
ation design (or plan) for use by local Operation Identification
(cften referred to as 0-I) projects. Identified for this evalu-
ation design are key data elements, specific measures, gquantita-
tive comparisons, and implementation guidelines. The elements
of this plan are based on the frameworks of activities of
Operation Identification projects developed specifically for
this study. (See the report: Assessment of Effectiveness,"”
also produced for the Phase I Evaluation of 0~I, for a complete
discussion of the frameworks of activities.)

B. Evaluation Questions

The proposed evaluation plan is’designed both to measure
the success or failure of project implementation and to test
the ultimate effects of O-I (i.e., burglary reduction and im-
proved property recovery and return). The questions presented

in the plan are grouped into four evaluation areas.

Recruitment, Distribution and Enrollment. The evaluation

questions raised in this area are designed to help project im-

plementors assess the direct effects of O-I project activities

intended to: (1) persuade persons to join Operation Identifi-

cation, and (2) assist them in obtaining necessary materials,

forms, and instructions. Questions about the quality of 0-I
project efforts are often the easiest to explore, since much
of the evaluation data required is frequently generated by
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the project itself in monitoring its own efforts.

The specific evaluation questions for this area are:

1.

4.

How successful is the 0-I project in informing

and recruiting citizens for Operation Identifi-
cation?

How effectively and efficiently does each recruit-

ment method used by the 0-I project produce new
participants?

How successiul are the enrollment procedures,
forms, and equipment?

How well do O-I participants comply with project

- instructions and guidelines? :

Burgléfy Deterréncé:".The.questions relating to burglary

_deterrence, the major objective of O-I, are designed to evaluate

0-I's deterrent effect for both project participants and all

households within the target area. Also included are questions

which test thé validity of alternative explanations for these

effects among O-I participants.

The specific questions examined in this area are:

5.

6.

9.

pProperty Recovery and Return.

Do 0-I participants experience an absolute decline
in burglary rates?

Do 0O-I participants’experience a decline in burglary
rates relative to non-participants?

ici rtion of
Do 0-I participants repo;t a grea@er propor 2
the progerty crimes committed against Fhem.to the
police after joining Operation Identification?

ici 1 "false" burglary rate
Do O-I participants experience fa _ _rat
reductigns because projects enroll_a disproportionate
number of recently burglarized citizens?

in 1 llectively ex-
Do households in the target area co :
erience a decline in reported burglaries because of

Operation Identification?

The evaluation gquestions

xii



in this area relate to the second major claimed benefit of o-I1,

and are:

10. Is stolen O-I

marked pbroperty more likely to be
returned to it

§ owner than unmarked property?

11. Is stolen O-T marked

propefty more likely to be
recovered by the poli

ce than unmarked Property?

l2. 1Is recovered O-I m

arked broperty more likely to be
traced to its owne

r than unmarked property?
Other O-I Benefits.

Two Secondary benefits are also fre-

quently cited by Project implementors. Evaluaéion,questions

related to these benefits are:

13. Does an o-1 Project improve the relationship
between the police and oO-T participants and non-
parcicipants? |

Do O-I participants-use more targetmhardening
Procedures than'non—participants?
These 14 evaluation questions are not designed to serve

the same burpose. Some address

4 8[ ll' 12

O-I project will depend upon the reso
Of the project,

project enroiled (Question 1)?, and what burglary deterrence
benefits, if any, have project participants experienced (Ques-
tion 5)? This plan is recommended for projects’with only
minimal resources with which to collect, maintain, and analyze
the required data. If greater resources are available,kthe %ow‘
effort plan can be expanded to include four additional quesflons
to expand upon the burglary deterrent effects of O-I {guestions

. 2 recruit-~
6 and 9), and to monitor the immediate effects of the
r ° .

: ; tions 2 and
ment and enrollment activities of the project (ques

i estions and
3) The third plan includes all 14 evaluation gquestion
requires cdnsiderably more effort.

C. Data Sources

d 3 3 t H £
a

S

ce ures d eq lI g Va ylllg aI[lOU.IltS Of effOI to
14

2 i i e h

. .

ion procedures
sact staff members or volunteers. Collection p
by project s

. «

of the individual O-I project.

i t can be used
i mechanisms tha
. tive collectlon
Three alterna ;

: i ither
are: . of registration (ei
. at the time c esen-—
© PartlcépanzsiZ§Z§yor interviewed by project repr
2]l f-administel :
Three sample Plans are Suggested. The low effort plan’ iiiivzs . ficipant
o i ' ' B : : ~d by each partic nt
5 Consists of only two Questions: How Many participants has the ; mﬁfu o survey information form completed by
Tk

| and returned to the ?;oject.

xXiv

¥
a
7

s

| T
kel A

Rt



Rl i e Qs 5 e

o Survey information obtained by telephoning each
participant.

Important factors to be considered in selecting these methods
are: (1) the amount of time distribution site workers can
spend with each participant; (2) the number and quality of

voluntary mailback surveys; and (3) the amount of resources

required for a telephone survey.

2. O-I project files. This information source refers to
data items that are usually maintained by the project itself,
such as the,number of participants enrolled and the amount of

resources expended.

3. Target area crime statistics. This information

source refers to summary crime statistics maintained by the local

police department for the project's target area

4. Individual burglary records. This source refers to

detailed information collected about individual burglaries that

occur after the C-I project has begun through the examination

of every burglary report filed after the beginning of tﬁe O-I

progect5 Prior to the implementation of this evaluatibn plan,

an accurate appraisal should be made of what required data
» '
1tems are not currently recorded on each burglary report and

how willi :
willing the police are to modify their reporting forms to

capture the required data.

5. ' '
Police property room records. The data items collected

from
! Property room records are used exclusively to provide

evaluativ Wi - :
tive measures with which to assess the property recovery

and ret i
turn benefitg of O-I. If such an evaluation is not

XV
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desired, then collection of these data items is unnecessary.
When undertaken, it is recommended that the information
collected about the recovery and return of property by the
police be limited to a subset of property types, defined by
each project (e.g., information may be collected only for
stolen television sets and radios).

6. Post survey. The final data sodfqe‘is a survey of

both O-I participants and non-participants conducted one year
after the beginning of the project. |

| Sinée burglary infprmation about O-I participants is
crucial to the evaluation 6f the burglary dét;rrent effects of
O0-I two mechanisms are described in this plan for acquiring

this information. The recommended procedure is a post survey

of all O-I participants. The alternate mechanism is the
examination of all residential burglary reports filed during the
past year. This procedure requires that the officer reporting
each burglary must indicate whether the victimized hodsehold
displays project decals and has marked property.

D. Scope of the Evaluation Plan

This evaluation plan is a compromise: it is as specific
as possible without imposing special conditions or requirements
upon individual projects. The following paragraphs describe
the plan's basic assumptions, structure, and limitations.

1. Assumptions of the evaluation plan. Regardless of

the sophistication and quality of any plan, the legitimacy of
the final resulﬁs is largely dependent. upon accurate and objec-

xXvi
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tive interpretations by project evaluators. Essential to the

formulation of such interpretations is a complete and thorough
understanding of the basic assumptions upon which the plan,

the data. items, the measures, and the questions themselves are
based. ' This section presents the following assumptions about
the overall structure of the evaluation plan and about the kinds
of environments in which it can be implemented.

o The 0-I project is new. The basic plan assumes that
the project will be able to evaluate its efforts and
effects from its inception. Thus, the data needs for
the evaluation plan can be included in the initial
planning of project operations. This plan can also be
used to evaluate ongoing projects, but care must be
taken to adequately identify changes which will be
required in both police and project reporting forms
and procedures. T

o The implementation of an experimental design‘requiring
""" The imposition of a
control group for such voluntary self-help projects as

O0-I is not a feasible evaluation design for most com-
munities.

o ‘Automated procedures for data collection and analysis
are not available. Few O-I projects have either the
resources or expertise to design or use computer pro-
cessing procedures. Although many police departments
use interactive computer terminals to retrieve infor-
mation about wanted individuals and stolen property,

few O-I projects use data processing to record or
analyze their project data.

The evaluation effort will be continued for at least
one year. The one year minimum time span recommended
for this evaluation plan permits an adeguate amount of
data to ?e collected and also minimizes the effects of
seasonality in the analysis of the collected data.

2. Structure of the plan.

To make this evaluation plan
as applicable to as many O-I projects as possible, it has been

designed to be as "modular" as possible. This feature enables

ot prqject evaluators to select only those guestions, procedures,

xvii

and measures which are applicable to their projects.

Each evaluation question in this plan represents a

modular unit which can be referred to without knowledge of the

other questions. The discussion for each question includes:

o]

0]

o]

o]

the purpose of the question;

the specific quantitative measures to monitor a project
activity or test for a project effect;

the data items required to galculate each measure;
the information source for each data item;

difficulties with the reliability, consistency, Of
adequacy of the data; :

specific comparisons and analyses to make; and

interpretation of the evaluation results.

For several questions and data.items, alternative measures,

information sources, and data collection procedures are identi-

fied. These alternatives are included to enable project

evaluators to select the methods and data sources that are

most feasible for their particular projects. When two oOr

i it 3 cks of
more alternatives are presented, the merits and drawba

each are identified; and, in some instances, particular methods

and data sources are recommended.

3.

cookbook for evaluating 0-I projects.
include all of the spe

sures, an

Further, the plan is not designed as a

as a suppl

I,imitations of the plan. This evaluation plan is not a

It does not, for example,
cific details about the procedures, mea-

d forms that will be required to implement an evaluation.

gubstitute for, but rather

ent to the efforts of project evaluators and adminis-
em

xviii
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trators who are familiar with the specific project to be evalu-

ated. The plan does provide a systematic guide to the evaluation

L e S ek

of the important questions and procedures about O-I projects

that have been identified in this study.

For each O-1I project,‘the'evaluator may want to add to or

modify the questions and measuxes that are recommended in order
to adapt this plan to the local environment and particular objec-

tives of his 0-I project. It is important to note that this plan

N T SR e TR

does not addréss all of the methods and project effects associ-

m TR, E L
A i R oA

ated with Operation Identification projects. The specific

qguestions presented herein represent only those areas deemed most

~%; ;;‘ useful and feasible for evaluation by local and state agencies.

Evaluation questions best answered in studies involving the

examination of several O-I projects at the same time are identi-

fied in "Plans for Phase II Evaluation Activities" (another
product of the Phase I Evaluation of Operation Identification) .
As an example, this plan does not recommend that individual pro-
jects evaluate the effect of O~I on the burglar in terms of

increased apprehensions, prosecutions, or convictions. This

{3; o - recommendation is based on the Phase I assessment of O-I which
E; ‘i?%’ found that no O-I project to date has documented any substan-

ii ‘fzg o tive improvement due to O-I in the number of apprehended or

prosecuted burglars.

In discussing the measures to be used for each evaluation

‘question in this plan, numerous mathematical formulas are pre-
sented. In szt instances, these formulas can be easily under-

xXix
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stood since they are simple equations which merely require the
division of one number by another to obtain a percentage or rate.
For those persons who may find that reading and interpreting

such formulas distracts from their understanding of the measure,

adequate explanations are also included in the text accompanying

each formula. In addition, the application of each formula

s

using sample data is ililustrated in Appendix F.

D. TImplementation Guidelines

This section presents a checklist of specific activities
for each phase of the evaluation plan;' The contribution of
these activities to the quality of the final evaluation cannot v
be overemphasized. The best-conceived plan will produce only

minimal results unless there is sufficient planning to ensure

both the existence of the required evaluation data and the co-
operation of the police officials and project staff. 3

1. Initial planning. Such activities preferably should

take place before the 0~I project begins. Depending on staff
time available and project size, initial planning efforts can
easily require several man-months. Specific activities to be

completed in this phase include: ;

o Determination of the specific evaluation questions to
address.

o Determination of the specific measures and data items .
required for each evaluation question. ~

o Review of information sources.

o) Tdentification and contact with the principal adminis-
trators involved in implementing and evaluating the

' project.

XX




O Determination of the capabilities and size of the evalu-~
ation staff. '

0 Construction of an overall evaluation schédule.‘

O Estimation of the total tesources required for the
evaluation.

Once the O-I project begins, the

ongoing data collection efforts should be monitored on a regular

basis by the project staff to assure:

(1) on-going evaluation data'are checked for consistency
and errors during the collection period;

(2) early resolution of ambiguities and Problems with
the collection Procedures or forms; ang

(3) better recognition and assessment by the evaluator
of secondary and unexpected results and non-quanti-

fiable effects which may weaken the validity of the
final results,

3. Final‘analysis.

The major data collection task is the completion of the

pPost-survey of o-7 pParticipants ang non-participants; survey

Preparation shoulg havea begun approximately three to four months

Important issues to

(3) construction of each survey Qquestionnaire-

[4

(4) pretesting the surveys;

(5) training the interviewers; and

xxi.

T WP

(6) tabulating the final results.
Other tasks include accumulation of all
use of the information to test each question,

of the evaluation results.

xxii
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose and Outline

This report presents a model data collection and evalua-
tion design (or plan) for use by local Operation Identification
(often referred to as 0-I) projects. Identified for this evalu-
ation design are key data elements, specific measures, quanti-
tative comparisons, and implementation guidelines. The elements
of this plan are based on the frameworks of activities of Oper-
ation Identification projects developed specifically for this
study. (See the report: "Assessment of Effec£iveness," also
produced for the Phase I Evaluation of 0-I, for a complete
discussion of the frameworks of activities.)

This report is divided into six chapters. The first one
discusses the need for and usefulness of local 0O-I project eval-
uations, defines the characteristics of property marking pro-
grams examined for this study, outlines a simple 0-I project
model, discusses the scope and limitations of the evaluation
plan presented, and identifies other evaluation research mate-
rials that can be used to supplement the plan.

Chapter II presents an overview of thé entire evaluation
plan. Included are the 14 evaluation questions addressed in
this plan, the specific data items to be collected, the source
of each item, a checklist of implementation tasks, and a brief
discussion of the cost of implementing the plan.

The remaining four chapters present specific measures and
comparisons for assessing each evalﬁation guestion. Chapter IIT

1



g

e TR T, T

raises four questions related to recruitment and enrollment ac~
tivities; Chapter IV is devoted exclusively to guestions about
burglary deterrence; and Chapter V has three evaluatidn Qﬁes—
tions about the property recovery and retﬁrn effects of Oper-
ation Identification. Chapter VI examines two secondary bene-
fits:of O-I: improved police-community relations and the use of
O-I projects to promote other crime prevention activities.
Appendix A summarizes the data items required for each
evalﬁation questidn. Appendixes B through E contain sample eval-
uation forms; and Appendix F contains numerical examples illus-

trating the use of the measures and comparisons introduced in
chapters III through VI.

B. Why Evaluate?

The systematic evaluation of crime control projects has

become an important facet of modern police management. The large

infusion of federal monies into local police systems in the

last 10 years has accelerated this change. Federal and state

grants to local communities for crime control projects routine-

ly require grantees to account for the monies spent and to

document project effects. Although grant evaluation require-

ments are still viewed by some grantees as "strings" which

allow federal and state bureaucrats to interfere with local

problems, this

and local government officials come to realize the advantages

of program evaluation,

More important than the mere fulfillment of grant require-

2
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ments are the benefits that the management system of a police

department can derive from adequate project evaluations. These

benefits include:

0 collection of useful data upon which administrative
decisions can be based;

O operational feedback to project staff members about
the effectiveness of specific procedures and forms;

0 more accurate and objective assessments of the actual
effects of the projects; and

0 more accurate accounting procedures to reco;d.the total
resources expended for specific project activities.

With most local police departments today facing severe
budget restrictions, more than ever those departments must uti-
lize as much information as possible to determine whether crime
control projects should be continued, modified, or abandoned.
For a pilot project initially funded through eithgr a federal or
state agency (frequently the case with Operation Identification
projects), it must be decided whether the effectiveness of the
project justifies its continued support with local funds. Fi-
nally, results of earlier evaluations can be useful in planning
the implementation of new projects; and costly mistakes, recog-
nized from earlier efforts, can be avoided.

Thé evaluation plan outlined in this report reflects the
"feedback" concept of evaluation (i.e., the evaluation results
can be‘used by project implementors to improve specific ac-
tivities of the project). This contrasts with the "final re-

, merely reporting the failure or success of

port" chcept (i .

the project to an outside agency). Data items and measures are

'3
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described for monitoring the immediate effects of O~T project
activities and evaluating their ultimate impact upon burglary

deterrence and property recovery.

The evaluation plan presented in this report is designed
for property marking programs with +he following characteris-

tics:

© citizens are encouraged to mark each movable piece of
valuable property they own;

© a personal identifier, unique to each citizen, is
used; and,

0 burglary deterrence is the major goal of the project.
An idealized model of Operation Identification projects

is used to categorize the evaluation gquestions addressed in this

plan. The model consists of three components: participant re-

cruitment, material distribution and pérticipant‘enrollment;
burglary deterrence; and property recovery. For a brief de-

scription of each component, see pages 2 to 4 of the sunmary

report presented earlier in this volume ("Summary of the Assess-—

ment of Operation Identification's Effectiveness").

D. Scope of the Evaluation Plan

The construction of this evaluation plan involved an in-

evitable conflict of objectives. In order to make the plan as

practical as possible for individual projects, it is necessary

to identify data items, information Sources, and evaluation

procedures as bPrecisely as possible. 1In contrast, to ensure

the usability of the plan by as many o-1 Projects as possible,
4
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data items, Measures, and procedures are outlined only in
general form, leaving the “fine tuning" of these elements to
individual project evaluators.

This evaluation plan is a compromise: it is as specific
as possible without imposing special conditions or requirements
upon individual projects. The following paragraphs describe
the plan's basic assumptions, structure, and limitatiohs.

1. Assumptions of ‘the evaluation plan. RegardIless of

the sophistication and quality of any plan, the legitimacy of
the final results is largely dependent upon accurate and objec-
tive interpretations by project evaluators. Essential to the
formulation of such interpretations is a complete and thorough
understanding of the basic assumptions upon which the plan, the
data items, the measures, and the questions themselves are based.
This section presents the following assumptions about the over-

all structure of the evaluation plan and .about the kinds of en-

vironments in which it can be implemented.

- ject is new. The basic plan assumes that

° Egg grgjgizjwill be able to evaluate its Effortz a;d
effects from its inception.‘ Thus, tbe da,a'nge.sl or
the evaluation plan can be_lncluded_ln the 1n1t1i .
planning of project operations. This plan canki go e
used to evaluate ongoing projects, but care mgi . e
taken to adequately identify chgnges Wthh.Wl e
required in both police and project reporting forms

and procedures.

The implementation of an experimental design requiring

° '  is 1 he imposition of a
' roup is not feasible. T '
aoggggioérgup ?or such voluntary self—help projects as
S—I is not a feasible evaluation design for most com-
munities. |
Automated procedures for data collection and analysis
o

are not available. Few O-I projects have either the

5
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resources or expertise to design or use computer pro-
cessing procedures. Although many police departments
use interactive computer terminals to retrieve infor-
mation about wanted individuals and stolen property,
few O-I projects use data processing to record or
analyze their project data.

0 The.evaluation effort will be continued for at least
one year. The one-year minimum time span recommended
or this evaluation plan permits an adequate amount
of data to be collected and also minimizes the effects
of seasonality in the analysis of the collected data.

2. Structure of the plan. To make this evaluation plan

applicable to as many O-I projects as possible, it has been

designed to be as "modular" as possible. This feature enables

0-I project evaluators to select only those guestions, procedures,

and measures which are applicable to their projects.
The discussion for each question includes:
o the purpose of the question;

0 the'sgecific quantitative measures to monitor the
activity or test the effect;

© the data items required to calculate each measure;
© the information source for each data item;

o difficulties with the reliability, consistency, or
adequacy of the data;

0 specific comparisons and analyses to make; and
O 1interpretation of the evaluation results.

For several gquestions and data items, alternative measures,

information sources, and data collection procedures are iden-

tified. These alternatives are included to enable project

evaluators to select the methods and data sources that are most

feasible for their particular projects. When two or more

alternatives are presented, the merits and drawbacks of each

6
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are identified; and, in some instances, particular methods and

data sources are recommended.

3. Limitations of the plan. This evaluation plan is not

a cookbook for evaluating O-I projects. It does not, for exam-
ple, include all of the specific details about the procedures,
measures, and forms that will be required to implement an evalu-
ation. Further, the plan is not designed as a substitute for,
but rather as a supplement to the efforts of project evéluators
and administrators who are familiar with the specific project
to be evaluated. The plan does provide a systematic guide to
the evaluation of the important questions and procedures about
0-I projects that have been identified in this study.

For each 0-I project, the evaluator may want to add to ox
modify the guestions and measures that are recommended in order
to adapt this plan to the local environment and particular chbjec~
tives of the O~I project. It is important to note that this plan
does not address all of the methods and project effects associated
with Operation Identification projects. The specific questiops
presented herein represent only those areas deemed'most useful
and feasible for evaluation by local and state agencies. Evalu-
ation gquestions best answered in studies involving the exami-
nation of several O-I projects at the same time are identified
in "Plans for Phase II Evaluation Activities" (another product
of the Phase 1 Evaluation of Operation Identification). As an
example, this plan does not recommend that individual projects

evaluate the effect of O-1 on the burglar in terms of apprehen-

7
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sions, prosecutions, or convictions. This recommendation is 1. Operation Identification. The few useful evaluations

based on the Phase I assessment of O0-I which found that no 0O-I of O-I projects or of burglary prevention programs in general

A ¥ : project to date has documented any substantive improvement to date include:
o An. Evaluation.of Operation Identification as Imple-
mented in Illinois. Hans W. Mattick, C. Kavanagh
Olander, David G. Baker, and Harold E. Schlegel.
University of Illinois at Chicago Circle (prepared
for Illinois Law Enforcement Commission), September,
1974.

:j~,ﬁ '\é due to O-I in the number of apprehended or prosecuted burglars.

In discussing the measures to be used for each evaluation

DA question in this plan, numerous mathematical formulas are pre-

sented. In most instances, these formulas can be easily under- o Purglary Prevention: Police Expectations and Ex~

periences. T. Wwhite, K. Regan, J. Waller, and J.
Wholey. The Urban Institute (prepared for the'Natlonal
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice),
October, 1974.

stood since they are simple equations which merely reqguire the

division of one number by another to obtain a percentage or rate.

For those persons who may find that reading and interpreting

2. Evaluation of criminalrjustice programs. Although

such formulas distracts from their understanding of the measures,

s

all the following documents do not deal directly with crime pre-

adequate explanations are usually also included in the text

n a tion vent i v i i bout the
' R ok h ion programs each contains valuable information a
accompanying each formula. I ddition, the application of each * !

implementation and conduct of evaluations of criminal Jjustice

formula using sample data is illustrated in Appendix F. Statis-

) ~ S

; , . . rojects. .
15 B tical procedures, when required, are also identified in the text PEed

1 £ Cri ' Michael D.
o Evaluation of Crime Coptrol Programs. . .
Maltz, Research Operations Division, National Insti

and illustrated in Appendix F.

: tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, April,

m}r B E. Evaluation Literature ‘o 1972.

DN Y s . : : ~ . . P i : idelines

k! ? In addition to this plan, O-I project implementors and o o Evaluation in Criminal Justice “Fegrees F G;;ne ;

T B : ‘ and Pxamples. E. Albright, M. Bgﬁmi z' gid o

S 1 evaluators can draw ; : W = 5. Jdatfe, F. Jordan, Jr., R. Katz, .

1 . upon a small but rapidly growing body of : S?ﬁiéy Natioﬁal Institute of Law Enforcement and

b * ) _ . S nsky . : .

o publications about the evaluation of criminal justice programs. ‘ criminal Justice, June, 1973

i - W : i lifornia:

; i ; . ) , - of Crime Control Programs in Ca :
Selected publications about the theory, methodology, and appli- ~ © iv;igiZ;?n California Council on Criminal Justice,
cations of program evaluation which O-I evaluators may £ind L Epril, 1373

i ion: i k on Effective-
. +inizing. Evaluation: Getting Feedbac on_
(Following the procedure used through- R o Rpggxg;zérgmevand o e evams.  paniel Glaser,
= fhern California (prepared for the .

e of Mental Health, Center for Studies

iy - useful are listed below.

: rnati e o Tversity of Sou
T out this plan, several alternative references are listed for B Oniversity O

I N : National Institut 973
ICRE each subje - of Crime and Delinguency), 1973.

; ct a:ea; any one of the documents suggested within
R each area can be used to introduce the reader to that subject area.) Dol

T | : =%
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o Evaluation Research'in Corrections: A Practical Guide.
s Stuart Adams, National Institute of Law Enforcement
% -nd Criminal Justice, March, 1975.

CHAPTER II. EVALUATION PLAN

A. Introcduction

3. Evaluation methodology. General discussions about

: The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the main
;.i , methods and pitfalls in the evaluation of social programs can components of the evaluation plan for individual O-I projects,
& be found 1n: with particular attention to the nontechnical and administrati g
?f | o Practical Program Evaluation for State and Local Govern- elements of the plan. Incliuded in this chapter are: the
’{3 ment Officials. H. Hatry, R. Winnie, and D. Fisk. . . ed data
%L ' The Uxban instirnte, 1973. specific evaluation questions addressed; the require
'3 e . ' ' . : . i ; the
ol b o Readings in Evaluation Research. F. Caro (ed.), Russell elements, collection procedures, and information sources;
a Sage Foundation, 1971.
-

principal tasks required for implementation of the plani and
o Evaluation Research: Principles and Practice in Public

Service and Social Action Programs. E. Suchman, Russell

Sage Foundation, 1967.

o Evaluation Research: MethodS‘df,Assessing Program
Effectiveness. C. Welss, Engelwood Cliffs, N. J.

finally, a guide to estimating the costs of the evaluation

aeffort.

| The technical aspects of the plan (i.e., experimental
I Prentice Hall, 1972.

| isti ses) are
designs, operational measures, and statistical analy )

4., Survey methodology. Two excellent discussions of the

. . h
presented for each evaluation question 1n chapters III throug
. practical use of public surveys for program assessment are:
i :

vI.
© An Introduction to Sample Surveys for Government Man-~ T ‘ . .
" ' ‘ 3 on. Questions
A agers. C. Welss and H. Hatry. The Urban Institute, B B. Evaluation Q
1971. ..

The proposed evaluation plan is designed both to measure
S o Obtaining Citizen Feedback: The Application of Citizen
PO Surveys to Local Governments. X. Webb and H. Hatry.
oL , The Urban Institute, 1973.

. . he
the success Or failure of project implementation and to test th
e ) X

1timate effects of O~ (i.e., burglary reduction and improved
u

-
T
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property recovery and return). The questions presented 1in

jan are grouped into four evaluation areas which are closely
plan » , ;

I

duced in Chapter I.

' ‘ Recruitment, Distri

bution, and Enrollment. The evaluation

i k oject
2 tions raised in this area are designed to help Proj
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implementors assess the direct effects of O-T pProject activitiadsg
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which test the validity of alternati

intended to: (1) persuade persons to join Operation Identifi-~

cation, and (2) assist them in Oobtaining necessary materials,

forms, ang instructions., Questicns about the quality of 0-I1

project efforée are often the easiest to explore, since much of

the evaluation data required are frequently generated by the

4. How well do O-I pParticipants co
instructiong and guidelines?

Each of these questions is discussed in Chapter 1171,

Burglary Deterrence.

The questions relating to burglary
deterrence, the major objective of o-1,

O-I's deterrent effect for both Project Participantsg and all

households within the target area,

effects among O-~I Participants,

5. Do 0-I Participants ex

) pPerience ankabsolute decline
in burglary rates?

6. Do O-T Participants experience a dec
rates relative to non-participantg?

12

line in burglary

are designed to evaluate

7. Do O-I participants report a greater proportion ot
the broperty crimes committed agalnsr rhem_toothe
police after joining Operation Identification?

8. Do 0O=-I participants experience "false"'burglary'rati
reductions because Projects enro;l'a disproportionate
number of recently burglarized citizens?

9. Do households in the target area collectively experience
a decline in reported burglaries because ot Operation
Identification?

Each of these burglary deterrence questions is discussed in
Chapter 1v,

Property Recovery and Return. The evaluation questions

. . . -1
in this area relate to the second major claimed benefit of 0-I,

and are:

likely to be
telen O-I marked property more
- i:tirned to its owner than unmarked property?

' likely to be
O~-I marked property more
- i:cssgizg by the police than unmarked property?

, ; ty'more likely to
vered O~I marked proper £
o i; iigged to its owner than unmarked propertys?

Each of these questions is discussed in Chapter V.

h Y ‘ ly
t O I Benefits. TWO Secondar beneflts are frequent )
O er

ro Pcf’] v i i elated
i Two evaluation questions r

cited by proj mplementors.
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monitor project activities and etrrorts (questions 2, 3, and 4),.

A large number are designed to explore or identify the under-
lying reasons for the failure or success of the project (questions
6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, and 14). The particular set of questions
included in the evaluation design tor an individual 0-I project
will depend upon the resources, expertise, and needs of the

project,

Three sample plans are illustrated in Table 2~1. The low

effort plan consists of only two questions: How many participants

has the project enrolled?, and what burglary deterrence benefits,
if any, have project participants experienced? This plan is
recommended for projects with only minimal resources available

to collect, maintain, and analyze the required data. If greater

resources are available, Plan B, consisting of Plan A plus four

additional questions, can be adopted. Questions 6 and 9 expand

Table 2-1

EVALUATION QUESTIONS INCLUDED IN THREE SAMPLE
EVALUATION PLANS

Evaluation Questions Included

. Evaluation Effort
Plan Required Evaluative Monitori