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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, which 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 1" "Assessment of Effectiveness, I;' "Plans for 

Phase II Evaluation Activities,1I and "Plans for Evaluating a 

Single Operation Identification Proje,ct." 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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PREFACE 

This volume is part of a three volume report which 

assesses the effectiveness of Operation Identification, a popu­

lar burglary prevention program which originated in Monterey 

Park, California in 1963. The study was conducted by The 

Institute for Public Program Analys1.'s between 
October, 1974, 

and June, 1975, for the National Inst1.'tute of 
Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice as t 
par of its National EValuation Pro-

gram. 

The authors would like to acknowle_dge the 
assistance of 

Ms. Lois Mock, Mr. Fred Heinzelmann, Mr. ~ , h 

Richard Barnes of th 
cl1.c ael Mulkey, and Dr. 

e National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. Th 

ree members of The Institute for Public 
Program Analysis' B d 

oar of Directors served as members of the 
study's PrOject Advisory Board 

, providing helpful counsel and 
support during this study: Mr . 

Willer and Rimmel- Dr M' h ' . l.C ael 
Frank Susman o£ Susman , 

l1altz of the University 
Illinois at Chicago ' 

Schermer, 

of 
C1.rclei and M 

r. Joseph Lewis of The Pol1.'ce Foundation. Th 
e following people also 

in a variety f o ways: 

of the Minnesota G 

contributed to the study 
I'1r. Peter Abbey 

and Dr. Douglas Frisbie 
overnor's Corom' , 

l.SS1.on on Crime PreVention Control; Messrs. David 
Baker, Hans M t 

H a tick, Chris Olander arold Schlegel of the ' 
Center for Research in 

University of Ill' , Criminal Justice, 
l.no1.S at Chicago 

Circle; Mr. G Governmental R rant Buby of the 
esearch Institute of 

St. Louis; Ch1.'ef 
EVerett 

and 

and 
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Holladay, former chief of Police of Monterey Park, California, 

and originator of Operation Identification; Mr. William Lester 

of the Denver Anti-crime Council; Mr. Joseph Nay, Ms. Katryna 

Regan, and Dr. Thomas White! of The Urban Institute; and Mr. 

Doyle Shakelford and Ms. Barbara Bomar of the National Crime 

Prevention Institute, University of Louisville. 

The authors also wish to thank the numerous 0-1 project 

staff members and other persons who furnished information and 

materials on the local Operation Identification projects con­

tacted; though too .numerous to mention here, this study could 

not have been completed without their generous assistance. 
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INTRODUCTION 

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 they 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 tor further research designed to fill the 

knowledge gaps in areas evidencing the most promising results. 

The NEP is organized around topic ar~as which contain 

groups of projects that appear to have simil\ar goals and 

methods, and which are of interest to many st.ate 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 coordinating committee 

regarding possible further evaluation, and, in some 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 fill any identified gaps in' that knowledge . 

The evaluation coordinating committee would then address 

whether present knowledge of project results is adequate, and 

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

1 



should be implemented to obtain necessary additional infor-

The Phase II evaluation effort r if undertaken, consists mation. 

of the production of the desired additional information in each 

topic area. 

The first task of a Phase I study is the gathering of 

general knowledge about the topic area, including past evalu­

ation or research findings. Through telephone interviews and 

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 nec~ssary additional information, and the devel­

opment of a model data collect;on and 
~ evaluation design which 

may be used by single projects at the local leVel. 
B. 

The Phase I Study of Operation Identification 

In October, 1974, the National Inst;tute of 
..... Law Enforce-

ment and Criminal J t' 
us 1ce awarded a grant to The Institute for 

Public Program Analysis for th 
e purpose of conducting a Phase 

I evaluation of Operation ~dentification. The Institute for 

Public Program Analysis is a not-for-profit 
located research institute 

in St. Louis, Missouri, whose purposes 
include con­

ducting evaluatiVe studies of publ' 
, ~c programs and advanCing 

the state of the art of 
eValUation methOdology. 
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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. Operatio'n Tdentification:' A 'Review of General 

Knowledge and 'Pas't' Findings (here~fter ref~~rred to as the 

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

of the context, background, goals, and alternative approaches 

to Operation Identifica,tion (0-1), and a summary of past find­

ings of other researchers about the impl~mentation and effective­

ness of individual 0-1 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 

of 99 on-going 0-1 projects which was conducted by the research 

team to gain information about the actual interventions being 

carried out by 0-1 projects throughout the country. The proj­

ects contacted were queried about their history, organization, 

levels and sources of 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"). Iro secure more detailed information about proj ect 

operations, on-site visits were made to 18 of the 0-1 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 0-1 

3 
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urately identify the similarities projects, and to more acc 

and differences between O-I projects. 

are presented in this report. 

Results of the survey 

4. Asse'ssment of 'E,ffectiveness (hereafter referred to 

as the "Assessment"). This report presents a judgmental assess­

ment of Operation Identification based upon project performance 

data assembled during the study. As a basis for the assessment, 

which revolves around common 0-1 project assumptions and ob­

jectives', several frameworks of project activities are presented. 

They are used to describe the chain of assumptions linking the 

expenditure of funds to project activities, the project activities 

to intermediate effects I and finally, the intermediate effects 

to the ultimate impact of O-I upon the reduc,tion of burglary. 

The frameworks are also used to identify feasible measurement 

points, important data elements to be collected, and practical 

methods of data collectl' on. Al ' d ' , 
so 1 entlfied are major gaps ln 

available knowledge about O-I. 

s. 
Plans for Phase II Evalua·tion Activities (hereafter 

referred to as the "Phase II 
evaluation"). This report presents 

detailed eValUation plans 
designed to resolve the knowledge 

gaps identified in the As 
. sessment. These separate plans are also in 
corpora ted into one overall I 

p an,for a Phase II study. 
6. .!:.... la"ns for 'Evaluatl' 'n'g' . 

a Sing'le' UpeYa't'ion' 'Identification Pr ' 
- o]e£!:. (hereafter referred to 

as the "Single Project evalu-ation") . 
This report presents 

a model evaluation design for Use in eValUating , 
lndividual proJ'ects 

at the state and local 
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• levels. Included in the plan are s'f:andard 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 0-1 materials and information has been assembled. 

, I obtal'ned from the 0-1 proJ'ects contacted, Included are materla s 

reports on 0-1 project evaluations, news and magazine articles 

about 0-1, and copies of studies and proposed legislation re-

lated to varlOUS aspec s , t of property marking and identification. 

c. Outline and Structure of the Report 

The complete report of the Phase I study of Operation Iden-

. h t a two volume detailed tification is divided lnto tree par s: 

t Volume I of the detailed report, report f and a summary repor • 

entitled "Evaluation of the 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 0-1 knowledge, the major un­

answered questions about 0-1, how these 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 0-1 evaluations and related 

literature, and an independent evaluation of this study by the 

Governmental Research Institute. The Governmental Research 
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of st. Louis, an independent research organization 
Institute 

with wide ranging experience in police operations, was employed 

progress Of the study, provide technical assis­to monitor the 

tance to the authors, and prepare an evaluation of the reports. 

The evaluation examines the study's compliance with Phase I 

'requirements, and comments on the quality and use fulnes s of the 

study's products. 

The final volume of the report, entitled "Summary of the 

Assessment of Operation Identification's Effectiveness and Plans 

for Evaluating a Single Project," presents a condensation, or 

executive stunrnary, of the major findings of the study, including 

a description and assessment of 0-1' s major activities and ob-

j.ectives. This volume is designed to convey, in non-technical 

language, the results of the study to 0-1 project implementors, 

stat'e and local planning agencies, and other groups considering 

the initiation of an 0-1 project. 

In addition to these three volumes, the following have 

been delivered to the Nat;onal Inst;tute < .... .... of I.aw Enforcement and 

<Criminal Justice under separate cover: 

completed telephone survey forms for all 0-1 projects 

contacted during the Telephone Survey, 

completed field survey forms d an narrative summaries 

'of them for all 0-1 pro]'ects visited during the Field 
Survey, 

copies of 0 I I 
- re ated materials gathered from various 

sources during the t d 
£ U Y {including materials used by 
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individual 0-1 projects, evaluation and progress re­

ports, articles on 0-1 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 prop~rty marking programs. 

Collectively identified as Operation Identification (some-

times referred to as 0-1), 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 0-1 was drawn from background 

material, past research, historical development, and expert 

opinion about the role and usefulness of 0-1 as a burglary 

prevention concept. Information about the implementation and 

evaluation of specific 0-1 projects was obtained from news-

paper storieg, magazine articles, grant applications, progress 

reports, evaluation studies, SPA reports, and expert opinion. 

The review of the collected information is organized 

into four major project components: participant recruitment, 

material distribution and participant enrollment, burglary 

deterrence, and property recovery. The first two components 

represent functional descriptions 6f project efforts and in-

clude all activities planned and implemented by the project 

itself. The last two components represent the two principal 

objectives of 0-1. 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 r~sults . 
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CHAPTER I. 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 O-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 O-I. This information has been drawn from 

background material, past research, historical developme~t, and 

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

glary prevention concept. 

The second level of information centers on past findings 

about implementation and evaluation of specific O-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 

included in this review, a.nd also introduces a simple O-I lI?ro-

ject model. The model identifies, for every O-I project, four 

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

Chapter II, entitled A History of Operation Identificatio~, 
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briefly traces the development of property marking from pre'-

historic man to the current widespread promotion of O-I pro-

jects. The varieties of labeling devices, funding sources, 

and implementing agencies in existence today are discussed. 

The remaining four chapters contain detailed discussions 

about the four components identified in the project model __ 

recruitment, distribution and enrollment, burglary deterrence, 

and property recovery. Topics covered wi thin each chapter inclUde 

project objectives, implementation alternatives, unexpected 

problems, benefits, the types of project records maintained, 

and reported results and evaluative findings. 

B. ~at is Operation Identification? 

During the past decade, one of the 
more significant 

changes wi thin the law enforcement 
community has been the wide-

spread growth of' , 
crlme preventlon programs. Designed to pro­

vide citiZens with both 
the knowledge and, whenever possible, 

the equipment to reduce thel'r 
chances of being victimized, 

crime prevention projects now 

throughout the United States. 
exist in law enforcement agencies 

Although these programs vary 
considerably in content and 

SCOpe from one jurisdiction to 
another, almost all 

Contain proJ'ects to l'nform 
citizens about specific steps that 

can be taken to reduce the risk of being burglarized. 
Property marking , 

Commonly utilized programs. 
proJects are one of the most 

these 
COllectively identified 

as Operation Identification, 
projects seek to d 

eter bUrglars by 
enCouraging citizens to mark their 

valuable property with a 
unique, traceable 
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number, sign, or name which can be used to establish owner-

ship if the property is stolen. The O-I projects discussed in 

this paper are limited to property marking programs which 

possess all of the following characteristics: 

o citizens are encouraged to mark each movable piece 
of valuable proper·ty they own, 

o a unique personal iden·tifier is used by each citizen, 
and 

o burglary deterrence is a goal of the project. 

c. Major O-I Project Components 

Of the four project components (recruitment, distribution 

and enrollment, burglary deterrence, and property recovery) , 

the first two represent functional descriptions of the project 

efforts and include all activities planned and implemented by 

the project itself. The last two represent the two principal 

Objectives of O-I: to recruit and enroll substantial enough 

numbers of citizens into the project so that the risk of bur­

glary decreases and stolen property is more frequently return-

e 0 e owner. d t th A brl'ef discussion of each component follows. 

1. Recruitment. This component includes all activities 

and materials which are used to inform the public and potential 

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

citizen about the risks of being burglarized, the existence of 

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

burglary, and the steps necessary to join the project. These 

educational and promotional efforts range from broad appeals in 

the mass media to individual contact~ through group presentations 

and door-to-door canvassing. 
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'2. Distribution and Enrollment. This component 

includes.all project activities and materials utilized in 

actually enrolling each citizen in the proj ect. 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 

distributing 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 ~'1hl' ch O-I k 
~ can rna e into the 

burgla~y process is identified later l'n thl'S 
paper. Funda-

mental to each intervention l'S 
the existence of a permanent, 

unique identifier which can be 
used to establish the owner 

of stolen property. 

O-I 

Discussion in th' 
lS paper about the deterrent effect 

includes consideration of the followl'ng 
questions: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Are,burglars aware of O-I? 
the1r attitude about it? . If they are, what is 

Do b~r~lars avoid households 
partlc identified as O-I lpants? If so, why? 

D~e~ O-~ merely displace 
t1clpat1ng households? burglaries to non-par-

Is marked property more 
O-I markings reduce 
property? 

~ifficUlt to fence? Do 
the market value" of stolen 

4. ~~erty Recoverz. 

of 

depends upon the ex' t 1S ence 
This second O-I objective also 

of a unique, personal identifier 

trace property owners. As with 
that can be eas1'ly 

Used to 
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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 

o 

o 

Does every citizen possess an unique, traceable 
identifier? 

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

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 Operation Identifica-

tion as part of their police-community relations (PCR) pro­

gram. The recruitment and enrollment of. project participants 

by individual police officers· are often seen as useful Inechanisms 

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 O-I also help to 

deter residential burglary by reducing citizenry reluctance to 

report suspicious behavior to the police. 

D. Past Evaluations of Op~ration Identification 

The ultimate objectives of the O-I project components 

identified above (participant recruitment and enrollment, bur­

glary reduction, and property 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? 
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o 

o 

Has the burglary rate decreased sign~ficantly for 
O-I participating households and buslnesses? and 

Has the rate of property recovery and return increased 
significantly for burglarized a-I house~olds and 
businesses? 

Al though these questions are easily formulated, few pro-

jects have attempted to answer them and even fewer have suc­

ceeded in prod.ucing any relevant results. The reasons for the 

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

problems that continue to hinder the adequate evaluation of many 

criminal justice programs today. Among the reasons that have 

been most frequently cited are: 

1. No Need for Evaluation. Many project implementors 

have not believed that they needed to evaluate their a-I project. 

The claimed success of a-I in other communi ties has often been 

accepted as "proof" that a-I is a valid and transferable bur­

glary reduction concept. Also contributing to the lack of in­

terest in program evaluation was the attitude that the peR value 

of Operation Identification was an "obvious" benefit that jus­

tified its existence even if the burglary deterrence and property 

recovery benefits could not be demonstrated. Finally the evalu­

ation of 0 I h - as not been initiated in many communities simply 

because of th I k e ac of training or familiarity by project imple-

mentors with the purpose and use of progrillu evaluation. In many 

instances, this lack of familiarity has been fostered by the 

absence of any history f o project evaluation within the imple-

menting agency itself. 

2. Lack of Trained Personnel. Also limiting the extent 

of evaluation efforts in the past h as been the fact that staff 

6 

personnel for many a-I projects have not possessed the re­

search and technical skills required for the design and imple­

mentation of an evaluation plan. In addition, the very small 

budgets of most 0-1 projects have not enabled project imple­

mentors to "purchase" needed evaluation skills from an outside 

source. 

3. Lack of Adequate Funds. Some projects, although 

possessing trained staff or access to evaluation skills, have 

been unable to initiate evaluation plans because of the lack 

of adequate funding. Without the necessary resources, many 

projects have been unable to collect the basic data with which 

to construct valid measures of project effectiveness. 

4. Lack of Adequate Data. The few 0-1 projects that 

have attempted program evaluations have experienced significant 

difficulties with the acquisition of complete and reliable data. 

As examples, most projects have maintained very crude records 

of the total number of a-I participants in their communities. 

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

after joining an a-I project, has been infeasible for most pro­

jects due to the inaccessibility and structure of police crime 

records; and finally the low burglary rate among a-I partici­

pants coupled with low participation rates has meant that the 

amount of a-I marked property stolen in most communities has 

been minuscule. As a result, no ,significant evaluation of the 

eff~ct of a-I upon the recovery and return of stolen property 

has been accomplished. 

Despite all the difficulties identified above, some evalu-

7 
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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 project 

initiated (i.e., both implemented and funded by the project 

itself). Rather, most 0-1 evaluations of individual projects 

have been completed because of grant requirements imposed by 

an outside funding agency. For example, 0-1 projects in both 

l ' f ,40 d 1 h' 37 San Jose, Ca l ornla an Seatt e, Was lngton 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 

Program initiated in 1972 by LEAA stipulated that each project 

grant application must contain an evaluation component. Oper­

ation Identification projects in two Impact cities (St. Louis2e 
97 

and Denver ) were evaluated in response to these guidelines. 

In many instances, the outside funding agency has also pro-

vided the additional resQurces ' 

studies. 
requlred for these evaluation 

In response to the difficulties of limited funding, un­

trained personnel, ~nd inadequate data faced by most individual 

0-1 projects, the state " 
crlmlnal justice planning agencies in 

California,6 Illinois,l d M' 49 
an lnnesota have conducted evalu-

ations of Operation Identificat;on 
~ based on the combined re­

sults of s v 1 
e era projects within their states. 

By drawing upon the 
reported results of 0-1 projects 

throughout the country, th' 
lS paper represents part of the most 

extensive eValuation of Operat;on d 
~ I entification to date. 
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CHAPTER II. A HISTORY OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

A. Introduction 

Marking property to establish ownership has been a 

natural 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 

, d th f' st organ; zed property marking program, may be consldere. e lr ~ 

identifying symbols were used for cattle branding. 

Suprisingly, however, there was no promotion by law en­

, of large scale property marking projects to forcement agencles 

improve property security until 1963 when Everett Holladay, 

then Police Chief of the Monterey Park (California) Police 

Department, established an Operation Identification (0-1) pro-

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

engraving tool to mark each individual's valuables. Other 

property marking projects during the past ten years have had . 
k ' P ocess, F or example, the different approaches to the mar lng r . 

k ' program of the Los Angeles Police Department property mar ~ng 
9a 

is characterized by the use of adhesive labels. Recently, 

ha·s ;ntroduced a property marking pro-the Sanford Corporation ~ 

an ;nk visible only under an ultraviolet gram utilizing ..... 

light. 
41 

Since the Operation Identification program in Monterey 

d the n umber of law enforcement agencies Park was publicize , 
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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 emergence 

of 0-1 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 

I~stitute, 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 Illinois At Chicago 

Circle found 183 ongoing projects in Illinois in the course of 

a 1974 study evaluating Operation Identification throughout the 

State. 1 Although the exact number of 0-1 projects throughout 

the United States is unknown, it appears that 0-1 projects exist 

in quantity in every state of the Union. 

Numerous individuals and agencies are known to have con­

tributed significantly to the increased Use 
of the a-I concept, 

oftentimes 
through Publicizing and sponsoring programs on a 

national scale. 

B. The Beginnin.9:, 
Some of these are discussed below. 

Police Chief Everett Holladay initiated Operation Identi­
fication in 1953 as a 

solution to the problem of hubcap steal-
ing in Monterey Park, 1 

California. 
Largely through his efforts 

and the cOOperation of the local 76 
Exchange Club, the program 

10 

... 

~1 
~'\:; 

m.\~ ,~",.~ 

! 
! 
t 

~~: 

ii!t.- f~ 

J 

~-

.... ;---;~~, 

J.,l,.;:I---

6,-

was later adopted in 1963 as a means of reducing the risk of 

property crime within households throughout JI10nterey 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 

Journal,23 the Police Chief,82 Better Homes and Gardens,2S 

Mccall's,106 and Time. lOS Many of the early a-I programs were 

initiated as a direct result of information received from Chief 

Holladay. 

C. Involvement of Engraving Tool Manufacturers 

Many a-I programs were also initiated by contacts be­

tween prospective implementors of a-I projects, such as police 

't' d the manufacturers of departments and civic organlza lons, an 

, 1 42 Three tool manufacturers presently dominate engravlng too s. 

k t These are Burgess Vibrocrafters, the engraving pen mar e . 

Incorporated; Dremel Manufacturing Company; and Wen Products, 

The Burgess and D;I,:-emel companies currently sell Incorporated. , 

engrav~ng tools directly to a-I projects. 

sells almost exclusively t.o distributors. 

The Wen Company 

All three companies 

market a kit which includes an engra.ving tool, warning decals, 

and sample publicity material, so that a police department, 

or even a n individual can obtain the civic organization, 

to implement a property engraving project. materials necessary 

D. Involvement of Funding, Implementing, and Supporting Agencies 

A variety of agencies have been involved with funding and 

implementing Operation Identification projects. Over the last 

108 't e Administration grants six years, Law Enforcement ASSlS anc 
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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 

projects. In Illinoisl and Minnesota,49 for example, the 

SPA's have instituted statewide O-I programs which provide 

materials and guidelines to local implementing agencies. 

Numerous civic organizations have provided both funding 

and assistance to local O-I projects. Local organizations 

such as Exchange Clubs, Rotary Clubs, Lions Clubs, the Jaycees, 

and women's clubs throughout the country have purchased prop­

erty engraving materials for local law enforcement agencies. 

Frequently they also have provided volunteers to help 

the projects. The N"ational Exchange Club l07 kno"VlS of 
administer 

over 350 
local chapters which have t t d 

s ar e O-I projects after securing 

information issued by the national headquarters. 

Insurance companies have 1 
a so played a major role in the 

sponsorship and implementation f 
o O-I projects. Soon after the 

Independent Insurance Agent f M' h' 

with the O-I program in 
s 0 ~c ~gan experienced success 

1971, the National Association of In­
surance Agents (NAIA)44 began 

sponsoring Operation Identifica-
tion as a t' . 

na ~onal program for its 125,000 members. The NAIA 
provides kits to 't 

~ s members to help th 
em establish an O-I 

project in their own 
communities. 

In many local't' , 
~ ~es, ~ndependent 

insurance agents lend 
engraving tools and give out window 

stickers to homeowners at 
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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-

, t 44 ticipants of local O-I proJec s. 

A private company, Listfax Corporation, is selling its 

own Operation Identification project. For a fee ranging from 

$1~.95 for one years' registration to $29.95 for five yearS' 

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

venti on Kit" which includes: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

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

a carbide-tip mechanical engraver; 

stickers for posting on windows and doors; and 

registration 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 

I
, 109 

is accessible to police through a toll-free telephone ~ne. 

Operation Identification has received recognition through 

13, 14, 15, 16, 17 A b'll current-proposed federal legislation. ~ 

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 

d ' 13 Identification as a major component of burglary re uct~on. 
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CHAPTER III. PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT FOR 
OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

A. Introduction 

Successful implementation of an Operation Identification 

project is dependent upon the willingness of citizens to have 

their property marked and to display evidence th~t this hats 

been done. Ideally, the citizenry would realize the need fer 

such action and would be anxl'ous t t" , o par lClpate In such a pro-

gram. Under these circumstances, th ' 1 
.< e lmp ementing agen~y would 

need only to make the k' 
mar lng tools and project materials avail-

able to the pUblic. 

In reality, however, such an ideal situation does not 

exist. One f 
survey 0 Operation Identification projects revealed 

that representatives of 26 percent 
of the projects surveyed saw 

public apathy as a major problem, while those from another 18 

percent of the pr' t ' 
oJec s clted voluntary public participation as 

pr'oblematic. 67 
As a result, agencies 

promoting Operation Iden-
tification have been 

forced to devote considerable time and 
resources to "sell' " lng 0-1 pro' t 

Jec s to the public and to actively 
recruiting participants. 

The activities engaged in 
by Operation Identification 

projects to encourage citizen participatl'on 
constitute the 

recruitment component 
of all 0-1 projects. 

These activities 

the distribution of various kinds 

inclUde the 
Use of mass media, 

of project I' 
l.terature, and the 

with groups and individuals. 
contact by project personnel 

This section presents the specific 
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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 0-1 recruitment ac-

tivities. 

B. Recrui·tment Objectives 

'Ilhe primary obj ec'l::i ve of the recrui trnent component for an 

0-1 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 0-1 

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 

36 percent within its target area by July 1974. 

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 impor-

, , b' t' 51 d th M' t tance of cit1.zen educatlon as an 0 Jec lve, an e lnneso a 

SPA has included increased citizen awareness as a short-range 

49 
objective of its statewide Crime "Watch program. It is note-

worthy that, while public education is often cited as an essential 

f ' 't' - , 7 5 bl' d n t lrst. step to C1. lzen acc.1 .• on; pu.1.C awareness Oes 0 
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guarantee citizen involvement. The burglary prevention project 

in Seattle found that its public education campaign had not 

succeeded in stimulating any significant level of citizen ac­

tion; 35 that is, increasing people's awareness about crime and 

the sxistence of an 0-1 project does not ensure their active par­

ticipation in the project. 

A third objective of recruitment, not frequently identified, 

is 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 0-1 concept 

is a necessary step in the process of deterring burglars from 

b~eaking into participants' homes and deterring fences from 
, .. 

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

discussed below in the burglary deterrence section. 

Improved POlice-community relations l'S f 
requently an un-

stated objective of the recruitment efforts. 
This objective is 

based on th b I' f 
. e e le that publicity which shows police officers 

involved i bl' 
n a pu lC assistance p , t t 

rOJec, 0 help citizens prevent 
crime improves the police image 

. in the community. c. B?cruitment Methods 

In order to meet their b 
pu lic education and participation 

Objectives, local projects 
Use a wide variety of methods to in-

form and recruit cit' • 
, . ' , lzens. These methods vary from 
lmpersonal Coverage obtain~d the broad, 

through the mass media (newspapers, 
radio, television and visual 

disPlays), to more direct, person-alized m th d 
e 0 s such as group 

presentations and door-to-door 
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canvassing. 

Almost. all proj ects utilize newspapexs in one form or 

another to publicize Operation Identification and to encourage 

citizens to participate. Such publicity may include news 

items and feature stories about project activities as well as 

donated and paid advertising. Regional and statewide programs 

often provide standardized press releases and advertising lay-

1 51 
outs to local implementors.' As an example, the Minnesota 

Crime Watch, sponsored by the Minnesota SPA, has used newspaper 

publicity quite extensively; over 200 ads and 175 news items 

bl ' " 49 have appeared in 120 different pu lcatlons. In one year, the 

St. Louis 0-1 project, jointly sponsored 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 businesses and 

't' 51 civic organlza lons. 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 

, . 'II d') 97 ending in early 1976 (grant applicatlon lS Stl pen lng . 

Although newspaper publicity may, reach significant numbers 

of people, it also has the disadvantage of frequently reaching 

beyond the designated target' areas and creating a demand for 0-1 

services which cannot be satisfied.
51 

Nevertheless, separate 

studies in St. Louis,2d Denver
96 

and Illinois
l 

have all reported 

. publl'Cl'ty remains one of the most effective means 'Chat newspaper 
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of reaching a large number of people. 

Radio and television are also frequently used to publi-

cize 0-1 projects. As with newspapers, the types of publicity 

include news reports, feature stories, interviews with proj ect 

staff, and direct advertising with public service and paid 

announcements. Standardized scripts are often provided to local 

projects by regional, statewide, or nationally sponsored pro­

grams. l , 51 The pUblicity costs can be minimized if the pro­

duction expenses and air time are donated by the stations, co-

Sl operating'- businesses, or civic organizati.ons. Some projects 

have sufficient funding to produce and sponsor their own promo-

tional announcements. Denver has requested $11,660 in their 10 

" 'd" d t" 97 month grantappllcatlon for radlo an televlslon aver lSlng. 

The evaluation of 0-1 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. l 

Ill ' , 1 ,2d . 96 
lnols, St. LOU1S, and Denver have all reported encourag-

ing results with television promotion. The Denver study found 

radio to be the least effective mass medium. 96 , As with news-

papers, a major problem in using electronic media for promotion 

is that broadcast coverage may extend well beyond the designated 

proiect target areas and thereby create an unservable demand. 51 

Another frequent problem l'S that d d 
onate public service announce-

ments are rarely broadcast during prime time, and in fact are 

most frequently aired when few people are l'k 1 b d 1 
1 e y to e reache . 

Visual displays are often utilized to inform large numbers 

of people about Operation 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 for example, 3,000 posters were distributed 

and 60 billboards were sponsored throughout the state during the 

last six months of 1973.
49 

One Massachusetts community even 

erected a sign at the city limits warning outsiders that resi-

, d 'f' t' 86 dences in the city were protected by Operatlon I entl lca lon. 

Display booths are frequently used at shopping centers, 

fairs, parks, conventions, festivals, and schools to combine 

3, 39 a ,47a, 54 visual displays with some personal contact. Mobile 

vans and trailers are also used by some projects to disseminate 

information about crime prevention programs, including Operation 
59, 64, III 

Identification. Since the burglary deterrent effect 

of Operation Identification depends upon burglar awareness of 

the 0-1 concept, a few projects have dire'cted promotio.17.<31 efforts 

specifically at criminals by placing posters in jails or hold-. 

overs.
2e

, 39a No evaluative information is available on the 

results of such efforts. 

All of the recruitment methods discussea 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 trai~ ~rs provide any personal contact beb:V'een 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 univ~rsally project representatives give presen­

tations about Operation Identification at group meetings. Most 
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frequently reached are civic clubs, social groups, neighborhood 

associations, and church organizations. Some projects Use 

visual aids such as slides and movies to standardize the pre-

, f ' 56, 60 sentation and to present more accurate In ormatlon. DUr-

ing its first eight months of existence the Minnesota Crime Watch 

program recorded a total of 1,020 group presentations, reaching 
49 

over 54, 000 people. Several proj ects provide group presenta-

tions at "block parties" held in citizens' homes, in some 

instances using a burglary victim as the host. 55, 67, 74 
In 

one city, formal crime prevention seminars, held to increase 

public awareness, include Operation Identification information. 47a 

The St. Louis 0-1 project has found that group presentations 

are one of. the few effective methods of reaching individuals 
1 " 'h' h' 2e lv~ng In 19 -crlme areas. It has been stressed that the 

people making these presentations should be trained for the job 

and paid for their effort. 51 
Other than personnel costs, there 

appear to be no major problems inherent in using such presenta­
tions. 

Some projects inJ'ect 
even more personal contact with citi-

zens by recruiting 0 I t" 
- par lClpants through door-to-door can-

vassing by project workers or volunteers. 

either b l' , 
e lmlted to a short presentation 

Each contact can 

and distribution of 
literature, or expanded to ' 

lnclude immediate enrollment of the 
household in the program by 

providing property marking services 
and identifying decals. 

In Detroit, Police Department Community 
Service Officers have been 

used in a door-to-door campaign in a 
high crime inner-city area 

to enroll residents in the 0-1 project 
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and to mark their valuable property. Over a 22-month period, 
48 

d in 6,419 homes. Indi-more than 29,QO,O items were engrave . 

112 35 1 h f nd door-to-door canvass-anapolis and Seattle a so ave ou 

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 

h t it has not produced such a poor rate of citizen response t a 

2b S;m;lar results were reported in a been tried again. ~ ~ 

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

. , 63 A city ordinance in Berkeley, Cali­Estates, Illlnols. 

fornia, initially prohibited police officers from doing 

door-to-door soliciting for the project. 76 Other prob-

. ;nclude the adverse lems with door-to-door canvasslng ~ 

48 48 t' effects of bad weather, lack of manpower, and nega lve 

citizen response. 
2b 

The use of brochures or pamphlets explaining the Operation 

Identification concept seems to be characteristic of nearly all 

0-1 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 

, group presentations, door-to­materials are handed out durlng 

In door contacts, and from display booths and mobile vans. 

mqiled directly to residents of target some cases, they are . 

areas. Cal ;forn;a, for instance, O-l literature In Pasadena, ~ ~ 

11 In M;nnesota, the SPA used 37 was enclosed in utility bills. ~ 

l 't t 49 In ' to d;stribute 0-1 l era ure. different organizatlons ~ 

h were placed in grocery bags at super-Wichita, Kansas, broc ures 
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markets. 47a Such distribution helps to get project information 

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 

, d f th 't ' 't 47 a . used to inform new res~ ents 0 e proJec s ex~s ence. 

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 0-1 project 

th '1 d I' 33 among e~r emp oyees an even c ~ents. 

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. 

In addition, an important assumption of all 0-1 promotion 

is that once P 1 h 1 
eop e ave earned that a project exists, they 

will want to participate.l, 75 
In reality, the actual rate of 

posi ti ve response to any pUblici ty campaign depends upon the 

type of medium employed, the specif;c content 
~ of the message it-

self, and the characteristics of the project. 
The willingness 

to participate after being informed about the 
project is also 

dependent upon how strongly the citizen believes 

t~e victim of a theft. 
he may become 

As a result, the success of an 0-1 pro­
motional campaign depends 

upon how well it is able to 
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(1) increase the citizen's awareness of the crime prob­
lem, 

( 2 ) 

(3 ) 

make him aware of the existence of tI:e Operation 
Identification project In ,his commun~ty, 

convince him that the 0-1 concept can effectively 
reduce his chances of being victimized, and 

(4) per~~~de him to become a participant in the project. 

Another assumption of many 0-1 projects is that the in­

creased contact between the police department and the citizens 

v.rho participate in the proj ect produces an improved perception 

" 97 of the police and a reduced fear of crime among those cltlzens. 

E. Evaluations of Recruitment Activities 

Only a small number of Operation Identification projects 

have attempted any formal evaluation of their recruitment 

efforts. The scope of these evaluations and the methodologies 

used vary widely, but these efforts do provide some information 

h· effectiveness of 0-1 recruitment activities. about t.e 

The Operation Identification project in St. Louis, part 

of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program, has conducted two tele-

phone surveys to aid in the evaluation of the project. The 

first survey, dealing exclusively with Operation Identification, 

polled 348 persons, both participants and non-participants. 

second survey questioned 254 persons about the St. Louis High 

The 

Impact Anti-Crime Program in general. Both surveys indicated 

tha.t approximately 70 percent of those questioned had heard of 

, 'f' t' 2d Of those who had heard of the pro-Operat~on Identl lca lone 

1 d h ' n promotion on television, ject, 46 percent reca Ie aVlng see 

12 percent recalled newspaper promotion, and 30 percent recalled 

various other sources of information such as Police-Community 
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, , h f ' 2d Relations committee meetings or conversatlons Wlt rlends. 

A telephone survey was also used to evaluate the Denver 0-1 

promotion campaign. Of the 825 persons responding, 79 percent 

, d t'f' t' 96 had heard of Operatlon I en l"lCa lone 

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-

munities 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 0-1 

project and for reasons other than burglary prevention. It is 

also possible that the deterrence potential of 0-1 had not been 

adequately comrnunicated. 49 

The state\vide evaluation of Operation Identification pro-

jects in Illinois also d 
con ucted a survey of 0-1 participants 

and non-participant,s. M t f h 
os 0 t ose interviewed had some aware-

ness of Operation Identification and most had a favorable im-

pression of the program. Th 1 
e eva uation also showed, however, 

that even the most IIsuccessfulll 
local projects were only able 

to achieve participation levels 
of from three to five percent of 

the households within their ]'urisdl'ctl'ons, 
while the vast major~ 

i ty of the pro]' ects h 
ad levels much lower than that. 

Other studies also support the 
conclusion 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 0-1 project had 

actually joined.
94 

In the first St. Louis evaluation survey, 

only 11 percent of those interviewed who were aware of the 0-1 

program had joined. This low participation rate is surprising 

since nearly all who had heard of the project had a favorable 

, f' 2d impresslon 0 It. 

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-

, 2a 
ing the proJect. 

It would seem that the participation rate among citizens 

receiving information about 0-1 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 0-1 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 me~ium, followed by news­

papers and word-of-mouth. Radio promotion was found to be reI­

, 1 ' ff t' 96 atlve y lne ec lve. 

In Chicago, promotion by civic groups was judged to be 

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

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

25 

I: , 
.'1'. if: . ,~. ;; : 

L' , 



in Detroit appears to have been well received. A follow-up 

telephone survey indicated that 95 percent of the citizens con­

tacted favored the eso program, an important segm~nt of which 

. 't 48 included the property marklng proJec . 

In Seattle, during the first year of a burglary reduction 

program, a public information campaign utilizing newspapers, 

electronic media, and brochure saturation was focused in a tar-
35 

get area. vfuile such a campaign was found to be of help in 

familiarizing the community about the burglary reduction project, 

it did not generate any significant amount of voluntary citizen 

response. The most effective method of gaining the desired on­

going citizen involvement was for organizers to manage a careful 

block-by-block effort aimed at stimUlating and guiding Citizen 

interest. While this method yielded good results, it also re­

quired excessive amounts of time. 

To date, little tangible evidence exists about the effects 

of 0-1 promotion efforts upon POlice-community relations. 
A 

1973 progress report on the FI ' 
orlda Public EdUcation Program on 

Crime Prevention, sponsored b h 
y t e Governor's Council on Criminal 

Justice, indicates that the 
program has helped prodUce an increase 

in the v;illingness f ' 82 
o cltizens to report crimes. It is not 

known how this increased citizen 
response was measured. 
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CHAPTER IV. MATERIAL DISTRIBUTION AND 
PARTICIPANT ENROLLMENT 

A. Introduction 

An Operatl.on , Identl.'fication project's distribution and 

enrollment phqse consists of (1) the dissemination of project 

materials (marking tools, property inventory forms, and various 

l.'nformatl.'onal and instructional materials) to other kinds of 

, (2) the use of these materials members of the target populatl.on; 

valuable property; and (3) the registra­to mark and inventory 

tion of project participants. In general, the distribution of 

materials and the marking of property are basic elements found 

in every 0-1 project. The use of property inventories varies 

and in a few cases, partici­from project to project, however, 

pant registration is completely absent. 

, this phase are: The major assumptions inherent ln 

" proJ'ect materials will mark (1) each person reCel.Vlng 

(2) 

requ ~red, inventory) his property in (and, where ... 

wl.'th the instructions he has been given; accordance 

and 

t ~~ll register with the project each participan ....... 

where required. 

the distribution and en­Various methods of implementing 

have been identified with these rollment phase, problems that 

documented results relevant to the implementation alternatives, 

. h effectiveness measures that have above assumptions, and t e 

been used to evaluate this phase are discussed below. 
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B. 
Alternative Distribution and Enrollment Methods 

The most common method of marKing property with an iden-

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

tifying nurrIDer into the surface of each piece of property. These 

tools are usu.ally made available for loan for a specified period 

of time from distribution sites set up by proj ect implementors. 

sites used to distribute 0-1 materials vary with location. In 

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

1 ff ' 102 I' 
stations, police storefronts, and rea tor 0 lces. Po lce sta-

, d-' I' 66 W h tion personnel also distribute engravers In In lanapo lS, as -

ington, D. c.,72a and Phoenix. lOOa Fire stations are distribution 

1 
~ 7 71 d h " 100a h ' 1 sites in Oak ana, New Orleans, an P oenlX. P oenlX a so 

, 100a 
utilizes banks, credit unions, and insurance companles, as does 

th ' I d' I' 66 e program ln n lanapo lS. Libraries are used for distribution 

with good results in St. Louis, 2b while Wichi,ta reports a favorable 

response to the use of supermarkets for this purpose.
47a 

In 

addition, in some communities engravers are distribu'ted to civic 

't' b' 47a 100a organJ.za lons, USlnesses, and apartment complexes for use 

by ,their members, employees, and residents. 

Distribution of the engraving tools is usua.lly made directly 

to citizens, free of charge, but a small number of projects do 

require a deposit to borrow the pen. For example, a $5 deposit 

is required to borrow an engra~Ter -in h 
\ ..L. Cuya oga Falls, 

$10 deposit is required l'n North k ' La eVlew (Chicago), 

., 92 
Oh,~o, a 

II
' , 53 I' lnOlS. 

In other areas, civic groups and large 1 emp oyers are encouraged 

to purchase the tools for use by thel'r members and employees. 
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Tools are also readily available through local distributors 

such as hardware stores. In fact, Wen Products, Inc., 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. These labels are particularly suitable 

for marking both non-engravable items, such as clothing, 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 (approxi-

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 0-1 projects in large metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles. 

There the initial cost for engravers and printed materials alone 

would be approximately $2S,000. The loss of engraving tools would 

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

mended property identification methods include tattooing (of 

items such as furs), and the photographing of unmarkable items.~5 

In most projects, each participant in the O-I program 

TC\.USt mark his own property. Some proj ects, however, provide 

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

personnel using mobile vans go into neighborhoods and assist 
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residents with the marking and inventorying of their property.99a 

,2b 25 d S J 40 In selected areas of st. LOU1S, Denver I an an ose, 

volunteers' or project staff members have been used to offer 

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

have been used for the same 
39a 

, 100b 
purpose in Phoen~xf In Mult..." 

nomah county, Oregon and Columbus, 
,87 , 

OhlO, engrav~ng ser-

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 thelr customers. 

A wide variety of identifying numbers are recommended 

for use by O-I projects. Many projects, including Illinois l 

d S 
,2a 

an t. LOU1S, 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 sta.tewide Minnesota Crime Watch 
49 

Program assign a unique PIN number ( t ' E~rmanen ~dentifying 

~umber) to each participant prefixed with the NCIC code (National 

Crime Information Center) for the police jurisdiction in which 

he resides. A d'f ' common 1 flculty for most O-I projects are the 

varieties of non -recommended, and frequently non-traceable, iden-

tifiers which are used. These include harne, address, zip code, 

initials, and incompler~ d ' rlver's license and Social'Security 
numbers. 

Procedures for enrolling ( . reglstering) participants also 
vary from project to project. 

For the purpose of property re-
Covery part' , 

, lClpant registration with the O-I proj ect is un-
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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 

laTfl enforcement agency has ready access to state motor vehicle 

f 'l 38, 71 
~ es. Some proJects, such as New Orleans and Erie County, 

93 
New York, 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 r Florida, citi­

zens attending O-I presentations are contacted by project 

staff approximately 30 days after the presentation, when those 

persons who have marked their property are registered as pro-

, ,99a , $ . gram partlclpants. San AntonlO charges 1 for the regls-

tration of each participant in the project's computerized data 

bank. IOlb 

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 records of 

47a pen use .• 

Pub~ic 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 

67 agencies indicated that public apathy had been a problem. 

Twenty-three percent of these respondents reported an inadequate 

pen supply. Lost and damaged engravers have been a problem in 

, 100a. Phoenlx. 

34 
A New York City Police Departmeni: :;;:eport 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., clothing, drugs, 

't' ) 1 securl les . 

The problems identified above are not limited to individual 

projects. This is evidenced by the evaluation report of the 

3tatewide 0-1 program sponsored by the Illinois SPA. Interviews 

of 108 0-1 project implementors in northern Illinois communities 

(excluding those in the Chicago area) revealed that 60.2 

percent 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-

perienced administrative difficulties. 
The evaluators concluded 

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

community support resources would be 
required" to achieve greater enrollment. 1 
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Participant registration creates additional problems. 

people are reluctant to register with programs operated by 

th f l it constitutes an invasion police deparb~ents because ey ee 

, 2e, 3, 66 Failure of participants to register of their prlvacy. 

has also been a problem. The st. Louis project has identified 

the tendency of some distribution sites to accumulate regis­

tration cards, rather than forwarding them to a centralized 

, 3 
locatlon. 

D. Evaluation Results 

Few measures of the effectiveness of Operation Identifi­

'b t' and enrollment phase either exist or cation's distrl u lon 

Even fewer evaluative results of this have been proposed. 

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

'monthly) and of participants to date, have been pants (e. g. , 

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 accohnted 

for 245. 102 In Phoenix, in a'six-month period five police 

" t 1 'Ie 31 fire stations stations registered 591 partlclpan s, Wll 

registered 2,690 participants. Another 185 participants 

100a registered in apartment complexes. 

f er loss have also been Finally, the rates a engrav 

suggested as an important measure of the adequacy of distribu-

, h' h uffe~ frequent engraver loss tion methods. ProJects w lC s . 

tend to be those without adequate records of engraver use or 

without a procedure for recoverinq overdue tools. 
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CHAPTER V. 

A. Introduction 

BURGLARY DETERRENCE EFFECTS OF 
OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

The remaining sections of this paper deal with the two 

principal objectives of the 0-1 concept: burglary deterrence 

and property recovery. Beginning with a brief discussion of 

the potential intervention which successfuL 0-1 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 himself. This model 

assumes that every burglary consists of all or some of the 

following steps: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4 ) 

(5) 

(6 ) 

the decision to commit a burglary; 

the surveillance and selection of a specific target; 

the successful entrance into the target; 

the selection of specific taken; property items to be 

the escape; and 

the sUccessful disposition 
buyer. of the property to a 

The burglary deterrence capability 
of the 0-1 concept 

depends upon the reality 
and extent of the intervention that 

can be introduced by 0-1 into 
one or more of the burglary pro-

cess steps identified 
above. These interventions and their 

deterrent effects for 
each step in the burglary process are 

34 
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summarized in Table 1. Several of these interventions and 

effe~ts are frequently cited as separate project objectives, 

independent of their contribution to burglary reduction. For 

example, many projects postulate that 0-1 will assist the 

police in identifying and apprehending burglars and fences, and 

will also increase the difficult¥ of fencing stolen property. 

Although these specific effects can only be realized if 0-1 

participants are burglarized; it is not incongruous to include 

them in a discussion of burglary deterrence. The ultimate goal 

of a realistic burglary deterrence program 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 provid~ its credibility among burglars, 

which in turn constitutes the essential ingredient of deter-

rence. 

B. Maj or Components of Operation Identificat.ion' s Burglary 
Deterrence 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 

and relevant evaluation results, will be indicated. 

Increased crime prevention awareness. The first such com-

ponent consists of an increased crime prevention awareness 

among participants. This may be reflected both in other crime 
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prevention and target hardening measures they may take, and 

in improved police-community relations. 

While not strictly elements of the 0-1 process, other 

crime prevention programs are often promoted jointly with 

Operation Identification, and their implementation may aid in 

deterring burglars. Often included are programs for educating 

citizens concerning the crime problem and crime prevention 

techniques,5l, 99a and neighborhood watch programs.
50 

Resi-

dential and commercial security surveys are extensively used. 

Los Angeles,9a Seattle,35, 36 Wichita,47a and st. Petersburg, 

Florida99b are among the many communities which have this ser-

vice available (for additional examples, see references 33, 46c, 

57, 73, 74, 75, and 86). In fact, 87 percent of the respondents 

to a survey of police departments l.n cities of at least 100,000 

population indicated that they provided security inspections.
68 

Improved police-community relations is a by-product of Operation 

Identification that may result in better citizen cooperation 

with ~ .'lice and a greater willingness to report crimes.
82 

Key assumptions in this component are that 0-1 partici-

pants have a different attitude toward crime prevention than 

non-participants, and that citizens react favorably to crime 

prevention services such as 0-1 and to police departments which 

provide them. To test these assumptions, several surveys of 

both 0-1 participants and non-participants have been conducted. 

A telephone survey of 870 households in Denver found that 

while many non-participants take no precaations against bur-

glary, participants are generally aware of the burglary threat 
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a~d take more precautions. 96 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. I04 

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 0-1, they had 

an even better opinion of the local police (only 0.5 percent had 

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

California
6 

found that, as a result of bl' pu lC educatior ... type 

programs, the percentage of burglaries reported by other than 

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

Another California stUdy,75 h f 
owever, ound that such 

period. 

trends \\Jere short-term. 

Burglar at-rareness of O-I. 
The second component of Oper-

ation Identification's 
burglary deterrent effect consists of 

increased awareness of 
O-I on the part of the burglar. This 

component can consist of t 
wo distinct elements. The first is 

the posted warning, most 
Commonly a decal or display card placed 

on \dndows and doors by 

potential burglar. 
O-I part" . 

lClpants as a warning to the 

!-1ost often the d 1 
I eca s 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 

66 
forms have been completed. 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 

86 In Newton, Massachusetts and in several communities 

,lOlb , t bIt d t th around San Antonlo, warnlngs 0 urg ars are pos e a e 

city limits. The San Antonio signs proclaim individual communi­

ties' involvement in Operation Identification and the percent of 

all households enrolled in the program. 

The second element of burglar awareness is 0-1 project 

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

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

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

notices in the local jail,39a although most projects rely on 

their recruitment pUblicity to reach the burglar. 

Several assumptions manifest themselves in this process: 

47a first, that citizens who post the decals mark their property 

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. 66 Closely related to his reaction to the decals 

is his reaction to marked property. The usual assumptions are 

38 
that a burglar prefers unmarked property and, in fact, avoids 

identifiable property that would be traceable to the scene of a 

39 



burglary.66, 75, 78 

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 

are mixed, however. A report on the property engraving program 

in Indianapolis66 cites a case in which a burglar indicated 

that a-I had a "major" deterrent effect. A survey of 69 con-

victed burglars conducted as part of the Operation Identifica­

tion study in Illinois
l 

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 a.pprehension and conviction. A third component 

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

burglar's perceived and actual r;sk f ~ 0 apprehension 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 Vi ' . , rg~nla 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 informants. l03 
Generally, Operation 

Identification is not related to either. O-I can, however, 

affect the burglar's risk of 
apprehension lion scene," during 

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

40 
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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 

18 
scene. A survey 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 res;dence. N' t ~ ~ne y-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 numbers. 

From the time he escapes until he disposes of his loot, 

the burglar risks apprehension with marked stolen property 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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claimed, fences are reluctant to deal in marked stolen property, 

this period of vulner1ability and the accompanying risk for the 

, J.'_n.~reased because of the-difficulty in disposing of burglar J.S --

the marked goods. 71, 75 , 86 Apprehension and detention of those 

fenc6..3 who do receive marked stolen property further reduce the 

75 
nur:nber of outlets available to the burglar. Operation Identi-

ff . f bl' d t' 75 fication, combined with an e ectl ve program 0 pu lC e uca lon, 

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 

extensi ve public.j ty ann. 0- I promotion, 69, 79 and to numerous 

t k ' 1, 6, 34, 75 
proper y mar lng programs 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 0-1 type programsl, 34 

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

marked stolen property increases the burglar's 

of apprehension; 69, 71, 75, 78 (2) difficulty 
and fence's risk 

in disposing of 

marked stolen property increases the time a burglar has it in 

his possession;7l, 75, 86 
(3) burglary investigation is enhanced 

when a theft involves m~rk' d 38 
, e property; (4) burglary suspects 

are more readily identifi d 
. e as a result of marked property in 

their posse ' . 
SSlon, (5) suspected burglars and fences apprehended 

with marked property 

, 87 
prosecuted; and 

in their POssession are l'k 1 b more ley to e 

(6) bUrglars 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 conviction rates of suspected burglars appre­

hended with and without marked property in their possession. 

Data needed to perform 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 0-1 projects, as indicated in the 

, " 67 t' 11 1 National Crime Preventlon Instltute s survey, are s l re a-

tively new and have not yet had enough time to record a signif­

icant number of 0-1 apprehensions. Another reason is that many 

0-1 projects, either by design or circumstance, are not collect­

ing any arrest data. The third reason is the relatively small 

number of arr'ests 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. 102 In Denver, 

only 1.6 percent of all burglaries occurred among 0-1 partici­

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 

71 . 100c Identification have been reported in New Orleans and Phoenlx. 
70 

Prosecutions as a result of 0-1 have been cited in Dallas 
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, h' 89 and Ann Arbor, M1C 19an. 

Not all results to date have been positive, however. 

The usefulness of identification numbers in burglary investi­

gations has been questioned by a California study75 which 

found that, while 16.5 percent of 7,763 burglaries examined 

were cleared by arrest, only 11.3 percent of those involving 

identifiable property were cleared. ~lhe study suggested that 

one possible reason for these results vms 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) . 

The need is apparent for additional evaluation of Opera­

tion Identification's effect on burglary apprehensions, prosecu­

tions, and convictions before sound conclusions can be drawn. 

Disposal of marked stolen property. The final component 

of O-I's deterrent effect is the increased difficulty in dis-

posing of marked stolen property. ' " 
S1nce the burglar usually 

wants to dispose of property he has stolen, the reaction of 

fences to marked property may have 
an impact on the burglar's 

decision about burglarizing an O-I 1 ' 
ocat10n. The principal 

assumptions made in this regard are tha"t 
fences also avoid 

identifiable property 

glary; 66, 71, 78 and 
that is traceable to the scene of a bur-

that property 'd t' f' ," 
1 en 1 1cat1on consequently makes the s 1 f 

a e 0 stolen property 
more difficult or, at least, 

lowe.rs the "market" 7 
. value of the item. 5, 86 

Evaluation of this process 
has also been limited to the 
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, d l' , 1 t f testimony of conv1cte burglars. In II 1no1s, 45 percen" 0 

those interviewed indicated that marking decreased the value of 

stolen property and made its marketing more diffic'ult in at 

least some cases. 

unmarked items. 

Eleven percent said they would steal only 

97 102 Reports from Denver,' where there were 

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 O-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 purglars may, in fact, have been merely 

displaced rather than deterred. 

Another possible problem is the displacement of the burglar 

from the theft of marked items to the theft of unmarked and un-

, 66 
markable items such as money or cloth1ng. The extent of this 

103 problem is suggested by Scarr's study of burglary patterns 

which reports, for example, that during 1969 in Washington, D.C., 

29 percent of the property stolen was unmarkable (checks and 

documents, clothing, drugs, food, liquor, money and coins, and 

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

apprehension and anticipated difficulty in fencing stolen 

marked property will usually cause them to seek more sui table 

targets. 98 This, in turn, suggests a need for increased par~ 

ticipation rates 2a , 66 - the greater the number of participants, 

the fewer the acceptable burglary targets. In fact, a recent 

study states that crime prevention by blocking potenti~l bur-

glary opportunities through programs such as Operation Identi-

fication is effective only when the number of non-participants 

" ... approaches or is less than ... " the number of targets de-
98 manded by burglars. 

D. Evaluation Results 

Various methods have been used for measuring the effective­

ness of 0-1 proj~cts in deterring burglary. St. Louis 2e and 
97 

Denver have compared the burglary rate for participants to 

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

burglary rate for participants after they joined Operation Iden­

tification to their burglary rate during a one-or two-year 

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

before a.nd after the program began in St. Louis are also avail-
2c able. The study of 0 I pro' t ' 1 - ]ec s 1n Illinois compared the 

rates in implementing , 
COl1";rn.un1ties of total burglary, burglary 

involvin~ markable goods, dayt~me 
~ residential burglary, resi-

dential burglnry involving 
markable goods, and daytime residen-

tial burglary involving k 
mar able goods to the corresponding 

rates in 

value of 
non-implementing communities. 

marked property stolen and not 
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Denver records the 

stolen from partici-

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

the proportion of 0-1 households which displayed project 

decals. 40 Subjective evaluations have also been done by in­

terviewing project implementors, pa.rticipants, non-participants, 

1 and convicted burglars. 

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-

, d d 71 tification was 1ntro uce . In Newton, Massachusetts a 41.4 

percent decrease in the burglary rate was experienced in the 

, t 86 d' F' first year after the initiation of an 0-1 proJec an 1n a1r-

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 
101b 

0-1 began to only four in the year after. In the 0-1 tar-

get area of Detroit, a 24 percent reduction in burglary was re-
. 48 

ported from 1972 to 1973. In St. Louis, 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.
2a 

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-
113 

d 'ff b t· th two groups. Burglary rates ports no 1 erence e ween e 

, bl' , d 78, from Monterey Park, California have been w1dely pu ,lC1ze . 

79, 80, 83 The likelihood of burglary was reduced by 78 percent 
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during a Slx-mont perl . h . od for participating households state-

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

17,000 participants (.058 percent), but 12,000 of 125,000 non-

(9.6 Percent) were burglarized in a one-year participants 

. d 90. Denver 12.4 percent of non-participant locations perlo i In 

were burglarized compared to 0.48 percent of the participant 

1ocations.
95 

During 1973, Phoenix reported one burglary per 

17 households (about a 6.0 percent rate)b Among 0-1 partici­

pants, however, there was only one burglary per 229 house­

ho1ds
lOOc 

(about a .436 percent). 

Several common problems with the evaluation of O-I's 

burglary deterrent effect have been noted. The question of 

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

of determining the burglary rate among 0-1 partlclpan s, " t 2e 

some projects depend on the investigating police 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 O-I has been suggested. Comparison of participant bur-

glary rates before and after jOining the project is further 

complicated by the problem of "regression artifact" 
i. e., if 

victims of prior burglaries join O-I in large numbers, a decrease 

in the burglary rates would be eXpected even if Operation Iden­

tification had no effect at all. 2a , 110 Finally, the evalua­

tions of O-I sUffer from the Same limitations experienced in 

evaluating most programs implemented in a "real-world" environ­

ment -- namely, the difficulty in cOntrolling the many vari-
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in allocating the credit for ables, and the difficulty 

addressing the same measured results among several projects 

problem. 
97 
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CHAPTER VI. THE EFFECT OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION ON THE 
RECOVERY AND RETURN OF STOLEN PROPERTY 

A. The Property Recovery System 

An adequate model of the stolen property recovery pro­

cess involves three separate entities. These are: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

the owner of personal property, 

the thief who steals the property, and 

t(he person who recovers the property and returns it 
usually a police officer). 

An important benefit cla~med for the 0-1 program is that 

it . 
provldes substantial help in making the return of stolen 

property easier. 
The interaction of Operation Identification 

and the property recovery process can be d 
escribed as follows: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

the owner marks or labels his valuable property; 
the thief st 1 ea s some of the owner's property; 

the police recover the property either by 

(a) intercepting the ff d 
o en er before he can dispose ~f the property, 

(b) lnftercepting the fence before he 
o the property can dispose 

i~~ f~nd~ng the pro~erty 
flndlng the property in a pawn shop, or 

with its new "owner"; and 
the police return the pro ert by 
through the identif' p Y tracing ownership 
property. Ylng number or name on the 

Despite this seemingly 
clear cut process, it produces 

several questions, vlhich can b 
e used to highlight what is and 

is not known about 
the actual intervention 

fication of Operation Identi-
into the property 

include: recovery process. These questions 

•
~':'" 

- >",'. ,',. 

l· 

(1) How completely, permanently, and easily can a 
homeowner mark his personal property? How can 
items such as money, silver, china, crystal, 
diamond!, 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 ou,tside their city, county, 
or state? What proportion of stolen marked property 
do they return? 

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

A substantial number of 0-1 projects claim "the increased 

return of stolen property to the rightful owner" as a major 

benefit of the project. In Illinois' s'tatewide program, this 

obje~tive was promulgated as part of Illinois Law Enforcement 

1 Commission guidelines to the subgrantees. In St. Louis, where 

the 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 

2e it as a major goal. The New York City Police Department also 

included the objective in the grant application for its 0-1 

project.
34 

In a report for the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-

ministration on property numbering programs in the United 

States, two main objectives are identifiedi the first is prop-

38 
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 limit-

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 

recovery of some stolen bikes to Operatl'on d' 26 
I entlfication. 

Unfortunately, stories such as these represent the bulk 

of what is kn b 
own a out Operation Identification's effect on 

increasing the return of stolen 
property. Very few formal 

studies have been undertaken to 
monitor or evaluate this ob-

jective, but there ' 
lS secondary evidence both to support and 

defeat many of the 
assumptions behind this component of the 

program. Some of th' . 
lS eVldence is presented below. 

c. The Police Use f 
o. O-I<for Property Recovery and'Return 

The property recovery process 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 process can be outlined as 

(1) recovery of stolen property, 

(2) finding of identifying marks, 

(3) determination of the property owner from the 
identifying ~arks, 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 

t 77, 78, lOlb At least one private own computerized sys ems. 

company sells a registration service for marked property, via 

computer, which provides retrieval capability when a client's 

. 109 marked stolen property comes to the company's attentlon. 

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 prov'ided 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 marki.ng. 1 ' 1 t' 17, 19, 38, 76 Pending egls a lon, 

hOvlever, would make it illegal to use one's Social Security number 
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as an identifier for any pl!irpose other than Social See-uLt t y . Prl'-

sent federal regulations alrea~ly prohibit the Social Security 

Administration from providing any information to other govern­

ment or private agencies. As a result, recovered property 

marked, with a Social Security number cannot be returned unless 

the property owner has registered his number with the local 

0-1 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 problemo with the use of 0-1 to recover and 

return sto~en property. Some valuable properties cannot easily be 

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

items, and property under 
warranty are examples. Problems also 

arise when persons do not h 
ave an identifying number of their 

own. 3, 34, 38 
In New York City, the project recommends that 

the prospective particip .. ant wl'th h 
t is difficulty use the num-

ber of a member f th ' 
o . elr family living wi thin the same dwelling 

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

bers often th 
Use e number of a relative or friend .. 3 The use 

of another , 
person s number adds an additl'onal step 

and returning st 1 
in tracing 

o en marked property, ~ 
anu. may make return of 

that property impossible. 
Some programs recommend placing the 

identifying mark in an 
inconspicuous place on the property.93 

How much this may 
affect th f' d 
. e In er's recognition that the 

property is marked h 
as not been tested. Th e wide variety of 
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identifiers recommended by various Operation Identification 

projects also presents serious problems in tracing owners 

from other localities. Lengthy identifiers are difficult, if 

not impossible, for persons to recall, should the need arise. 38 

Furthermore, non-standard identifiers may not be recognizable 

93 
to the finder of the property. 

E. Inherent Assumptions in the Use of 0-1 to Increase Property 
Recovery and Return 

A basic assumption for this 0-1 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 

'd bl" 66, assumption, although untested, has recelve some pu lClty: 

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 

property to owners. Although the tracing mechanism can func­

tion, as proven through the few success storie2 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 

, d t'f' t' 2a, 6, 75, 95 have not 'ld d of Operatlon I en l lca lon Yle e 

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 questioll of whether 

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

much broader scale is unknown a.t this time. 
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ABSTRACT 

This report presents a ju~gmental 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 fc"r the National Insti-

tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The report exam-

ines both the effectiveness and validity of the basic 0-1 ac-

tivities, the underlying assumptions linking these activities, 

and the intermediate and ultimate objectives of the 0-1 concept. 

The report describes a simple 0-1 project model, consist-

ing of the following three component,s: recruitment, enroll-

ment, and material distribution; burglary deterrence; and prop-

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 inQlude the following: (1) most 0-1 proj-

ects have been unable to enlist more than a minimal number of 

participants; (2) the cost of recruiting and enrolling 0-1 par-

ticipants is much higher than expected; (3) 0-1 participants 

have significantly lmver burglary rates; but 0-1 communi ties 

have not experienced reductions in city-wide burglary rates nor 

appreciable increases in the number of apprehended burglars; and 

(4) 0-1 markings have not increased the recovery and return of 

of stolen property. 
ii 

. i 
, ' 

j t 
r 
<l I 



----__ - ______ ---~, ... .,...__ ~--~" ........ __ -"'"""'If"""""-'PIP""I_._..,.__-....----.~---__ ,--__r..---------- ~~--- .-

• 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT . . . . 
TABLE OF CONTENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
LIST OF FIGURES . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
LIST OF TABLES • • 0' • 

SUM1YlARY 

CHAPTER I. 

. . . . . . . . . . . 
INTRODUCTION 

Purpose and Outline of the Report .. . 
What is Operation Identification? .. . 
A Simple O-I Project Model . .. .. . 

Recruitment, Enrollment, and Material 
Distribution . . . . 

Burglary Deterrence . . . . . . . . . 
Property Recovery and Return 
Other Benefits . . . . . . .. ... 

Information Sources Used fur the Assess-
ment of Operation Identification 

~eview Paper . . . . . . . . 
Telephone Survey . . . 
Field Survey 

Major Assessment Findings . . . . . . . . . 

CHAPTER II. AN OVERVIEW ASSESSMENT OF OPERATION 
IDENTIFICATION . . . . . . 

Introduction • • • . • . . 
Operation Identification Today . . . . . • 

Recruitment, Enrollment, and Material 
Distribution . . . • • . . . 

Burglary Deterrence . . • . . . . . . . . 
Property Recovery and Return . . . . . . 
Other O-I Benefits . . . . . • . . • . . 

The Future of Operation Identification 
Recruitment, Enrollment, and Material 

Distribution . . . • . ... 
Burglary Deterrence . . . . . . . . . . • 
Property Recovery and Return . . . . . . 
Other O-I Benefits . . . . . • . . • . . 

iii 

ii 

iii 

vii 

vii 

viii 

1 

1 
3 
3 

4 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
7 
8 
9 

11 

11 
12 

12 
16 
18 
20 
22 

22 
26 
27 
29 

';'\'1 

" 1 ~ , I 

! , , 
! 



CHAPTER III. ASSESSMENT OF THE PARTICIPANT RECRUIT­
MENT k~D ENROLLMENT ACTIVITIES OF 
OPERATION IDENTIFICATION . .... 

Introduction . . . . . . 
Recruitment and Enrollment Framework . 

Project Activities . . . • • . . 
Measurement Points . . 
As sumptions .'. . 
Uncontrollable Factors ...•.... 

Major Questions to be Assessed • 
Assessment of the Major Recruitment and 

Enrollment Questions . . . . . . 
Can Large Numbers of People Be Made 

Aware of the Existence of an O-I 
Project? . . . . . . . .. ... 

Radio and Television 
N8~spapers . . . . . 
Billboards, Posters, and Displays 
Mass Mailings . . . 
Group Presentations . . . . 
Door-to-Door Canvassing . . . 
Word of Mouth • . . . . . . • 
S 1.iIUIIlar y . . . . . . . . 

Will a Sufficient Number of Those People 
Made Aware of 0-1 Take the Necessary 
Steps to Join an 0-1 Project? 

Will People Take the Initiative to 
Join 0-1 as a Result of 0-1 Public 
Education Efforts? . 

Radio . . . . 
Television . . . 
Newspapers . . . . . . 
Group Presentations . 
Door-to-Door Canvassing 
Word of Mouth . . . . . . . • . • 
Summary . . . ... \'I •• •• 

Will People Agree to Join 0-1 as a 
Res':llt of Direct Solicitation by 

, ProJect Representatives? . • . . • 
Wlll O~I P~rticipants Follow Project 

,Guldellnes and Instructions? .... 
Wlll O~I Participants Follow Property 

Marklng Instructions? 
Will O-I Participants Inv~nto;y'Their' 

,Property as Instructed? ... 
Wlll O-I Participants Post Project 

Decals as Instructed? ..... . 
Will ?-I Participants Register With 

Thelr Local 0-1 Project? . ..• 
Summary . . . . . . . . . " . . . . . 

iv 

30 

30 
32 
32 
35 
37 
39 
39 

40 

41 
42 
43 
43 
44 
44 
45 
45 
46 

47 

50 
52 
53 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 

58 

61 

61 

63 

63 

64 
65 

CHAPTER IV. 

~ 
. '. J . 

t. ., 
- -, 

What Costs Are Involved in the 
Recruitment and Enrollment of 0-1 

Page 

Participants? . . . . . • . . . . 66 
Material Costs . . . . . . . . .. 66 
Media Costs . . . . . . . . . . .. 67 
Manpower Costs .. . . •. 67 
Costs per Participant . . . . . •. 69 
Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 73 

ASSESSMENT OF THE BURGLARY DETERRENCE 
EFFECTS OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION . 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Framework of 0-1 Project Activities 

Related to Burglary Deterrence . . . 
Intervention Into the Crime Selection 

Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Intervention Into the Target Selection 

Decision . • . . . . . . . . 
Intervention Into the Target Entry 

Stage . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 
Intervention Into the Item Selection 

Decision ............ . 
Intervention Into the Escape Stage . . . 
Intervention Into the Stolen Property 

Disposition Stage . . . . . ~ . . . . 
Identification of the Major Assessment 

Questions Related to Burglary 
Deterrence . . . . . . . . . . . 

LAssessment of the Major Questions Related 
to Burglary Deterrence . . . . . . . 

Are Burglars Deterred from Victimizing 
0-1 Participants Because of Specific 
0-1 Project Activities? . . . . . . . 

Is the Burglar's Perceived and Actual 
Risk of Apprehension, Prosecution, 
and Conviction Increased as a Result 
of Operation Identification? .... 

Is Marked Stolen Property More Difficult 
to Dispose of Than Comparable 
Unmarked Property . . . . . . . . . . 

Is the Market Value of Marked Items Less 
Than That of Comparable Unmarked 
Items? . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Do Citizens Not Participating in Operation 
Identification Benefit from Burglary 
Reductions Similar to Those Apparently 
Experienced By 0-1 Participants 

(Because Burglars Generalize the 'Effect 
of O-I to the Entire Target Area), or 
Do Non-participants Experience Burglary 

77 

77 

79 

81 

82 

84 

85 
86 

86 

87 

88 

89 

101 

104 

106 



I 
, . ,.
: 

I 

.' 

1

1 ... :.\.:.'.' .. ' ..•.. ;' , 
'. 

;\'Jf , ' 
i :' 

f~':' 
L;' 
! 

..... ') .. : .•.......... :. 

. . 

: !';/. 

J "" 

···>U' 

_____ - ____ ~. ____ ..,., ... ~--.........,..--c-, .-, ........ --..... i' ..... ..,........" ... ,... ... ..----..---~· -.-----,..-- -- ~--"'--, (T--~ 

CHAPTER V. 

CHAPTER VI. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Increases Due to the Displacement of 
Burglaries from O-I Households? . 

ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY RECOVERY EFFECTS 
OF OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

Introduction . . . . . . . . .. . . . 
The Prope~ty Recovery Framework • . . . 

Burglary Attempt . . . .. ... 
Owner Describes Property to the Police 
Property Recovery . . • . . • • . . • . . 

,Tracing and Returning Property .... . 
Questions to Be Assessed . . . • .. . 
Assessment of the Major Questions About 

Property Recovery . . . . . . . 
What Fraction of Commonly Stolen Items 

Can Be Adequately Marked? . . . . . 
Is Stolen O-I Marked Property More Likely 

to Be Recovered by Police Than 
Stolen Unmarked Property? 

Are Better Property Descriptions 
Obtained from Burglarized O-I 
Participants than from Burglarized 
Non-Participants? . . • . • . . . . 

Do Police Departments Have Mechanisms 
for Tracing O-I Identifiers? . . 

Is Recovered O-I Marked Property More 
Likely to Be Returned to Owners 
Than Recovered Unmarked Property? 

ASSESSMENT OF OTHER BENEFITS ATTRIBUTABLE 
TO OPERATION IDENTIFICATION . . . • 

Introduction . . . . • . . . . . . • • . • 
Improved Police-Community Relations . • 

Can Police-Community Relations Be 
Improved Due to Police Involvement 
in an O-I Project? . . . . . 

Can Existing Police-Community 
Relations Affect the Success of 
O-I Recruitment and Enrollment 
Efforts? . • . . . • . • . . . . 

Promotion of Crime Prevention Activities 
Summary . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

vi 

106 

116 

116 
117 
117 
117 
121 
123 
125 

127 

128 

129 

129 

130 

134 

137 

137 
138 

139 

140 
141 
142 

143 

" 

'I.::.. 

1 
~. 'j 

! 
:r; 

0 

1 
.::I' 

\:Jr.' 

, 
I, 
f , 

Ii 
I , 

! 

I 

........ ,,, ........ 

:) 1'\ 
I ., 
, '! 



FIGURE 

3-1 

4-1 

TABLE 

3-1 

3-2 

3-3 

4-1 

4-2 

4-3 

4-4 

4-5 

5-1 

5-2 

- - .. 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Recruitment and Enrollment Framework 

Conceptualized Model of the Burglary Process 
and the Deterrent Effects of Operation 
Identification's Intervention 

LIST OF TABLES 

Telephone Survey 0-1 Projects Reporting 
Over Ten Percent Citizen Participation 

Cost of Materials to Four 0-1 Projects 

Cost and Participant Data for 0-1 Projects 
Funded by the Illinois Law Enforcement 
Commission (ILEC). 

Participant and Non-Participant Burglary 
Rates 

Success of Representative 0-1 Projects In 
Burglary Deterrence Among 0-1 Participants 
As A Function of Concurrent Crime Prevention 
Programs 

Success of Special 0-1 Projects In Burglary 
Deterrence Among 0-1 Participants As A 
Function of Concurrent Crime Prevention 
Programs 

0-1 Participation Levels Required to Produce 
a Significant Level of Burglary Prevention 

Percentage 
Achieved 
in 0-1 

Increase in Crime Prevention 
By Doubling Current Participation 

Intervention of Operation Identification 
Into the Property Recovery Process 

Identifiers Recommended by Telephone Surveyed 
Projects 

vii 

Page 

33 

80 

Page 

49 

68 

71 

93 

99 

100 

113 .' 

114 

118 I , 
~i 

132 
~i ~ 
, (t 
c \. 



.. 

--~--- --' ~--" 

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 project 

operations and environments. 

In terms of the principal component~ of the 0-1 project 

model, the major findings are: 

(1) O-I,p~ojects have been unable to recruit more than 
a ffilnlmal number of participants in their target 
~re~s (the telephone survey conducted for this study 
lndlcated that only 10 of 65 responding projects 

(2) 

(3) 

had enrolled more than 10 percent of their target 
area households); 

t~e ,recr:ti tmex:t co~t per p~.rticipant for an 0-1 
Pe~Ject lS qUlte hlgh (medlan project cost is $4 
P household) not counting donated promotional 
resources and manpower; 

~;~e~a~~!cip~n~s,have significantly lower burglary 
(0-1 ,er Jo~nlng as compared to before joining 

proJects In Seattle 41 and St L ! 21 1 
documented bu " OUlS lave 
24 9 rglary reductlons of 32.8 percent and 

. percent respectively for 0-1 participants); 
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(4) cities with 0-1 projects have not experienced reduc­
tions in city-wide burglary rates (analysis of bur­
glary rates for 255 cities with 0-1 projects in 
Illinois revealed no reductions when compared to 389 
Illinois cities without 0-1 projects18 ); 

(5) no evidence exists to indicate that 0-1 produces any 
increase in either the apprehension or conviction 
of burglars (not one of the 18 0-1 projects visited 
for this study could document increases in either 
the apprehension or conviction of burglars); 

(6) the presence of 0-1 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 
property18); and 

(7) there is no indication that 0-1 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 0-1 markings) . 

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

ous with the fact that 0-1 participants do experience lower bur­

glary rates. Explanations for these results include: 

(1) 

(2) 

only a small number of target area households are 0-1 
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 0-1 households 
may be displaced to non-participating households in 
the target area; a~d 

(3) the burglary rate reductions for 0-1 participants 
may be primarily due to non 0-1 causes (e.g., 0-1 
participants tend to employ more target-hardening 
techniques than do non 0-1 participants). 

Each of thes,1 explanations is discussed in greater detail 

in the main text of this report. 

Recruitment, Enrollment, and Material Distribution. The 

overwhelming maj ori ty of 0-1 proj edts 'surveyed by telephone for 
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this study have recruited less than 10 percent of their target 

populations. The findings of several surveys6, 18, 22 of both 

participants and non-participants SUbstantiate that, while large 

numbers of people have been made a\·mre of Operation Identifica­

tion through the mass media, only a small percentage have been 

persuaded to join O-I. The results of several proj ects indicate 

increased participation levels with the use of such personalized 

recruitment methods as group presentat;ons18, 21 f 

~ and door-to-door 
canvassing. 11, 14, 40 S h 

uc methods, however, have the disadvan-

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

sources expended per enrollee. 'R 'tIn 
ecru~ ent efforts for DXisting 

0-1 projects become increasingly difficult as a result of: 

(1) 

(2 ) 

(3) 

the loss of media interest (a frequent source of 
free 2.r:hro ,..+-; Q; nn \ . 

_ .... -- ---- ......... ':;)J I 

a,decline in "outside" funding (most O-I orojects 
w~th,greater than 10 percent participatio~ have 
rece~ved some outside funding support); 

( growing,reluctance of non-participants to join 
f~he "eas~er" participants are usually among the 
~rst to enroll); and, 

(4) a~ increasing percentage of project resources 
~~~e~t~d,t~ recruiting additional participants 
prope~tya~~~~g, cur-::-ent participants (marking new 

~Ssu~ng new decals) • 

Despite the often-stated claim to 
the contrary, the total 

cost per h 
- ousehold for O-I recruitment 

is often quite high. 
Participation and funding 

information obtained from several 
18,27,28 ' d' projects lO , 

~n ~cates considerable variation in the 
recruitment cost of each 

participant (from a low of $.78 per 
household in Grand Rapids, 

Michigan to a high of $17 per house­
hold in Seattle41) . 

The statewide O-I program in Illinois 
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reported an average cost of $4.50 for each household enrolled 

during 1973; this infonnation was based on 32 grants for O-I 

projects awarded to approximately 250 Illinois communities. 18 

O-I projects reporting recruiD~ent 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 

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

$500,000 to achieve 100 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 

average cost per enrollee will increaie, 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,4l 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 
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24.9 percent reduction was reported for participants in St. Louis 

and a 32.S percent reduction 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 Illinois1S 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 ::;tolen p:c:ope.c i.:.y. TIle 

reasons they most frequently cited were: 

(1) stolen property can be quickly transported to other 
jurisdictions; 

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

(3) ~he ~ublic is willing to buy anything if the price 
~s r~ght. 

These results immediately raise the question: if bur­

glars are not appr h d d 
e en e or convicted more freguen-cly because 

of O-I and if the disposal- of stolen 
prop(~rty is not made more 

difficult, why are burglars deterred from O-I households? 
One 

explan!3-tion is that IIsUccessful ll O-I 
projects are often part 

of larger crime 
prevention pr~grams and, as a result, property 

marking is only one of many . 
secur~ty precautions which O-I 
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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 O-II however, the burgl~ry deter-

rent benefit detected for a-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 

-che significant reduc-cions in rates among a-I project partici-

pants. critics of a-I state that Operation Identification 

actually prevents very few burglaries; and that, in fact, any 

crime deterrence claimed as a result of a-I participation is 

merely crime displaced to non-participants in the target area. 

Measurements of displacement effects due to a-I have produced 

mixed results. An evaluation of the Seattle41 a-I project 

failed to detect any significant level of displacement either 

to non-participants or to other types of crime. Studies in 

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

displacement may have occurred in each area after ~le initiation 

of the a-I project. All three studies, hmvever, were conducted 

in cOlnmunities in which the a-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 a-I project alone. 

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

of a communi ty--wide benefit, that such a benefit does in fac'c 
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exist and would appear if larger numbers of participants were 

enrolled; and further, that burglary rates for the entire city, 

al though 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 future potential of O-I as a bu~glary deterrent pro-

gram benefiting the entire commun;ty ra;ses the t 1 . • ~ cen ra quest~on 

of what percent'of the target population must be enrolled before 

a community-wide burglary reduction will be observed. No 

specific evidence is available to date to answer this question. 

Property Recovery and Return. The property recovery 

effects of Operation Identificat;on are alnlos.t . 
• non-ex~stent. 

Despite the fact that almost 
every O-I project can usually cite 

one or two headline cases of t 1 
s 0 en property recovered und re-

turned to i ts O~vner d 
ue to O-I markings, no evalUutive results 

from an O-I project 
SUpport the claim that Operation Idcntif " 

cation produces a significant . 
~ncrease in either the rate of 

recovery by 
police or return to 

S 41 eattle, Denver,S 
owners of stolen property. 

Projects in 
and New York City have reported 

minimal amounts of recovered 1 
mar<ed property although consid-

erable numbers of . 
part~cipants have been burglarized in each 
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city. 

Among the factors contributing to this complete lack of 

success are: 

(I) a high percentage of commonly stolen items are not 
easily markable (estimates range from 40 to 60 per­
cent);29,38 

(2) most police departments, burdened with manpower and 
funding limitations, cannot adequately process or 
document the volume of recovered property they 
handle todaYi 

(3) few police property recovery uni.ts in cities with 
O-I projects have altered or improved their tracing 
procedukes to insure the efficient return of re­
covered marked property to owners; and 

(4) 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. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose and Outline of the Report 

The purpose of this report ~s to present a judgmental 

assessment of the failure or success of Operation Identification 

(often times referred to as O-I throughout this ~eport). This 

assessment 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 O-I project activities, the 

underlying assumptions linking those activities, and the inter-

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 c~~ be placed 
in: the colle~ted data in terms of its validity, 
reliability, and accuracy; 

(2) identification 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 

and objectives, several frameworks of project activities or 

interventions are presented. These frameworks.f based on a large 

sample of O-I projects, are used to describe the chain of 

1 
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assumptions which link the expenditure of funds to project 

activities, the project activities to intermediate effects and, 

finally, the intermediate effects to the ultimate impact of 

0-1 upon the reduction of burglary. These frameworks are ~lso 

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 remainder 

of this chapter defines the kinds of property marking programs 

assessed, describes a simple 0-1 project model used to organize 

the assessment results, identifies the information sources used, 

and summarizes the major assessment findings. Chapter II pre­

sents an overview assessment of Operation Identification in terms 

of the costs and resources expended for 0-1 projects, the overall 

benefits of the concept to the community, and the future of O-I 
programs. 

Chapters III, IV 1 and Veach present an assessment of one 

of the major components or obJ'ectl'ves of 
Operation Identifica-

tion (i.e., recruitment, enrollment, and 
material distributioni 

burglary deterrence; and 
property recovery and return). Within 

each chapter, a framework of proJ'ect ' 
activities or interventions 

representative of 0-1 projects, 

tify a chain of linking 
is presented and used to iden-

assumptions for this component of O-I. 
Th.ese assumptions 

or effects are then restated as questions to 
be assessed. 

Chapter VI discusses two dd't' 
, , a 1 lonal features of Operation Identlflcation t' t 

, na are frequently identified as project bene-
flts: improved I' 

po lce-communi,ty reI t' 
a 10ns, and increased pub-
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lic knowledge and use of other security precautions. 

B. What 'i's Operation Tde'n't'ific'ation? 

During the past decade, one of the more siqnificant 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 Stabes. 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 projects 

are one of the most co~nonly 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, or name which ca,n be used to identify the 

item and establish ownership if it is stolen. The 0-1 ,projects 

discussed in this paper are limited to property ma:r-king programs 

which possess the following characteristics: 

C. 

citizens are encouraged to mark each movable piece 
of valuable property they owni 

a personal identifier, unique to each ci~izen, is 
used; and 

burglary deterrence is a goal of the project. 

A SimDle O-I Project Model .. 

The assessment results presented in this paper are organized 
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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 II I. The last 

two components, discussed in chapters IV and v', . 
respect~vely, 

represent the two principal objectives or effects of Operation 

Identification: 
to, protect citizens enrolled into the project 

so 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. 

Recrui"tnie'nt ,Enro'llinent , and Ma'te£,al Distribution. 

This component includes all of the activit,; "".'s al""'d 
-L.'~ ,. materials used 

to inform the public and potentia,l 
burglars about O-I. These 

efforts are designed t d 
o e ucate each citizen about the 

being burglarized, the existence 
risks of 

of the local O-I proj~ct, the 
usefulness of 0-1 in reducing h 7 

t e risks of burglary, and the 
steps necessaty to jOin the project. 

Efforts to recruit par­
ticipants range from broad appeals in 

the mass media to indi­

through group presentations 
vidUal contacts 

canvassing. and door-to-door 

This component I 
a so includes all 

project activities and 

citizen in the O-I proj-
materials utilized in en~oll' 

. '. '.. ~ng each 
ect. Enrollm 

ent elements include 
given t the kinds of instructions 

o each participant, 

and the extent and 
the types of identifiers 

recommended, 
completeness f 

o project records. Distri-
4 
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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. B"urgl'a'ry Dete"rre'nce. This is the major objective of 

all O-I projects presented in this paper. The specific inter­

ventions \'lhich O-I theoretically can make into the burglary 

process are presented in Chapter IV. Fundamental to each inter-

vention is the existence of a permanent, unique 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. Prop"e"rty 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, the O-I concept appears to 

have several logical avenues of intervention into the property 

recovery process. The recovery by police of O-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 i~ enhanced because of the improved tracing 

mechanism"s \"hich lin:!c property markings to specific ovmers. 

4. Other benefits. Although not identified as a major 

component of the O-I model, two additional benefits of Opera­

tion Identification, frequently cited by O-I implementors, 

are (1) improved police-community relations, and (2) increase2 

public awareness and use of other security precautions. Im-
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it is claimed, because citizens have an in­proved peR occurs, 

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 

. prevent;on units to introduce citizens to used by many crlme ~ 

the idea of and need for greater home security. The basic 

simplicity of the O-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 .. t:t'..:chniques . 

D. Information Sources Used for the Assessment of Operation 
Identification 

All of the pertinent information accumulated during this 

study has been sUlnmarized in three earlier study products. 

These are: 

(l) "Operation Identification: A Review of General 
Knowledge and Past Findings" (hereafter referred to 
as the Review Paper); 

(2) "A Telephone Survey of Operation Identification 
Projects; Methodology and Results" (hereafter 
referred to as the Telephone Survey); and 

(3) "A Field Survey of Operation Identification Projects: 
Methodology and Results" (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 

collected from background material, past research, historical 

development, and expert opinion about the role and usefulness of 

O-I as a burglary 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; m~gazine 

articles; grant applications, progress reports, evaluation sur­

veys, and promotional ma·terials, all from indi.vidual 0-1 proj­

ects; state planning agency reports; evaluation studies; eXgert 

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 0-1 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 subquestlons a ou e. . b t th h;story, organization, levels and 

sources of £unding, objectives, operations, evaluation efforts 

and results, degrees 0 success, an f d problerns of the 0-1 proJ"-

ects. All survey responses for each group of projects were 

keypunched an mac lne a u a- . d h ' t b I ted Wl'th the survey data in 

bl f over 240 pairs of variables were machine processa e orm, 
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cross-tabulated \·lith each other in an effort to identify strong 

associations bet\'leen major project variables. 

Field Survey. To secure more detailed information Cl h t 
C uou_ 

the project descriptions developed from the review of past find­

ings and the Telephone Survey, on-site visits to 18 of the 0-1 

projects contacted in the Telephone Survey were nl-:>de il ' 
u. ... ur~ng 

February and March 1975. Thes "t d' 
- e V1Sl s were eSlgned to validate 

the results of the Telephone Survey, obta;n . 
~ more preClse infor-

mation about the operations of particular 0-1 projects, and 

more accurately identify the similarities and differences be­

tween 0-1 projects. 

Selection of the projects to be visited was based both 

interviewee responses to specific 
questions in the Telephone 

on 

Survey and the subjective opinion of each 
interviewer about the 

potential usefulness of a project visit. 

project evaluation, the 

project data base, the total nllillber of partici­

in the pr' t 

Specific selection 
criteria included the existence of a 
quality of the 

pants enrolled 

oJec , the percent of the total target 

and the degree of success cla;med by 
-'- project 

area enrolled 
I 

personnel. 

During the 18 field Visits, 

They included police officers and 
88 persons Were interviewed. 

ing interviews during 

normal business hours at O-I projec·t head­
quarters, the field site intervi 

. ewers also attended group pre­sentations promo' , 
1:1ng 0-1, aCcompanied d t 

oor- o-door canvassers, 
8 
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and visited several police property rooms. 

E:· Majcir As~essment F~ndings 

As indicated above, the assessments presented in this paper 

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 

environments. 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 repre­

sentative of and applicable to a wide range of project operations 

and environments. 

In terms of the principal components of the Operation 

Identification (0-1) project model, the major findings are: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

O-I projects have been unable to recrui~ more than 
a minimal number of participants in the~r ta:get 
areas (the telephone survey conducte~ for t~~s study 
indicated that only 10 of 65 respond~ng ~roJects 
had enrolled more than 10 perc~nt of the~r target 
area households); 

the recruitment cost per pc;rticipc;nt for an,o-~4 
project is quite high (med~an proJect cOSt,lS 
per household) not counting donated promot~onal 
resources and manpower; 

O-I participants have significantly lower ~u:g~ary 
rates after joining as c~~pared to bef~r~lJ~~n~ng 
(O-I rojects in Seattle and St. LOU1S ave 
docum~nted burglary reductions of 32.8;p~rcent ~nd 
24.9 percent respectively for O-I partlc~pants), 
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(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

cities with 0-1 projects have not experie~ced reduc­
tions in city-wide burglary :ates (anal~sls o~ bur­
glary rates for 255 cities ~lth 0-1 proJects ln 
Illinois revealed no reductlons when com~ared to 
389 Illinois cities without 0-1 projects 8); 

no evidence exists to indicate that 0-1 produces an~ 
increase in either the apprehension or conviction 
of burglars (not one of the 18 0-1 projects visited 
for this study could document increases in either 
the apprehension or conviction of burglars); 

the presence of 0-1 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 
propertyI8); and 

there is no indication that 0-1 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 0-1 markings). 

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

0US with the fact that 0-1 participants do experience lower bur-

glary rates. Explanations for these results include: 

(1) only a small number of target area households are 0-1 
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; 

(2) some of the burglaries deterred from 0-1 households 
may be displaced to non-participating households in 
the target area; and 

(3) the burglary rate reductions for 0-1 participants 
may ~e,primarily due to non 0-1 causes (e.g., 0-1 
part17lpants tend to employ more target-hardening 
technlques than do non 0-1 participants). 

Each of these explanations is discussed in greater detail in 

chapters III through VI of this report. 

10 
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, CHAPTER I I . AN OVERVIEW ASSESSMENT OF' OPE'RATTON IDENTIFICATION 

A. Introduction 

The concept of Operation Identification has an initial 

simplicity that certainly accounts for part of its attractive--

, t' th'~ The ;dea of marking or label-ness as a crlme preven lon me OCI.. -'-

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 and readily understood. At least part of 

the explanation for the rapid proliferation of 0-1 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 O-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 O-I concept and have ignored 

the less than perfect environment in which 0-1 projects must 

operate. The examinations of both 0-1 assumptions and project 

results in this report indicate that the O-I concept -has 

faltered, to date, primarily because the environments in which 

0-1 projects have been implemented do not satisfy the basic 

assumptions upon which the concept is based. 

As mentioned earlier, the final three chapters of this 

d ' 'd 1 assessments about participant recruit­paper present in lVl ua 
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ment and enrollment, burglary deterrence, and property recovery 

and return. This chapter presents an overview assessment of 

O-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 

O-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 O-I projects as they 
. 

exist and operate today. The,efforts and effects of representa-

tive O-I projects are examined in terms of the benefits and 

costs to the entire community. 

Recruitment, Enrollment, and Material Distribution. The 

basic failing of most O-I projects to date is that they have 

been unable to recruit more than a token number of partici-

pants. Although the O-I projects contacted for the Telephone 

Survey had existed for an average f o two years, less than 20 

percent of them had 't d recrUl e more than 10 percent of their 

target populations. A similar result was also found in a 1974 

evaluation of the statewide O-I prog'~arn ' 18 
~ ln Illinois. 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 participants have not been the 

result of public ignorance b 
a out O-I projects. Surveys of non-

participants in Illinois 18 St L . 22 6 
, • OUlS, and Denver, document 

a high level of public 
awareness about the existence and purpose 
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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 -coo characteristic of American society. In 

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 

significantly in the last 15 years. 44 Hence, despite the fact 

that public opinion polls continue to verify that most Americans 

consider crime to be a serious problem and th-at O-I proj ects 

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 

charact~ristics (see Table 3-1): 

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

(2) the O-I project has used personalized recruitment 
methods such 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 
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structures to inform and recruit large numbers of participants 

with informal methods which rely on word of mouth contact be-

tween individuals. Personal contact with a f,riend or neighbor 

who has already joined the project appears to pl.ay 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

bors and friends to promote candidates and collect donations. 

In many urban and Suburban environmen't:.s today, however, in­

formal word of mouth communication is not reliable because of the 

decline of the neighborhood structures. 
Many' projects also re-

port that impersonal public education techniques using the mass 

media, area-wide mailings, and leafleting have also proven 

effective in motivat;ng people t ' . 
..... 0 Jo~n 0-1. As a result, more 

and. more O-I projects have begun to 
Use. group presentations and 

door-to-door canvassing in order to 
provide more personal con-

tact with each new participant. 
Projects in Seattle,4l Denver,S 

and Detroitl2 r pt. 
e or cons~derable success 

with these personalized methods. 

The final characteristic is that most of the 0-1 

that have succeeded in 
projects 

target population have 
recruiting more than 10 percent of their 

received, at no t t 
cos 0 the local govern­

ment, considerable amounts of 
resources, services and materials 

from other public and private 
agencies. Many projects, for 

example, receive all or part 

from either federal or state 
of their direct financial support 

agencies, as well as free d . a vertis~ng 
14 
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from the media, donated materials from business groups, and 

volunteer help from civic organizations. 

Although complete budgetary figures are almost impossible 

to obtain since they are not kept by many projects, cost data 

from st. Louis,20 Denver,lO Seattle,40 and Illinois18 indicate 

that a representative cost for 0-1 recruitment is approximately 

$4 per par~icipant. 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 

0-1 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 ha.ve been 

less than $1.00 per participant. In contrast, the Seattle a-I 

proj ect, sup.ported entirely \Ali th a grant from the State of 

Washington, has relied almost exclusively on group presentations 

and door-to-door canvassing for a-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 recruitment cost of $4 per household and a size factor 

of three persons pex: household, which produces a per capita cos t 

of $1.33 per person for a-I recruitment ($133,000 per 100,000 

population). It can also be reasonably argued that as recruit-
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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 a-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 Phoenix28 report some burglary deter-

rence benefits for a-I participants. Based on comparisons of 

before and after burglary rates for participants, the St. Louis 

project reported a 24.9 percent reduction and the Seattle proj­

ect a 32.8 percent reduction. 

The reasons for this deterrent effect are not obvious, 

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

substantive eV'idence that Operation Identification increases 

either the· apprehension, prosecution, or conviction of burglars 

or that it hinders the disposal of stolen 
property. 

These -.re:sul ts i d' t 
rnme ~a ely raise th~ question: if burglars 

are not apprehended or convic~L.ed mor~_ f 
~ -requently becatise of 0-1 

and if the dispo~al of t 
s olen property is not made more diffi-::-

cult, why are bur<:'Tlars d t 
e erred from a-I households? One ex-

planation is that IIsUccessfulll 0 I . 
- proJects are often pari: of 

larger crime prevention 
programs and, as a result., property 

16 

marking is only one of many security precautions which 0-1 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 securi,ty measures instead of (or in addi-

tion to) the deterrent effects of marked property. 

Even if attributable to a-I, however, the burglary reduc-

tions found for participants in the four cities cited above 

have not produced city-wide reductions in the to·tal number of 

burglaries. This result is significant since it indicates 

that although participants have benefited from a-I, the entire 

communi t.y has not. The defenders of Operation Identification 

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

burglaries is not significant since a-I has prevented burglaries 

that might otherwise have been committed. The failure to see 

a city-wide decline, it is further suggested, merely reflects 

the very low 0-1 participation leve,ls today and, as more par-
.. 

ticipants are recruited, the city-wide effects of 0-1 will 

become apparent. 

The detractors of Operation Identi~ication, however, argue 

that a-I actually prevents very few burglaries; instead, the 

burglars who avoid 0-1 households merely select non a-I homes 

for their crimes. As a result, no city-wide reduction in re-

ported burglary.rates has occurred because most of the 0-1 

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

gets. Efforts to t'measure the existence and extent of various 

kinds of crime displacement have been made in St. Louis,23 

Seattle,37 and Denver,S but no conclusive evidence exists to 

17 
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satisfactorily resolve this question. 

Property Recovery and Return. The evidence accumulated 

for this study indicates that the property recovery and return 

benefits envisioned 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 O-I project contacted for 

this study was able to sUbstantiate the claim that O-I marked 

property was more difficult to dispose of by burglars, was 

more likely to be recovered by the police f or was more likely 

to be returned to its owners if stolen. The major reasons 

contributing to O-I' s failure to improvf= either the recovery 

or return of stolen property are: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6) 

the absence of an adequate identifier, unique and 
permanent for each person in the United states, 
seriously hinders the effective tracing of prope~£y 
owners; 

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

O-I markings are easily altered; 

:::::'tolen propdrty can be quickly transported to other 
jurisdictions'Vlhere O-I marks are not traceable; 

most polic~, departments; burdened ~V'i th manpm'7er and 
funding limitations, cannot adequately process_or 
document the volume of recovered pro~erty they 
handle today; and 

no acceptable procedure for using the NCIC computer 
files to trace O-I marked property has been 
developed. 

Although the success Q~"Operation Identification in the 
l 

area of property recoverya;d return appears to be nonexistC!nt 

for a multi.tude of reasons f two problems appear to be most 
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crucial to this failure. The first, as cited above, is ~~ 

fact that no uniform type of personal identifier available l~ 

each person and applicable throughout the United States now 

exists. As indicat.ed in Martensen i s and Greene' s17 study of pt'op-

erty numbering sys'tems, -che ideal personal iden-tifier should 

be universally available, unique, and permanent for each par-

ticipant, and easily traceable by all law enforcement dgencies 

throughou - - .1e coun - .4 • t- tJ: trv Only' tn' e Social Securi-ty number, used 

by many 0-1 projects, even approaches these requirements to-

day. Its fatal handicap, however, is the fact tha~federal 

regulations prohibit the Social Security Administia~ion from 

giving information to any other government agencYi as' a result, 

m'mer traceability is only feasible for those jurisdictions 

vThich have the number on file. 

Most O-I projects recommend the use of the participant's 

driver's li';ense number (DLN) frequently prefixed ... lith an ab­

breviation for the state. A significant advantage of t.his 

identifier is the fact that most police departments today can 

h ( 11 r~n.uiring only. a few seconds) request a computer seare:.: usua. Y ":'l 

of driver's license numbers issued in their stat:.e, Several 

a -J.~o are o.}.)parent: '\.vi th 'the use of disadvanta~es, however, _ 

DLN's. These are: 

(l~ ,not every participant has or can obtain a DLN; 

(2) many states change the DLN on i7r~gular 
states change the DLN annually ) I dnd 

ba~;j.s ( 30 

(3) the length of some DLN's make engraving a difficult 
task (some states have a 16-digif DLN) • 
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The second major problem 'ivhich is critical to ·the property 

recovery effects of Operation Identification is the police prop­

erty sys·tem it.self. An important elemEmt of the Field Surveys 

conducted for this study \Vas examination of the property dis.-

position systems of several police agencies. In general, po-

lice property systems appear to be a seriously neglected support 

service of most police departments. Frequently undermClnned, 

sometimes located in poor facilities, and burdan8d with a 

recording system that generates volumes of ,papet', presen't police 

property_ systems barely manage to supervise and c10cument 1:he 

volume of property received today" With most oEtheir limi,ted 

resources devoted to the maintenance and processing of p.roperty 

and papenlOrk, property officers, as observ~d in the Field SUJ':-

vey, were unable to spend more ,thCln a -token amount of ·tim(= ex··· 

amining property for identifying marks or uf);Lng these marks to 

trace property owners. 

These limitations are even more pronounced in those 0-1 

projects where O-I numbers (whe'ther registerec1 tvi lhthe proj ec·t 

or not) are not readily available to the property ~ecovery unit 
.' 

of the local police department. 

In view of the lack of any acceptable identifier, and 

given the poor state of police propert.l" systemn, l·.t ' ~ J.3 not 

zurprising that O-I project:s ·t:hroughout. the COl.lI1tJ:Y huve 8xpe'ci.'. 

enced li.ttle or no Sl.1cces s .·l'''l ' , " J.rnprov.U'lg either the r(:!ccve?~y or. 

return pf stolen property. 

,Qther O-I benefi'ts. In addition to the burglary deterrence 
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and property recovery goals, some O-I implementors claim other 

benefits have been realized from the O-I projects. The two 

most commonly identified are that: 

(1) 0-1, 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 ~ffort to fight crime;-and 

(2)0-::1: inforJnqt~on oft;_~n. serves as a useful vehicle 
for introducing other crime preven'tion 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 peR value of O-I is difficult to assess. Surveys con-

d t d ' st L ,22 dIll' . 18 , d' uc e ~n . OUlS an lnOlS In lcate that participants 

genera·lly have a more favorable impression of the police than 

do non-participants, and that O-I has some positive effect on 

participant attitudes toward the police. The difficulty here 

is to determine \",hether participants have a better impression 

of the police because they join an O-I project, or whether 

participants are merely the same people \vho support the police 

by participating in other PCR functions. No O-I project to 

date has atter1tp"l::ed 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 0-1 merely as 
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a device to inform citizens about crime prevention has been 

attempted. 

c. The Future of Operati'on Tden·tification 

The rasults 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, either in terms of the number of burg~aries reduced or 

in the amount of proper~7 recovered or returned. Using these 

results as a starting point, this section examines the future 

potential of Operation Identification. T?e specific questions 

to be addressed ar~. whether the present implementation problems 

can be overcome and what new types of problems will arise as 

and if greater numbers of participants are enrolled. Bath 

questions are discus~;ed wi thin the context of detp.rmining whether 

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

likely to exceed the total costs expended for the project. 

Recruitment, Enrollment, 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 of their target populations in the first two years of 

operation. AssumJ.'ng th 
e same rate of participant enrollment 

continues, these results indicate that h 
t e average O-I proj-

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

participation level. 
Whether this level will provide any com-

munity-wide benefits is discussed below. 

Even this discouraging forecast may be optimistic since 
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several additional problems are likely to hinder future o--r re-

cruitment efforts. One difficulty is that as more a-I partici-

pants are enrolled, the recruitment effort required for each 

new participant will increase. ~his phenomenon is likely to 

occur because of the self-selection process of 0-1 enrollment. 

The earliest participants in any voluntary proj ec·t, are usually 

the easiest to recruit. As more and more p~rsons 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 ~esult, 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, a-I projects may also begin to lose 

some of their funding support. Although over 85 percent of the 

projects contacted for the Telephone ~urvey 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 (14.1 perc.ent), business organi­

zations (17.9 percent), and civic groups (10.3 percent). Over 

78 percent of the projects indicated that all or some of the 

project materials were provided by business and civic orguniza-
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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 LEAA 

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 prove 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 proj ect 

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 a-I concept in the com­

munity wore off, it became increasingly difficult to obtain 

free promotional time from I 1 
oca television and radio stations, 

and free advertising space in. the local newspapers. 

It shOUld be noted that many of .the 
projects contacted 

for the Phase II' 
eva uat~on were receiving outside' support. 

It is hypothesized that SUbseqnen·t term~n,at.'L' on of 
..<.. that support 

will also contribute to h 
t e "diminishing returns,1I effect in 

the amount of effort required to recr".1.' t 
v new participants. 

Another cost burden w'hich a-or . , " 
.... proJects wl.1..lencol.1nt:er as 

more and more participants 
are enroll~d is the amount of effort 
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that must be devoted to maintaining project participation. 

This maintenance is necessary because, from the momen-t a person 

joins an 0-1 project by marking his property and posting 

decals, a process of deterioration in his pcrticipation sets 

in: new property is purchased, marked property is sold or 

given away, a new identifying number is issued, a n8\.., 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 

coverage for the community decreases. Although the opportunity 

for such a reversal in total coverage becomes increasingly 

probable as th(~ number of participants to be maintained in­

creases, wit~out exception, participant maintenance was not 

cited. as an important projec"t activity by any of the projec"ts 

visited for this study. 

In the absence 0:: large amounts 0:1: funding and partici-

, the outlook for future a-I recruitment is pation incentlves, 

not' very good. In response to the question in the Field Survey 

about what level of O-I participation would constitute IISUC­

cessful recruitment," a surprising number of a-I project stClff 

members indicated success levels below 50 percent (s.ome as low 

as 30 percent) of the target populat.ion~ "It seems questionable 

whether such O-Iparticipation levels can ever provide como' 

d t ' benefits, or, should displacement munity-wide burglary re uc~on 

effects be freely operating, result in displacement of burglary 

from the ·target communit.y • 
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Burglary beterrence. As i.ndicated above, the best evi­

dence to date suggests that although bur9lars are deterred from 

O-I households, the reduced burglary rat.es 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-Ils burglary deter­

rent effect are (I) whether burglary reductions for participants 

can be expected if O-I projects are initiated independent of 

other crime prevention activities, and (2) whether city-wide 

burglary·reduction~ can b d ' 
e expedte 1£ higher participation 

levels are achieved. 

Moreover, so long.as the possibility of burglary dis­

placement exists 'th 
, e~ er to other targets or other types of 

crime, the future as 
sessment of Operation Identification as 

a burglary deterrent will relU,ain very 
much in doubt. The dis-

placement theory essentiall\;' l' 
~ ~mp.~es that no community-wide 

burglary reduction benefits will be obta;ned 
.... - as long as the 

"SUPply" of non-participating 
households is sUfficient to meet 

the needs of active burglars. 
Using this basic idea, Ricci031 

has developed a crime prevention 
model which can be used to 

estimate the total 
number of O-I households tha't must exist in 

a community before the total 
number of bur,glaries. in that 

community will be reduced. 
'use of thi~ model on the O-I com-

munities contacted f . 
or tb~s study indicates that 

. no city-wide 
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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 impl~mentors do 

not believe they can achieve. (See Table 4-4.) Further, total 

recruitment costs to achieve 90 percent O-I participation levels 

are very large" even for small communities. Using the per capita 

(Le., 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 households in the tar-

get area is approximately $1.20 (to recruit 75 percent of the 

households requires $1 per person). Few projects to date have 

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

area. 

Finally, the continuing success of O-Ils burglary deter-

rence, even among participants, is based on the effectiveness 

of O-I when a participant is bu.rglarized. So long as burglars 

believe that O-I mark~ngs lower the value of stolen property, 

make the disposition of such property more difficult, and in-

crease the chances of bei~g apprehended, they will avoid O-I 

households; the failure of O-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 to document O-Ils 

effectiveness in any of these areas. 

Property RecoV'e'ryand Return. The future of O-I for in-

creasing either the rate of recovery or return of stolen prop-

erty is dependent on improvements in the two problem areas 
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identified: the over-burdened police property system; and the 

absence of a pet'sonal identifier, available, unique, and per­

manent for each person, and easily traceable by any law en­

forcement agency in the United States. 

The kinds of improvements required for police property 

systems were clearly defined by the National Advisory Commission 

on Criminal .Justice Standards and Goals. In the area of police 

support services, the Co~~ission provided a basic set of 

o~ganizational, personnel, and operating procedures for prop­

erty disposition by law enforcement agencies '(see Standard 

12.3, Police Report, pp. 309-312'). For the mos:t part, these 

recommendations are directed at the establishment of a manage­

able property system that is properly staffed and supervised, 

and .able to adequately process and document recovered property. 

It· is reasonable to assume that complete implementation of these 

improvem~nts by the majority of law enforcement agencies will 

require many years. 

The emergence of an entirely suitable personal identifier, 

useful for tracing property owners from any jurisdiction in the 

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

awareliess about the need to protect personal liberties and pub­

lic backlash against governmel1t file80n individuals ~ regard­

less of how innocuous, make this possibi.li·ty remote. 

Wi thout improvement in both of these areas I thex:e is 

little reason ~o b h fIt' t 
~ e ope u -na any property recovery benefits 

will be realized from O-I in the near fu.ture. 
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Other O-I benefits. 'The most positive use of O-I to date 

has been to "sell ll crime prevention to 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 O-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 crime 

prevention techniques (e.g'., better locks and lighting). 

Closely associated vlith the use of O-I to promote crime 

preven tion _ J.' s J.' ts value for police-community rela·tions (peR). 

J'.dentJ.'fJ.'eQ as a specific project objec­PCR is not frequently 

vJ.'Rited for the Field Survey tive, yet 8 of the 18 projects _ 

were part at a peR un~t. 

1 t and property recovery goals If the burglary ~e errence 

of 0-1 are ever achieved, the public information and PCR 

value of b-r arc extra benefits that will serve to further 

I f, on the other hand, 0-1 does not enhance the project. 

two Tlrimary objectives, then the public education achieve i.ts .r;-

, aJ.th_Qugh useful, may not justify its cost and PCR benef1ts, _ 

to th·:::; r;ommunity ''''hen ou·tside funding support cea.ses. 
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CHAPTER III. 

A. Introduction 

ASSESSMENT OF THE PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT 
AND ENROLLHENT ACTIVITIES OF 

OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

The activities engaged in by Operation Identification 

projects to encourage, develop, and monitor citizen partici-

pation constitute the recruitment and enrollment component of 

all 0-1 projects. This component includes all direct activities 

taken by project staff and volunteers, and represents the 

"effortll component of 0-1. This chapter presents an assessment 

of this component. (Some authors refer to the evaluation of 

project efforts as "process ll or Ilimplementation" evaluation.) 

The assessment of the other project components: burglary deter­

rence, and property recovery and return, which mayor may not 

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

chapters IV and V respectively. 

Recruitment objecti.ves include making the public aware of 

the project's purpose and procedures, and encouraging citizens 

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

awareness about the risk of burglary and convince citizens that 

0-1 can help reduce their chances of being victimized. Enroll-

~ objectives include·. (1) bl' 
ena 1ng citizens to inventory 

and mark their personal property, (2) providing decals for par-

ticipants to display, and (3) registering each participant with 

the project. 

To accomplish- the recruitment objectives, -there are both 

impersonal public edUcation efforts through the d' ~ mass me 1a, ;].nu, 
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personal contact with groups a.nd 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 dLrect interaction with the target popUlation. On the 

other hand, projects that recruit pa~ticipants in person through 

group meetings and individual contacts are actively involved in 

the recruitment process. 

Enrollment activities include distributing the necessary 

0-1 instructions and mQterials to citizens, loaning engraving 

tools, providing engraving services, and collecting such basic 

information about citizens·who join the program as name, adaress, 

telephone number, identifying number used, and date joined. In 

its most passive role, an 0-1 project makes engraving tools and 

materials availaole to the public at various project d1stribution 

sites. In 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

marily of only collecting registration information from each new 

participant. In its most active role, the 0-1 project has its 

, t k the necessary tools and materials directly representat1vesa e 

to citizens' homes; ~ark their property for them, post decals, 

and record the necessary registration ~nforma~ion. In this case 

all the citizens have to.do is agree to join the project and 
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allow the project re~resentatives to perform these services for 

them. 

The remaining sections of this chapter describe and assess 

the validity of the relatiol"H:ihips between the activities of the 

recruitment and enrollment process. This is done by identify- // 
J~ 

./ ing and evaluating, if adequate data exist, the key assumptioy[s 
// 

that1.ink these c3.ctivities. It· will be shown that, altho)~g"h 

f'/ 
th"€:l.:more "passive" recruitment methods tend Eo be 1e~J??&"expensive, 

j'" 
/ 

// 

~: ~. 

£hey are also less effective than more "active" pr·oj.ect strategies. 

B. Recruitment and Enrollment Framework 

The activities which constitut,~! the recruitment and enroll-

ment process of O-I are shown in Figure 3-1. The activities in-

dicated are performed either by the project or by participating 

citizens. ~,Each ~ctivity .is primarily dependent upon successfpl 

completion of the activities that precede it. The activities 

performed by the citizens are, for the most part, assumed to be 

the effect of the activities performed by the project. These 

citizen activities are illustrated in Figure 3-1 by dashed lines. 

The vertical arrows show the most commonly selected alternatives, 

While the horizontal arrows show options used by a few projects. 

Project activities. 

shown at the top of Figure 
The planning and implementation stage, 

3-1, represents all of the preliminary 
steps which must d 

prece e the formal COmmencement of project ac-
ti"ities. 

Included are the mobilization of necessary resources 
(money, manpower, e . 

qU1pment, and office space), the establish-

ment of goals and priorities, and the select1'on f . 
o specific 1n-

tervention strategies. 
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1\9""-"Y plans and implements 0-1 project] 

r 0-1 p'roject initiates a public education 
campaign to acquaint public with 0-1 
and encourage citizen initiative in 
joining 

r.------- -------~" 
I " Citiz~ are made aware of 0--,1 . I' 

L-------Jb-----..:. .-----~ 
r----- ----, r------t----, 
I Clli.~ respond by I I Citizens respond by I 
I contacting a project I I callin;f) for appoint- : I distribution site 11 ment I 
L ..J 

L_____ . ___ ~~ ----- -----

eI2j~ .. Q.!.nmresentatives issue 0-1 
tool and materials to citizens 

r---------,. __ .-______ -.m, 
! Citiz~ns mark and inventPry property I L __________ - ________ ~ 

Citizens return tools to 
distribution site 

Project rep'resentatives issue decals 

r----- -----, I Citizens post decals : 
..._---------_ .. 

) 
r--------~--~---------"1 

Q:l.fr.oject representatives 
personally take 0-1 tools and 
materials to citizens 

r-------!-------, 
L
' Citizens are made aware of 0-1 I 

·-------i-~-~---~ 

r-----!-----.., 
! Cjtizens agree to par- I I ticipate in 0-1 I 
.. ----~ _~..._ __ ..J 

PrQj~p.resentatives mark 
and inventory property 

f.r.gject reRresentatives 
post decals 

h d f"' rt',c"lpant information from distribution sites and field representative"s emh: .. ~1 gat ers an , es pa _. _______________ ~ 

] Project Activities 

Eigure 3 -1 

r~--""-, 

I I L ____ .J 
Assumed effects 
of previous project 
activities 

RECRUITMENT Af\JD El\JROllMENT FRAMEWORK 
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The vertical path along the left side of the diagram 

follm'1s what is called the public educ'ation model of a-I recruit-

ment and enrollment. This model relies upon various public 

education strategies to motivate citizens to take the initla-

tive in joining the a-I project. The public education model 

uses the following methods: news coverage,feature stories, 

and advertising through newepapers, radio! and television; 

visual displayS such as posters and billboards; distribution of 

brochures and leaflets through mass mailings and personal con­

tacts (door-to-door and at public .booths); arid' presentations 

at group meetingB. The usual enrollment method is the use. of 
" 

distribution sites to loan engraving tools to citizens so they 

can mark their mm property. With .:the exception of group pre-

!3entatiQo2~ and personal distribution of 0-1 literature the ' . ,proJ-
ect' s l:~\le is pass ~ve both oln ' tm ~ ~ recrUl ent and enrollment. 

The vertical path along the right side of the diagram 

follows what is called the ~irect solicitation model. The proj-

ect's role 'in this model is quite active, since the key ac­

tivities are performed by pro]'ect representatives and the citi-

zen has only to give his consent. Th . e most common recruitment 

method used is door-to-door contacts occasionally preceded by 

mailings, or door-to-door leaflet;ng. 
~ Some projects rely upon 

group meetings to develop commun;ty cont t h ' 
~ ac s. T e cltizen's 

property is generally marked by ~he ' 
- proJect representative 

immediately' upon obtaining his consent. 

The public education model is the 
most commonly used 

cOmbination of recruitment 
and enrollment 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 respondents 

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 0-1 projects or in­

frequently occurring events. 

Measurement points. Data regarding recruitment and en-

rollment can be collected at two major point~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 personal contacts made by project 

representatives (e.g., the number contacted, locations, times 

and dates of contacts, and types ot responses encountered); and 

the extent of public awaren.ess about '0-1 obtained from citizen 

surveys. Specific data items could include the degree of fa-
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~ t·,·· miliarity about and reaction of citizens to a-I, and the usual 

sources of a-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 inventoried, 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 taken by participants (and whether these 

were taken before, at the same time, or after joining a-I), 

prior burglary history, reason(s) for joining a-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. 

Some of these data are difficult to collect at the time of en­

rollment, especially when distribution sites staffed by volun-

teers are used. 
In these instances the data may be more easily 

collected with follow-up ;nterv;ews 
~ ~ of O-I participants; on-

site checks would be ideal, but 
present serious practical prob-

lems. 

Other Useful data which can be collected for recruitment 
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and enrollment activities include: the number and cost of en-

graving tools purchased, the length 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 a-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. 

Assumptio~s. The first major assumption made in the re­

cruitment and enrollment process described above is that citi-

f a I 'Th';s';s common to both pro]' ect zens can be made aware 0 -. ~ ~ 

models and includes awareness of the goals and objectives of 

a-I, the burglary deterrenc8 potential of a-I, and the' specific 

procedures required to par;\.'~,(.'i.pate in the program. At a lower 

level, this assumption encorn.passes several important elements 

(or sUbassumptions) about the effec1ts of O-I recruitment efforts 

including that: 

o 

o 

o 

people will see or hear the project information, 

people are willing to become informed about progra~s 
such as a-I, and 

'II II b b" and retain at least a portion of people w~ a sor 
the information. 

"The second assumption is that people will respond, once 

informed. This response can be anyone of several alternatives, 

depending upon the project, such as a visit 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' wi'll 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 th~t O-I will reduce their chances of 
being victimized, ~nd 

o people have at least some trust and confidence in 
the implementing agency or the project representative. 

The third assumption is that peopl~ 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 proj ec't 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 
~olunteers, or citizens who will· actually mark and' 
~~~~n~o~y prol?erty, post decals, and record partici­
'd 7n ~rmat~on (these instructions include what 
7 t ent~fYJ.ng number to use I .. vhat types and number o'f 
7t

emS to mark, the location of numbers on property 
~ emsl~ the number,of decals to use, the locatia~ of 

eea ~" and the k~nds of t" " obtain;) ; par ~e~pant J.nformation to 
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o citizens will actually use the tools and materials 
issued to them by the project; and 

". 

o citizens will not object to having identifying in­
formation about them recorded by the project. 

Yn.controllable 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 II g ivens" with 

which each project must contend and they vary greatly from 

project to proje~t. One such factor is the organizational 

structure within which the project must operate; this is 

usually dictated by the implementing agency. Other factors 

are community attitUdes toward crime t!nd the i:r.lplementing 

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 

O-I projects. Both the Telephone and the Field surveys con­

firmed that these uncontrollable 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 responsibility of 'local proj ect 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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effectiveness of the activities within the process. These 

questions are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Can large numbers of people be made aware of the 
existence of an 0-1 project? 

Will a sufficient number of those people made 
aware of 0-1 take the necessary steps to join an 
0-1 project? 

a. will people take the initiative to join 0-1 
as a result of 0-1 public education efforts? 

b. Will people agree to join 0-1 as a result of 
direct solicitation by project representatives? 

Will 0-1 participants follow project guidelines 
and instructions? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Will participants follow property marking 
instructions? 
Will participants inventory their property 
as instructed? 
Will participants post project decals as 
instructed? 
Will participants register with the project? 

What costs are involved in the recruitment and en­
rollment of 0-1 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 abou't. 

the questions identified in the preceding section. This infor-

matien is taken from various sources, as descrl.'bed at the begin-

ning of this paper. A d' l.scussion of the relevant findings for 

each quest~on is presented below. 

In ,summary, it appears that 0-1 pr' oJ' ects can make the pub-

lic aware of their existence, but only a- 11 sma percentage of 
the 'f se l.n ormed will become part' , 1c1pants. The mass media, par-
ticularly newspapers and 

television, appear to be effective in 
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reaching large numbers of people with 0-1 information, although 

personal contacts through group presentations and door-to-door 
-. 

canvassing can provide more detailed and personalized information 

to significant nmnbers of people. Pe~sonal cont'cts how ver J... • a I 4 e , 

are more costly and time'-co!lsuming than mass media promotion, 

but produce better rates of citizen response. 

When adequate instructions are given, most 0-1 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 participa:lts use 

property inventory lists provided by 0-1 projects. The collec­

tion of registration information from 0-1 participants has pro­

duced few major problems, but how many people do not join 0"-1 

projects due to an unwillingness to provide personal registra'tion 

information is unknown. It is also not known how many people 

mark their property or post decals without officially enrolling 

in their local 0-1 project. 

Question 1. Can large numbers of people be made aware of the 
existence of an '0-1 'project? 

This question relates to the ability of an 0·-1 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 0-1 goals and procedures, but that 

question is not discussed here because of the difficulty in 

measuring such knowledge. (Question 2 below raises the more 

relevant issue of public response to 0-1 information.) 
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There are data which indicate that large numbers of 

people can indeed be made aware of 0-1, and there are limited 

data available on the roles played by the various promotional 

methods used to info~~ the pUblic. The statewide evaluation 

of 0-1 projects in Illinois concluded, on the basis of random 

participant and non-participant interviews, that most people 

in the areas sampled were aware of 0-1, although some were not 

immediately familiar with the na~e of the project. 18 In S~p-
" 

tember 1973, a survey of 254 St. Louis residents, surveyed by 

telephone to test their awareness of various High Impact Anti­

Crime programs! found that about 70 percent of those interviewed 
21 were aware of 0-1. 

A similar telephone survey of randomly-

selected Denver residents showed that 75 percent of 'those inter­

viewed were aware of O-I. 6 The St. LOllis, Denver, and Illinois 

projects surveyed used a variety of promotional methods, including 

various kinds of mass media and personal contacts. 

Radio and teleVision. 
In the Telephone Survey, 54 percent 

of the proj ects contacted said that t_'hey used 
radio publicity 

either lIoftenll or IIsometimes," h'l 
w l e only 29 percent said they 

used television PT.:hcity that frequently. Both radio and tele-
vision tend to be d 

use mostly in the larger urban settings. In 
the Denver survey cit d b 

,e a ove, 47 percent of all persons inter. 
viewed Who were aware £ 0 

o -I identified television as their 
initial source of 0-1 ' 

lnformation, While only 7 percent indicated 
radio. 6 Th D 

e enver study concluded that 
television was the most 

effective medil.\l1lfor informing the public, and that radio was 
not, particularly effective. 

In the St. Louis Impact survey 
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mentioned above, 46 percent of those persons aware of 0-1 

named television as their primary source of O-I information, 

8 t d d 'o 21 Another St'. Louis tele-while only percen name ra l . 

phone survey of 130 0-1 participants and 218 non-participants 

found that 9 percent of the participants and 19 percent of the 

" t ho werp_, aT'lare of 0-1 had first heard of the non-partlclpan s w ~ 

on television, while only 3 percent of the participants program 

f h non-partl'cipants had first heard of the and 6 percent 0 t e 

d ' 22 In the IIll'nois 0-1 study, television was program on ra lO. 

the second most frequently-mentioned source of citizen infor-

about 0-1, while radio was mentioned much less frequent­mation 

1 
18 y. 

Newspapers. In the Telephone Survey, 67 percent of the 

0-1 projects contacted said they used newspaper publicity 

"often" or "sometlmes. , "In the St. Louis Impact survey, 1,2 per-

of 0 -1 mentioned newspapers as their cent of those persons aware 

f I l'nformation,21 whereas in the second St. primary source 0 0-

21 Percent of both participants and non-partic­Louis 0-1 survey, 

as their initial source of 0-1 in­ipants mentioned newspapers 

formation -- second 

22 persons reached. 

only to television in the total number of 

d ' 18 t effective promotional me lum. papers were the mas 

that newspapers were the second most effec­ver survey concluded 

, 6 
tive medlum. 

Billboards, pos'ters and displays. Various kinds of visual 

1 ment other mass media media are used by some projects to supp e 

efforts. Included in this category are billboards, posters, 
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display booths, bus and taxi signs, and bumper stickers. Less 

than one-third of the projects contacted in the Telephone Sur-

vey used any of these, and none of the projects included in 

the Field Survey claimed any degree of successful recruitment 

through such media, although several had used them extensively. 

The st. Louis O-I survey confirms this finding; only 1 of 130 

participants and 7 of 218 non-participants cited billboards as 

, ,22 
their initial source of O-I lnformatlon. 

Mass mailings. Mass mailings of O-I literature have been 

attempted by a small number of O-I projects, usually in larger 

communities, but none has reported any encouraging results from 

such efforts. The Seattle project has used mass mailings to 

precede door-to-door canvassing and public meetings in target 

neighborhoods, but the mailings alone have produced only a one 
41 percent response rate. The Suburban Crime Prevention Unit in 

Wyoming, Michigan, sent letters offering O-I and premises security 

services to 451 target households l'n 1974 . wlthout a single re-
48 

sponse~ 
In the Denver survey, only one and a half percent of 

all persons aware of O-I cited project mailings or leaflets as 

their source of O-I information.6 

Group presentations. About three-fourths of the projects 

contacted in the Telephone Survey stated that th . elr staff members 

gave presentations about O-I to local 
groups. The Field Survey 

found that the Denver 0 I ' 
- proJect has reached between 8,000 and 

10,000 people in ' 
approxlmately two years, and that the St. Peters-

burg project has d 
ma e presentations to more than 25,000 people in 

only seven months. 
During the first eight months of the Minnesota 
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Crime Watch, 1,020 group presentations were made, reaching over 

54,000 people.
13 

This method is often preferred to the use of 

mass media because of the increased contact between police 

officers and the public, and because of the amount and quality 

of information that can be presented at one time. 

Door-Jeo-door canvassing. The most: individualized method 

of promoting O-I is throug~ door-to-door canvassing by project 

staff or volunteers. Each contact can be limited to a short 

verbal presentation and d~~tribution of O-I literature, or it 

can be expanded to include iwmediate enrollment of the house-

hold into the project by providing property marking and decal 

posting services. A number of cities, including St. Louis 20 and 

Hoffman Estates (Illinois) ,16 have tried the more limited approach 

with poor results; on the other hand some cities, such as Indianap-

" 
14 d . 11 , 

O~lS an Detrolt, have reported good results when lmmediate 

O-I enrollment is included. In Indianapolis eight police officers 

canvassed 11,800 homes in a nine-month period. These more 

successful projects are discussed as part of the next major 

question. There is at present no information to show that door-

to-door distribution of O-I literature is any more useful than 

mass mailings in informing the public about O-I. It is surely 

more time-consuming and costly. Some police departments choose 

to use this method of O-I promotion primarily to achieve in-

creased contact between police officers and citizens. 

Word of mouth. Information is often disseminated within 

a community by various informal mechanisms or networks. For 

purposes of the present discussion, all of these are classified 
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as "word of mouth." This classification includes information-

sharing among friends, neighbors, and relatives, and the 

spontaneous exchange or dissemination of information by community 

groups such as church and volunteer organizations. It appears 

that such informal mechanisms aid the spread of 0-1 information 

into a community. In the Denver survey, 27 percent of the 

respondents who were aware of 0-1 said they had first heard of 

it from a friend or neighbor. 6 In the Illinois study, about 18 

percent of the participants and 13 percent of the non-partici­

pants in Chicago who had heard of 0-1 had obtained project in­

formation initially from a friend or relative; for all northern 

Illinois jurisdictions outside of Chicago (hereafter referred 

to as nor±hern Illinois), about 12 percent of both participants 

and informed non-participants had obtained 0-1 information from 

a friend or relative. 18 
In St. Louis, 59 percent of the 0-1 

participants interviewed in one survey 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.) 

Summarx· In general, it appears that 0-1 projects can 

make the public aware of their . eXlstence, although the studies 

cited above do not indicate the degree of the public's famil-

iarity with the goals d an procedures involved in 0-1. Television 

and newspapers appear to be the' most effective maSS media for 

reaching the public with 0-1 information. Visual displays and 

mass mailings ~o not appear to be effective at all. These findings 
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are limited, however, by the fact that the .f~regoing studies 

do not account for the degree of project utilization of these 

media. Although personal contacts through group presentations 

ahd door-to-door canvassing do not reach the large numbers of 

people achieved by mass media methods, they can provide sig­

nificant nunmers of people with more detailed and personalized 

information. 

Question 2. Will a sufficient number of those p~~ple made aware 
of 0-1 take the necessary steps to join an 0-1 Project? 

Most 0-1 piojects have had little success in motivating 

large percentages of their target populations to join 0-1, even 

in those areas where surveys have shown that most of the popu­

lation is aware of the project. Community-wide participation 

rates reported in the Telephone 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 ra'tes are extremely low, especially when compared 

to the large numbers of people apparently aware of the 0-1 proj­

ects. 

Some of the differences in participa.tion levels among the 

more successful projects can be attributed to the use of different 

recruitment and enrollment methods. Specific exa~ples to illus­

trate this are presented below in the discussion of the two sub-
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percent population Stilrt No. of Staff Manpower (in addition 
project Location partici~ation (1970 Census) Da~e _ (Full Time/Part Time/Vol.) to Police Department) 

Wenham, Mass. 

Plymouth, Minn. 

Concord, N. H. 

l-Iuncie, Ind. 

Delaware, Ohio 

Brea. Calif. 

Lincoln Park, N. J. 

Wichita, Kansas 

Cincinnati, Ohio 
(Montgomery, Ohio)c 
(Harrison, Ohio)e 

Phoenix, Ariz. 

Denver, Colo. 

St. Louis, Mo. 

Projects ih jurisdictions with populations less than 100,000 
(Average rate of participation: 28.3%a) 

39 

36b 

31b 

30 

19 
b 

18 

13 

3,849 

17,593 

30,02:2 

69,080 

15,008 

18,447 

9,034 

Jan., 1972 

July, 1973 

June, 1973 

1973 

June, 1973 

Jan., 1970 

June, 1971 

0/ 2/0 

0/ 9/16 

0/ 3/0 

0/ 3/25 

0/ 2/0 

0/ 5/22 

0/ 1/0 

Police Relief Assn. 

LEAA, local citizens' 
council. 

(None) 

LEAA, Insurance Assn., 
Chamber of Commerce. 

LEAA, Insurance Assn. 

Police Explore~ Scouts. 

Police Assn., Insurance 
-Assn., and other 
businesses. 

Projects 1n jurisdictions with populations greater than 100,000 
(Average rate of par~icipation; 18.3%a) 

37 

17
b 

26 
21 

17 

17 

U b 

276,654 

452,524 
5,634 
4,408 

581,562 

514,678 

622,236 

Sept., 1971 

June, 1972 
" 
" 

1972 

Jan., 1973 

Sept., 1972 

0/ 5/187 

0/'7/20 
0/10/0 
0/ 7/0 

0/ 4/0 

21/ 0/0 

1/21/12 

Insurance Assn. and 
other businesses. 

Insurance Assn., banks, 
Savings and Loan Assn., 
County Police Assn. 

Insurance Assn., banks, 
and other businesses. 

LEAA. 

LEAA. 

a. Based upon the total number of households and the total number of reported participants for all 
projects listed in each category. 

h. Kqown to be based upon estimated or unverifiable participation totals. 
c. Located in Hnmi1ton County, which has had a count:r-wide 0-1 project serving Cincinnati and suburbs. 
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rate (28.3 percent) considerably hi.gher than the average rate 

(18.3 percent) for cities with more than 100,000 population. 

This result suggests that higher participation rates are more 

likely to be obtained in smaller target areas. One explanation 

for this result is that smaller cities are more likely to Use 

personal contact methods which produce higher enrollment levels. 

It should be noted that many of the participation figures 

listed in Table 3-1 are based only upon estimates given by Tele­

phone Survey interview"ees. Verification of estimated participa­

tion levels in the projects visited for the Field Survey in­

dicated that, for many projects, the true participation level 

may not be nearly as high as the estimate originally obtained 

in the Telephone Survey. 

A third observation about the projects listed in Table 

3-1 is that all except one (Concord, New Hampshire) have had 

significant amounts of outside support, including funding and 

donated materials and services; amounts in excess of other proj­

ects which were less successful in recruitment. 

Question 2a. Wil~ people take the initiative to join O-I 
as a result of O-I publ~c education efforts? -

It has been shown above that large numbers of people can 

be made aware of O-I through Mass med~a and 
~ other public educa-

tion techniques. It 
appears, however, that public education 

alone is insufficient to motivate sign;f;cant 
~ ~ numbers o£ people 

to take the initiative to J'oin 0-1, 1 
a though some promotional 

methods appear to be more 
effective than others in this respect. 

The citizen initiative required for 
enrollment in most 0-1 

50 
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projects is a visit to a project distribution site to obtain an 

engraving tool and project materials, and t~en marking his 

property. (Included in this category is the Denver a-I project 

which uses public education techniques, but only requires citi­

zens to make a telephone appointment for project-provided en­

graving services.) 

Most O-I projects have depended upon public education to 

produce citizen action and most have experienced disappointing 

recruitment results even though many people have been made 

aware of a-I. About 71 percent of the persons interviewed in 

the St. Louis Impact survey indicated that they were aware of 

O-I, but even the most optimistic estimates of participation 
21 

rates for St. Louis indicate less than 11 percent. The 

Illinois study concluded that most of the people in the areas 

sampled were aware of a-I, but even the most successful proj-

ects were able to achieve participation levels of only three to 

five percent, while the vast: majority of Illinois projects had 

h 1 1 f 
.. . ,18 muc ower leve s 0 part1.c1.pat~on. In a survey of Denver 

residents, 79 percent had" heard of a-I, but only 14 percent of 

all households had actually joined the project, and only 18 per­

cent of the survey respondents who were aware of the O-I proj-

t h d . , d 6 ec a J01.11e. 

In the St. Louis Impact survey, only 11 percent of the 

respondents who were aware of the a-I project had actually 

joined, despite the fact that nearly all reported having a 

favorable impression of the projecta
19 

In the St. Louis O-I 
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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 explained; 66 percent of these 

persons indica.ted some interest ix: 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 exc:eptions, the surveys cited below 

do not account for this dependency~ Billboards, posters, and 

displays are not discussed under this question because all of 
. 

the available information about their ff e ectiveness has already 

been presented ; it was shown ~n t'l. 
~ De preceding section that these 

visual media are relatively ineffectiVe methods of informing 
the public. 

Radio. In th D E~ enver survey, 7 percent of both partici-

pctntis and h<?n-par.tic_ipants who were awa.re of the project had 

heara of O-I on the radio, and among these r\~spoildents, only 

17 percent had jOined. 6 On the 
basis of these results, the 

Denver. study concluded that radio was not',. 
an \9ffecti ve recrui t-

ment mE~di.um.. Th 1 e' I linois study reported . , sJ.ffiJ.lar findings 
from its pa t' . 

r J.cl.pant and non-participant interviews in Chicago 
and northein Illinois. 

In Chicago, only ~ 9 
~. percent of the 

participants and 4.8 percent of the 
non·~pa.rticiJ?ant:s who had 

beard of O-I cited radio as their 
source of 0-1 knowledge; in 
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northern Illinois, 9.4 percent of the participants and 12 per­

cent of the non-participants who had heard of O-I named radio 
18 

as their source of O-I knowledge. In the St. Louis 0-1 sur-

vey, radio was mentioned as the source of O-I knowledge by 

only three percent of the participants and six percent of the 

non-participants who had heard of the program. 22 All of these 

studies found radio to be less effective than either tele­

vision or newspapers in persuading people to join 0-1. 

Television. In the Denver survey, 40 percent of the 

participants and 50 percent of the non-participants who were 

aware of O-I had heard of the program on television; and among 

these respondents, 18 percent had joined the project. 6 The 

Denver study concluded 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 0-1 information; television was cited as' the 

0-1 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 te1e-

vision was less likely to produce participants than had been 

expected. The St. Louis O-I survey showed that 9 percent of the 

participants and 19 percent of the informed non-participants 

had heard of O-I 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 
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heard of 0-1 through newspapers; among all respondeni:s, 15 per­

cent had joined the project. 6 In Chicago, where net<lspaper 

pUblicity was not widely used, lOt percent of the participants 

and 16 percent of the informed non-participants cited newspapers 

as their source of O-I knowledge; in northern Illinois:, 50 per-

cent of the participants and 46, percent of the informed non­

participants cited newspapers ;as their source of 0-1 knowl-
18 

edge. The Illinois study concluded that outside of Chicago, 

newspapers were the best medium for recruiting participants. 

The St. Louis 0-1 survey showed that 21 percent of both par­

ticipants and informed non-participants had heard of 0-1 in 

the newspapers. 22 The St. T .. ouis study concluded tha·t ne~s-

papers were the most effectiVe mass medium for the recruit-

ment of participants.-

Group presentations. In St. Louis the 0-1 survey shmved 

that 35 percent of the participants and only 5 percent of the 

informed non-participants cited Police Cornmu~ity Relations 

me,etil)gs or Women's Crusade Against Crime meetings as their 

Source of 0-1 information. 22 The study concluded that 0-1 

presentations at such meetings were the most effective recruit-' 

ment method. In Chicago, tV'i1ere most 0-1 promotion was done by 

civic groups, 31 percent of the participants and 9 percent of 

the informed non-participants mentioned civic organizations as 

their source of 0-1 knowl~_dge/ {n th 
,~ ~ nor ern Illinois, where 

such groups were not as involved, nine percent of the partici-

pants and four percent of the l.'nformed 
non-participants 

tioned civic groups as their SOurce of 0-1 18 
knowledge. The 

men-
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Illinois study concluded that civic groups had provided the 

most effective means of recruitment in the Chicago area. The 

Seattle Burglary Reduction Program found mass media methods 

to be so ineffective that it now relies primarily on neighbor­

hood meetings to recruit participants for 0-1 and other burglary 
40 

prevention efforts. The Telephone Survey showed that those 

projects using group presentations as one of their recruit-

ment methods had a slightly higher probability of achieving 

above average participation levels. 

Door-to-door canvassin~. This discussion is limited to 

door-to-door contacts by project representatives solely for 

dissE~mination of project information; citizen enrollment is 

assumed to take place at a later ~ime. Several O-I projects 

have tried this limited approach to door-to-door canvassing, 

hopihg that this personal approach would be more effective in 

producing participants than the impersonal public education 

methods. To date, the results have not been encouraging. The 

St. Louis O-I project launched a door-to-door informational 

can~paign in 1973, but soon discontinued it because of poor cit.i-

zen response. The Suburban Crime Prevention unit in Wyoming, 

Michiga~ sent officers to 451 homes, but few new participants 

were produced, and it was concluded that the campaign had not 

been worth the effort.
48 

The Seattle Burglary Reduction Pro­

gram uses door-to-door canvassing preceded by mass mailings of 

project literature to build attendance at the neighborhood 

the proJ'ect's primary method of citizen re-meetings which are _ 

cruitment; however 1 door-'to-door canvassing alone has produced 
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few partlclpants. 

Word" of ~ou~h. The informal mechanisms through which in­

formation spreads through. a community are effective in producing 

O-I participation among those informed. This has been shown 

most dramatically in St: Lotlis I' where 59 percent of the O-I par­

ticipants interviewed in one survey indicated that they had 

heard of the program from informal sources (i. e. I a fl-iend, 

relative I neighbor I church, s(;hool, neighborhood organi.zation, 

or employer), whereas only t:wo percent of the non-participants 

~'lho had heard of O-I had obtained their information from such 
22 

sources. (This is in addition to the 35 percent of the par-

ticipants and 5 percent of the informed non-participants who 

cited Police Community Relations meetings or Women's Crusade 

Against Crime meetings.) The St. Louis study concluded that, 

collectively, informal sources were the single largest sourCe 

of O-I information among participants. 

In the Denver O-I survey, 32 'percent o~ the participants 

and 25 percent of the informed non-participants interviewed 

had heard of O-I from a friend . h 6 or nelg bore Another nine per-

cent of the participants and th ree percent of the informed non-

participants had obtained O-I information from other sources 

such as school, church, employer, Boy Scouts, or local resi-
dent grou 6 . . 

. p. In Chlcago, 18 percent of -the participants and 
13 percent of th 'f e ~n armed non-participants cited friends or 
relatives as their source of O-I information; in northern 
Illinois, about 12 

percent of both the participants and the in-

formed non-participants interviewed 't d f . 
c~ e rlends or relatives 
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as their sonrce of O-I information. 18 
With the exception of 

the results in northern Illinois I all of the surveys c.:Lted 

above indicate that word of mouth sources of O-I information 

are identified by slgnificantly greater percentages of partici­

pants than informed no;n-participants.This indicates that 

these informal networks have been very effective in producing 

·O-:-I participation among those informed in this manner. 

It, is interesting to note that the project which showed 

the Inostextensive recruitment by W9rd of mouth (St. Louis) 

also had strong civic group sponsorship, while the area which 

showed the lowest level of recruitment by informal means 

(northern Illinois) had little or no civic group backing for 

O-I. It may he that 'community groups provide one important 

means of tapping i~~o informal c~:mlInunication networks which 

mass media methods are unable to do. Some projects have tried 

to utilize informal sources by suggesting that participants 

encourage their friends to use the engraving tool while it is 

checked out. Other ways include newspaper ads that can be 

passed on or having participants give project literature to 

f·riends. 

Summary. The discussions of the ,i,ndividual public edu-

cation methods above indicate that although a iarge number'of 

people can be reached with O-I information through mass media 

public education techniques, only a small percentage of those 

reached will take any action in response. On the other hand, 

although group present;ations by project representatives inform 

fewer numbers ,of .peol?-~~' such presentations c'an be quite effec-
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tive in producing participation among those reached, possibly 

due to the higher quality of the information conveyed. The 

e\ridence 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 

producing participation among those reached with O-I infor-

mation. Other techniques such as mass mi3.ilings, 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 

media appeals. 

future study 

reasons for the low rate of respo~se to mass 

Possibly, the single most important area for 

s~ggested by the recruitment diffi~ulties of 0-1 is the appli­
cation of ~ppr 't ~ opr~a e marketing research techniques to the 

law enforcement environment. These techniqles would be used 

to determine the most appropriate "!=: 1 If • 
~a es approach required in 

order to sell crime prevention concepts to the public. The 
best evidence t d o ate suggests that the consumer has not been 
adequately sold on the benefits of O-I. 

QUestion 2b. Will" 
of direct solicitat' b £eop~e agree to join 0-1 as a result 

10n v proJect r "-_ _ epresentatives? 

In reaction to the low rate of citizen response to mass 
media public edUcation methods, 

to take o-i t 1 00 s and materials 

some 0-1 proj ec,ts have chosen 

directly to the citizen. Re-
cruitment is Usually done 

tprough door-to-door canvassing 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 funct.ions 

into one process, some projects have obtained relatively high 

participation rates. Community service' officers in Dett:oi t en­

graved over 29,000 items in 6,419 inner city homes over a 22-

. 12 
month perJ.od. The Field Survey learned that Denver O-I 

I 

staff meml;,ers have" provided property marking services to over 

25,000 households in approximately two years. The Seattle 

Burglary Reduction Program organizes neighborhood citizen groups 

which purchase and ci:rculate their own engraving tools; 2,728 

0-1 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-doorsolici­

tation for immediate property marking services have been en~ 

countered. In I~dianapolis, the Field Survey found 11,800 

inner city homes were contacted by police 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 

h:omes were included. among the 11,800 II contacts.").. ~.ccorqing 

to the Field Survey, a door-to-door property marking campaign 

by Phoenix Explorer Scouts in June 1973, enrolled 100 homes in 

0-1; this number represented 56 percent of a small targe't:. area 
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selected for the campa.ign. In Columbus, Ohio, the Hill top 

Civic Council has sponsored a door-to-door 0-1 campaign within 

its neighborhood, ,with members of the group providing property 

marking sGrvices te, residents; in blo'cks 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 percenti of the homes in the 0-1 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 0-1, and 56 percent of those con-

. d . b d 37 tacted perm~ tte engra'T~ng to e one. 

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 Prevention explains 0-1 

at mee'cings in private homes and leaves one or more tools with 

the host to cirCUlate among his neighbors. Over 2,000 people 

have been registered in the project to date and many more muy 

have used the tools without enrolling. In St. Louis County, 

Missouri, the 0-1 project enrolled about 3,000 O-I participants 

in 1974 by having employers and apartment managers circulate 

O-I tools an,d materials among their empioyees and tenants. The 

Suburban Crime prevention Uni t i~1. Wyoming I Hichigan, calls upon 

all residential burglary victims in the three participating 

municipalities to offer them a security survey of their homes 

and the immediate use of an engrav;ng t 1 f 
~ 00; ew people refuse. 
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People are more likely to join O-I if project equipment 

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 useful 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 percent. Factors 

producing this variance are difficult to isolate, but may in­

clude the characteristics of the target popuiation, the time 

of day when contacts are made, and the skill of the canvasser. 

Question 3. Will 0-1 participants fo:tlow project guidelines 
and instructions? 

The crucial elements of citizen participation in 0-1 are 

the marking of property, the completion of a property inven­

tory form when required; the posting of project decals, and 
. 

the submission of registration information for project records. 

If all this is done fer the participants by project represen­

tatives, it can safely be assumed that these activities will 

be properly completed. When citizens perform these tasks for 

themselves I however, the project must rely up'on 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 O-I participants follow eroperty mark­
~instructions? 

Property marking instructions usually recommend the type 
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of identifying number to be used and the type of items to en­

grave. It has been found 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 that 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 th,eir Social Security number 

(usually because they d;a not have a . 22 ~ M~ssouri driver's license). 

In the Denver O-I survey, 93 percent of the participants inter­

viewed claimed to have u~ed their Social Security numbers as 
6 recommended. The Illinois O-I study showed that only 49 per-

cent of the participants interviewed in Chicago and 67 percent 

of the participant:s interviewed in northern Illinois had used 

their Illinois driver's license number as recommended in the 

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC) guidelines for O-I 

implementing agencies. 18 
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 

the remainder had d . use var~ous identifiers, including name, 

initials, and telephone number. 18 
The study also concluded, 

however, that ;n " d 
~ many Jur~s ictions there were serious defi-

ciencies; th' ' ... n e ~n:struct:ions g; t ... ven _0 participants by the im-
plementinq agencies. 

Another elem(:nt f 
o some property marking instructions 

relates to the importance of 
updating existing marks and en-
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graving property purchased after the initial O-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 projects 

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 collect inventory lists due 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 O-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 O-I communities have shown that if adequate 

instructions are given, the majority of O-I participants do 

post these decals. In the Denver O-I survey, 96 percent of the 

participants int(:~rviewed stated that they had posted decals, 

and most had posted several; 84 percent had posted decals on 
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their front doors, 20 percent on their front windows, 57 percent 

on their rear doors, and 17 percent on their rear windows. 6 
In 

the st. Louis O-I survey I 82 percent of the participants inter­

viewed stated that they had used project stickers or decals. 22 

In San 'Jose, a field check of O-I participants showed that 72 

percent of the homes which had received engravi~g services had 

posted the project decals issued to them. 37 

The lowest percentages of decal use by O-I participants 

'\vas reported in Illinois, but this may have been due to in­

complete instructions given to pa~ticipants by the implementing 
, 18 

agenc~es. 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 posted the.in near the rear entrance I and 17 percent 

had posted decals on both entrances. 

had posted decals at other locations. 

The remaining participants 

It was also noted in the 

Illinois study that many participants had removed stickers which 

had become worn or fqded. 

QUestion 3d. Will O-I 
local O-I project? - par~icipants register with their 

The amount of registrat;on ' f ~ ~n ormation collected by O-I 
projects from t" 

par ~c~pants varies widely from project to project. 

Most projects collect registrat;on 
.... information 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 O-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-

, t 1 39 
grav~ng 00. This is the only known example of an attempt 

to separate the registration process from other enrollment 

ac~ivities; in St. Louis, it appears to have created more prob-

1ems 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 (~s opposed to projects run 

by other government agencies or non-governmental organizations) 

encounter greater public resistance to registering a-I iden­

tifiers. 
It appears that most citizens will follow O-I 

. 'h such instructions are clearly explained, project instruct~ons w en 
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although a major knowledge gap exists about the extent to which 

O-I participants use property inventory lists and keep their O-I 

enrollment current by updating the markings on their property 

(i.e'
T 

change initial markings if the identifier no longer applies 

and mark items purchased after the initial 0-1 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 O-I since its in-

ception.} 

QuestiQn4,. What costs are involved in the recruitment and 
enrollment OI o-~ partlclpanis? 

The complete cost of an O-I project is very difficult to 

determine, since few implementing agencies have separate O-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 enrollmerlt acti vi ties. Information is presented 

below on estimated costs for materials, media, and manpower for 

several 0-1 projects; these and other cost estimates are then 

used to compute the costs per participant for several 0-1 

projects~ 

Material costs. 1he kinds-of equipment and materials used 

by 0-1 projects include electric or non-electric marking tools, 

0-1 decals (water applied) or stickers (self-adhesive) I instruc­

tion sheets, pamphlets, property inventory le-aflets, tool check­

out forms, and participant registration sheets. The costs of 
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these basic materials as reported by four 0-1 projects are pre-

sented in Table 3-2. Some O-l projects are now recommerlding 

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-

motion 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 quite expensive. 

In Denver, for example, a recent 0-1 grant proposal requested 

$23,000 for newspaper advertising and $11,600 for radio and 

. 10 
television advertising for a IO-month perlod. _Newspaper 

advertisements cost the project from $160 to $187 apiece for a 

three-column, l4-inch space. 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 ap~roximately $160 for each showing.' 

Manpower costs. Most of the manpower costs incurred by 

an 0-1 project are usually absorbed by the implementing agency 

through reassignment of existing staff or offset through the 

67 



~-- -- ..------------~ ----"!'-----.---,-----,~-~----,~""""'-.-,. -----.,--.-. --,......------._-. ---..-----""!!"""'-----.--------~- .---~ 

~------------~--==----~--~-

Table 3-2 

COST OF MATERIALS TO FOUR O-I PROJECTS a 

Item 

Non-electric 
scribers 

Indiana 

$1.25 -

olisc 

5.00 

Unit. Cost Rangeb 

Phoenix Ill-inoisd 

NA NA 
Electric 

engraving tools $6.00 -11.00 $8.15 -14.00 $5.10 
Re~lacementtips 

ror electric 
tools 

Decals/stickers 
(per 100) 

Property inven­
tory lists 
{per 100} 

Pamphlets/ 
brochures 
(per 100) 

NA - Not Applicable 

UNK UNK 

. 
$ .90 - 2.50 $3.70 - 5.50 

$1.80 - 6.80 j $ .78 

UNK $luOO 

ONK - Unknown 

Based on references 1 
Specific unit cost 0, 18, 27,' and 28. 

a. 
b. 

UNK 

$4.40 

UN!{ 

$ .50 

qua~ity of materi ~ are determined by the 
Ind~anapolis crim! s ordered. quantity and 
Property) T.R.A.P. (Total .:gegistration of All 

c. 

Statewide O-I progr -am. 
d. 
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Dranver 

NA 

$5.20 

$1.44 

$1.67 

$2.33 

$7.70 

lIiP. 

--" - --

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 project success. The guidelines for local 

implementors of the Hinnesota Crime Watch program recommend 

that a minimum of eight man-hours per week be spent on Crime 

Watch activities, including Operation Identification. 13 

'. ;:-

The amount of manpower needed to operate an 0-1 project 

depends upon the size of the project and the specifi9 kinds of 

promotional mGthods used for recruiting and enrolling partici-

pants. Media recruitment and distribution site enrollment 

(passive project approach) can be managed with a minimum number 

of 0-1 staff, provided that media coverage is donated and on-

going personnel from cooperating agencies staff the distribution 

sites. On the other hand, door-to-door recruitment and property 

engraving by project staff members (active project approach) 

require considerably more manpower. 

Cost per participant. Estimates of the minimum cost of 

recruiting and enrolling each 0-1 participant can be obtained 

by dividing the direct project costs by the total number of 

participants enrolled. It should be noted that such figures 

are very approximate, since direct project costs represent only 

a portion of the total amount of resources expended for a proj­

ect and accurate data on.the actual number of particil;?ants are 

difficult to obtain. Such estimates, however, do provide some 
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insights into the effort and success levels of 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 

variati,on in their per participant costs. DUring the Field 

Survey, it was found that the Grand Rapids, Michigan, Insurance 

Agents Association has spent 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-I project,has spent 

approximately $100,000 in Federal funds over a three-year 

period and estimates that roughly 27,000 1 h peop eave partici-

pated in the program,· this y~elds 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 

a-I projects inclUded in the evaluation study 

Illinois Operation Identification Program.18 

of the statewide 

The Illinois Law 

Enforcement Commission (ILEC) grant to each project does not 

include matching funds: ,the participant totals are the number 

of participa~ts verified d ' 
ur~ng field visits by an evaluation 

team from the University f TIl' 
o. - 1nois at Chicago Circle. For 

these projects, the costs 
per participant 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)a 

ILEC Number of 
Grant b Grant Verified 

'p'aYtic'i'p'an't's,d 
Cost per, 

Number Location AmountC pa'r't'ic'i'p'an't 

741 Chicago $48,457 5,552 $8.73 

711 Park Ridge 2,748 627 4.38 

736 Oak Park 1,193 600 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 Hei'ghts 82'2 1'3'0 6'.'3'2 

Statewide 
' e Total: $125,434 27,858

f $4.50 

a~ 

b. 

c. 
d. 

e. 

f. 

Information adapted from "An Evaluation of Operation Iden­
-tification as Implemented in Illinois.,,18 
For grants divided among several communities, only the 
largest community has been named here. 
Does not include local matching funds. 
Figures listed are the total number of part~c~pan~s f?r 
all communities served by the grant, as ver~f~ed ~n f~eld 
visits by an evaluation staff from the University of 
Illinois at Chicago Circle. 
A total of 32 grants were awarded to approximately 250 
communities. 
Based upon field-verified participation totals for all 
northern Illinois jurisdictions and mail questionnaire 
results for southern Illinois jurisdictions. 
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$1.98 to a high of $8.72; the statewide average was $4.50 per 

participant. 

All of the official participa.tion totals shown in Table 

3-3 are believed to be lower than. unofficial estimates of par-

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 amounts of additional 

resources a.re frequently expended by O-I projects in th'e form 

of services I facilities, and manpower donated by CoopEf.rating 

agencies. 

As one example, the operation of 0-1 distribut:ion sites 

can be quite expensive. The Denver 0-1 project repol,'ted i:hat, 

from December 1, 1973 to January 1., 1975, twenty-fiv(~ local 

fire stations contributed a total of 10,225 man-hours to Ithe 

O-I project; at an average rate Clf $5.75 per man-hour, thEi! 

total contribution was valued at $58,794.9 
Similarly, the Dan-

ver Police Department had four sub-station,s \'lhich donab~d 2,012 

man-hours to the project between August 15 
,1' 1973, and January 1, 

1975; at the same rate per man-hour, the total contribution 

amounted to $11,570. 

The more direct forms of recruitment and enrollment are 

certainly no less costly. Th D 
e enver project relies mainly on 

project representatives who engrave property for citizens in 

their homes; the proJ'ect 
expects to enroll 75,000 participants 

by the end of 1976, at a cost of ' 
approx~mately $500,000, an 

average cost of $6.67 per participant. lO 
During the Phoenix 
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do()r~,to-doL.:' \. I. campaign I which used Explorer Scouts to offer 

engraving services to citizens, it took an average of 2.34 man­

hours to recruit and enroll each new participant; if professional 

staff members had been used, this campaign could have cost as 

much a::;; $14.00 per participant. The San Jose project found that 

door-to-door canvassing by paid part-time worJ(eb:s cost the 

project about $1.32 per contact and $2.31 per enrollee. 35 (The 

cost of mat,erials and administrative support were apparen1:,ly 

not includ€~d in this figure.) The Seattle Burglary Reduction 

Program reported that the extensive use of personal recruit­

ment (door-to-door canvassing followed by neighborhood group 

meetings) cost the project about $17.00 for each project p~r­

ticipant;. '10 ("Participation" included t:he use of anyone of 

four target-hardening activitiesw including O-I, offered by. the 

program; the $17.00 per participant is a compol5ite rate based 

on the total number of "participants!! divided by the total 

budget for all four activities.) 

Summary. Al though the total amQunt of rElsources expended 

by most O-I projects ,is very difficult to compute, 'the unit 

participant costs va17Y from $.78 to $17.00 per participant. 

These costs are based on monies spent for materials, promotional 

serv~ces, and manpower; "the actual cash outlciy 'varies depending 

upon the amount of resom::-ces donated and'the kinds of recruit­

ment and enrollment methods employed. 

It would seem reasonable, at first thought, that the cost 

of materials 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 variety 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 O-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 

satisfactory participation levels. Moreover, this strategy 

could be unSQ\ .. .:3factory in highly Ir''"'bile urban cummunities where 

participants may move away or change residences faster than they 

can be enrolled. In order to build participation levels of 

more than 50 percent within a few years, it appears that it 

will be necessarv to expend la ..... ·gf:> t f O-I 
~ ~ - amoun so' money on 

recruitment and enrollment. These amounts can easily approach 

the figure of $17 per participant experienced in Seattle. The 

magnitude of this cost may be put ·~t . . 
c ~i1 0 perspect~ve by compar1.ng 

it to estimates of the 
average annuu'l cost per household for 

all local law enforcement services, which is about $125, and 

the average annual loss per family for reported residential bur--. 
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glary, \vhich is $9.
47 

Of course, the latter figure does not 

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. Nonetheless; the figures 

indicate that su.ccessful 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 alanns or improved 

door and window locks, can be considerably higher, and the cost 

for O-I can som€~times be shared with those of community education, 

Block Watch, or premises security survey programs. Nevertheless, 

communities seeking wide citizen participation in O-I should 

still be aware of the potentially high total cost for achieving 

this objective. Also, it must be realized that the effective­

ness ~f O-I'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 a~equate maintenance effort. The material in the 

following chapters, which deals with the effectiveness of O-I 

in deterring burglaries and in enhancing the process of re-
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covering and returni~g stolen property, casts additional doubt 

on the value of sUbstantial expenditures for 0-1. 

!, 
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CHAPTER IV. Z-\SSESS!1ENT OF THE BURGLARY D:r.TBRRENCr: 
EFFECTS OF OPER-'\TION IDENTIF'ICATI0N 

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 the commission of a burglary include: 

(1) selection of a specific tar~et from among 
the opportunities available (usually after 
a period of surveillance); 

(2) entry into the target; 

(3) selection of specific property items to be 
takeni 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 

mos't. 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 natiom"ide burglary 

"'{I'.,.,.,.~.~.":,, rate increused far more thun the rates for other Index property 
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crL1Ues (8.0 percent for burglary, cOIPpared to 4.7 ncrcent for 

both larceny-theft and auto theft). The estimated total economic 

loss in 1973 resulting from all burglaries totaled $856 r:lillion, 

cow~ared to $603 million due to larceny. 

The Uniform Crime Report characterizes burglary as "a crime 

of stealth a~d opportunity ...• committed by both amateurR and 

professionals. .. I'i'lhich] makes the detection 'of the perpetrator 

more difficult.
fI 

This characterization is sUbstantiated by 

statistics which shmv that only 18 percent of all burglaries 

vlere cleared by arrest during 1973. Of those adults arrested for 

burglary, 82 percent were prosecuted; of those, 49 percent were 

convicted of burglary, and 18 percent of a lesser offense. 

JUVeniles consti t~uted 55 percent of all persons apprehended for 

burglary. 

Given the nature and magnitude of th b 1 
e urg ary problem in 

the United States and in individual communities, Operation 

Identification program~ seek to reduce the burqlarY.rate in their 
target areas through: (a) d t 

e errence of potential burglars 
through increased risk, by making stolen 

property: (1) more 
dangerous to possess (since it ;s easl.'ly 

~ identified as stolen) 
and (2) more difficult to dl.'spose of 

(since fences will be 
r~luctant to handle and consumers 

to buy such easily identified 
items), and (b) redUction of actUal 

burglary by facilitating 
successful arrest, prosecution, and conviction. 

Several acti ~li ties associated 

these Specific objectives. 

erty identification and the 
deterrence of burglary are the 

with O-I are~' t ~ t Ill.rec el; a 

Those specifically related to prop-
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marking of proper y, e pos l.ng . t th t' of decals, and the inventorying 

of property by the recording of serial numbers .. Other activi-

ties, such as education to achieve public awareness and imple­

mentation of other target-hardening pr6cedures, though not a 

part of Operation Identification, must be considered due to 

their relationship tOI 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 ch'apter identifies the major gues­

tio~s rel~ted to O~eration Identification's burglary deterrence 

h t · based on knm'lledge objective; then assesses eac ques l.on, 

, O-I evaluations, and information co11ect-obtained from prev~ous 

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 
Deterrence 

Figure 4-1 illustrates both the burglary process describen 

t ff ts attributed to O-I's intervention above and the deterren e. ec 

at each stage of the process. This section examines each staqe 

(1) identify the specific of the burglary proces~ in order to: 

activities comprising the O-I intervention; (2) identify the 

upon which the deterrent effects arc underlying assumptions 

t he relevant data elements and meaRure­based; and (3) suggest 

ment points for vertfying these assumptions. 
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Burglary Process. 

Crma 
Selection 

Target 
Selection. 

Entrance 
to Target 

Item 
Selection 

Escape 

Disposition 
of Stolen 
Property 

Anticipated Effect of 
O-Its Intervention 

Decision not to commit 
a burglary 

Decision not to burglarize 
an O-I participant 

Failure to gain entrance 

Decision not to take 
marked items 

Increased risk of apprehension 

IncreaSed fencing difficulty 
and lower "market ll value for 
marked property 

Figure 4-1 

CONCEPTUALIZED HODEL OF T 
EF:rECTS OF OPERATIO~E BURGLARY PROCESS AND THE DETERRENT 

IDENTIFICA.TION'S IN"TERVENTION 
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1. Intervention into the Crime Selection decision. The 

primary O-I activity impacting on the potential criminal's deci­

sion about whether to conunit a bUl:'glary, some other property 

crime, or no crime at all, is publicity about the project dis­

seminated throughout the target area. Results of the Telephone 

Survey of 78 representative O-I projects indicate that 88.5 

percent of the projects interviewed use some form of mass media 

to publicize their O-I program. Beyond the obvious objective 

of promoting citizen barticipation in Operation Identification, 

the pUblicity also serves to inform the potential burglar about 

a-Irs existence and its consequences for him. As a result of 

this awareness, the burglar ,may be intimidated by both the 

threat of increased difficulty in disposing of stolen merchan-

dise: and the increased risk of apprehension and conviction. to 

the point that he ~ill view burglary as a high risk activity and 

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 O-I's success in achieving a 

significant intervention at this stage include th~' project's 

level of participation, the influenc~ qf external variables that 
.... 

are not controllable by O-I projects but which may affect 

crime patterns -- such as other crime prevention activities 

and the level of unemployment and the extent of the dis-

placement of types of crime~ Of these, only the first is 

partially controllable by the O-Iproject. Assessment of this 

intervention may be affected by the level of unreported crime 
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in the target area w'hich is, for the most part, uncontrollable 

(hm'lever, it can be estimated Ttli th victimization surveys); and 

also by trend and seasonality factors inherent in most periodic 

crime data I again partially controllable ~.,i th the use of appro_ 

priate statistical techniques. 

The basic assumption underlying O-I's intervention at this 

stage is that participation in Operation Identification \.,rill be 

sufficiently \·!idespread throughout the target community to ma}~e 

the burglar's selection of suitable targets oifficult, even if 

he chooses to burglarize onJ.y non t" -par lClpants. The assu.rnption 

is also made that this latter possibility does not al\'7aYs occur 

(i.e., a-I does deter some burglars, rather h 
t an merely displac-

ing them to non-participants or other forms of property crime). 

The assessment of O-I's intervention into the decision to 

cormni t a burglary, and the vE;rificat';on of 
~ the assumptions above 

can be made by examining the! crime rates 
for burglary, larceny, 

and auto theft 'tl' 
Wl :In the target area. Sources for this data 

would be the Uniform cri~e Re t 
por s, records maintained by local 

law enf orcement agencies and . d' 
, perlO lC victimization surveys. 

2. Interven.tion into the Target 
Selection decision. The 

selection of the target by the burglar 
may be affected by the 

presence of 0-1 decals Posted by 
project participants as a 

warning to criminals that the 
valuable property at that location 

has been marked, and h 
ence will be difficult to dispose of and 

risky'to possess. 
The objective of a-I. at th;s .... ~)tage is to 

"ann II 

ounce to poter!!tial bUrglars that a 
househOld has joined 0-1. 
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The success of 0-1 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 0-1. 

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 1 it is, assumed 

that the a-I project is fully and completely implemented. 

The key assumption upon which this intervention is based 

is that burglars seek targets where the risk of detection is 

~~'-- low and where the anticipated costs or diff.iculties during and 

after the burglary are minimal. Participation in Operation 

Identification, as demonstrated by highly visible decals, is 

assumed to affect the burglar's perception of the vulnerability 

or ease of entry of a premise, oj 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: 

o 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. 

Assessment of these assumptions would require a compara-

tive analysis of the burglary rates for both participants and 

non-participants within the target areas of individual 0-1 

projects to determine if 0-1 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 burglary 

rates. The perception of 0-1 and other crime prevention methods 

by burglars would also have to be determined before adequate 

assessment of this 0-1 intervention could be completed . 

Information relating to the utilization of other crime 

prevention techniques by 0-1 participants, and to burglar atti­

tudes, could best be collected through intervie,'ls with 0-1 pi1.r­

ticipants and known burglars. Burglary rates for participants 

and non-participants could be computed either from data contained 

on police crime reports for target area residents by noting 

whether the victim was an O-I participant or not, by matching 

victim names to participant names, or through victim surveys 

of target area residents. 

3. 
Intervention into the Target Entry stage,. . None of 

the property identification activities directly influence the 
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burglar's ability to gain entry to a selected target. Through 

the promotion of 0-'1 , however, public awareness of the burglary 

threat and of the need for increased physical security is 

heightened. Through other target-haraening programs often 

promoted and implemented with Operation Idemtification 1 increased 

physical'security is frequently achieved for 0-1 participants. 

The assessment of this effect is presented in Chapter VI. 

4. Intervention into the Item Selection decision. Oper-

ation Identification projects seek to intervene into the burglar's 

1 t ' of ;tems to steal by marking and inventoryinq valuable se eC~lon .... _ 

property, and by making burglars aware that these actions have 

been taken. Proponents of 0-1 assume that commonly stolen 

valuable property is markable and. that it will be adequately 

marked by project participants. It is also assumed that bur-:­

gli:u"s will be discouraged from stealing marked property because 

of anticipated fencing difficulties previou~;ly mentioned, the 

probability of lower market values for such items, and a fear 

of apprehension with the property in their possession. 

The assessment of thi~ intervention centers on the col­

lection of data, either from burglary reports or victimization 

surveys, relating to the amount and value of marked, unmarked, 

and unmarkable property tha~ is stolen from 0-1 pa~tic~pants, 

. f k d property that is not stolen the amount and value 0 mar e 

and the amounts of markable from burglarized participants, 

stolen and not stolen from burglar­and unmarkable property 

ized non-participants. A survey of burglars to determine '. 
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... reactaon the;r . to stealing marked property would also contri-

bute to the assessment of this O-I effect. 

Any assessment of O-I's 'effect on item selection, however, 

would be limited by the following factors: 

o property markings placed in inconspicuous places; 

o property left unmarked beci,:n.~se of its acquisition 
after initial participation in O-I~ and 

o the reliability of burglary victims' estimates of 
property values. 

5. Intervention into the Escape stage. Operation 

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 appreheh­

sion/qonviction 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 O-I and neighborhood 

watch programs. 

Surveys of police and known burglars, and inspection of 

police arrest files and court files would provide the basis 

for assessing this intervention; although this assessment 

would also be limited by the factors identified in Section 4. 
6. 

Intervention into the Stolen Property Disposit~ 
stage. 

The claim that Operation Identification affects the 

86 

J 
I 

---~ 

<,1 
1 

r 
, 

, i 



~-~~,I 

~<.~ •• ~J 
" I 
I 

~ --~:,-l . ,-
-"~ ~ 

, \~~ . 
~""~(1C :.lII 

-- lJ -

disposition of stolen property is based on the following assump­

tions: 

o 

o 

fences avoid purchasing marked property which 
can be easily linked to a specific crime (property 
is more identifiable because of·O-I markings); and 

~rivate citizens and dealers in secondhand merchan­
ise avoid purchasing marked property without assur­

ances that it is not stolen, as a result of O-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 fEmcing operations, are factors beyond the control 

of local O-I projects. It would appear that the assessment of 

the effect of O-I's intervention into the property dispositon 

stage can be reasonably assessed only through the testimony of 
c) 

burglars and fences in order to elicit 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 quest~ons: 

o Question 1: Are burglars deterred from victimizing 
O-I p~rticipants because of specific O-I project 
activities (i.e., the marking and inventorying of 
property an~ the displaying of decals)? 

Determination of the impact of specific O-I activities 

upon the burglary process, however, requires the answers to the 

following questions: 
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Q';lestion 2: Is t~e burglar's perceived and actual 
~1sk of apprehens10n, prosecution, and conviction 
1ncreased as a result of Operation Identificat.1'O'n? 

QUestion 3: Is it more difficult to dispose f 
marked stolen property than unmarked stolen 0, '-' ,". Eropertv? 

o Question 4: .!.? the market value of marked items 
less than that of comparaole unmarked items? 

a~ 

Not surprisingly, thE;<;e questions are closely related to 

the stated objectives of 
most 0-1 projects. An affirmative re-

sponse to each t'lould seemingly confirm the Success of 
Operation 

Identification and the effectiveness of 
its various activities 

in deterring burglary. 
0-1 programs are often f' 

1nanced with 
public monies: 

the Telephone Survey indicated 
and 9.0 percent 

state, and city 

financed by the 

that 26.9, 14.1, 

of the projects were currently funded by 
federal, 

agencies, respectively; while 29.5 
percent \'lere 

local police department. 
This fact, however , suggests that the benefit of 

0-1 to the entire t t arge community 
should also be considered. 

Consequently, another major question needs to be 
ans~'lered : 

D. 

o Q~estion 5: Do citize s ' , 
t10n Identification b n f~ot part1c1pating in Opera­
sim1lar to those ex ee~e 1t from burglar redUctions 
Theca'use bur lars p r1e~?ed by q:-I participants 
the entire tar et enera 1ze the effect of 0-1 to 
ex erience bur larar~a), or do non-' artici ants 
!!lent of burglaries f~ncr~ases due to the dis lace­

om -I households? 
Assessment f th 
Deterrence 0, e Hajor QUestions Related 

to Burglary 

This section assesses ea h f 
c 0 the major qu~stions ~~ent~-fied above f -L.ll -L. 

or Operation Identification's 
component. burglary deterrence 

This assessment is based on a 
data available from 

past studies 
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the Telephone and Field site surveys of 0-1 projects. The 

accuracy and reliability of this information is discussed and, 

whenever sufficient knowledge relating to individual questions 

exists, a judgment is offered. 

Question 1. Are burglars deterred from victimizing 0-1 
participants becau'se'of 'sp'e'c'ific 'O-Tpr'o'j'e'c·t· ·a·ct·ivi·ties? 

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 the 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 0-1 had either been "very successful" 

or "somewhat successful" in deterring burglary among partici­

pants. Only 5.1 percent of the interviewees felt t~eir programs 

had not been successful; the remainder did not know. Similar 

results have been obtained in previous surveys, such as that 

conducted by the National Crime Prevent jon Institute among its 

graduates and state planning agencies. 
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56.0 percent rated their 0-1 program as effectivef~whereas 

only 17.9 percent thought it had been ineffective. 

Unfortunately, the judgment of many respondents to the 

Telephone and Field Sur~eys appears to be very subj ecti ve, vii th 

little supporting data available to substantiate their opinions. 

For example I of the 50 T.elephone Survey interviewees who judged 

their O-I projects to be successful, only 16 kept written records 

of the burglary rate for participants, and only 8 kept similar 

records for non-participants. Obviously, more reliance must be 

placed on the results of those few projects for which such bur­

glary da.ta are available. 

Burglary rates for both participants and non-participants 

have been computed in Denver8 and Phoenix;28 the results for 

these projects are quite encouraging. Two major shortcomings 

eXist, hOvlever I in both projects. In the first place, partici­

pant and non-par~icipant burglary rates for each are based on the 

number of O-I participants at the end of the 
interest. time period of 

To illUstrate this procedure, let N denote the total 
nUmber of households in th 't 

e c~ y, Np denote the number of partici-

pants at the end of the time period of interest, B denote the 

city-wide burglaries during th t' 
e ~me period, and Bp denote the 

number of burglaries of O-I . 
part~cipants. With these definitions 

the burglary rate for participants, 
Rp' is computed using the formula 

burglaries per 1,000 participants. 
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Similarly, the burg ary _ -h 1 rate for non-participants, Rp' is com-

puted using the formula 

1000 (B-Bp_) _ burglaries per. 1, 000 non-participants. C:1- Np ) 

These estimates, however, assume that each of the Np 

II t t d" throughout the time period. O-I participants was pro ee e 

If in fact the projects had en:rolled ne\.; participants throu.ghout 

the period, improve • d est ';mates of the number of participants 

~ ~as modified to reflect only the fraction could be obtained if Lp '"' 

of the time period during "'hich these nem participants \"ere 

. 1 d only those burglaries occurring during protected. (Up ~nc u es 

) S';milarly, the number of non-partici-this part of the year. ~ 

include the fractions of the time pants wo~ld be adjusted to 

"1 ble II By assuming that enrollees were vu nera • period these new 

were enrolled at a uniform rate during the new participants 

b t~d Sp_ecifically, year, adjusted burglary rates can e compu _ . 

if np denotes the number of participants at the beginning of 

the time 'period, then the average number of participants during 

the time period of interest Np' is given by 

N* = p np + 1/2 (N -p np) 

and the average level of non-participation is given by 

N-Np + 1/2 (Np-np ) 

rates for participants and non-partie i­The adjusted burglary 

pants then become 

1000 Bp 1000 Bp 
"J* .p 

R* = 'p = n + 1/2 (Np-np ) 
p " 

2000 Bp 
N + np P. 

burglaries per 1,000 participants per = 
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ti~ne period and 

~p --

= 

pants per time 

(N-Np ) + 1/2 (Np-np ) 

2000 (B-Bp' burglaries per 1,000 non-partici-
2N - Np - np 
period. 

The adjusted and unadjusted burglary rates for the two 

projects cited above are summarized in Table 4-1. Based on the 

adjusted data, it still appears that a-I parttcipants have 

experienced a significantly lO\Oler burglary rate than have non-

participants. 

The second shortcoming in the data used to compute the 

participant and non-participant burglary rates is the procedure 

by which the number of burglaries at a-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 Identifibation in the crime report, usually 

in the narrative portion. Some law enforcement agencies, such 

as the New York City Police Department r have recently mOdified 

their reporting forms to include a check-off box to indicate a-I 

particip~tion. Sometimes there is'a failure to accurately re­

cord victim participation in a-I, resulting in underestimation 

of the participant burglary rate and overestimation of the non­

participant burglary rate. 

Although ;t ;~ d;ff;c It t . 
~ ~- ~ ~ u' 0 est~mate the extent of in-

accurate recording of 0-1 participation, it is unlikely that it 

has been of a magnitude 1 
arge enough to account for the burglary 

reductions reported for a-I participants. 
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Table 4-1 

a-I PARTICIPAHT F.ND NON-PARTICIPANT BURGLARY RATES 

Period 

Unadjus.ted 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 (burglar~es 
per 1,000 participants 
per year) 

Adjusted non-participan~ 
burglary rates (burglar~es 
per 1,000 non-participants 
per year) 

Denvera 

Jan. 1, 1974-­
Jan. 2, 1975 

11.34 

119.71 

16.81 

113.24. 

Phoenixb 

Jan. 1, 197 4 .,.. 
Dec. 31, 1974 

3.78 

83.95 

4.39 

82.21 

a. 
t ding data contained in an 

Rates for Denve: were comt~u ~d qU~arter1Y progress report8 
interim evaluat10n repor a . 

b. 

for the Denver Operation I.D. proJect. 

. .. muted using data provided by 
Rates for Phoen1x were c~i~ision of the Phoenix police 
the Community Relations 
Department. 213 
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burglary rates for the Denver participant and non-participant 

groups were in fact identical, the crime reports for 1,827 hur-

glaries of 0-1 participants nust have failed to indicate the vic­

tims' participation in O-I (22,769 burglaries ~.,e're recorded dur-

ing the time period studied). Similarly, in Phoenix where 18,601 

burglaries were reported in 1974, to obtain equal burqlary rates 

for both groups, one has to assume that 1,951 burglary reports 

for O-I participants (over 10 percent of all burglary reports) 

were miscoded as non-participant burglaries. 

As another measure of burglary deterrence among O-I 

participants, burglary rates have been computed in both St. 

Louis and Seattle for participants before and after they joined 

the O-I project. Again, the results suggest that a deterrent 

effect does exist for O-I participants. In St. Louis, for 

example, the participant burglary rate decreased 24.9 percent2l 

from 4.68 burglaries per 1,000 participants per month during 

the two-year period before enrollment, to 3.52 burglaries per 

1,000 participants per month after enrollment in Operation 

Identification. 
The St. Louis rates were determined by computer 

matching addresses of O-I partic;pants to d 
~ a dresseR of burglary 

victims. This method had th d 
e a vantage of not depending on an 

indication of O-I participation . 
~n the police burglary reports. 

Two uncontrOllable factors, however, 
could have affected these 

results. 
First, the addresses of participants who moved sub-

sequent to enrollment were not 
updated; and secondly, the method 

Used to code addresses in the two 
computer files did not identify 

94 

individual dwelling units when more than one existed at a single 

address (e.g., in an apartment building). Consequently, any 

burglary at a location where a participant resided was 'included 

as an O-I burglo,ry. Thus, the burglary rates computed 1;or 

participants both before and after enrollment in the project 

Vlere inflated by an unkno'/lTI amount. 

In seattle, participants were interviewed at the time of 

their enrollment in the Burglary Reduction Program to determine 

whether they had been burglarized during the previous six months. 

Six months later, they ':'1ere 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 ~.,as ex-

perienced before participation, but only 35.0 burglaries per 

six months after participation -- a 32.8 percent decrease. 41 The 

accuracy of the interview response's a~.,aits 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 parti.cipants ,.,as done. 

The need is recognized for studies such as those cur= 

rently ~n progress in both Denver and Seattle to verify these 

results. Hovlever, the reported results from Denver, Phoenix, 

St. Louis, and Seattle, plus th~ subjective belief in O-I's 

success in deterring burglars expressed by project implementors 

who were 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 

minimize the confounding effects of other targat-hardening 

programs; O-I promotional efforts Here used t:o saturate a 

small target area \-,i th O-I information, ,,"hile other crime 

prevention methods \,'ere not promoted at all. Burqlary rates, 

computed for both O-I and non-O-I households in the target area, 

were found to be four times greater for households not exhi~itinq 

decals.
34 

Still the results were not considered definitive since 

self7initiated burglary.precautions (better locks, watchdogs, 

improved lighting) could not be controlled. In addition, 

approximately 43 percent of the O-I locations in the target area 

had also received a residential security survey.37 

The reaction of burglars to Operation Identification , inde-

pendent of other crime prevention activities, was investigated 

in Illinois where 69 convicted property offenders were asked to 

assess O-I as a 

of the burglars 

burglary preventive technique. Only 7.2 percent 

thought that O-I would be effective in deterring 

property crimes; 79.6 percent felt it would be ineffective in 

preventing burglary, although 43.4 percent thought it might 

affect property reco 
. very or their actions at the burglary scene, 

or both. 

The evidence above suggests th to-
a perat~on Identification 
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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 burglars 

interviewed in Illinois who rated O-I as "a waste of time" are 

correct, a redirecting 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 that Operation Identification 

is usually only one of several crime prevention programs available 

i.n. the areas where it is implemented. A study of crime preven-

tion programs in cities with populations greater than 100,000 

reported that 49 or)SS (89.1 percent) cities with property identi-
3 

fication programs also provided security checks. Also, 35 of 

the cities (63.6 percent) had programs promoting alarm systems, 

31 (56.4 percent} had programs 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 O-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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0-1 participants makes it difficult to attribute the signifi­

cant burglary decreases among those participants solely to the 

direct effects of 0-1. 
As part of the Telephone Survey of 0-1 projects, imple-

mentors were asked if the project was operated separately, or as 

part of a larger scope crime prevention program. In addition, 

intervie''lees ,-,ho indicated that their program ",as wi thin a 

laiger one, identified the other crime prevention programs exist­

ing in conjunction with 0-1. The numbers of projects operating 

separately, as part of a larger program, and in conjunction with 

each of these other programs (security surveys, block watch, and 

citizen patrols), and having various levels of success in 

deterring burglary among participants (as judged by interviewees) , 

are shown in Table 4-2. Because some projects were part of a 

larger program utilizing two or more of these other programs, the 

sum of the n~bers of 0-1 projects with security surveys (32), 

block ",atch (14), and citizen patrols (4) exceeds the number of 

projects which were part of a larger crime prevention program (39). 

While no significant differences in success exist among projects 

employing the other crime prevention projects with 0-1, it is 

interesting to note that no 0-1 projects operated as part of a 

larger crime prevention program \'lere judged by the impleMentors 

as unsuccessfUl. By contrast, implementors in 10.3 percent of 

the 0-1 projects operating as separate programs judqed the 

projects as unsuccessful. 

Table 4-3 presents a sim~lar f ... summary or the 21 "special 
cases ll 

that were also contacted for th e Telephone Survey 
98 
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(generally cities with popUlations in excess of 500,000). For 

these projects, no significant differences were found in the 

success levels of burglary deterrence between projects oper-

ated separately and projects operated as part of a larger 

crime prevention program. 

Question 2. Is the burglar's perceived and actual risk of 
apprehension, prosecution, and conviction increased as a result 
of Operation Identification? 

The reported number of burglars actually apprehended as 

a result of Operation Identification is quite limited due 

to 10\" pa'rticipation levels, lm'.7 victim'ization rates among 

O-I participan'ts, and low clearance rates for burglary in 

general. Ilone of the project personnel contacted during th~ 

Telephone Survey indicated that they kept any records about the 

numbers of apprehensions, prosecutions, or convictions due to O-I. 

Consequently, any assessment of this question must be based on 

personal interviews and past studies of arrest patterns. 

Scarr's analysis of burglary patterns in the Washington, 

D. C., area indicates that most burglary arrests are the result 

of offendE:"!r carelessness or the use of informants by law 

enforcement agencies 38 • An analysis of burglary arrests during 

the five-month period January 1 through May 31, 1974 in Seattle 

produced similar results. Of 174 arrests, 146 were made for 

. reasons unrelated to specific O-I activities (e.g., on the 

scene arrests, informants, and fingerprints) .41 Only 28 

arre~ts were made for the types of activities in which O-I 

may be important, such as: "near scene searches", "traffic 
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, l. 
stops [~·li thJ i tens in vie\., of officers", and "suspicious 

activities [such as] carrying bulky items". 

Field Survey interviews with persons involved in prosecutinq 

burglary cases suggest that O-I has more potential as an aid to 

the police in apprehending suspects and obtaining warrants than as 

an aid to prosecution. Little current or anticipated utilization 

of O-I marked property in the judicial process VIas indicated, 

primarily because many arrests for burglary are made,at 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 

example, 16 apprehensions were reported in which marked property 

was found in the suspect's possession, and in each case the sus­

pect was eventually convicted. In 13 of the cases, however, the 

suspect was arrested at the burqlary scene. h 
- T e role which the 

presence of marked property played in the final verdicts in these 

cases is unknovm. 

The burglar's perceived risk of apprehension is reflected 

in his reaction Hhen confronted ,.,i th targets "protected" by O-I 

and other target-hardening devices. 
Reppetto's study of 

residential crime included interviews of convicted burglars on 

probation or in detention in the Boston area to determine the 

effectiveness of various burglary , 
prevent~on techniques. Of the 

respondents (always less than 100 
for each question), 88 percent 

indicated that a full,~time occupant 
of a dwelling would or miqht 
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, '" th t 'e 30 Similarly, 73 prevent them from v~ct~m~z~ng a prem~s. 

percent of the respondents indicated that they might be deterred 

6 2 t b ne ~ghbors checkinq_, G 1 p"~rcent by a by an alarm, percen y ~_ 

dog, 51 percent by police and security patrols, 38 percent by 

t b d l ' ht~ng In contrast, only strong locks, and 33 percen y goo ~g • Q 

26.1 percent of 69 convicted burglars interviewed during an 

evaluation of Op~ration Identification in Illinois claimed they 

, 18 
,.,ould be deterred from entering an O-I marked prem~se. 

As both reports point out, the validity of the results were 

limited by small sample sizes, pos~ible bias intronuced by the 

and t,he reliability of the interviewees' sample selection process, 

responses. Nevertheless, the implication is clear that any 

. b burglars about the risk of apprehension increased percept~on y 

at O-I premises is more l,ikely the result of target-hardening 

tllan those directly associated with Operation procedures other 

Identification. 

in this area is A general uncertainty about any success 

expressed by project implementors. For example, 51.3 percent of 

contacted in the Telephone Survey were unable to the projects 

success in increasing apprehensions, and 56.4 percent judge their 

were unable to indicate success in increasing the convictions of 

apprehended,burglars. This uncertainty, and the lack of data 

, r;sk, p~event any definitive assessment about the apprehens~on ~ - . 

The ~~scussion ahove suggests, however, of this question now. ~~ 

, d nor actual risk of apprehension, that neither the perce~ve 

, ;s affected if the burglary target is prosecution, or convict~on ~ 
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an 0-1 premise. 

Question 3. Is marked stolen property more difficult to diseose c 

of than_ cOr.1~arable unmarked property? 

The assessment of this question renuires the synthesis of 

information obtained, first through personal contact during the 

Field Survey with both O-I project implementors and police 

department units involved in property disposition (e.g., anti­

fencing and pawn shop details) ~ and second, throuqh interviews 

with knm.;n property offenders that have been conducten 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 fro~ 

O-I participants. 

Some police department personnel not directly associa'ted 

with an Operation Id t'f' t' _ en ~ ,~ca ~on project had mjxed reactions 

regarding the effectiveness of O-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 w{th wh';c]1 ~ ~ burglars can remove or 

alter O-I markings, and the willingness of the public to "buy 

anything af 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 \'Tould 

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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be 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 

at $46,789, were actually stolen. S The results led evaluators of 

the Denver O-I project to conclude that burglars do indeed avoid 

marked items especially since ite~s 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 t.he small number questioned . Similarly, the reli­

ability of the interviewee responses obtained by the Telephone 

, Survey regarding project success in making stolen property more 

difficult to fence is questionable. Sixty-six respondents 

(71.8 percent) claimed success in this area; of these, however, . . 
only 11 had written 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. 

9peration Identification's effect on the disposition of 

stolen property appears, at best, to make such disposition more 

difficult, but certainly not impossible. Additional evaluation 

is required, hm'lever, to determine if 0-1 alone or in combination 

with other modified police procedures (e.g., stricter control of 

pavm shop dealers) and public education programs designed to 

minimize property disposition through street corner. sales is 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 ef£ect that 

property markings have on the legitimate resale of personal 

property by owners. In addition, the answer to this question has 

important implications for the evaluation of other 0-1 objectives 

such as deterring the theft of marked property, since a general 

decrease in the market value of marked t I s 0 en property might 

conceivably lead a burglar to J.'ncrease th 1 e vo ume of property 

he steals in order to maintain a constant profit margin. 

~~~~;~o~e~~fi~o f~~~i~~~s I not partic~pati,n,! ~n Operation Identifi-
enced b 0-1 . ar , reductJ.ons sJ.mJ.lar to those experi-
of 0--" to th par~7cJ.pants , because burgla'r's g'en'er'ali'ze'the effect 

.L e en J.re target are'a:)' 'oY 'do no'n-' , , 't", ,', " • 
~nce bu~ lar increas'e's' due' 'to' 'th~' di's'lac'eme,~~ro,~c~~ani~ ~xperJ.-

rom 0-1 households? rg arJ.es 

'rhe communi tV-Hide benef' t f 0 ' J. 0 ,peratJ.on Identification has 

been addressed in other 0-1 evaluations , primarily by comparing 

the burgl~ry rates in a pro]'ect's t~rget 
<~ area before and after 0-1 

iQplementation, or by . 
comparJ.ng the burglary rates in target and 

control areas during the same time period. To date, no consistent 
~vidcnce of a community-wid~_ 1 

Jurglary 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 burqlary rate 

25 4 
in New Orleans, Newton, Massachusetts, and st. Peterburg, 

Florida
32 

might suggest such an effect. Further examination 

of these data, however, raises doubts. In St. Petersburg, for 

example " \olhere 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 ha.ve been offered as evidence of 

the program's success, oBly ,1,000 of the city's 97,000 house­

holds were participating in Operation Identification. It is 

difficult to believe that participation by little more than one 

percent of the households could account for five and six percent 

reductions in the overall burglary rate. 

Two other questions must also he ans'tlered before reductions 

in ci tY-\'lide burglary rates can be accepted as proof of 0-1 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 O-I evaluation apparently has used trend 

analysis techniques to determine the significance of changes in 

burglary trends. Displacement effects have been the subject of 

few previous investigations. In Seattle, the extent of displace-

'ment from burglary to robbery, shoplifting, auto theft, and 

various types of larceny was tested for in each police sector.
4l 

107 

OJ' 
~ - ' 
, , 

,ill 
, "I 



~.t.' .. ~ ];'.l.' ,. ~ : , ... , 
~ . 

' .•... : ... )' .• 
L 

_I" 

i ,\ 

~J 
.< I 
\t 
·t"'· .' 
';j " 

(' 

Although statistically significant changes ~rom 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 o'ther t f ypes 0 burglary 

targets. 

A study of the relationship between geographic crime 

displacement and the $20 milli,on High Impact Anti-Crime Program 
23 

was conducted in St. Louis. That study, not limited to bur-

glary crimes, concluded that: 

o 

o 

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 Prog'~am, 
~ the results of the 

displacement study do suggest the eXl'stence of an initial dis-
placement effect reiated to ' antl-crime programs such as 0-1. 

In Illinois, burglary rates in. 255 communities which had 

implemented Operation Id 
entification projects were compared with 

burglary rates in 389 
non-O-I communi ties. The rates IIlere divided 

into the follm"ing categories: 

o 

o 

o 

total burglary, 

burglary involving markable goods, 

daytime residential buralarv 
... - , 
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o residential burglary involving markable goods, and 

o daytime residential burglary involving markable goods. 

No significant differences in burglary rates were found between 

participating and non-participating communities for any of the 
18 

categories. 

In Denver and St. Louis, as discussed above, the burglary 

rates for 0-1 participants were significantly decreased~·yet, 

during the one-year period after Operation Identification was 

implemented, the>citY-Vlide residential burglary rate increased by 

3.0 percent in D~nver and by 9.1 percent in st. Louis. One 

possible explanation for such results is that the city-wide hur-

glary rates would have increased bv even greater amounts if 0-1 

programs had not existed. An alternate interpretation is that 

the burglaries that ,vere deterred from 0-1 nremises were merely 

displaced to other "unprotected" locations. 

This latter possibility has been investigated in some 

previous O-I evaluations. Displacement of burglary from partici­

pants to their non-participating neighbors was researched in the 

St. Louis telephone survey of both participants and non-partici­

pants. 22 Interviewees participating in O-I were asked if their 

neighbors had been burglarized since. their participation in O-li 

non-participants \Vere asked if their neighbors had been burglar­

ized during the previous year. no significant difference was 

detected in the frequency with which participants' neighbors were 

burglarized compared to the rate for neighbors of non-participants. 

It was concluded that no displacement had occurred. In Denver, 
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on the other hand, displace~ent to other targets was advanced as 

a likely interpretation of the continued increase in city-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 cOIlTInunity-\vide effect can reasonably be expected 

but that, as participation levels increase, so will the scope 

of O-I's effectlveness. Such an expectation can neither be 

supported nor denied on the basis of present knowledge. Low 

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 ~ntonio, 

where 97.8 percent of the households were enrolled in the O-I 

project. 33 
There, burglaries decreased from 86 in the year 

preceding O-I's implementation to only ~our in the year follow­

ing. At this level of participation, however, the decrease more 

appropriately represent 1 
s an examp e of burglary deterrence among 

participants. 

In St. Louis, the percentage . 
lncreases in burglary relative 

to the city-wide trend from 1972 to 197 
3 were correlated with 

the 
increase in participation during the same year for each'of 

city's ,126 census tracts. h 
T e conclusion, reached was that 

the 

"there is no discernible tendency f 
or census tracts with above 
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average participation levels to have below average burglary 

t ,,22 ra. _es. 

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 O-I, however, have been ad-

vanced. Riccio has proposed that strategies which seek to pre-

vent crime by blocking potential targets are E(fective 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 O-I is 100 percent effective in deterring burglary! 

the levels of participat~on that would be required to induce 

communi tY-\'lide reductions in several O-I comr:mni ties have been 

estimated, using the following data: 

o 1973 burglary totals, to estimate the future yearly 
demand for burglary opportunities (an underestimation 
since unreported burglaries are not includeld); 

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 "bloc:ke~" targets 
(possibly an underestimation because of unreglstered 
participants) . 

Assuming that the rate of enrollments experienced to date 
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will be maintained (although the rate probably will decrease) , 

the length of time required to achieve eff~ptive participation 

levels can be estimated. The results of thE'!~e compu'tnt:;.on~ 

for a sample of cities of various size ar.'e summarized in Table 

4-4. Hany projects, undoubtedly, would find it very difficult 

to sustain community support and interest in O-I for: the time 

periods indicated in the Table. 

Riccio further hypothesizes that for any level of partic-

ipation, the amount of crime prevention, (number of crimes de-
I 

terred) is directly proportional to the number of opportunities 

demanded, and inversely proportional to the number of unblocked 

targets. Using these relationships and the es,timates above, 

it is possible to calculate the percentage increase in crime 

pr8vention if, for example, the current numbeE of participants 

in each ci~y was doubled: These increases are sumrnar:Lzerl in 

Table 4-5 for selected cities. 

From these results, it is apparent that at current partici­

pation levels the increased community benefit, as measured by 

crimes deterred, would not be co~mensurate with the increased 

effort required to achieve this effect (i.e., doubling the pa~­

ticipation in O-I generally would not double its crime preven-

tive effectiveness) . This conclusion must be qualified, how-

ever, since it is based on an unsubstantiated theory of crime 

prevention \vhich assumes the complete effective'ness of the crime 

prevention strategy being used. Furthermore, it must be stressed 

that the conclusion applies on1'y t th .. - 0 e current part~cipat~on 
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CHAPTER V. ASSESS~'"'T 'OF THE PROPERTY RECOVERY EFFECTS 
O.t- DPEP",,:i\TTON "IDENTTFTCATTON 

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 identificatl.'on as a proj-

ect objective in most 0-1 grant applications, as a recruit­

ment argument to future participants l.'n 0-1 brochures, and 

as a specific project effect to be measured in almost all 

proposed 0-1 evaluations. All of the 0-1 projects contacted 

for the Telephone Survey indicated that property recovery was 

an important objective 'of 0-1; in fact, 14 percent felt it was 

the "most important." 

Unlike the burglary deterrence objective, however, 

increased prop t er y recovery and return induced by 0-1 has not 

been, well-monitored or eval t d-ua e. In th' h ~s a apter, what little 

Important 'factors and as-evidence does exist is presented. 

sumptions about O-I's ability to improve the property recovery 

process are posed as questions, and then < assessed on the basis 

of results of the Telephone and Field surveys, general know-
ledge, and the f' d' l.n l.ngs of ,previous investl.'gatl.'ons into the effi-
cacy of 0-1. 

In the dis ' CUSsl.ons to follow "recovery" is used to indi-

cate property, whether stolen or lost, that is found, confis-

cated or retrieved by the police. "Returned" is used to describe 

116 

;> 

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 is apprehended 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.) 0-1 may cause appre~ 

hension of more burglars and thus facilitate recovering more 

property. The recovery occurs because the burglar is recognized 

as such and immediately apprehended, and not because of the 

0-1 markings on the property he has stolen. An assessment of 

O-I's effect upon this type of apprehension has been presented 

in Chapter IV. 

2. Owner describes property to' thep:ol'ice. In the 

remainder of this chapter, it is assumed that the burglar has 

successfully escaped from the scene and that the eventual re­

covery of the stolen property is dependent upon the ability of 
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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 provide 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 

char~cteristic 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 shoul~ 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 from the inventory list. 

A basic assumption is that O-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 police, 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 0-1 information. 

It is also assumed that the most frequently stolen 

property can be adequately marked. In fact, however, many 

valuable items, such as jewelry and clothing, are not easily 

marked, and are frequently stolen. In addition, some 0-1 par-

ticipants fail even to mark many easily markable items. If 

a substantial fraction of all commonly stolen items are not 

"0-1 markable" , then the potential of 0-1 participants to pro­

vide better descriptions of their stolen property to the police 

may be severely limited. 

One method for determining how well 0,.,,1 has improved 

descriptions of stolen property by participants would be to 

sample burglary reports for both 0-1 participants and non-par­

ticipants. Recorded for each group would be the fraction of 

the value of all stolen items that were identlfied with 0-1 

numbers, brand 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, 

if any, to which better property descriptions are provided 
by 0-1 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 principle 

ways in \vhich property is recovered. First, the stolen prop­

erty may be recovered either from burglars who are transporting 

it, or trom fences and pawn brokers who receive it. The crit-

ical element is the ability of the police to identify the 

pr'operty as stolen. For example, when a police officer stops 

and questions a person, the officer's check of any identifying 

numbers on property in the suspect's possession may confirm 

that the property is stolen. If the officer is unable to 

quickly trace an 0-1 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 be 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 \A,7hich 

matches the identifier on an ib~m, further checking may deter-

mine that the property is stolen. Besides increasing the re-

covery of marked items, more lln!l1arked stolen property may also 

be recovered because of 0',-1. If a suspect 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 0-1 marked property is the amount o£ stolen 

property that is transported to other geographic jurisdictions 

where the 0-1 identifiers cannot be easily traced. This dif­

ficulty occurs whenever participants use names, addresses, 

telephone nUlPbers, and other identifiers which"for the most 

part, are only locally traceable. 

Increased recovery rates due to 0-1 can be measured by 

identifying stolen property which would not have been recovered 

without 0-1; however, this is a very difficult task. One of 

the most perplexing problems is how to determine accurately 

how many burglary apprehensions would have occurred if the 

victim had not been an 0-1 participant~ For such cases, the 

value of all the property recovered would be credited as a 

benefit of 0-1. The f 1 f 
use u ness 0 0-1 in increasing the re-

Covery of property reported stolen can be examined by compar­

ing the relative amounts of marked and 
unmarked property which are recovered. 

Here, unmarked stolen property confiscated 
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d o I benefit since with marked property would be include as an -

0-1 was directly responsible for the recovery of these items. 

4. Tracing and returning property. When a burglar is 

scene of the crime, recovery of any stolen apprehended at the 

, d' t 1 and no tracing of the owner to property occurs lmme la e y 

return the property is usually necessary. Tracing is 

for the two recovery procedures identified required, however, 

above in Section 3 (i.e., for property identified as stolen 

poll'ce, and for property found or retrieved and confiscated by 

'd that it is stolen). In the first, by police with ~o eVl ence 

bl the police to tracing the 0-1 number on the property ena es 

verify that the property ha~ in fact, been stolen and to 

to its owner (i.e., the tracing occurs return the property 

before the property is actually recovered) . In the second, 

I' ho then use the property is first recovered by the po lce, w 

0-1 number to identify the owner and return it to him. 

t rs are: The basic components in tracing proper y owne 

(1) 

(2) 

an adequate description of the stolen property; 

I' t which links property a pre-existing record or lS 
descriptions to owners; and, 

uSl'ng property descriptions with (3) a mechanism for 
an existing list to find the owner. 

. . t'has already been discussed above; The first componen . '. 

Provide better descriptions of their 0-1 participants ideally 

stolen property. also imp~' rove property return by 0-1 can 

, to existing files, adding additional identifying informatlon 
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f ;les which link property descriptions to or by creating new ~ 

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 O-I in­

formation to an existing file is the recording of O-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 O-I participant. Others, 

like the Denver project, maintain both a participant file and 

a copy of each participant's inventory list. Many projects 

which recommend the driver's license number (DLN) make use of 

state DLN files. 

The existence of a list of identifiers and the cor-

responding users does not, by itself, guarantee successful 

tracing; the kinds and use of O-I identifiers can also influ-

ence the extent to which O-I tracing is Successful. Several 

important assumptions about O-I identifiers are: 

o Identifiers will be unique to individuals (i.e., 
they will not be used by more than one person) ; 

o Identifiers will be readily ·available to all 
persons; 

o Identifiers wi;:Ll be permanent for individuals; 

o Identifiers on O-I marked property will not be 
altered or removed; 

o Identifiers will be placed in a conspicuous 
location on property; 
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o O-I identifiers will be recognized as such by 
the police; and, 

o Traced identifiers will lead to current information 
about users (e.g., the current 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 +ecognize the O-I markings 

and' associate them with an accessible ·n'tecilan~sm for', trac'lng.· 

owners (e.g., a search of driver's license numbers). 

The key points within the property recovery process 

described in Table 5-1 for measuring the increased 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 of 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 unmarke.d 

property. 

c. Questions 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-Ils ability to improve both property recovery and 

return. 

125 

! I 

'r 'I, 
I 

, I r l , 
~'; I 

. ; . 
, j 

'II , 1 , 
'I 



., 
.•. ' .... ' •. :. " ~ .'! . 

1'0· 

1 

.,,,,, 
I~: . 
t' L: 
\ 
\ 

II.:.:,' ..•.... ) 
,. 

-ii' 
~; \' n 1 ,j 

I \ 
~,I, . 
~ 
.. ' 

i' .. '. 
t· 
t . 

p1.····1· , . 

,!it 
___ - ...... ~--~----~~.- -1"",""'" oc--- ~#O 

Four major questions and several important subquestions 

are addressed in this assessment. The answers to these ques-

tions may be useful in providing insights into the SUccess or 

failure of the property recovery effects of O-I. The major 

questions and sUbquestions are: 

1. What fraction of commonly stolen items can 
be adequately marked? 

2~ What fractic:n of commonly stolen markable items 
do participants mark? 

3. Is stolen O-I marked property more likely to 
be recovered by police than stolen unmarked 
property? 

4. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Is the risk of burglar apprehension greater 
for burglaries at O-I residences than at non­
O-I residences? (This has been addressed in 
previous chapter.) 
What fraction of O-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? 
Are better property descriptions obtained 
from O-I participants who have been burglarized 
than from non-participants who have been 
burglarized? 
Does O-I information become part of the 
burglary report? ". 
Are O-I marks on property altered 'or 
removed? 
Are.O-I ma7ks found and recognized by 
pol~ce off1cers who examine marked 
property? 
Do police departments have mechanisms for 
tracing O-I identifiers? 

Is recovered O-I marked property more likely to be 
returned to owners than recovered unmarked property? 

(Subquestions 3c through 3h ~lso apply to 
Question 4.) 
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D. Assessment of the Main Questions about Pro'perty 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 

O-I have been claimed and have received considerable publicity, 

little substantive evidence exists which provides conclusive 

answers to the questions posed above. In part this is due to 

the small number of reported burglaries involving 0-1 resi­

dences. Few marked items, apparently, have been 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, w.ri tten records about specific cases of 

0-1 property recovery and recurn. Lack of police manpower 

and the frequent comment by project implementors that proper­

ty recovery and return do not warrant evaluation were the 

g iven in the Telephone Survey for not docu­primary reasons 

menting property recovery results. 

Evaluations completed by other researchers into the 

property recovery effects of 0-1 have been quite limited, 

and even tentative answers to most of the questions cited 

above are missing. In fact, so little evidence is available 

3e, 3f and 3g l that they can be for questions 2, 3a, 3b, 3c, 

immediately i-:1tl.P.ntified as knowledge gaps and will not: be 
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discussed further. For the remainding questions, the available 

evidence is examined below. 

'o'f' 'C'O'nun' 'o'n'l'y' 's t'oTeh 'l't'ems'c'an be Question 1. Wha't' ~tr'a'cti:on' 
adequately ma'rked? 

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 shQw~. 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 in Fairfax County, Virginia, the per-

cent of unmarkable: property were 59.2 and 59 .. 4 percent; and 

in Prince Georgeis County 53.4 and 50.0. Analysis of dat~ in 

a Sacramento, California study of the kinds of property stolen 

in 200 residential burglaries shows that approximately 37 
29 

percent of the items taken were unmarkable. All the fore-

going percentages were calculated using the definitions of 

"markable' and lIunmarkable" presented in Mattick1s evaluation 
18 

of the statewide~O-I program in Illinois. 

Unf6rtunately, none of these studies irvestigated the 

relative yalue of commonly stolen property; such data would be 

a better measure of the Coverage Which a-I can provide. 

Very little is known about the effect,iveness of other 

types of marking schemes, most notably, thIS! Use of a special 

ink Which only becomes visible under an ultraviolet light. This 

method, first promoted 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 a-I projects. 

Al thoug'h no evaluations of this alternative have been attempted, 

possible drawbacks of the system are: 

(1) 

( '2) 

(3) 

since the markings are invisible, all 
recovered property must be examined under 
an untraviolet light to detect the marks; 

few property recovery units have or use 
ultraviolet lights; and 

the markings are easily removed or alte~ed 
(e.g., dry cleaning removes the ink from 
clothing) . 

Question 3. Is stolen a-I marked property mor'elikely to be 
recovered by the police' than' stolen unmarked p'rop:erty? 

Several evaluations which monitored the amount of 
1, 2, 7 f 21 

a-I property recovere y pO.lce d b I , departments found 

t 1 or recovered. that very little O-I marked property was s 0 en 

Both the a-I staff members and property recovery personnel 

the Fl'eld Survey reported the same finding. interviewed dur.ing 

f known property recovery have not as Those few instances 0 

. wl'th which to test the in-yet provided sufficient evidence 

creased likelihood of recovering a-I marked property, even 

t substantially increased the amount of though a-I has no 

pro~~rty recovered. 

Question 3d. Are best~r pr~perty 
burglarized a-I partlclpant~ than 
ipant,s? 

descriptions obtained fro~ 
from burglarized non-partlc-

t ' six large California A study of burglary repor s ln 

ld d ibe their stolen jurisdictions showed that victims cou escr 

unique inscriptions, or markings property by serial numbers, 
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in only 5.1 percent of the cases (399 of 7,763). These 

burglary reports represented samples taken from communities 

where 0-1 had been implemented, although the percentage of 

the burglaries in which 0-1 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 

inscrj,ptions, or- markings. 

These results suggest that better descriptions could 

have been, obtained if a larger proportilHl of the victims had 

marked and inven.toried their property. The Telephone Sur­

vey contacts show that 63 of the 78 projects (80.8 percent) 

recommend 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 0-1 participants provide better property de­

scription's is not known. 

Question 3h. Do police departments have mechanisms for tracing O-I identifie.L.s? _ 

Comparatively little information is available which 

provides a direct answer to th'l.·s questl.·on. H ' 
owever, as a re-

sult of research and from the Telephone and Field Surveys; 

considerable information has been secured about the use of 

various types of identifiers. It is included here because it 

concerns an O-I subject area about which little has been written 
heretofore. 
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Results from both the Telephone and Field surveys in­

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 (6l.5 percent) relied on lists 

maintained by agencies such as the state motor vehicle de-

partment. (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 
17· 

of property numbering systems 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 a standardized, personal identifier becomes available nation-

wide. 

Table 5-2 shows the kinds of identifiers recommended by 

the 0-1 projects contac'ted during the Telephone Survey. Each 

identifier fails 40 satisfy at least one of the attributes 

131 

. ; 1-

I" n, 



), , I ': 

identified above. 

, TabTe '5'-2 

IDENTIFIERS RECOMMENDED BY 78 TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS* 

Identif'i'er 
Driver's License Number 

Social Security Number 

Name 

Address 

NCIC Prefixed Number 

Number Assigned by Project 

None Recommended 

Other 

Number 
Responding 

44 

30 

3 

2 

6 

6 

5 

10 

Percentage of 
Surveyed 'Projects 

56.4 

38.5 

3.8 

2.6 

7.7 

7.7 

6.4 

12.8 

*Percentages total more than 100% because projects recommended 
more than one identifier. 

The driver's license number is the most popular 0-1 

identifier, since it is quite readily traceable through a computer 

search of the state motor vehicle files. The biggest drawback 

to its use, however, is its non-permanence. 
According to the 

property numbering study, 30 states change . 
1ndividual license 

numbers each year.. H 
ence, stolen property marked with an ou'/:-

dated driver's license nUmber may 
not be traceable by the police 

even within the same state. 
In addition, driver's license numbers 

vary conSiderably in content d 1 
an e~gth from state to state, 

thereby contributing to th 
e problem of recognizing and using 

out-0f-state nuritbers in trac';ng 
... owners. 
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The major problem in using the Social Security number 

as an 0-1 identifier is that it is traceable only if the par-

ticipant has reported it to police either through registration 

as an 0-1 participant or in a burglary report. 0-1 projects 

in both St. Louis and Cincinnati have been unable to trace 

Social Security numbers. Further, present federal regulations 

prohibit the Social Security Administration from identifying 

individuals to other 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. 
43 

H. R. 1984). 

("Comprehensive Right to Privacy Act," 

Entering 0-1 identifiers on stolen marked property 

into the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) computer 

files ;·~ct,.s been proposed as a national method for tracing the 

owners of recovered 0-1 marked property. NCIC; a branch of 

the FBI, maintains computerized stolen article files which 

law enforcement agencies nationwide .can .access through on-line 

computer terminals. At a June 1972 users' conference in Wash­

ington, D. C., the entry of owner-applied identification num­

bers into the searchable files of NCIC was unanimously rejected 
45 

by the more than 200 law enforcement personnel in attendance. 

The basis for this action was the fact that 0-1 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 O-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 

o 

the value of a single item is at least $500; and, 

the aggregate value of a group of items is at 
least $5,000. 15 

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, thl'S fl' eld is nonsearchable. 

Thus, NCIC to date is not a viable h mec anism for tracing owners 

of stolen O-I marked property. 

The International Association of Chl'efs f o Police has 
proposed model legislation which would 

require manufacturers 

to imprint NCIC compatible identifiers on items 

are sold; and to place on th 't 
e 1 em a detachable 

before-they 

tag, certificate, 
or label containing a description 

of the property which the 
Owner could e 'I 24 aSl y remove and keep. 

Question 4. Is recovered O-I mark d 
returned to o~pers than recove d e property more likely 

re unmarked property? 
to be 

When asked t t' 
o ra e the SUccess of their O-I 

increasing the return f o stolen 

project in 

property, 38 of the 78 interviewees 
(48.7 percent) 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. O-I project staff members 

and property recovery officers 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 

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 increased in only one experi-

mental sector for tILe test p8.ciod September 1973 through August 

41 

1974 when compared to the base period of.September 1972 through 

August 1973; for the 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 r.eturned 

property to the value of all stolen property in each sector also 

indicated 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 O-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) O-I, implemented and supported by the police, 
serves a useful police-community relations (peR) 
function by involving the police and the public 
in a cooperative effort to fight crime; and 

(2) O-I information of'cen 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 effect.s of O-I 

(i.e .. , they are benefits realized from recruitment activities 

primarily implemented to increase citizen participation in O-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 peR 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 

137 

~'1;\11 
, . 

" -,' 

. , 

~, I, 

~l; !.l ,. , 
, , 

: I 

1 
~ '. ;1,. 

·.··.·1.·· I .: } i 
'[ 

" ,r 
t, 

Il 
~. ' ,1,$ 



, 
fl 
r 1 
~'i 
I 

; .... }, ,. 

J 

, '. /. 

: 
'I, 

goals of the O-I recruitment activities that produce them; 

rather they are additional effects of the O-Iactivities that 

are descrii)ed in Chapter III. Consequently, IlO new 6-I acti­

vi,ties are described in this chapter. Rathe'r, the discussion 

of each effect focuses on (1) the underlying assumptions that 

link eac]l nen,efit to 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 

research efforts and this study. 

B. Improved Police-Community Relations 

The claim that improved police-community relations result 

from police support and invol vemen1_" 1.' n Operation Identification 

is based on the following assumptions: 

i~c:eased contact between police officers and 
C1.t1.zens wh<;> partiCipate in O-I will improve 
the percept1.on of the police by those partici­
pants, 

~ublicit¥ which shows police officers involved 
~n a proJect to help citizens prevent crime will 
1.mprove the police, image in the community, and 

~-~ participation will lead to a reduced fear of 
~~~~~e~nd a more favorable attitude toward the 

Although PCR may result f 
rom police involvement in O-I, it 

may also be true that th 
e project's success may depend upon the 

pre-existing environment f 
o police-community relations in the 

target community, and on 
concurrent PCR activities. Hence, 

the relationship between PCR and O-I may 
be reciprocal (i.e., 

each may have a definite effect upon 
the other). Each of these 

cause-and-effect relationships is 
discussed below as a separate 
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question. 

Question 1. Can police-community relations be improved 
~to police involvement in an 0-1 project? 

Most of the projects contacted in the Teleph6~e Survey 

felt that police-community relations had been improved as a 

result of O-I project 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 0-1 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 important" objective. 

'rhe statewide evaluation of 0-1 projects in Illinois 

concluded that 0-1 had some positive effect on citizen at·ti-
18 

tudes toward the police. It 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 0-1 had caused them to feel 

that the police were handling their jobs either "someWhat 

better" or "much better" than before. Sixty-one percent of 

the participants in Chicago and 56 percent of the participants 

in northern Illinois indicated no change in their attitudes. 

Very few of the participants interviewed, however, stated that 

their experience with O-I made them feel, in any way, more 

negative about police performance. 
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Interpretation of these survey results is difficult, 

however, since they do not anS\ver the question: do participants 

have a better impression of the police because they join an 

a-I project, or are a-I participants merely the same people who 

support the police by participating in other peR functions. No 

O-I project to date has attempted a thorough evaluation of this 

question. 

Question 2. Can exis'ting police-community relations affect 
the Success of O-I recruitment and enrollment efforts? 

In Chapter III, the involvement of civic and business 

groups in a-I and the mobilization of informal (word of mouth) 

community information networks are identified as important 

factors in the success of a-I recruitment and enrollment efforts. 

In addition to these factors, 1.'t may also b e true that police 

deparrnlents that have established positive relationships with 

the community can more effectively mobilize community sUpport 

for an a-I project. 

Evalu:::tticn results related to this question are almost 

non-existent. The Ill' , a I 
1.no1.S - evaluation indicated that citi-

zen dissatisfaction with the police in Chicago may have adversely. 
18 

affected the a-I effort there.' h' 
T 1.S result mny be one expla-

nation for the diffe: .• 1t levels of recru1.' tment . 
success reported 

by projects Which use the 
same promotional methods, but are 

run by different types of government or ' 
prlvate agencies. Hence, 

even given a favorable PCR ' 
envlronrnent, there may be significant 

difference in recruitment 

civilian-based projects. 
effectiveness between police-run and 

Further information and research is 
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necessary, hmvever, before definitive conclusions can be dravm. 

In surmnary, there is some indication that the absence of 

good police-community relations in a target area can adversely 

affect the effectiveness of an a-I project and that, in turn, 

good relations can have a beneficial effect. On the other hand, 

many project representatives feel that a-I has helped improve 
, 

police-community relations in tbeir cities, and interviews of 

O-I participants conducted, in Illinois tend to confirm this 

finding. 

C. Promotion'of Crime Preventi9n Activities 

The results of field. visits to 18 a-I projects strongly 

suggest that the most positive use of a-I to da.te has been to 

, t' bl1.'c The simplicity of the "sell" crime preventlon to ne pu • 

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. 

::1, th t b glary reductions In fact, the suggestion has been mal ea ur 

for O-I participants may not be due directly to a-I at all, but 

rather to the fact that O~::I_participants also tend to use other 

such as better locks and more light­crime prevention techniques 

ing. , studl'es'now exist to substantiate or disprove No evaluatlve 

this hypothesis. 

All of the crime prevention units visited during the Field 

of the proJ'ects contactG"d for the Tele­Survey and 50 percent 

, 1 d d Operation Identification as part of a phone Survey lnc u e 

several had 'conducted extensive larger crime prevention program; 
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crime prevention publicity campaigns featuring 0-1 as a major 

element. No evaluation of the effectiveness of 0-1 primarily 

as a device to inform citizens about other security precautions 

has been attempted. 

D. SummarJ:' 

If the burglary deterrence and property recovery goals 

of 0-1 are achieved, the public infcn-.1fi.:.ition and PCR value 

of O-I are extra benef~ts" ~.h. at 'II f ~ . w~ serve to urther enhance 

the valu'e of the project. If, on the ot:her hand, O-I does not 

achieve its two primary objectives, then the public education 

and PCR benefits, although useful, may not justify the cost of 

the pro]'ect to th 't 
e commun~ y when outside funding support for 

0-1 ceases. 
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ABSTRACT 

This report identifies nine important gaps in the knowl­

edge of Operation Identification's (abbreviated 0-1) overall 

effectiveness found in the Phase I evaluation of 0-1 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 0-1, 

(5) the burglar's risk of apprehension and conviction, (6) the 

marketability of stolen 0-1 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 0-1 projects, and (4) 

surveys of 0-1 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 0-1 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 representative projects. 'The assessment 

of each topic area, performed as part of a "Phase I evaluation," 

is also to include identification of the important unknowns, or 

'-knowledge gaps, II about underlying project assumptions. These 

gaps are the subject of the present volume, which presents plans 

for a possible "Phase II evaluation" effort designed to fill the 

gaps. 

For each knowledge gap, the proposed plan examines the 

importance, feasibility, methods, and costs of obtaining controls 

or relative comparisons for testing operating assumptions and 

establishing effectiveness. Where alternate evaluation options 

exist, these too are considered so that LEAA will have at its 

disposal a series of evaluation alternatives ranging from no 

further evaluation, through implementation of only selected parts 

of the Phase II plan, to complete adoption of the proposed 

effort. 

This report deals with the important assumptions about 

Operation Identification (O-I) which are as yet unvalidated, 

and which have been judged central to O-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 question, and the cost 

of obtaining an answer, its expected reliability, and the rela­
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tive value of the 
to understanding 0-1 were considered. 

answer 

The nine questions 
finally selected as the basis for the Phase 

II eyaluation are: 
, t implementors adequately instruct 

Question 1 - DOO-I,proJec ert marking the completion of in­
partic~pants regardlngtI?rop of ~ecals (i~cluding proced1,lres for 
ventorles, and the pos lng )? 
keeping current after initial enrollment . 

what extent do project participants follow these 
Question 2 - To 
Instructions? 

3 
_ Is 0-1 an effective police-community relations pro­

Question 
gram? 

tion 4 - Are the reduced burglary rates exp~rienced 
~~~~icipants attributable to O-~ (or do ~~ey arlse from 
crime prevention measures also ln effect). 

by a-I 
other 

Does 0 -1 increase a burglar's risk of apprehension, 
Question 5 -
prosecution, or conviction? 

Q t
' 6 _ Is the marketability and/or market value of stolen 

ues lon k' ? 
property 'decreased because of property mar lng. 

Question 7 - Are burglaries displaced from 0-1 participants to 
their non-participating neighbors? 

Question 8 - Is stolen a-I property more likely to be recovered 
by police-than unmarked property? and 

Question 9 - Is recovered a-I property more likely to be re­
turned 'to owners than unmarked property? 

Evaluators who conduct the Phase II evaluation of 0-1 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: 

a survey of experts on burglary and on the processing 
of burglary cases in the cr·iminal justice system; , 

an examination of police and court records on reported 
burglaries, burglary arrests and processing, and prop­
erty recovery and return; 

a survey of implementors of 0-1 p:coject~; and 

ix 

... 

o surveys of 0-1 participants and non-participants. 

As suggested by the list, the Phase II data are b to e compiled 

from the existing universe of 0-1 pro]'ec,ts. N ' fO new proJects 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 0-1 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 considerations. The analyses are designed to be largely 

independent of one another, so that, if desirable, some may be 

utilized while others are omitted. 

A requirement of each phase II evaluation plan is that it 

prioritize the identified knowledge gaps according to their 

importance in assessing the effectiveness of topic area projects, 

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 

O-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 
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possible outcomes considered were: 

(1) If O-I has a valid burglary deterrent capability be­
yond that assessed in the Phase I effort then a li no evaluation" 
recommendation which contributes to the abandonment of O-I by 
its implementors will deprive the nation of a valuable burglary 
preventive resource; and, 

(2) If the negative findings about O-I are in fact com­
p17tely valid, the presence of uncertainty in the assessment (as 
eVldenced by the knowledge gaps) and the popular appeal of O-I 
may, in the ~inds ~f decision makers, nullify th~ findings and 
lead to contlnued lnvestment of considerable public revenues in 
O-I. 

In both situations, the cost to the nation will be substantially 

greater than that proposed for the Phase II evaluation. 

The recommended Phase II plan consists of the follO\\Ting 

components, listed in order of decreasing importance to the 

overall assessment of O-Ils effectiveness. 

(1), Burglary Reduction. If O-I implementors and partici;­
pants belleve th~t O-I can by, itself add a measure of protectio!l 
to ~nro~led premlses, ,there wlll continue to be a compelling 
mtho~l vatlon to employ l t. The two most crucial knowledge gaps J.:n 

lS regard are: ' 

Do O-:-I,markings "protect" property from theft, compared 
to slmllar unmarked property? and 

S Are burglaries displaced from O-I participants to their 
non-participating neighbors? 

Methods for answering both' , 
erty mark in ' l' questlons are glven: that for prop-
pants, and fh~~v~o;e~,a ielephone, survey of burglarized partici­
ized O-I and burglaryl~~t aceme~tl blnlvo~ves analysis of computer-

a aval a e In St. Louis, Missouri. 

(2) Citizen Participat' , 
rence abilit was abs lon. Even If O-Ils burglary deter-
~ignificantl~ to prot~~~IelY ~~~fect, O-:-I,coUld not contribute 
munities if the artici ng el, er partlclpants or their com­
rollment instruc~ions p;nts dld ~ot com~ly adequately with en­
tant knowledge gaps in· thy!o qUestlons whlch express the impor-

lS area are: 

What level of compliance with enrollment instructions 
is achieved by participants? and . 
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G Will 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-Cotnmunity Relations. If the burglary reduc­
tion and citizen compliance aspects of O-I are reliably deter­
mined to be inadequate, an additional facet of O-I, widely con­
sidered attractive, will continue to motivate use of the pro­
gram: O-Ils assumed benefits as a police-community relation~ 
program. Methods for assessing the validity of this assumpt7o~ 
include a survey of police experts, and a survey of O-I partlcl­
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 O-I knowledge gaps 
have been grouped together under the heading "Other Benefi~s.", 
The most important of these relates to O-Ils assumed contrlbutlon 
to the recovery of stolen property and its subsequ7nt return,to 
owners. The recommended Phase II assessment of thls assumptlon 
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. INTRODUCTTON 

A. The Purpose of the Phase II Eva'lu.ation 

LEAA's National Evaluation Program seeks to determine for 

selected topic an:·1.S (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 

which reviews general knowledge and past findings .,' supplements 

available knowledge with telephone or field surveys, and draws 

together the results in a comprehensive assessment of effective-

ness. In addition to drawing conclusions about what is known 

with reasonable certainty, the assessment is supposed to identify 

the important unknowns, or "knowledge gaps," about the topic 

area. These knowledge gaps become the subject of a "Phase II" 

evaluation plan, a document required of each Phase I evaluator, 

which explains how the knowledge gaps may beresQlved. 

The decision as to whether the Phase II evaluation will 

be undertaken rests with LEAA, and is to be made with the assis-

tance of a panel of experts on the evaluation of crime prevention 

programs. Important factors in th~s decision will include the 

level of success found in topic area projects, the recommenda-

tions of the Phase I evaluator, the quality of the evaluation 

plan proposed, and the cost of the needed evaluative effort. 

The Phase II evaluation plan must, for each important 

knowledge gap identified, examine the importance, feasibility, 
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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 (0-1). Companion reports present the 

required assessment of O-I's effectiveness and summarize general 

knowledge and past findings about 0-1. The assessment is con-

structed around a framework of the assumptions made by O-I proj-

ect implementors about how O-I functions. These assumptions, 

and the Phase I complied 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 O-I's effectiveness, have been singled out for fur­

ther study -- the rest have been judg'ed either as adequately 

resolved by available data or as inconsequential t.O the impor­

tant hypotheses about O-I. 

B. Knowledge Gaps in the Assessment of Operation Identification 

To distinguish the O-I projects considered in the present 

study from related programs, the following chracteristics were 

established to define the topic area: 

citizens are encouraged to mark each movable, markable 
piece of valuable property they own; 
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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: 

• 0-1 projects have been unable to recruit more than a 
minimal number (less t~an 10 percent) of participants 
in their target areas; 

• the recruitment cost per participant for an 0-1 proj­
ect is quite high (median project cost is $4 per house­
hold) unless promotional resources and manpower are 
donated; 

• the burglary rate of O-I participants following their 
enrollment in the program is significantly lower than 
the cor~esponding rate prior to enrollment; 

• O~I communities have not experienced reductions in 
city-wide burglary r~tes; 

• no evidence exists to indicate that O-I produces any 
increase in either the apprehension or conviction of 
burglars; 

• the presence of O-I markings does not significantly 
reduce the opportunities to dispose of stolen property; 
and 

• there is no indication that O-I ma,rkings 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 evaluation, 

the conclusions contain varying amounts of uncertainty. The 

significance of this uncertainty to decision makers who would 

rely on the results also varies between the findings, dependi~g 
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on which O-I objectives are considered to be most important. 

Chapter II of this report identifies nine knowledge gaps 

in the assessment of O-I's effectiveness which appear sufficient­

ly important to be included in the Phase II evaluation plan. As 

indicated in that 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 

questions tied to O-I's central objectives, and on whether or 

not 'these could' be achieved through 0-I' s procedures and ac-

tivities. The cost of obtaining an answer, its expected re-

liability, and the relative value of that answer were also con-

sidered for each question. Bearing these factors in mind, and 

relying on the insight into a-I 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 the 

reliability 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: 

Ques~i~n 1 - Do O-I project implementors adequately instruct 
partlc.;.pants regarding property marking, the completion of in­
vent~rles, and the posting of decals (including procedures for 
keeplng current after initial enrollment)? 

QUestion 2 ... To what extent d,o project participants follow these instructions? 
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Question 3 - Is O-I an effective police-community relations pro­
gram? 

Question 4 - Are the reduced burglary rates experienced by a-I 
participants attributable to O-I (or do they arise from other 
crime prevention measures also in effect)? 

Questioh 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 
k ' ? property decreased because of property mar lng. 

Question 7 - Are burglaries displaced from 0-1 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 recovere - proper y d 0 I t more likely. to be returned 
to owners than unmarked property? 

C. Data Sources for Information N'eeded to Answer The Nihe Knowl­
edge Gap Questions 

h h II evaluation of O-I will Evaluators who conduct t e P ase 

have at their disposal a substantial data base compiled for the 

Phase I evaluation. Included are items such as: 

Four 

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 
O-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 

esearch reports and other documents relating ~ numerous r 'd 1 tion 
to burglary, crime preventlon, an eva ua . 

supplementary data collection efforts have been proposed 

for the Phase. II evaluation effort. They are: 

a surve~ of experts on burglary an~ on,the processing 
of burglary cases i~ ~)e criminal Justlce system; 

I , and court records on reported an examination of po lce 
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burglaries, burglary arrests and processing, and pro _ 
erty recovery and return; p 

~ a survey of implementors of 0-1 projects; and 

• surveys of 0-1 participants and non-participants. 

III. 

Each of the above is discussed in more detail in Chapter 

As suggested by the list, the Phase II data are to be com-

piled from the existing universe of 0-1 projects. No new proj-

ects are proposed, nor is further expansion of present projects. 

Most of the data are to be d " d f erlve rom surveys Which, while 

similar to those conducted for the h P ase I evaluation, concentrate 

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 sa.mple of cities having 0-1 pro]' ects under way. In 
effect, the Phase II plan is based on a retrospective analysis 

of earlier, 0-1 related experiences. This approach, which in-

volves no further experimentation ' 
WJ.th ongoing 0-1 p:c.:::>jects, 

has been selected because: 

D. 

• it substantially reduces the cost of the 
ation; ?ha,3e II evalu-

it leaves the schedulin f h 
largely to the discret,g 0 f Pase TI research activities 

~~~S)~q~~~~ng little c~~~d~na~~~nPef~~ ~~g~r:~u;:~;_ 

o 

it , appears to be capable of adequately , 
lmportant knowledge gaps. resolvlng the 

e 

Considerat'ions 
Evaluation':"" for a Phase II 

evaluation plan for resolv-
ing each of the nine 0-1 knowledge 

gap questions. An effort has 
been made to design the 

analyses so that they are largely inde-
pendent of one another , permi tting the u d t" n er aKlng 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 relevanti 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 all iden-

tified knowledge gaps. Although the Phase I evaluator has spent 

months in review of the topic area, examining results of previ-

ous evaluations and soliciting the judgment of experts in the 

field, the task of prC:!paring the recorn:mended strategy for Phase 

II evaluation will almost cer.tainly be the most difficult of 

the entire project. ' ........ 

The evaluator will be aware that over 1,000 0-1 projects 

are under way nationwide I and that the number i's 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. FinallYr he must acknowledge that, despite his pressing 

responsibility to ass~ss fairly the topic area, since there are 

so many projects and individuals who might be favorably or ad­

versely affected, he must make his strategy recommendations on 
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the basis of imperfect knowledge. 

This difficulty is multiplied when, as is the case for 

0-1, the assessment of effectiveness casts much doubt on the 

overall value of the topic area projects ~s crime preventive 

resources. In such a situation the temptation to recorrunend that 

no further evaluation be undertaken is strong. Perhaps the 

Phase I results are believed sUfficient to conclude that 0-1, 

while logically appealing and widely popular, is incapable of 

producing with any certainty either corrununity-wide burglary 

decreases or improvements in property recovery and return; 

therefore the investment of further public revenues in evalu-

ation would be unwise and unnecessary. Such a recorrunendation, 
'oF 

l. erroneous, however, could lead to greater public costs than 

those of any Phase II evaluativf' effort. For example, if 0-1 

has a v~lid burglary deterrent capability beyond that assessed 

in the Phase I evaluatiun, then a "no evaluation" recorrunendation 

could contribu~e to the abandorunent of 0-1 by its implementors, 

depriving the nation of a valuable burglary preventive resource. 

Even if a recommendation for no Phase II evaluation is based on 

completely valid Phase I findi~gs, there is a risk of loss of 

considerable public revenues: the popular appeal of and current 

investment in 0-1, both fiscal and 
Psychological, will not be 

easily dislodged by a nega"~ive Phase I assessment which admits 

to knowledge gaps in important aspects 
of O-I's effectiveness. 

People will ~impl ' 
>=l Y 19nore the assessment and continue to irlvest 

in 0-1. 
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For these reasons, the "no Phase II evaluation" recommenda­

tion for 0-1 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 components and objectives of the proposed plan are dis­

cussed ·in the following section. 

E. The Recommended Phase II Evalua:ti,?n Plan 

1 t ' 1 consists of two The recommended Phase 'II eva ua lon p an 

parts. The first is a prioritization of the 0-1 knowledge gaps 

to thel'r l'mportance in assessing 0-1,' s overall effec­'according 

tiveness. The second is a strategy for using the priorities 

h' h 'ht be avail­and knowledge of the amount of resources W lC mlg 

able for the Phase II evaluation, in selecting tasks for the 

Phase II effort. 

is based on their Prioritization of the knowledge gaps 

aggregation into four research areas. 

creasing priority, they are: 

Listed in order of de-

Each 

can 

( 1) 

(2 ) 

(3 ) 

( 4) 

area 

1. 

As 

burglary reduction; 

citizen participation; 

't relations; and police-communl-y 

other benefits. 

l'n the following paragraphs. is discussed briefly 

Burg'lary Reduction 

" t believe that 0-1 long as implementors and partlGJ.pan s 

1 Pr,Q,',tection to enrolled f add a measure of burg ary by itsel 
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premises, there will be a compelling motivation to promote and 

use O-I. If everyone, burglars included, held this opinion, 

O-I would lalmost 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-Ils burglary deterrence capabilities the 

two most crucial knowledge gaps appear to be: 

o Do O-I markings "protect ll property from theft, compared 
'co similar unmarked property? and 

Are burglaries 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, O-I's assumed burglary deter-

rence benefits will be absent. Answers to these two que~tions 

are assigned top priority for the Phase II evaluation. Addition-

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, 

the proposed research on displacement may, 

yield a useful methodology transferable to 

grams. 

as a side benefit, 

other types of pro-

Me tht~ds for l' 
reso v1.ng these two questions an,~ ,given in 

Chapter IV: that for property mark1.'ng 1.'S ~, Q1.Scussed under Ques-
tion 4 and inVOlves t 1 

a e ephone survey of burglarized O-I par-

ticipants; and that for d' 
1.splacement, discussed under Question 

10 

7, involves analysis of computerized O-I and burglary data 

available in St. Louis, Missouri. 

Even if O-Ils burglary deterrence ability is perfect, O-I 

cannot contribute significantly to protecting either partici-

pants or their communities if the participants do not comply 

adequately 'with enrollment instructions. Failure to/post decals, 

engrave property items, and complete the property inventory, 

and failure to keep these current once accomplished, will di-

min ish 0-I 1 s influence either from the date of enrollment or 

more gradually as time passes . Although the a'ssessment of O-I 

clearly indicates the problems of enrolling more than'aminimal 

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 pa:r;-ticipants be 

given top priority for the Phase II evaluation: it is the surest 

and quickest \Vay 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. 
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3. E\olice-Communi ty' Relations 

If both the burglary reduction and citizen compliance 

aspects of O~~ I are reliably determined to be inadequate, an 

additional fal?E.:t of a-I, widely considered attractive i will 

still continue\ to motivate use of the program: O-I's assumed 

benefits as a p;olice-community relati:::ms (PCR) program. a-I 

allows implementing agencies to take a preventive posture to­

wards burglary, supplementing routine services such as investi­

gation of reported burglaries. It also provides a vehicle for 

the promotion of other more complex crime prevention methods 

and for the general education of the public regarding crime 

prevention. If these benefits 
are truly valid, and if costs 

are sufficiently low, they may make a-I worthwhile despite its 

other shortcomings. As i d' t d . 
n lca e ln the Phase I assessment, 

little is known about O-I's effectiveness as a 

Thus, this area is t.l.iven th' d' . 
PCR program. 

lr prlority for the Phase II evalu­
ation, methods for whi.ch are ' 

glven in Chapter IV under Question 3. 
They include a survey of police 

e:;~perts, and one of a-I 
participants and non-participants. 

Of these, the survey of 
police eXperts is given low ' 

er prlority, but should be included 
if the issues dlSCUsSed below 

unde."r "Other Benefits" are to be included in the Ph 
ase II effort, since th 

,ey too rely on this 
Again, the proposed survey of 

a-I participants and 

survey. 

non-participants may be easily , 
lncorporated in the higher~-pri-

ority Phase II assessments 
planned for burglary reduction and 

citizen participation. 

12 
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4 .. Other' Hene'fi ts 

The remaining a-I knowledge gaps are grouped together 

under the heading "Other Benefits" and are given fourth priority 

for the Phase II evaluation. The most important gap relates 

to O-I's assumed contribution to the recovery of stolen property 

and its subsequent return to owners. The Phase I assessment 

found no evidence that a-I adds materially to the rates of prop-

erty recovery an re urn. • d t It ;s not known whether this results 

from defects in the a-I concept, from problems connected with 

d I , 't d resources, or for other present police procedures an lml e 

reasons. Methods for learning more about the situation are 

presented in Chapter IV under questions 8 and 9. Of 'these, the 

survey of police and other experts is given top priority, and 

may be added to the Slml ar surve , 'I Y proposed above in connection 

with assessing O-I's PCR benefits. 

5. , , t'h ' 'Phase IT EV'al'uation Effort Strategy f'or Deslgnlng e 

As indicate, tle • d 1: most ;mportant a-I knowledge gaps may be 

Phase II evaluation effort which includes two sur­addressed by a 

veys -- one of 0-1 participants and non-participants, the other 

of police and other exper s --t and a computer analysis of certain 

I d t The dollar and manpower 0-1 participation and burg ary a a. 

such an evaluation are difficult to estimate. costs of conducting 

;nclude those for planning' and conducting Cost consideratinns • 

for de~igning and carrying out, the computer the surveys, and ~ 

analysis. , w;th, similar tasks undertaken Based on e~perlence • 

, approximately the same resources for the Phase I evaluatlon, 

the Phase II effort as 'for the would appear to suffice for 

13 
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Phase I: about 30 man-months of effort, during a six-month 

award period, and funded at a level of $96,000. 

The design of the Phase II effort should proce~d as 

follows: 

; 1. review of the assessment of' 0-1 and the Phase II 
evaluation plan by LEAA and its panel of experts; 

2. identification of the knowledge gaps and evalua­
tion methods which appear most central to the 
Phase II efforti 

3. consideration of related evaluation activities under 
way nationwide; 

4. construction and issuance of a request for proposals 
to carry out the Phase II evaluation; and 

5. selection of thebest.proposal. 

Should only some of the components of the recommended Phase II 

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 

the other r.eports produced in connection with the Phase I evalu­

ation of O-I. The f 11 t'tl u l~ es, and abbreviated names (shown in 

parent,heses) for these documents are: 

"A R~view of General Knowledge and Past Findings, II ('the 
RevleW}i " 

"A ssessment of Effectiveness,n (the Assessment); 

"~ ~~l~p~one Survey of Operat:ion Identification Projects· 
e 0 0 ogy and Results," (the Telephone Survey) i and . 

"A Field Survey of Operation Identification projects: 
Methodo1.ogy and Results II (the F;eld ~ ) , ....ourvey • 
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In preparing the present document, every effort has been 

made to make it as readable and easy to understa~,\d as possible. 

Due to the large number of 0-1 knowledge gaps treated, and the 

or more evaluat;ve tasks for each knowledge gap, 
inclusion of one ..... 

, 1 1 ehapte, r IV, will be best 
some parts of this report, partlcu ar Y 

as refe"rence material rather than as a narrative 
approached 

overview. 
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CHAPTER II. 

A. Introduction 

IMPORTANT. UNANSWERED QUES'I'IONS 
ABOUT O'PE'RAT'ION 'IDENTIFICATION 

The Assessment has analyzed the operation of O-I in terms' 

of the basic assumptions made by its implementors and partici-

pants. These assumptions were organized into a framework which 
~ 

displ~ys their interrelations and provides a convenient vehicle 

for assessing what is known (i.e., empirically validated) and 

unknown about the way 0-1 is thought to work. The following 

discussion will be more meaningful if those who have not yet 

read that report do so before proceeding with the remainder of 

this document. 

As the Assessment indicates, the current state of evalu-

ative knowledge about O-I is such that many important questions 

remain unanswered. 
In the following discussion, the most im-

portant of these questions are presented, grouped according to 

the framework component to which they are most closely tied: 

recruitment and enrollment (including police community relations) f 

burglary deterrence, and recovery and return of stolen property. 

As explained in Chapter I, there was no precise formula 

for judging the importance of potential questions. 
Basically, 

the focus was on questions tied to O-I's central objectives, 

'particularly those relating to whether or not these objectives 

could be achieved through O-I's procedures and activities. 
The 

cost of obtaining an answer, its expected reliability, and the 
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effectiveness were also considered. In some cases side bene­

fits, such as possible use of the results in studying the 

effectiveness of other types of target hardening programs, were 

also taken into account. In reading the following sections 

the reader should recall that the questions selected vary in 

importance in assessing O-I, as indicated by the priorities 

assigned to them in Chapter I. 

B. Recrui tment and Enro'llment 

. ~ l' t" t of an O--I proj-The ·recruitment and en~o lme? co~po~~n" 

ect consists of activities c.1.esigned to e~courage '. develop, and 

monitor citizen participation in the pro~ect. 

of the direct activities undertaken by project 

Encompassipg most 

staff and volun-

most of the resources allocated teers, the component consumes 

to any project. As a result, the eventual success or failure 

of O-I's other components depends to a large extent upon the 

effectiveness of· the recruitment and enrollment process. 

11 include impersonal mass Recruitment activities usua y 

media public' education efforts, 

volving contact with groups and 

and more personal efforts in­

individuals by project repre-

sentatives . Enrollment activities usually include distribution 

, 1 to citizens; provision of en­of instructions and mater1a s 

t forms and, perhaps, of en-graving tools, decals, inven ory 

and. the collection of basic information graving services; 

( name, address, tele­about citizens who join the program e.g., 

t'f' number used in en­phone number, date joined, and iden 1 y1ng 

graving property) . 
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The most important knowledge gaps related to recruitment 

and enrollment center around the c~rrent paucity of knowledge 

about the extent to which participants actually perform the 

necessary 0-1 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 d recovery an return are 

reduced from the moment the part1' C1' pant 11' enro s 1n the program. 

Further, in order for the benefits of O-I participation to con­

tinue over time, the participant lllUSt k 
eep his marking and in-

ventorying of property current, d ' , 
an malnta1n or periodically 

~eplace his project decals. 

The degree of participant involvement in these activities 

is partly dependent th' 
on e 1nstructions given by the local proj-

ect, particularly in connection wi~h keeping current after the 

initial enrollment. 
Therefore, to complete assessment of this 

area there is a need for f th 
ur er review of the instructions 

given, to, and the activities 
actually completed by, participants. 

The information needed 
to resolve these knowledge gaps may 

be obtained by structuring additional research around the follow­

ing two questions: 

1. Do 
participants 
inventories, 

O-I pro]' t' 1 . ec lmp. ementors adequately instruct 
re~ard1ng pr~perty marking, the completion of 
an the postlng of decals (including procedures 

18 

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 

.:Url. tial enrollment acti vi ties appear adequate. However, little 

is known about the emphasis on, or project procedures or ser­

vices for, keeping participants current. Even less is known 

about the extent to which new enrollees follow initial in­

structions, particularly those regarding the nUlllbers and types 

of items engraved (when this is not done by project staff) and 

the completion of the inventory fox'm. If only a few items are 

engraved, or the forms are not completed, the elements of 0-1 

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 en~huBiasm is 

followed by inactivity, O-I's benefits must eventually be 

seriously weakened. 

b ' +' of many 0-1 recruitment and enroll­A separate 0 Jec~lve 

ment activities has been the promotio~ of improved police-com-

Both the police and ·the public, frustrated munity relations. 

and alarmed a·t the extent of the burglary problem in com-
.' 

munities across the nation~have sought tangible, effective 

t 1 0-1 gives everyone a chance to "do measures for its con ro • 
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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 0-1 is a valuable approaqh in dealing with 

burglary before it happens. An added, secondary benefit is 

that 0-1 projects create a good public image. 

Among burglary prevention programs 0-1 has a compelling 

attractiveness: it is easy to explain to potential users, it 

appears inexpensive and easy to implement, and it has sometimes 

impressive success stories -- e.g., the arrest of a "fence" in 

New Orleans, and the return of stolen skis even before they had 

been missed. It would~hus appear that 0-1 has often been con-

sidered a worthwhile endeavor for its pOlice-community relations 

value alone. However, because of the questions raised about 

O-I's efficacy as a burglary reduction program, and the poten-

tially high cost of full implementation (as indicated by the 

Assessment), a better assessment of those benefits is required. 

Thus: 

3. Is 0-1 an effective PCR program? 

C. Burglary. Deterrence 

The burglary deterrence component of 0-1 generally in-

eludes the following objectives: 

• reduce burglary within the 0-1 project's target area; 

increase the burglar's risk of apprehension; 

~ i~cr~ase the l~kelihood of the burglar's eventual con­
v~ct~on subsequent -to apprehension; and, 

o reduce burglary's profitability and attraction by 
i~pairing the ease with Which stolen property can be 
d~sposed. 
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As indicated in the Assessment there is convincing evi­

dence that 0-1 parti.cipants experience lower 'burglary rates 

after enrolling in the program. While the participants may be 

thus protected, little is known about the project's overall 

effec·t on their community's burglary rates. Here "community" 

includes, but is not limited to, the project's target area; it 

is comprised of three distinct groups: participants in 0-1, 

non-participating neighbors of 0-1 participants, and all other 

non-participants in the target area and in jurisdictions in 

close proximity to the target community. 

While evaluations of 0-1 in st. Louis, Denver, Seattle, 

and other cities have generally indicated that burglars are 

deterred from victimizing 0-1 participants, further evaluation 

appears required 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 which 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 0-1 partici­

pants, a logical conclusion is that many burglars view 0-1 

premises as more difficult targets than non-O-I premises. Two 

alternative explanations may be postulated: deterred burglars 
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are either reacting to specific O-I circums·tances (the presence 

of marked and inventoried property, f d or 0 ecals)or to target 

hardening unrelated to property identification, but often found 

along with O-I. 

Most project implementors and the;r ~ funding agencies 

accept the former explanati.on unless they are simultaneously 

promoting other forms of target hardening. They are also assum-

ing that O-I enrollees are display;ng the 
~ warning decals and 

have marked their property, and h 
t at burglars will see the decals 

or markings and recognize the1.'r ' 
mean~ng. Other assumptions 

being made are: 

that t~e ~isposition of marked stolen 
more d~fflcult and/or less profitable property will be 
marked property; than that of un-

that the burglar's risk of 
(because of increased time 
or remOV8 markings); and 

appr~hension will be greater 
requ~red to select property 

o that the burglar's risk f ' 
will likewise be greaterO'fP~os~cut~on and conviction 
marked property in h1.'s ~ e,1.8 apprehended with 

, possess~on. 

Some insight into the validity f 
o these assumptions has 

been derived, mainly from opi ' 
n~ons expressed to the research 

team by police officers and prosecutors 
during the field survey; 

and from convicted burglars. 
However, additional evaluation is 

required to develop a r l~ bl 
- e 1a e assessment. 

If it ' ~s tr'Ue, however, that burglars 

because of activities p , h 
er~p eral 

avoid O-I premises 

to O-I, then the f I o lowing set of 
assumptions is more likely to hold: 

O-I participants are crime ' 
have tended to take oth consc~ous and, as a result 

er target-hardening precaution~; 
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e ·these other target-hardening precautions will sig­
nificantly increase the time required by a burglar 
to enter the,premise (and, consequently, will in­
crease the llkelihood that he will be observed); and, 

@ ~rime conscious residents of the neighborhood will 
~ncrease the probability that the burglary will be 
noticed and reported. 

The first of these assumptions has been addressed in 

previous O-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-

rnent of O-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 rates for non-participan·ts has been impossible thus far 

because of the relatively small numbers of O-I participants and 

large numbers of non-participants in every project in which the 

evaluation was attempted. For example, assuming 10 perce~t 

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. Such 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 0-1 participants to 

their non-participating neighbors in order to resolve whether 

or not neighbors: 

$ are the recipients of beneficial effects of 0-1 
(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 fornlulated 

for the Phase II evaluation plan as follows: 

4. Are the reduced burglary rates experienced by 0-1 
participants attributable to 0-1 (or do they arise from other 
crime prevention measures also in effect)? 

5 .. Does 0-1 increase a burglar's risk of apprehension, 
prosecutlon, and conviction? 

6. Is the marketability and/or market value of stolen 
property decreased because of property marking? and, 

7. Are burglaries displaced from 0-1 participants to 
their non-participating neighbors? 

D. Property Recovery and Return 

Implementors of 0-1 pro]'ects h assume t at even if 0-1 

fails to deter a burglary t 
a a participating residence, it will 

be an effective aid in the t 
proper y recovery process and will 

be of value in identifying and locatl'ng th t 
e rue owner of re-
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covered property. 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 

O-I's effectiveness in this area. Nationally, relatively few 

0-1 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 0-1 participation 

in most projects also work against adequate realization of the 

recovery and return capabilities which 0-1 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 O-I's 

ability to enhance property recovery and return, the central 

role of O-I's assumed capabilities 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. 

Two fairly obvious questions may be used to indicate the 

important knowledge gaps for the Phase II evaluation plan: 

8. Is stolen 0-1 property more likely to be recovered 
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by police than unmarked property? and, 

9. Is recovered 0-1 property more likely to b 
to owners than unmarked property? e returned 
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CHAP'l'ER III. 

A. Introduction 

DATA' NEEDS FOR. THE PHASE II 
EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

The previous chapter has reviewed the unanswered questions, 

the knowledge gaps, about O-I's effectiveness in achieving its 

objectives. A subset of nine important unanswered questions was 

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

plained. 

B. The Phase II Data Collection Efforts 

The Phase II evaluators of 0-1 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. 

Its components 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-

ment the already-available data where needed, at a minimum cost 

in terms of dollars and man hours required. There is the possi-

bility that LEAA may elect not to pursue all of the Phase II 

activities, if the cost effectiveness of some is considered too 

low to merit expenditure of further resources. Consequently, 

the data collection tasks have been designed ~o that only those 

required need be undertaken, with the remainder being omitted. 

The basic objectives of each data collection effort and a dis-
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cussion of how each relates to resolution of the nine 0-1 knowl-

edge gaps of interest are presented in the following paragraphs. 

1. Survey of Experts on Burglary' and on the Frocessing 

of Burglary CasesintheCrimin'al Justice' Sys'tem 

The ideal empirical test of O-I's basic assumptions would 

consist of unobtrusive observation of burglars as they plan and 

carry out their burglaries, and as they attempt to dispose of 

the property they have stolen. For obvious reasons the Phase II 

evaluators will require a more feasible approach for gaining 

more insight into O-I's impact. Previous evaluators, the Phase 

I evaluators included, have instead surveyed experts on burglary 

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, police property 

recovery personnel, police-community reLations officers, operators 

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 questl.'ons. They are, para-

phrased in shorter form: 

3. O-I's effectiveness as a P CR program? 

5. O-I's effect on apprehension, t' viction? prosecu l.on, and con-

6. O-I's effect on the k mar etability of stolen property? 

8. O-I's effect on the recovery of stolen property? 
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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 'Pol'ic'e and Court Recoxds on Reported 
Bur9"laries, Burg'lary A'rr'e'sts ahd Case' Froces'sing, and Property 
Recovery and Return 

Data relevant to six of the nine Phase II 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 

dispatched to investigate burglary incidents contain information 

relating to four of the questions, again paraphrased in shorter 

form: 

2. Adequate compliance by participants with 0-1 instruc­
timls? 

4. Burglary reductions attributable to 0-1 or to other 
precautions? 

7. Burglary displacement to participants' neighbors? 

8. O-I's effect on the recovery of stolen property? 

Data from these reports relevant to questions 2 and 8 are the 

h t I 't As ;ndicated in the next chap-descriptions of t e s 0 en ~ ems. ~ 

ter, this is to be compiled for a sample of participant and non-

participant burglaries tO,determine if participants give more 

accurate descriptions of stolen property. 'For questions 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 identified in subsequent sections. 
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Police arrest records and court records relating to bur-

glary cases are needed for the evaluative effort proposed for 

question 5: 

5. O-I's effect on apprehension, prosecution, and con­
viction? 

Since so few arrests involving marked 0-1 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-I's effect on the recovery of stolen property? 

9. 0-1 I S effect on the r-eturn 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 O-I marked property have been reported by 

O-I projects, the analysis proposed below is based on a comparison 

of the recovery and return rates e)~i?erienced for markable and un-

markable property. 

3. Survey of Implementors of D-I Projects 

For the Phase II evaluation, the purposes of the recommended 

survey of implementors of O-I projects are to gain information 

in 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; and arrests, prosecutions, and convictions attributable 
to 0-1. 

The survey design should provide data useful to six of 

the knowledge gap questions. 

For question 1: 
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1. Adequate instructions to participants regarding im-
plementing O-I? 

implementors will be queried about the types of instructions 

given participants with particular emphasis on instructions 

relating to keeping participatiQD current (e.g., replacing worn 

or faded decals.) The implementors will be 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 O-I instruc-
tions? 

the survey questions will deal with project records, if any, 

regarding participant compliance I and with other r-elated evi­

dence or experiences of t;.:." implementors. 

Although the Phase I surveys dealt with some aspects of 

the peR value of 0-1, little specific evidence or insight into 

the mechanisms of 0-1 I S peR functions from the implementors-r 

d . d Consequently, for question 3: point of view were er~ve. 

3. O-I's effectiveness as a peR program? 

this issue will be covered in the Phase II survey of imple-

mentors. 

.. th quest;ons for which data will be The rema~n~ng ree ~ 

d 1 With assumed benefits of O-I for sought in the survey ea 

which very little supportive evidence existed at the time of 

the Phase I surveys: 

5. O-I's effect on apprehension, prosecution, and con­
viction? 
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8. O-I's effect on recovery of stolen property? 

9. O-I's effect on return of recovered property? 

Since these presumed benefits r if occurring, would represent 

evidence of success, it is assumed that 0-1 implementors would 

be aware of relevant incidents and cooperate in relating these 

to the interviewers. On the other hand, if evidence of these 

benefits is still lacking, the Assessment's negative findings 

in these areas v.,ould be further confirmed. 

4. Surveys of 0-1 ~articipan·ts and Non'-Part'icipants 

The Phase I research effort regarding participant and non­

participant attitudes and awareness about crime, crime prevention, 

and 0-1 was based mainly on evaluative telephone surveys reported 

by 0-1 projects in Seattle, Denver and St. Louis. The following 

six knowledge gap questions are related to these issues, and were 

inadequately covered by the previous surveys: 

1. 

2. 

3 . 

4. 

8. 

9. 

Adequate instructions to participants regarding im­
plementing O-I? 

Adequate compliance by participants with 0-1 instruc­
tions? 

O-I's effectiveness as a peR program? 

Burglary reductions attributable to 0-1 or to other 
precautions? 

O-I's effect on the recovery of stolen property? 

O-I's effect on the return of recovered property? 

There are basically three methods f or obtaining feedback 

from participants on these issues: 
a mailed questionnaire, a 

telephone survey, and an in-person survey. All three methods 
present disadvantages: 

the mailed questionnaire usually has 
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the lowest response rate and has an uncertain level of response 

accuracy; the telephone survey is more costly, reaches' only 

persons having telephones, and is also uncertain, but allows 

somewhat greater verification of responses; the in-person survey 

is most reliable but prohibitively expensive. l~dd~tionally, re­

gardless of the method chosen, participants and non-participants 

alike may be reluctant to divulge information about burglary 

preventive precautions they have taken. 

Use of the telephone survey is recommended for the Phase 

II evaluation. The Seattle, Denver, and St. Louis projects used 

this method because of its ease of implementation, greater re-

liability than the mail survey, and cost savings compared to 

the in-person survey. These same criteria make it most attrac-

tive for the Phase II effort. 

Since almost all the resources of any 0-1 project are 

devoted to recruitment and enrollment, and since O-I's deterrent 

benefits rely on participant compliance with enrollment instruc­

,tions, it is important to assess both the quality of the in­

structions given, including how well they are understood by 

enrollees, and the extent of compliance. As previously in­

dicated, the focus of Phase II inquiry in these areas will be 

on whether participants keep their participation current; and 

if so, how. 

Questions I and 2, 

1. Adequate instructions to participants regarding im­
plementing O-I? 

2. Adequate compliance by participants with 0-1 in­
st.ructions? 
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will deal with these areas in the survey. Also, because the 

extent to which burglarized 0-1 participants complied with the 

instructions will be of particular interest (e.g., in deter-

mining whether or not the presence of 0-1 identifiers affected 

the items select~d by the burglar), a special subsample of bur­

glarized participants will be surveyed. 

In seeking insight into question 3, 

3. Is O-I an effective peR program? 

the survey will adopt the technique of the Illinois evaluation 

of 0-1, in which participants were asked if their attitudes 

toward the police were improved by their involvement in O-I. A 

paraphrased version of the question may also be used in sur­

veying non-participants, once the interviewer has explained the 

0-1 program to them. 

For question 4: 

4. Burglary reductions attributable to 0-1 or to other 
precautions? 

the survey will seek to establish the t t t . ex en 0 WhlCh partici-

pants and non-participants have taken other burglary preventive 

precautions. 
The replies of burglarized participants will be 

of particular interest I' when 
compare.d with those for non-bur-

glarized participants and for non-participants. 
These data will 

be combined with information on reported burglaries obtained 

from police records to assess O-I's 
deterrence caRabilities. 

The final two questions to be 
addressed in the survey will 

be directed only to burglarized participants: 

8. O-I's effect on the ,recovery of stolen 
property? 
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9. O-I's effect on the return of recovered'property? 

Hopefully, the responses obtained will supplement the meager 

knowledge presently available regarding the validity of O-I's 

assum2d property recovery and return benefits. 

c. Summary 

Table 3-1 summarizes the relationships between the nine 

knowledge gap questions and each of the four Phase II data 

collection efforts. Use of the data collected in answering 

these questions is the subject of Chapter IV. 
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Table 3-1 

KNOWLEDGE GAP QUESTIONS COVERED BY EACH OF 
THE PHASE II DATA COLLECTION EFFORTS 

Method of Data Collect~on 
lQuestion 

Survey of Police and survey of Im- Phone Surveys 

4. Burglary reductions 
attributable to 0-1 
or to other pre­
cautions? 

5. O-I'~ effect on appre­
hens~onf prosecution 
and conviction? ' 

6. O-Irs effect on the 
marketability of O-I 
marked property? 

7. Burglary displacement 
to participants' 
neighbors? 

B. O-I's effect on the 
recovery of stolen 
property? ~.~-, .. , .. j 

9. O-I's effect on the 
return of recovered 
property? 

Experts 

x 

x 

X 

x 

Court Records plementors of Participants 

or Non-Partici~ 

pants 

x x 

x x 

x 

x x 

, , 

I 

X 

.. , . 

X X X 

x x x 
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CHAPTER IVo 

A. Introduction 

METHODS FOR RESOLVING THE 
NINE KNOWLEDGE GAP QUESTIONS 

The following se,ctions 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 be,en made to 

structure the analyses so that, if desired, each question can 

be 'treated separately, permitting the Phase II evaluator to 

deal with any subset of the questions. Each analysis specifies 

the data items needed, how they are used in drawing conclu-

sions about the quest.ions, what potential. sources of error 

and, where possible, what cost factors 

This questil:.;;\ is to be answered on the basis of telephone 

survey~ of O-I project implementors and project participants. 

other useful data may be obtained by review of the relevant 

portions of the Phase I Telephone and E'ield 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 Survey reached 99 0-1 projects in 

a five-week period, using three basically full-time inter­

viewers. It is recommended that approximately one-third of 
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these projects be recontacted for the Phase II 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 on!?' ... ·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 fron the O-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 quite straightforward, invol­

ving only tabulation of the responses obtained. Although not 

recolmnended 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 

instructipns regarding enrollment procedures. 

Several factors must be taken into consideration in 

selecting the cities in which participants will be contacted. 

First, the local O-I projects must be receptive to the 
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(1) 

(2) 

(4) 

(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 newly 
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,1I how are the new decals 
obtained by the participant?) 

Is the person contacted aware of participants borrowing 
tools to update property markings? Changing original 
inventory lists? Requesting additional decals? (If 
"Yes", to what extent?) 

Has the project m~de anY,attempt to as~ess the,deg;ee of 
participant compl~ance w~th the above ~nstruct~ons. 

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 
out tools and (b) requesting decals are new participants 
or previous participants who are (a) updating markings 
(b) replacing old decals? 

rigure 4-1 

SURVEY QUESTIONS F.OR 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 years 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 burglary data bases 

and be able to identify a sizable number of participants who 

have been burglarized. Some of these attributes are relevant 

to other knowledge gap questions for which the participant 

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 0-1 projects. An appropriate 

sample 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 to be completed, 

the number of participants enrolled in each project, and the 

nUmber of years each proJ'ect has been ;n e",,·';ste 
. ~ A~ nce. It is 

important to obtain a random sample of, participants, stratify­

ing the sample in order to include a sufficient number of 

participants who have been enrolled for at least .two years, 

since these are most likely·· to have needed the';r .... 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 0-1; 

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 questions to be as,ked 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 assess whether or not participants were aware of project 

issued instructions, particularly those relating to keeping 

their participation current. 

Potential sources of error in the conclusions drawn from 

both the project and participant surveys will include confu­

sion on the part of the respondents about the meanings of 

( due to d ifferences in terminology), recall-questions e.g., 

errors, and lack of respondent interest in the surveyor in 

O-I. Care should be taken in selecting the respondent at 

each location contacted, so that the most kno~ledgeable in­

dividual is interviewed; this may require a second or third 
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(1) 

I 

I (2) 
I. 

(3) 

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

Were written instructions about how to participate in 
Operation Identification given to you when you enrolled 
in the program? 

What was your understanding of the proper procedure for: 

@ engraving your identifying mark on your property? 

® posting the warning decals? 

o completing the property inventory form? 

What instructions did you receive regarding: 

Changing the marks on property items if the original 
mark could no longer be used to trace ownership to 
you? . 

l-1arking i.tems brought into the premises after your 
initial enrollment? 

r 7vising your property inventory when items were 
e1ther removed from the premises or brought in 
after initial enrollment? 

replacing worn or faded warning decals with new 
ones? 

Figure 4-2 

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O-I PARTICIPANTS 
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phone call. 

C. Question 2 - To What Extent Do Project partici~~ 
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 collectiqn efforts 

described earlier: 

e 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 
in.structions 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 Bet!:,er Property Descriptions Obtained From O-I 

Participants Who Have Been Burglarized Than From Non-Partici­

Eants 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-

43 

-~i'i 

~ 

i I 
, I 
I 

ij:t 
d f 



ever, has never been tested. 'rhis 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-I 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 identification, 

brand name, serial numbers, year of manufacture, color, or 

other item attributes such as are suggested by O-I property 

inventory forms, man){ 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 

and, separately, for non-partina..'pants. A . 1 . 
w s~mp e ch~-sguare 

test may then be used to detect ' 'f' s~gn~ ~cant differences, if 

any, between the fractions. 

A potential source of errQr 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 O-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 providing property 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 0-1 participation records for 

St. Louis O-I participants, including 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 original police 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, suffer f~om a 

more serious data problem in that many participant burglaries 

are unknown to the project. 

2. Are O-I Project Implementors Facilitating Participant 

Compliance? Results of the telephone survey of a-I proj~ct 

implementors described above may also be used to gain insight 

into the extent of participant compliance with enrollment 

instructions, and of project 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 keeping participation current). 

Reference to the discussion of Question I provides further 

details. 

3. What Level of Compliance Do Participants Report? 

The Phase II telephone survey of a-I participants may be used 

to solicit information on a-I enrollment and ., , , 
updatJ.ng actJ.vJ.-

ties such as 
the nUmber of items marked and inventoried, the 

updating of property marking'~ and inventories, and the con­

tinued use of project decals. 
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Regarding the number of property i te.'ns marked, it has 

been pointed out that if few items are marked by each part i-

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 hm'T many items 

participants mark. Suggested participant survey questions 

for assessing the extent of marking are presented in Fig~re 4-3. 

The last question may be used to assess the extent to which 

certain commonly 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 participants are illust:.rated 

in Figure 4-4. 

Adequate updating of a-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 know the extent to which participants 

can be expected to continue updating activities on their own. 

, gJ.'ve some J.'ndJ.'cation of the amount of effort local This Wl.Il 

'II d to devote to maintenance of the participa-projects WJ. nee 

't d 'tJ.'Z~¥-lS If a great deal of tion of previously recruJ. e CJ.~., • 

d J.'t wJ.'11 substantially raise the projects' effort is require , 

operating costs and costs per participant. 

The types of questions to be asked of participants 
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(1) When you first enrolled in 0-1, about how many property 
items in your premises were marked with identifying 
numbers? (none, 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, over 20, or 
don't know) • 

(2) Who performed the property marking? (yourself or other 
resident, project staff member, other?) 

(3) Of the following types of items, please indicate how 
many you now own and how many are presently marked: 

Item 

Portable TV 

Camera 

Portable Radio 

Calculator 

Number Owned 

( 

Figure 4-3 

Number Marked 

( 

( 

( 

( ) 

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR. 0-1 PARTICIPANTS 
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(1) 

~~ -J 
~,,~ .-1 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

f. 

(6) 

:. 

r 

-·c 

When you first joined 0-1, did you make an inventory list 
~f your personal property? (If fiNo," why not: was not 
~nstructed to do SOi did not think it necessary' or did 
not have the time to do it.) (Yes __ ) , 

If you inventoried your property did the list include 
for each item: 

(a) the make and model? 

(b) the serial number? 

(c) the date of purchase or year of manufacture? 

(d) the purchase price? 

(e) the color? 

(f) the identifying mark used for engraving? 

Do you still have this property list in your possession? 
(If "No, Ii why not?) (Yes_.) 

Do you know where it is located? ("Yes," "No,1I or 
::Not Sure~') 

When you first enrolled in 0-1, abou·t how many items did 
you include on your property inventory list? (None, 
1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, over 20, or don't know.) 

Did you take any other measures to list or identify 
property which could not be engraved? (Such as taking 
pictures of items, recording detailed descriptions of 
items, or marking with "invisible" ink'?) If so, how 
many items did this include? 

Figure 4-4 

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR 0-1 PARTICIPANTS 
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regarding the updating of property marks are illustrated 

in Fig'ure 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 computation 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--communi ty 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 police 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 government services. Thus, many 

of PC.Rls 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~oductsll are mainly citizen organizations formed to deal 

cooperatively with the police on local crime problems. 

In structurin'g the Phase II evaluation plan for assessing 

O-Ils effectiveness as a PCR program the research team, drawing 
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(1) 

(2) 

\ (3) 

(4) 

~hat identif~er or mark did you use when you first enrolled 
~n O-I? (dr~ver's license number, social security number, 
name or initials, address, NCIC location code, telephone 
number, zip code, unique number assigned by O-I project, 
or other?) 

Can this identifier still be used to trace a recovered 
stolen item back to you? (If "No,:i how many items have 
been remarked with a traceable identifier?) 

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,,) 

Have any additional items been marked since your original 
enrollment in O-I? (If "Yes," how many? If "No," 
why not? None purchased~ did not think of it; lost 
interest in O-li no easy access to an engraving pen.) 

Figure 4-5 

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR O-I PARTICIPANTS 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

, ' , 

~ince you originally joined a-I, have you added 
;tem~ to your property list? (If "Yes "how a~y 
,No,' why not? None purchased; los " _ many., If 
1n a-I; inconvenient to retrieve 'li~tl~sttth~ost 1nterest 

or 1S purpose.) 

from your property list? 
If "N " h -

Have you ever deleted any items 
(If "Yes," why, and how many? 
~old or ~iscarded; list lost; 
1nconven1ent to retrieve list 

,0, wynot? None 
lost 1nterest in 0-1-
for this purpose.) , 

If 7ither of the above have been done 
COp1es of the list also updated? (Ye~ were any dUplicate 

_. No_.) 
How many warning decals did you . 
your premises? or1ginally post on 

Are the original a-I decals 
place? (If "No," why not? which you posted still in 
decals last?) How long did the original 

Have you posted any additional d ' 
original ones? (If "Yes" h? ecals S1nce posting the 
ones; to provide extra p;otW tY: To :eplace original 

ec 10n.. If "No," why not?) 
If additional decals 
obtained? (Had ~xtra:e~e post7d! how were these 
tained decals from a-I ro~ or1g1hal enrollment- ob­
a friend; don1t know.)proJect ; obtained decal~ from 

Figure 4-6 

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR a I P 
- ARTICIPANTS 
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on the findings of the Assessment study, decided to focus on 

two basic questions; 

What specific contributions can a-I make to a police 
agency's PCR program? and, 

If a-I is basically ineffective in deterring burglary 
at the community-wide level, is it still worthwhile as 
a PCR program? 

~he evaluation plan proposed is modest in scope, seeking more 

to gather relevant, reasonably accessible information than to 

provide an air tight analysis of the issues. A complete treat­

ment of the effectiveness of PCR programs in achieving police 

objectives would require an effort at leas~ the equivalent of 

that for the present study for a-I. This kind of investment 

does not seem warranted solely to resolve the PCR benefits 

of a-I. (Some of the other Phase I evaluations funded by 

LEAA's National Evaluation Program may shed some light on this 

issue. Included are "Citizen Crime Reporting Programs" and 

"Citizen Patrol Projects,1I both of which are incomplete as of 

this writing). 

The proposed evaluation plan is based on information to 

be gathered from three, of the four Phase II data collection 

activities: the survey of experts on burglary and the process­

ing of burglary cases in the criminal justice system, the 

survey of implementors of a-I projects, and the surveys of a-I 

participants and of non-participants. For the first two of 

these an open-ended, informal styl~ of survey is recommended; 

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, 

peR, 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 peR benefits; rather 

it is intended to expose the practical problems and actual 

environment liTithin which these benefits, if valid, must operate. 

A similar format is recommended for the survey of O-I 

implementors -- namely, to identify specific experiences which 

demonstrate supposed peR benefits of 0-1, and to solicit 

opinions about the use of O-I for peR purposes if its burglary 

deterrence capabilities are found to be inconsequential. 

In surveying 0-1 participants and non-participants the 

main objective should be to determine if contact with O-I, or 

knmdedge about police promotion of 0-1, has raised the 

interviewee's opinion of the police agency and of its efforts 

to aid citizens in protecting themselves from Orime. This 

approach was followed in the 1974 evaluation of O-I in 
Ill' " 1 

~nQ2S~ Participants were asked: 

"Before the Operation Identification program started, how 
much o~ a problem did you feel that crime was in this 
commun~ty? 

"Before t' . 
you par ~c~pated in Operation Identification, how 

did you feel about the way your local police were handling their 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Is the interviewee aware of 0-1 and how it works? 

How has 0-1 personally affected the interviewee's job or 
business, if at all? 

To what extent has the interviewee been able to observe 
the involvement of others in O-I? 

When the interviewee first learned about 0-1 how did it 
affect his feelings about the implementing agency and 
about peR? 

Has the interviewee had any experiences with 0-1 which 
illustrate positive or negative effects of 0-1 on peR? 

How does the interviewee compare O-Ils PCR benefits with 
those of other. PCR programs such as Block Watch, Police 
Athletic League, etc.? 

If 0-1 was found to be largely ineffective as a bUl:'glary 
deterrent at the community level, would it still be worth­
while as a means for promoting public a~a:ene~s o~ the 
burglary problem, or for promoting part~c~pat~on Ul other 
crime prevention programs? 

Figure 4-7 

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR "EXPERTS" 
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jobs?" 

"Since participating in Operation I~entification, how do 
you think the crime situation in your nel.ghborhood has changed?" 

"How would you say that your experience with this program 
has affected your opinion ~bout 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~?" 

These questions may be adopted, or adapted by the Phase II 

evaluator. By comparing participant attitudes before joining 

a-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 join. 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,' the 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 peR programs. To accomplish this 

it will be necessary to examine the prod~ctivity 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 
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be mainly qualitative rather than -quantitative, and, in the 

opinion of the authors, should be considered a low priority 

activity. 

E. Question 4 - Are the Reduced Burglar Rates Ex erienced b 
a-I Participants Attributable to a-lor Do They Arise from 
9ther Crime Prevention Measures Also in Effect)? 

Although a-I participants experience lower burglary rates 

after joining a-I ~han previously, and lower rates than non­

participants, it is possible to advance explanations of this 

deterrent effect which are not directly attributable to a-I. 

One such hypothesis is that a-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 'O-Io 

The two basic assumptiollS are that: 

a-I participants take other crim7-~revention measures 
more frequently than do non-partl.cl.pants; and, 

the presence of additional crime-prevention ~easure~ 
results in lower burglary rates for a-I preml.ses whl.ch 
employ them., 

To test the first of these assumptions it is proposed to 

employ a phone survey of a sample of participants and non­

participants. To test the second assumption it is necessary to 

examine the burglary rates experienced by a-I participants as 

a function of whether or not they have taken additional 

" Detal."led plans for both tests are given below. precautl.ons. 

Another unresolved aspect of O-I's burglary deterrent 

d aversl."on burglars have for marked' effect is the assume 
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property. To assess the extent to which 0-1 markings actually 

are effective theft deterrents it is necessary to~ 

f) determine the extent to which commonly stolen property 
items can be so marked; and, 

demonstrate that marked property items are taken in 
burglaries ~ess frequently than similar, unmarked items. 

Plans for conducting these two evaluative activities also 

follow. 

1. Do 0-1 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 0-1 participants 

and non-participants. The feasibility of obtaining such 

information using a telephone survey has been demonstrated in 

two previous evaluations of 0-1, conducted in Denver and st. 

Louis, where participants and non-participants were 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 interviewers, this , 

proved to be less of a problem than expected. 'Apparently, the 

formal structure of the interview, the credibility 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 chos,en to 

give fictitious replies, 

taken at their premises, 

.! 

includins. exaggerc.1.lting the precautions 
. \ 

adding further unc~rtainty 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 intervie\'Vs appear to be subject to the 

same drawbacks as phoned interviews, and are considerably more 

expensive. Alternatively, the Phase II evaluator may choose 

to use a mailed questionnaire, on the letterhead of the local 

police agency or of a local congressman to gain credibility, 

and distribute sufficient number? 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 it 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 since joining 0-1 (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 \'Vith each participant in the participant 

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 

address near that of the participant. Of course, some 
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participants may not be so listed in the local a-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 such as race, socio-

economic status, and neighborhood crime rates. 

In examining the deterrent effects of target hardening 

precautions other than a-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 

(e.g., 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 in'terviews with convicted burglars 

indicate that, of the self-initiated crime preventive measures 

available~ those found most effective were alarm systems, 

strong locks, and ~"atchdogs. Therefore, these three classes 

of precautions are recommended for use in this facet of the 

Phase II evaluation. Care 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 an' alarm 
system installed 

by a previous tenant qualify as a precaution taken by the 

present inhabitant? etc.). 

To facilitate the analysis of the burglary rates for 
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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? 

Did joining O~I motivate you to take ~ny other measures 
at the same time to protect your prem~ses from being 
burglarized? 

During the year prior to joining 07I h~w many times, if 
at all, were your premises burglar~zed. 

For burglarized partic~pants, • . ~n addition to the above 

questions, include: 

• 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 

result from inclusion of the 100 percent sample data which may 

part~cipants, the evaluator may choose to in-of burglarized ... 

sample of burglarized p~rticipants clude only a proportionate 

in this aspect of the evaluation. A chi-squared contingency 

table test ~ay then be 

between the prec~utions 

used to test for significant differences 

taken by particpants and non-

participants. 

2. 

Function 

f r a-I Participants Vary as a How do Burglary Rates 0 

. Me~sures Also Used? This of Other Crime Prevent~on 

facet of the Phase II evaluation seeks to isolate the deter-

. those of other crime prevention rence effects of O-I from 

. by comparing the burglary rates activities also operat~ng, for 
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O-I participants who had and had not taken precautiqns in 

adpi tion to 0-:1:. :rhe analysis is based on the data for 

participants compil(~d 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 O-I); and, 

" estimate the "after" burglary rates (i.e., since join­
ing O-I). 

Since data from several cities may be used in this analysis, 

it is assumed in the following discussion that either the data 

from all cities have been aggregated, or that the evaluator 

will repeat the analysis for each city included. 

. The data of Table 4-1 are used to compute the fractions of 

participants sampled vlho have taken each type of precaution; 

these estimates are then scaled up to estimate the numbers of 

participants falling in each category if a 100 percent sample 

had been taken. Let these estimates be represented by: 

No - number of participants having taken no precautions 
other than joining O-I 

N. _ number of participants who took precaution i 
~ 

Ns - number of participants who took at least one pre­
caution other than joining O-I 

Burglary rates for the year prior to joining 0-1 are 

estimated by using for each precaution category the total 

63 

'\ 



i 
,[ ,> 

i 

> ., 

.--'~. 

number of burglaries reported and the number of participants 

contacted. Expressed in burglaries per participant per month, 

the' estimab=s are computed by dividing the total number of 

burglaries reported by 12 times the number of participants. 

Let these estimates be represented by: 

Po - burglary rate for the year prior to joining O-I for 
participants who took no other precautions 

Pi - burglary rate for the year prior to joining O-I for 
participants who had previously taken precaution i 

Ps - burglary rate for the year prior to joining O-I for 
"" \ ' par'ticipants wno had previously taken at least one 

other precaution 

In order to compute the comparable burglary rates for the 

period following enrollment it is necessary to estimate for 

each precaution category the average length of time partici­

pants have been enrolled. This may be done using the survey 

responses for the corresponding question. Let these estimated 

,'enrollment times, in months, be given by To, Ti, Ts- If Ro, 

Ri., and Rs are the numbers of burglaries repoI'ted since 

joining O-I for participants in the different precaution 

categories, then the burglary rates following enrollment 

(let these be called Ac, Ai, and As) are estimated by: 

As = Rs/NsTs 

TO simplify the following discussion, only those partici-

pants who either took no other precauti.ons or took, at least 

one other precaution are considered (the analysis is identical 
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if the individual types of precautions are to be considered 

separately). Table 4-2 shows how the "before" and "after ll 

burglary rates may be arranged for comparisone 

Table 4-2 

BURGLARY RATE COMPARISONS 

Time Period Precautions Taken 
Only O-I O-I Plus Other(s) 

Year Prior to Enrollment Po Ps 

Period Since Enrollment As 

The ratio of Po to Ps will ,indicate whether burglary rates 

were S ;milar for those who had taken other prior to enrollment • 

h h d t Similarly, the ratio of Ao precautions and those w_o ,a no. 

to As will indicate whether joining O-I produced the same 

burglary deterrent effect for those who took no other pre-

d " If the numbers of burglaries cautions as for those who ~do 

on which these estimates are based are small, or if any of 

the ratios given above are close to unity, the evaluator may 

. t statistical method to test the wish to use an appropr~a e 

of any differences in the various burglary rate significance 

estimates. 

sources Of error in the above analysis may be lJotential 

by dramatic cc,mmuni ty-wide burglary rate increases introduced 
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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 before comparisons will 

contain a regression artifact error due to a tendency for 

. . b 1 2 persons to Join O-I shortly after exper~enc~ng a urg ary. 

If the evaluators have reason to suspect this phenomenon is 

taking place, the "before" period should be changed to two 

years instead of one. 

3. What ~roportion of the Value of Commonly Stolen Items 

Can be "Protected" by O-I Property Identification Marks't 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 "protece' the property), and also in its ability 

to identify property with owners. Analysis of burglary data 

compiled for previous studies of items taken in burglaries 

show that approximately one half ot the items stolen are not 

markable (such unmarkable items are money, liquor, and cloth-

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 determination 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 lis 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 Jewelr)! Furniture 

Televisions Furs Appliances 

S'tereos Cameras Typewriters 

X:{·~dios Guns Food 

Clothing Tools Liquor 

Bicycles Tape Recorders Miscellaneous 

An alternative list appears in Scarr.'s study of burglary 

4 patterns. Some of theO-I property inventory forms, such as 

Denver's, contain useful lists as well (for unmarkable as well 

as markable items). Since the categories will be used to 

distinguish between markable and unmarkable items, they 

should be defined in a manner which prevents any single 

category from containing. both markable and unmarkable i temr5. 

Proposed 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 classifications 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; this 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.g., residential burglaries). For each 

item reported stolen its classification and reported value 

should be recorded; a special code should be identified for 

use when no value is given in the report -- these items can 

later be treated separatelY7 

Once the data have been collected their analysis will be 

quite simple. The value total for each category, and whether 

or not the category refers to markable property, are used to 

compute the traction ot the value ot items stolen which are 

markable. An indication of the extent to which items in the 

various categories are stolen will be given bo'ch by the 

category r 5v~allle total and by the nun'''''er ot . 
~ ~tems recorded for 

the category. 

4. Are O-I Marked Property It St 1 . - _ ems 0 en ~n Burgla~ 
of O-I Hremises Less Frequently Th r 

- -. an Unmarked Items:' If the 

presence of an O-I mark on a property item helps to prevent 

its theft in a burglary, then a 
survey ot bu~glarized O-I 
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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 ~hase 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 questions ror the present analysis may be 

easily appended. 

It will be recalled that one of the survey questions 

proposed under Question 2 (for O-I participants in general) 

was: 

"Considering the following types of items, please indicate 
own and how many of these are presently mark­how many you now 

ed: 

Item Number Owned Number Marked. 

por-table TV ( 

Camera ) 

Portable Radio ( 

Calculator ) 

. will provide a convenient basis Replies to the above quest~on 

;.;: burglarized participants are asked: for comparison ........ 

f 11 . g types of items, please indicate the 
"For the 0 ow~n her or not they carried your O-I 

number yo~ ha~~f~wn~f~nw~:;k at the time of the burglary (or 
propert¥ ~d)en ~d~~~ether or not any were stolen: burglarJ.es , an 

Item 

Portable TV 

Camera 

Number Owned 
Marked unmark~~ 

( ) 

) 
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Item 
Number Owned 

Harked Unmarked 
Number Stolen 

Harked 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 of property marking by burglarized participants with 

that of participants in general; as indicated by the data 

from (,J~estion 2 's sur.v~x. 

F. Question 5 - Does O-I Increase A Burglar's Risk of 
Apprehension, Prosecution, and Conviction? 

One ot the. central assumptions about O-I's burglary 

deterrent eftect is that burglars will avoid O-I premises 

because o~ the increased risk ot apprehension, prosecution, and 

conviction. The Assessment study has tound no convincing 

evidence to support this assumption. ~roponents ot O-I WOuld 

argue that it has not yet been possible to observe this 

aspect of O-I's impact on burglary because: 

• 

part~c~pation rates are still too low to generate 
Suft1c1ent numbers of a-I burglaries tor study; 

a-lIs deterrent effect appears to be supported by 
burglary data for participants; 

apprehe~sion rates for property crimes are very low, 
s~ poss1ble a~I related apprehensions must be even less 
11kelYi and, 

frequent use ot plea bargaining causes some burglary 
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cases to be disposed o~ as lesser offenses. 

The proposed ~hase II evaluation ot this issue includes 

three research tasks designed to compile evidence O~ a valid 

impact, it any, based on recent O-I exper1'ence (" " 1.e., S1nce 

the completion ot the ~hase I study), and also to assess the 

E9tential impact based on a study OI burglary arrests. The 

three tasks are: 

a survey of experts such as public prosecutors, burglary 
detectives, and officers of 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 O-I related apprehensions, 
prosecutions, and convictionso 

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 Convicti2n? During 

the Phase I evaluation of O-I the research team contacted 28 

individuals who were not employed by O-I projects and whose 

jobs gave them an opportunity to observe a-lis 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-l's abili~y 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 potenti'al APC 

5enefits of O-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 

intervJ.'ewso Based·o th ' n e experJ.ence of the Phase I effort, 

however, in-person interviews appear more productive. There­

fore it is recommended that the Phase II evaluator visit a 

number of cities in which O-I is mo~!,t likely to have impacted 
APC, and that arrangements be made to meet with five to 
10 appropriate individuaLs in each. During the Phase I 

telephone survey of O-I projects five cities having populations 

over 100,000 reported more tha~ 10 percent citizen enrollment 

in O-I (Wichita, Kansas: CincinnatJ.', OhJ.'o,. 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 val f' 
viding police ~e 0 J.dentifiable property in pro-

offJ.cers with cause for detaining suspects r 
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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, 

Q the relative merits of O-I identifiable property compared 
to,property with serial numbers, and other types of 
eVJ.dence. 

Results of the survey, once completed, should be tabulated 

and summarized in a short report. 

2. What is the Current ~attern of Case Dispositions tor 

court ~rocessing ot Hurglary Arrests( According to the most 

recent FHI statistics (1973), about one titth (l~ percent) ot 

burglaries reported to the poLice nationwide are cleared by 

arrest. The Assessment study could ~ind little intormation 

regarding O-I's impact on the case dispositions arising trom 

such arrests. Ideally, cases involving marked O-I proiJerty 

as evidence could be compared with those that do not, to 

evaluate the benetits gained trom O-I. Since so ~ew instances 

ot arrests involving marked O-I property have been report~d 

na.tionwide', a more practical approach appears to be an assess­

ment ot 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 

O-I marked property will have much of an effect either. On 

the other hand, an important role for markable property in 

burglary case dispositions would suggest possibly significant 
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potential benefits from more widespread O-I engraving. 

A tabular format for the analysis of court processing 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 processing. The cost of collecting case disposition data 

from court records can be very high, since most courts still 

rely on inefficient, manual record systems. In recent years 

automated court information systems have been 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 PROl1IS (Prosecutors 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 proceed by first drawing a sufticient sample 

of arrest report~ ~r warrant applications, and later make use 

of the information system to discover the disposi.tions of the 

cases in the sample (each classified according to whether 

markable or unmarkable property was used as evidence). Special 

consideration will have to be given to cases involving multiple 

'burglary 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 

\~, 't' Cases w~'Eh Markable Cases w~th Unmark able 
~spos~ l_on Property as Evidence Property as Evidence 

Warrant 
'Requested 

Warrant I 
Refused 

I 
!Nolle 
jProsequi 
• 
\pre-Trial 
IDisposi tion 
r 

i 
IGuil ty Plea 
, . 
: 

~cquittal 
i 
I 

~onviction 
• , 
pther . 
Disposition 

I 

l Total 
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property. possible strategies include (1) treating each charge 

separately, or (2) classifying a case as involving markable 

evidence if such is true for an~ 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 derived 

u.sing the first approach could be affected by the extent to 

which plea bargaining is used in the jurisdi.ction, and by such 

factors as the prosecution workload (which usually affects the 

number of charges prosecuted or dropped). If the second 

approach is taken, a bi.as may occur in favor of the role of 

evidence in achieving successful disposition~, since cases 

involving 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 compiled in the form suggested by 

Table 4-3, a chi-square contingency table t,ost may be used. to 

test for significant differences in the dispositions of caLses 

involving markable evidence and those involving unmarkable 

evidence. 

3. Has Recent a-I Project Experience Yielded Any Fur'~ 

~Evidence of aI's Eff t - ec on A Burglar's Risk of Apprehension, 

Prosecution, or Conviction? Since evidence of O-I's APC 

capability reinforces an 0-1 project's convictions regarding 

its 0\,111 merits, it is likely that a-I implementors will be 

cooperative in sharing any such recent evidence with the Phase 
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II evaluator. Uu t' es lons such as those proposed above for the 

survey of ex,perts would be adequate. If h suc a survey indicates 

little further evidence of AP C benefits this will provide added 

confirmation of the basically negative findings of the Assess­

ment •. Ir, however, more encouraging results are encountered, 

further study of such data may provide better insight into 

methods for enhancing O-Ils APC benefits in other cities. 

G. Quest.ion? - Is the harketabili ty and/or Market Value of 
,2tolen Property Decreased Because ot Proper..:!:..y I'larking';' 

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 a-I have conjectured 

that the presence 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 

on notice of the Uhot" nature of items offered for sale. 

Interviews of convicted burglars, conducted in connection with 

earlier evaluations of 0-1, 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 th~ 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 

and Justice Study Center of Seattle's Battelle Institute.5 The 

U.S. Senate has also conducted hearings on "criminal re-

distribution systems.,,6 Further relevant material may be 

available from unpublished thesis research (available from 

University Microfilms of Ann Arbor, Michigan), and from 

federally funded research projects (accessible via the National 

Criminal Justice Reference Service, or the National Technical 

Information System). Review and synthesis of this material are 

suggested as the first step of the related Phase II evaluation. 

A subjective appraisal of the extent to which O-I markings 

influence property items' marketability through fences, dealers 

in secondhand merchandise, and other outlets, can be obtained 

by surveying burglary detectives, convicted burglars and 

fences, secondhand dealers, and members of pawn shop and anti­

fencing units from a representative sample of police depart­

ments. Relevant questions may be appended to the survey of 

experts proposed earlier for other facets of the Phase II 

evaluation. Again, an in-person, open-ended style of inter­

viewing is suggested. 

Interviewing convicted burglars or fences presents special 

problems which should be carefully considered before deciding 

whether to use this technique. These problems include 

obtaining permission to conduct the intervie\',7s (both from the 

potential respondents and from the correctional institutions), 

especially interviews of juvenile Offenders (who account for 
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about half of the arrests for burglary); difficulties in drawing a 

representative sample of interviewees; and the ability to 

obtain truthful, reliable data from respondents. 

Some additional insight into O-I's ability to deter 

burglary through reduced marketability and/or market values of 

stolen property may be gained from the stUdy proposed earlier 

in connection with assessment of the number ot property items 

engraved by O-I participants (see Question 4) . If a burglar is 

likely to find few marked items among his loot, the net effect 

can at best be only a minimal reduction in his economic gain. 

H. Question 7 - Are Bur laries Displaced From O-I Partici ants 
to T e~r Non-Part~c~pat~ng Ne~gh ors. 

This portion of the Phase II evaluation is designed to 

assess O-I's effect on the burglary rates experienced by the 

non-participating neighbors of O-I participants. If the former 

. lower burglary rates this would provide are found to exper~ence 

. f O-I's value to the community, and much needed ev~dence 0 

suggest that community-wide burglary rate reductions might be 

achieved at lower participation rates than previously consider-

ed necessary" If, on the other hand, neighbors of O-I 

rates, then reported participants experience increased burglary 

burglary reductions among the participants would appear to be 

t rather than prevention. arising from displacemen 

d e for comparing the burglary rates A proce ur 

participating neighbors of O-I participants with 

of non-

those of 

of non-p~rticipant premises, and non-participating neighhors 
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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. 

P 

n . / .. ~ ," -.... 
n n I ~, P , n::;/ P I n <1\ 

, n \ N) n \n 
n P n 

"-

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 nand N). A sample of the participants 

is sel~cted as follows: 

The "neighbors" of a given premise are defined to be 
all premises located less than a distance d from it 
(e.g., d might be 500 feet). 

A participc;tn~ P is eligible for the sample only if no 
other part191pants are located closer than a distance 
2d,from it (this implies that all of the participant's 
ne1ghbors are non-participants, and that these 
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neighbors themselves have only one participant 
neighbor), and if P has been enrolled in O-I for at 
least a year. 

o The set of eligible participants is used to select the 
needed sample, based on size considerations and the 
achievement of a representative geographic distributiono 

For each participant selected for the participant sample a 

corresponding non-participant "mate" is selected as tollows: 

o The non-participant is located in the "vicinity" of 
the participant (at a distance, say, of lOd or less) • 

Q The non-participant has no participants located 
closer than a distance 0= ~d trom it (this implies that 
all of the non-participants' own neighbors are also 
non-participants) • 

s The "neighborhoods" of non-participants selected for 
the non-participant sample do not overlap. 

In Figure 4-8 the circle at the leLt encloses an O-I partici­

pant (P) eligible tor the sample, and identities all OL 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 ot displacement is made by studying the 

neighbors ot the participant sample and comparing their 

, wl.'th that OL the neighbors ot the non~ burglary experl.ence 

1 By so pairing each participant with a participant samp e. 

d by determining the burglaries for the non-participant, an 

neighbors of each during similar time periods, the above 

controls for both the burglary trend and evaluation design 

'I' of burg,lary rates wi thin the project' s for the variabl. l.ty 
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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 p'rior to P's 
enrollment is computed. Next., the number of burglaries 
they reported during the year following P's enrollment 
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. 

Q Similarly, for each sample 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. 

G Lastly, the after-to-before ratios for the sample 
participants are aVeraged and compared to the average 
of the after-to-before ratios of the sample non­participants. 

If the figures computed indicate that neighbors of participants 

experience a greater increase in burglary fOlloVlin,] the 

participants' enrollment than do neighbors of the "control" 

non-participants over similar 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 several potential sources of error. 
First, the 

displacement effect under study is necessarily that from 

participants to relatively clOse neighbors (; t t 
.... e., no 0 

neighboring communities). 
If desired, the value of "d" may 

be increased to partially offset this limitation. 
Second, some 

locations presumed to be non-participant premises may actually 

be unregistered participants. 
A costly but effective contro~ 
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for this type of error is telephone verification of non­

participant status for locations included in the non-participant 

sample and for all burg ar~ze ne~g 0 I . d . hbors Third, some partici-

pants in the sample may not have maintained their warning decals 

or even have pes e any. ... t d Th{s may be checked via either a 

telephone or field survey but, again, the costs can be consider-

able. assumes that the number Fourth, the analytic procedure 

of neighbors of locations in the participant sample will be 

t locations in the non-participant roughly equal to those 0 

sample; it one group 

other it will have a 

has signiticantly more neighbors tnan the 

higher burglary total when the burglary 

rates per location are equa~ tor bo·th groups. Since the 

atter-before comparisons of burglary rates, analysis relies on 

lout to some extent. Finally, the sizes of the two groups cance 

.. t sample (and theretore of the unless the size of the part~c~pan 

sample as well) is large enough the number of non-participant 

. will be small, since the potentially-displaced burglar~es 

. burglaries per premise per normal "attack rate!! measured ~n 

This consideration may be used to estimate year is quite low. 

t I 'zed sample by making the number of premises in an adegua e y-s~ 

the density of premise use of data on the average attack rate, 

'per square mile), and the value' locations (e6g., in premises 

ot "d". 

to pertorm the above In order analysis it is necessary to 

includes intormation on tne locations ot have a data base which 

and burglaries, including . enrollment dates; participants; the~r 
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the date and location of each. Also necessary will be the 

capabili ty to determine the distance bet\'leen 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-code'd 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 ~ necessary to determine the 

addresses of any of the Itneighbors" which figure in the 

analyses -- instead the address of each reported burglary 

during an appropriate time period ~s 
~ used to determine whether 

or not it qualifies as a neighbor of 
any location in either 

the 

I. 

participant or non-participant sample. 

Quest~on 8 - Is Stolen 0-1 Property More Likel 
Recovered by Police Than Unmarked Property? Y 

Increased recov f 

to Be 

ery 0 stolen property is one of the major 
objectives of the 0-1 program. 

The infrequent incidence of 0-1 
property recovery, however, makes evaluat~on 

~ of this aspect of 
0-1 extremely difficult. 

Any tests based on comparison of 
recovery rates for 0-1 marked 

property and unmarked property 
would be inconclusive because 

of the very small number of 0-1 
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 0-1 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 ,;"ill be draw'n from all four of 

the previously identified sources: 

o survey of experts (to gain further insight into the 
actual and potential value of property markings); 

o police records (to study property recovery rates for 
markable and unmarkable stolen property, to assess the 
amounts of markable and unmarkable property stolen, and 
to learn if 0-1 participants give police more accurate 
descriptions of stolen property than do non-participants); 

~ survey of 0-1 implementors (to learn of recent experience 
with recovery of mar~ed property); and, 

~ survey of 0-1 participants (to determine the extent to 
which 0-1 property inventory forms are used to aid in 
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 

Value of 0-1 Markings in Property Recovery? Police burglary 

detectives, and officers of pawn shop, anti-fencing, and 

recovered property units deal with property recovery problems 

on a day-to-day basis. Such individuals contacted during the 

Phase I study contributed much regarding practical and routine 

aspects of property recovery, and how these might be aftected 

by a-I. uuestions used in the Phase I field survey will be 

appropria'te for the .Phase II effort (see the Field Survey for 

the survey instrument used). By contacting a larger number of 
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1.'n the ~hase II survey than was possible for the ~hase I persnns 

L' ld Survey tor method ot selection}, the breadth {see the .1:.'1.e 

and reliability ot the previous survey findings should be 

increased. As suggested ror the other activities relying on 

this type ot data, an in-person, intormal format seems most 

appropriate. Also, the inclusion or several cities, as 

recommended earlier, will reduce possible biases arising from 

atypical circumstances in the cities contacted. consequently 

the payoft trom this type ot research is more likely to be 

a broadened understanding ot the problem than an accurate 

measurement ot it. 

2. Nhat c.::an Be Learned .b'rom Routinely .prepared .Police 

Records Regarding the Value of .property Markings in Recovery ot 

Stolen l-:ioods'? 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 agencies, and 

comparing them with the corresponding totals for property stolen 

during the same period 'of time. This makes it possible to 

(I) learn whether property recovery rates are similar for 

markable and 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 ~he recovery of all stolen markable property. 

Of course, O-I cannot be expected to do this so the assessment 

. upper bound on the nos sible improvement results will prov1.de an ~ 

rather than an estimate of the improvement itself. 

Data to be collected, based on an appropriate sample of 

. d record-s on file there, include, for a police agenc1.es an 

specified period of time: 

RM = the value of recovered markab1e property 

RU = the value of recovered unrnarkable property 

SM = the value of markable property reported stolen 

su = the value of unmarkable property reported stolen 

and su will be available from the Partial estimates of 8M 

t ' 4, which yields figures referring to research for Ques 1.on 
These should be supplemented with burglary losses only. 

tabulations for robbery and larceny. 
d su may be used to compute 

The values of RM, RU, SM, an 

six useful effectiveness measures: 

(1) RU + RM = the overall property recovery rate 
SU + 8M 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

8M 
8M + SU 

. ot the value of all property the fract1.0n 
= stolen which is markable 

of the value of all recovered 
fu~ the fraction 

-R-U~+-=RM~ = property which ismarkable 

t' of the value ot all stolen 
RM the frac 1.~~ h i e recovered and markable 

~S~U~+~S~M = property w 1.C ~ 

RM 
SM 

ry rate for mark able property = the recove 
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(6) RU = the recovery rate tor unmarkable property 
SU 

Measure (I), the overall property recovery rate, is computed 

annually by many police agencies. In St. Louisl' Missouri,for 

example, during 1912 the overall value ot recovered property, 

excluding stolen automobiles, was 10.6 
percent of the value 

stolen. Measures (~) and (4) indicate the ~ractions of the 

value ot all property stolen 'vh. iCh are t 1 s 0 en and markable, and 
recovered and markable. 

The aitterenc~ between the two tigures 

is the improvement in the recovery rate Which would be 

experienced it all stolen ma""'''able . t . 
~J~ 1 ems carr1ed O-I marks and 

if all such items were consequently recovered. 
Measure (3) is 

the traction of all recovered property which is markable; 

comparison with m a (2) 
e sure \vill indicate whether markable 

property is recovered in th 
e same proportion as it is stolen. 

Finally, measures (5) a d (6) . 
n 1ndicate the recovery rates 

for markable and unmarkable property (i.e., of the value of 

all stolen markable pr t 
oper y, how mUch is recoVered";' and, o:t the 

value or all stolen 
unmarkable property, how much ;s ..... recovered:, ) • 

These two measures are use~ul in indicating 
wnetner the recovery 

rate :tor markable property, which includes 
O-I property, may 

be different rrom t' t f 
na or unmarkable property tor reasons 

other than O-I. 

An al,terna te approach to 

benefits ot property marking 
assessment o~ the recovery 

would be to investigate the 
recovery rate for serial 

nUmber-marked pr t oper y on the assump-
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tion that serialized property can be used as a surrogate tor 

O-I property. 

Some factors attecting the validity of the analysis 

described above are: 

~ Recovered property data will include property recovered 
from simple loss, non-burglary crimes, other 
jurisdictions, and incidents which occurred in time 
periods other than that specified for the analysis. 

® Burglary and recovery data may be seasonal and subject 
to long term trends; this can be tested by collecting 
sufficient historical data on the value of property 
stolen and recovered. 

$ Some recovered property may be returned to owners without 
passing through the police property recovery room. Also, 
the extent to which this occu;n;; w'ill probably vary among 
police agencies, depending on the proper"ty recovery and 
return procedures followed • 

.a The property value estimates given in theft and recovery 
reports are sub:jeet to error. Also, the procedures for 
computing these may differ among agencies and officers. 
An alternate approach would be to compute the numbers 
of items stolen and recovered as well as the values. 
Adequate procedures for counting will be required. 

The final aspect of this part of the Phase II evaluation 

relates to the extent to which a-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 compliance 

has been given above under Question 2. 

3. Has Recent Property Recovery Experience Differed From 

the Low Levels Previousiy Reported by a-I Impl.emen"i:ors? 

of the O-I projects contacted in the Phase I Field and 
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Telephone surveys, conducted from'December 1974 through March 

1975, reported any significant, levels of property recovery 

attributable to a-I. It is suggested that this information 

be brought up to date at th6 time of the Phase II evaluation by 

reinquiring about property recovery in the Phase II 'telephone 

survey of a-I implementors. Here again, the Phase I Field 

Survey instrument may be used as the basis for conducting this 

facet of the telephone survey. 

4. Do Burglarized a-I Par~icipants Re~ort Usin~ 0-1 

Inventory Forms to Aid in Describing Stolen Property? One 

procedure for determining the extent to which 0-1 participants 

provide police with improved descriptions of stolen property 

has been described above. Since one part of the Phase II 

telephone survey of a-I participants inVOlves a 100 percent 

sample of burglarized participants in some cities (see Question 

4), a section on property recovery easily can be added which 

will solicit relevant intormation dirently trom the partici~ants. 
The types ot data sought should include: 

J. 

e how often were inventory forms used in giving property 
descriptions":' 

• Vlere the forms sometimes unavailable or lost" 

~ were items stolen not listed on the forms? and, 

~ was nny property sUbsequently recOVered? If so, is it 
known.wI:ether or not the property descriptions were 
benef~tc~al to the recovery':' 

Question 9 - Is Recovered a-I property Mor~Likely to Be 
Returned to Owners Than Unmarked Property~ 

Recovery ot an item of stolen a-I property by a pOlice 
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agency does not gua.rantee that the item will be returned to 

its o'wner. Circumstances un~er which return does not occur 

inclUde failure to Observe or recognize the meaning or the a-I 

marking on the property, inability to trace an observed marking 

to an owner, and failure to locate an identitied owner. Assess-

ment ot the property return benetits of a-I has been hindered 

by the same problem encountered in assessing its property 

recovery benefits: too few stolen a-I property items have 

been recovered to reliably examine the property return pro­

.cedures. The plan given above for Question 8, regarding the 

reco;'~;i?y o2<,;-j:olen a-I property, can, with some minor modi-

used "·t~'··'o"'''''c··o·n''d·~~'t· ~ more adequate assessment of fications, be 

O-I's property return benefits than heretofore available. The 

methodology for Question l:l v1i11 only be sununarized briefly 

here; the earlier discussion provides additional details. 

1 elements of the Phase II plan for Question 8 Applicab e 

include: 

. f police experts on property recovery, 
~ the su~vey"o . . . an in uiry regarding O-I's 

'expand7ng ~t to ~ncIU~~rn ben~fits (including a section 
potent1.al p:obl?el::tt

y
y rt~at' a-I marks might be altered or on the poss~ ~ ~ ) • 

d b the burglar or by a fence I remove y 

. records on property recovered 
use OftPO~~~~ which markable and unmark able 
~~~u~~e~nto their owners (this is discussed 
detail below); 

to determine 
i,terns are 
in more 

al sis proposed for Question 2 
reference to the ant ~ hich a-I participants complete 
regarding,the ex~enfor~sWand use them to provide police 
property ~nvent<?~. s of stolen property, since such 
with good descr~p ~ontimes used to trace recovered 
descriptions are so~e • -
stolen property to ~tsowner, 
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G the survey of O-I implementors, adding a section on 
recent experience with the return of O-I property to 
oW-!1ers; and, 

the survey of bUrglarized 0 ..... 1 participants, modified by 
the addition of questions regarding whether any of the 
property stolen was returned to the participant as a 
result of its having been marked or having been described 
in a police burglary report. 

The use of police property recovery and return records to 

explore O-I's property return benef;ts Id th I 0 ~ wou me odo og~cally 

parallel the procedure given for their use in resolving 

Question 8. Data to be cOllected include, tor a specified 

period of time: 

RN = the value of recovered markable property 

RU = the value ot recovered unmarkable property 

TM -. the value of recovered markable property traced 
returned to its mmer to and 

TU = the value of recovered unmarkable propertv traced to 
and returned to its owner ~-

and~u will be available f 
rom the analysis for Question 8. 

so only TM and TU will have t 
o be compiled to satisfy the data 

requirements for thO 
~s analysis. As for Question 8, tabulations 

for mark able and k ' 
unmar able property are used instead of figures 

for marked and unmarked property, 
since too tew marked items are 

likely to be available tor, a reliable 
assessment. Once 

estimated, the value of RM, RU, TM and 
TU are usea to compute 

six usetul measures ot f e tectiveness: 
(1) TM + TU = the, RM + RU overall property return rate 

(2) RM ::: the traction ot 
RM + RU the value ot all recovered property WhiCh is markable 

(3) TM ::: the traction ot 
TM + TU the value ot all returned property WhiCh is markable 
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, (4) 

(5) 

TM 
RM + RU 

= the traction of the value ot all recovered 
property whiCh is markable and returned 

TM = the return rate for recovered markable property 
RM 

(6) TU = the return rate for recovered unmarkable property 
Ru 

Measure (1) indicates the traction of recovered property vlhich 

is returned to owners; it provides a benc~mark against which 

some ot the other measures can be comp!::q::·eci,.." ~1e,.;:ts-qre (2), . ~:". . .. 
;. , 

computed previously tor uuestion'H" indicates ·i{he',.traction ot.~all 
" , 

recovered property which is markable -- if each such ite~ 

carried an O-I marking and could theretore.be returneo'to its 

owner this iigure would represent the maximum return rate 

achievable through O-I. Measure (3) indicates the extent to 

which recovered and returned property is markable. It may 

be compared with measure (~) to determine if markable property 

is returned in the same proportion as it is recovered. Measure 

(4) indicates the fraction ot recovered property which is 

markable and returned to its owner; the ditterence betw'een it 

and measure (~) is an estimate ot the maximum amount of 

improvement in the property return rate \vhich could be 

achieved as'a result of O-I. Measures (5) and (6) indicate 

both the fraction of recovered markable property Which is 

returned and the fraction of recovered unmarkable property 

d f ;gures which can be used to determine whether the returne, ... 

return of markable property is easier (or harder) to accomplish 

than that of unmarkable property. 
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All the potential sources of error identified for the 

corresponding analysis in Question 8 apply to the present 

analysis. An additional factor to be considered 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 model data collection and evalua­

tion plan for use by local Operation Identification (referred 

to as 0-1) projects. Identified are key data elements, infor-

mation sources, data collection procedures, quantitative 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 Identification 

projects developed for t~e Phase I study. 

The 14 questions, grouped into four evaluation areas (par-

ticipant recruitment and enrollment, burglary deterrence, prop-

erty recovery and return, and other O-I benefits), are each 

discussed in sufficient detail to permit their use without ref-

erence to the other questions. 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. 
(1) the 

This plan is based on the following assumptions: 

O-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. Pur'pes'e and Outline 

This report presents a model data collection and evalu­

ation design (or plan) for use by local Operation Identification 

(often referred to as O-I) projects. Identified for this evalu­

ation design are key data elements, specific measures, quantita­

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,1I 

also produced for the Phase I Evall,lation of O-I f for a complel:e 

discussion of the frameworks of activities.) 

B. !~~luation Questions 

the 

the 

The proposed evaluation plan is designed both to measure 

success or failure of project implementation and to test 

ultimate effects of O-I (i.e., burglary reduction and im~ 
proved property recovery and return). Th ' e quest~ons presented 

in the plan are grouped ';nto f ~ our evaluation areas. 

Recrui tment, Distribution ~;md E'n'rollment. The evaluation 

questions raised in this area are designed to help project im­

plementors assess th d' e ~rect effects of O-I project activities 

intended to: (1) persuade persons to join Operation Identifi­

cation, and (2) as ' t th ' s~s em ~n obtaini~g necessary materials, 

forms, and instructions. Questions about the quality of O-I 

project efforts are often the easiest to explore, since much 

of the evaluation data required 1s frequently generated by 
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the project itself in monitoring its own efforts. 

The specific evaluation questions for this area are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

HoW succe~sful is the O-'I project in informing 
and,recru~ting citizens for Operation Identifi­
cat~on? 

How effectively and efficiently does each recruit­
ment method used by the O-I project produce new 
participants? 

How successful are the enrollment procedures, 
forms, and equipment? . 

4. How well do O-I participants comply with project 
instructions and guidelines? 

Burglary Deterrence. The questions relating to burglary 

,deterrence, the'maj6r objective of 0-1, are designed to evaluate 

O-I's deterrent effect for both project participants and all 

households within the target area. Also included are questions 

which test the validity of alternative explanation$ for these 

• effects among O~I participants. 

The specific questions examined in this area are: 

5. Do O-I participants experience an absolute decline 
in burglary rates? 

6. Do 0-1 participants experience a decline in burglary 
rates relative to non-participants? 

7. Do 0-1 participants report a greater proportion of 
the property crimes committed against them to the 
police after joining Operation Identification? 

8 . 

9. 

Do 0-1 participants experience "false" burglary rate 
reductions because projects enroll a disproportionate 
number of recently burglarized cir.izens? 

Do households in the target area collectively ex­
perience a decline in reported burglaries because of 
Operation Identification? 

Property Recovery' and Return. The evaluation questions 

xii 

- .. ' .. 



!.!" . ri ' 
I . , 
i 

, ; 

;. 'I ' . . -

"" lJ 
. 1 
~ 

in this area 1 t re a e to the second maJ'or 1 ' c a~med benefit of 
d

O-I, 
an are: 

10. Is stolen O-I marked r 
returned to its ownerPt~perty more likely to be 

an unmarked property? 

11. Is stolen O-I marked . 
recovered by the POli~roi~rty more likely to be 

e an unmarked property? 

12. Is recovered O-I marked 
traced to its owner th property more likely to be 

an unmarked property? 

~er O-I Benefits. Two se,condary benefits are 
quently cited b ' , also fre-

y proJect ~mplementors. I Evaluation 
related to th questions 

ese_b~nefits are: 

Does an O-I ' , 
betwe~n th pro~ect ~mprove the relationsh;p 

,-, e pol~ce and 0 I ~ 
par~1c~pants? . - participants and non-

13~ 

14. Do O-I participants--use 
procedures than no _ ~o~e target-hardening 

n part~c~pants? 
These 14 evaluation questions are not designed t 

the same p urpose. 
o serve 

Some a.ddres· s ..::J' 
'..I.~rectly th 

specific ' e effectiveness of 
proJect activities and k ' 

J..:ene£~ts 

and 10), while others are d ' 
es~gned 

(questions 1 5 9 , , , 
t ' 1 o ne P project staff members monitor p , rOJect activities and 

efforts (questions 2 3 
The rem-' , 

d~n~ng questions 
, ,and 4). 

are designed to explore 
underlying reasons for the f 'I or identify the 

a~ ure 0 
(questions 6 r success of the project 

, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, and 14) . 
questions included in The particular set of 

the e 1 va uation design f 
O-I project will or an individual 

depend upon the 
resources exp t' 

of the project. , er ~se, and needs 

Three sample plans 
are suggested. 

consists of only two 
questions: 

The low effort plan' 

How many part' , 
~c~pa.nts has the 
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project enrolled (Question I)?, and what burglary deterrence 

benefits, if any, have project participants experienced (Ques­

tion 5) ?'rhis plan is recommended for projects with only 

minimal resources with Ttlhich to collect, maintain, and analyze 

the required data. If greater resources are available, the low 

effort plan can be expanded to include four additional questions 

to expand upon the burglary deterrent effects of O-I (que£tions 

6 and 9), and to monitor the imme-diate effects of the recruit-

ment and enrollment activities of the project (questions 2 and 

3). The third plan includes all 14 evaluation questions and 

requires considerably more effort . 

c. Data Sources 

Specific data items required to construct the quantitative 

measures used to test each evaluation question are obtained from 

six distinct information sources using various collection pro-

cedures, and requiring varying amounts of effort. 

1. Registration survey. Basic information about each 

participant is usually obtained when he borrows an engraving pen 

from a distribution center or has his property marked for him 

by project staff members or volunteers. collection procedures 

for obtaining other data items depend upon the characteristics 

of the individual O-I project. 

a.re: 

Three alternative collection mechanisms that can be used 

o 

o 

Participant survey at,the t~me of regis~ration (either 
self-administeJ;ed or ~nterv~ewed by proJect represen-
tati ve~-:;) . 

survey i.nformation form completed by each participant 
and returned to the project. 
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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. 0-1 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 ref.ers to summary crime statistics maint~{ned by the local 

police department for the project's target area. 

4. Individual burglary records. This source refers to 

detailed infonnation collected about individual burglaries that 

Occur after the 0-1 project has begun through the examination 

of every burglary report filed after the beginning of the 0-1 

project. Prior to the implementation of this evaluation plan, 

an accurate appraisal should be made of what required data 

items are not currently recorded on each burglary report and 

how 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 

evaluative measures with which to assess the property recovery 

and return benefits of 0-1. If such an evaluation is not 
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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 source is a survey of 

both 0-1 participants and non-participants conducted one year 

after the beginning of the project. 

Since burglary information about 0-1 participants is 

crucial to the evaluation of the burglary deterrent effects of 

0-1 two mechanisms are described in this plan for acquiring 

The recommended procedure is a post survey this information. 

of all 0-1 participants. The alternate mechanism is the 

of all resl'dential burglary reports filed during the examination 

past year. This procedure requires that the officer reporting 

, t whether the victimized household each burglary must indlca e 

displays project decals and has marked property. 

D. ScoEe of the Evaluation Plan 

, it is as specific This evaluation plan is a compromlse: 

Wl' ·thout imposing special conditions or requirements as possible 

The following,paragraphs describe upon individual projects. 

the 

the 

tl'ons structure, and limitations. plan's basic assump , 

Assumptions of the evaluation plan. Regardless of 1. 

. , ' d quality of any plan, the legitimacy of sophlstlcatlon an . 

I dependent upon accurate and objec­the final results is large Y 
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tive interpretations by project evaluators. Essential to the 

formulation of such interpretations is a complete and thorough 

understandi~g 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 

o 

o 

o 

2. 

The O-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 c~n 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. ---

The implementation of an experimental design requiring 
a 'control group is not feasible. The imposition of a 
cont:r;:oI group :tor such voluntary self-help projec"ts as 
O-I lS not a feasible evaluation design for most com­
munities. 

Automated p:r;:ocedures for data collection and analysis 
are not avallable. Few O-I projects have either the 
reso~rces or expertise to design or use computer pro­
cess7ng proc~dures. Although many police departments 
use,lnteractlve computer terminals to retrieve infor­
matl0n abou~ 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 ye~r. The o~e year minimum time span recommended 
for thlS eValuatlon plan permits an adequate amount of 
data to ~e c?llected and also minimizes the effects of 
seasonallty ln the analysis of the collected data. 

Structure of the plan. To make this evaluation plan 

as applicable to as many O-I p'ro'J·ects as ' posslble, it has been 

designed to be as "modular" as possible. This feature enables 

0-1 project evaluators to select only th ose questions; procedures, 

xvii 

and measures which are applicable to their projects. 

Each evaluation question in this plan represl:nts a 

modular unit which can be referred to without knowledge of the 

other questions. The discussion for each question includes: 

o the purpose of the question; 

o the. specific quantitative measures to monitor a project 
actlvlty or tes.t for a project effect; 

o the data items required to calculate each measure; 

o the information source for each data item; 

o difficulties with the reliability, consistency, or 
adequacy of the data; 

o specific compa.risons and analyses to make; and 

o 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 or 

more alternatives are presented, the merits a:nd drawbacks of 

each are identified; and, in some instances, particular methods 

and. data sources are recommended. 
This evaluation plan is not a 

3. Limitations of the Elan. -' 
cookbooK: for evaluating 0-1 projects. 

It does not, for example, 

include all of the specific detailS about the procedures, mea-

. :1 to implement an evaluation. 
d forms that will be requlret 

sures, an 
. d as a substitute for, but rather 

Further, the plan is not deslgne 

f . t evaluators and admi.nis-
t t the efforts 0 proJec. 

as a supplemen 0 
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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 

of the important questions and procedures about O-I projects 

that have been identified in this study. 

For each O-I project, the evaluator may want to add to or 

modify the questions and measu~Bs~hat are recommended in order 

to adapt this plan to the local environment and particular objec­

tives of his O-I project. ,It is important to note that this plan 

does not addi~ss all of the methods and project effects associ-

ated with Operation Identification projects. The specific 

questions presented herein represent only those areas deemed most 

useful and feasible for evaluation by local and state agencies. 

Evaluation questions best answer~d 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. 

recommendation is based on the Phase I assessment of O-I which 

found that no O-I project to date has documented any substan-

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 most instances, these formulas can be easily under-
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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 

using sample data is iLLustrated in Appendix F. 

D. Implementati'on Guide lines 

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 

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-

opeLation of the police officials and project staff. 

1. In'i t'ial planning. Such activities preferably should 

take place before the O-I project begins. Depending on staff 

time available and project size, initial planning efforts can 

easily require several man-months. Specific activities to b~ 

completed in this phase include: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Determination of the specific evaluation questions to 
address • 

Determination of the specific measures and data items 
required for each evaluation question. 

Review of information sources. 

Identification and contact with the principal adminis­
trators involved in implementing and evaluating the 
project. 
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o 

o 

o 

Determination of the capabilities and size of the evalu­ation staff. 

Construction of an overall evaluation schedule. 

Estimation of the total resources required for the 
evaluation. 

2. "Mo'nit'orihg' 'e'f'forts. Once the 0-1 project begins, the 

ongoing data collection efforts should be monitored on a regular 

basis by the project staff to aSSure: 

(1) on-going ev~luation data'are checked for consistency 
and errors during the collection period; 

(2) ,early resolution of ambiguities and problems with 
the collection procedures or forms; and 

(3) better recognition and assessment by the evaluator 
of secondary and unexpected result.s and non-quanti­
fiable effects which may weaken the validity of the final results. 

3. Fin'alan'a'lysis. After one year I the evaluation staff 

must draw together all of the collected data in order to examine 

each of the evaluation questions. 

The major data collection task is the completion of the 

post-survey of O-I participants and non-participants; survey 

preparation should hav.2 begun approximately three to four months 

before the survey is actually conducted. Important issues to 

be resolved in connection with Survey preparation include: 

(1) the size of each sample; 

(2) the selection process for each sample; 

(3) construction of each survey questionnaire; 

(4) pretesting the surveys; 

(5) training the interviewersi and 

xxi 
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(6) tabulating the final results. 

Other tasks include accumulation of all collected data, 

use of the information to test each question, and preparation 

of the evaluation results. 
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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 Id~ntification .,. 

(often referred to as O-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 Effectiveness," also 

produced for the Phase I Evaluation of O-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 O-I project eval-

uations, defines the characteristics of property marking pro-

grams examined for this study, outlines a simple O-I project 

model, discusses the scope and limitations of the evaluation 

plan presented, and identifies other evaluation redearch mate­

rials that can be used to supplement the plan. 

Chapter II presents an overview of the 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 evaluation question. Chapter III 

1 
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raises four questions related to recruitment and enrollment ac-

tivities; Chapter IV is devoted exclusively to questions about 

burglary deterrence; and Chapter V has three evaluation ques­

tions about the property recovery and return effects of Oper-

ation Identification. Chapter VI examine3 two secondary bene-

fits of 0-1: improved police-community relations and the use of 

0-1 projects to promote other crime prevention activities. 

Appendix A summarizes the data items required for each 

evaluation question. 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 initial hostJ.'IJ.'.ty J.'s f d' 
a J.ng as police planners 

and local government officials come t ' 
o realJ.ze the advantages 

of program evaluation. 

More important than the mere 
fulfillment of grant require-
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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: 

o collt::~ction 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; 

o more accurate and objective assessments of the actual 
effects of the projects; and 

o more accurate accounting procedures to record 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 eith~r a federal or 

state agency (frequently the case with Operation Identification 

projects), it must be decided whether the effectiveness of the 

'f' J.'ts contJ.'nued support with local funds. Fi­project justJ. J.es 

earlJ.'er evaluations can be useful in planning nally, iesults of -

, of new proJ'ects; and costly mistakes, reoog­the impll:mentatJ.on 

nized from earlier efforts, can be avoided. 

The evaluation plan outlined in this report reflects the 

"feedback" concept of evaluation (i.e., the evaluation results 

by proJ'ect implementors to improve specific ac­can be used 

) This contrasts with the "final re­tivities of the project . 

( ' rely reporting the failure or success of port II concept J. . e., me 

t 'd agency) Data items and measures are the project to an ou SJ. e . 
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described for monitoring the immediat0 effects of O-I project 

activities and evaluating their ultimate impact upon burglary 

deterrence and property recovery. 

C. A Simple Dperation' Identification Project Model 

The evaluation plan presented in ~his report is designed 

for property marking programs with t.he following characteris-

tics: 

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

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

o burglary deterrence is the major goal of the project. 

An idealized model of Operation Identification projects 

is used to categorize the evaluation questions addressed in this 

plan. The model consists of three components: participant re­

cruitment, material distribution and p~rticipant enrollment; 

burglary deterrence; and property recovery. For a brief de­

scription of each component, see pages 2 to 4 of the sun~ary 

report presented earlier in this volume ("Summary of the Assess­

ment of Operation Identification's Effectiveness ll ). 

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 

?ractical as possible for individual projects, it is necessary 

to identify data items, ;nfor t' 
~ rna ~on sources, and evaluation 

procedures as precisely as Poss;ble. I 
~ n contrast, to ensure 

the usability of the plan by as many O-I ' 
proJects as possible, 
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data items, measures, and procedures are outlined only in 

general form, leaving the lifine 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 limitations. 

1. 'Assumption's'ofthe evaluation plan. Regardless 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 1tems, e measures, 'th 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. 

o 

o 

o 

The O-I project is new. The basic pl~n assumes that 
the project will be able to evaluate ~ts efforts and 
effects from its inception. Thus, the data,n~e~s for 
the evaluation plan can be included,in the ~n1t~al 
lanning of project operations. Th~s plan can also be 

~sed to evaluate ongoing projects, but ~are ~ust be 
taken to adequately identify ch~nges Wh1Ch,W111 be 
required in both police and proJect report~ng forms 
and procedures. 

The -implementatic;m of an eXJ;erimental design requiring 
a control group 1S not feas1ble. The imposition of a 
control group for such volunt~ry self-help projects as 
O-I is not a feasible evaluat10n design for most com-
munities. 

Automated procedures for data c~llect~on an~t~nal~~is 
. "I ble Few O-I proJects ave e1 er e are n'ot aVa1 a . 
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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 0-1 projects use data processing to record or 
analyze their project data. 

o The, evaTua'tion ef'f'Ort wilT be' c'o'ntinued for at' least 
on'e' y-e'ar. The one-ye.ar minimum time span recommended 
for 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. st·ruc-ture of the plan. To make this evaluation plan 

applicable to as many 0-1 projects as possible; it has been 

desig~ed to be as "modular" as possible. This feature enables 

0-1 project e~aluators to select only those questions, procedures, 

and measures which are applicable co their projects. 

The discussion for each question includes: 

o the purpose of the question; 

o the specific quantitative measure~ to monitor the 
activity or test the effect; . 

o the data items required to calculate each measure; 

o the information source for each data item; 

o difficulties with the reliability, consistency, or 
adequacy of the data; 

o specific comparisons and analyses to make; and 

o interpretation of the evaluation results. 

For several questions 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 proJ'ects. When two or more 

alternatives are presented, the merits and drawbacks of each 
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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 0-1 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 evaluators 

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 

0-1 projects that have been identified in this study. 

For each 0-1 project, the eva1 1 ';ltor may want to add to or 

modify the questions and measures that are recommended in order 

to adapt this plan to the local environment and particular objec­

tives of the 0-1 project. It is important to note that this plan 

does not address all of the methods and project effec~s associated 

with Operation Identification projects. The specific questions 

presented herein represent only those areas deemed most useful 

and feasible for evaluation by local and state agencies. Evalu­

ation questions best answered in studies involving the exami­

nation of several 0-1 projects at the same time are identified 

in IIPlans for Phase II Evaluation Activities" (another product 

of the Phas~ I Evaluation of Operation Identification). A.s an 

example, this plan does not recommend that individual projects 

evaluate the effect of 0-1 on the burglar in terms of apprehen-

7 



sions, prosecutions, or convictions. This recommendation is 

based on the Phase I assessment of 0-1 which found that no 0-1 

project to date has documented any substantive improvement 

due to 0-1 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 most instances, these formulas can be easily under­

stood since they are simple equations which merely require the 

division of one number by another to obt'ain a percentage or rate. 

For those persons who may find that reading and interpreting 

such formulas distracts from their understanding of the measures, 

adequate explanations are usually also included in the text 

accompanying each formula. In addition, the application of each 

formula using sample data is illustrated in Appendix F. Statis­

tical procedures, when required, are also identified in the text 

and illustrated in Appendix F. 

E. Eyaluation Literature 

In addition to this plan, O-I project implementors and 

evaluators can draw upon a small but rapidly growing body of 

publications about the evaluation of criminal justice programs. 

Selected publications about the theory, methodology, and appli­

cations of program evaluation "Vlhich O-I evaluators may find 

useful are listed below. (Following the procedure used through-

out this plan, several alternative references are listed for 

each subject area; any f ~ 0 the documents suggested within 

each area can be used to introduce th e reader to that subject area.) 

8 

1. Operation Identification. The few useful evaluations 

of O-I projects or of burglary prevention programs in general 

to date include: 

o An. E..:'aluatio'n, of. Operation Identificatio'nas' IInple­
me:nted in Tllinois. 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. 

o J3ur~lary 'Prevention: Police Expectations and Ex­
p'er'~ences. T. White, K. Regan, J. Waller, and J. 
Wholey. The Urban Institute (prepared for the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice) , 
October, 1974. 

2. Evaluation of criminal justice programs. Although 

all the following documents do not deal directly with crime pre­

vention programs, each contains valuable information about the 

implementation and conduct of evaluations of criminal justice 

projects. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Evaluation of Crime Control Programs. Michael D. 
Maltz, Research operations Division, National Insti­
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, April, 
1972. 

Evaluation in Criminal Justice Programs: Guidelines 
and Examples. B. Albright, M. Baum, B. Forman, S. 
Gems,-D. Jaffe, F. Jordan, Jr., R. Katz, and P. 
sinsky. National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, June, 1973. 

Evaluation of Crime controliprogram~ ~n Califo:nia: 
A Review. California Councll on Crlm~nal Justlce, 
F-.prii, f973. 

Rou:tinizing.Eva1uati~n: Getting Feedback on,Effective-
'ssof crime and De.linquency Programs. Dan~e1 Glaser, 
~~iversity of soufhern California (prepared for :he . 
National Institute of Mental Health, Center for Stud1es 
of crime and Delinquency), 1973. 
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Evaluation Research in Corrections: A Practical Guide. 
Stuart Adams, National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, March, 1975. 

3. Evaluation methodology. General discussions about 

methods and pitfalls in the evaluation of social programs can 

be found in: 

o Practical. Program Evaluatiol1for State and Local Govern­
inent Officials. H. Hatry, R. Winnie, and D. Fisk. 
The Urban Institute, 1973. 

o Readings in Evaluation· Resear·ch . F. Caro (ed.) ,Russell 
Sage Foundation, 1971. 

o Evaluat·ionResearch: Frinc·iplesand Practice in Public 
Service and so·cia1 ActionPrograrns. E. Sucfirilan, Russell 
Sage Foundation, 1967. 

o Evaluation Research: Methods of Assessing Program 
Effect'iveness. c. Weiss, Engelwood Clirfs, N. J.: 
Prentice Hall, 1972. 

4. Survey methodology. Two excellent discussions of the 

practical use of public surveys for program assessment are: 

o An Introducti~n toS~mple Surveys for Government Man­
agers. C. We~ss anGrH. Hatry. The Urban Institute, 
1971. 

o Obtaining Citizen Feedback: The Application of Citizen 
Surveys to Local Governments. K. Webb and H. Hatry. 
The Urban Institute, 1973. 
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CHAPTER II. EVALUATION PLAN 
-< 

A. Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the main 

components of the evaluation plan for individual 0-1 projects, 

with paJ:ticular attention to the nontechnical and administrative 

elemen.ts of the plan. Included in this chapter are'! the 

specific evaluation questions addressed; the required data 

elements, collection procedures, and information sources; the 

principal tasks required for implementation of the plan; and 

finally, a guide to estimating the costs of the evaluation 

effort. 

f the plan (i.e., experimental 
The technical aspects 0 

and statistical analyses) are 
designs, operational measures, 

for each evaluation question in chapters III through 
presented 

VI. 

B. Evaluation Questions 

The proposed evaluation plan is designed both to measure 

f pro]'ect implementation and to test the 
the success or failure 0 

ultimate 

property 

plan are 

effects 
of O-I (i.e., burglary reduction and improved 

recovery and return). The questions presented in the 

f our evaluation areas which are closely 
grouped into 

related to the major ts O f tho 0-·1 project model intro-componen ~ 

duced in Chapter I. 
The evaluation 'b t' and Enrollment. 'tment Distr~ u ~on, 

Recru~ , . . .. 
this area ~~e designed to help project 

questions raised in " 
11 
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implementors 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 O-I 

l-Iroject effor'(~~ are often the easiest to explore, since much of 

the evaluation data required are frequently generated by the 

project itself in monitoring its Own efforts. 

The specific evaluation questions for this area arB: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

How s~c~essf~l,is the O-I project in informing and 
recru~tlng c~tlzens for Operation Identification? 

How effectively and efficiently does each recruit­
ment method used by the O-I project produce new participants? 

How sUccessful are the enrollment procedures 
forms·, and equipment? , 

~ow well,do O-I participants comply with project 
~nstruct~ons and guidelines? 

Each of these questions is discussed in Chapter III. 

Burglarl Deterrence. The questions relating to burglary 

deterrence, the major obJ"ective of O-I, d' 
are es~gned to evaluate 

households within the taroet area. 1 
~ A so included are questions 

O-I's deterrent effect for both proJ"ect t" 
par ~c~pants and all 

which test the validity of alternat;ve 
~ explanations for these 

effects among O-I participants. 

The specific questions examined in this area are: 
5 .. 

Do O-I participants experience an absolute decline in burglary rates? 

6. 
Do O-I part~cipants experience a decline in burglary 
rates relatJ.,ve to non-participants? 
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7. Do O-I participants report a greater proportion ot 
the property crimes committed against them to the 
police after jOining Operation Identification? 

H. Do O-I participants experience "false" burglary rate 
reductions because proJects enroll 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 IV. 

Property Recovery and Return. The evaluation questions 

in this area relate to the second major claimed benefit of O-I, 

and are: 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Is stolen O-I marked property more likely to be 
returned to its owner than unmarked property? 

Is stolen O-I marked property more likely to be 
recovered by the police than unmarked property? 

Is recovered O-I marked property more likely to 
be traced to its owner than unmarked property? 

Each of these questions is discussed in Chapter Vo 

Two secondary benefits are frequently Other O-I Benefits. 

cited by project implementors. Two evaluation questions relatp,d 

to these benefits are: 

13. 

14. 

I ro'ect improve the relationship between 
Does anl,o- Pd 6-I participants and non-participants? the pOlce an. 

." t" pants use more target-hardening Do O-I par ~c~ ." t? 
procedures than non-partlc~pan s. 

evaluation questions are not designed to serve These 14 . 

the same purpose. dl'rectly the effectiveness of Some address 

d benefits (questions 1, 5, 9, specific project activities an 

designed to help project staff members and 10), While others are 

13 
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monitor project activities and etrorts (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 O-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 PL]I....NS 

Evaluation Questions Included 
Evaluation Effort 

Plan Required 

A Low 

B Medium 

C High 

Evaluative 

1, 5 

1, 5, 9 

1, 5, 9, 10 

14 

Monitoring: 

2, 3 

2, 3, 4 

Exploratory 

6 

6, 7, 8, 11 
12, 13, 14 

upon the burglary deterrent effects of O-I, while questions 2 

an? 3 are directed at monitoring the immediate effects of the 

recruibnen~ and enrollment activities of the project. The third 

plan includes all 14 evaluation questions and requires considerably 

more effort than either Plan A or B. 

c. Data Sources 

Included in the discussion of each evaluation question in the 

following chapters are quantitative measures for testing the 

question, and the specific data items required to construct 

each measure. Some data elements are used in measures for 

several different questions. In this section, all data items 

required for this plan are identified and grouped into six sets, 

each of which represents a different data source. 

The relationships between the information sources, the 

data elements, and the evaluation questions are summarized in 

Tables A-3 through A-7. Each table cross-tabulates the required 

f h ;nformat;on source with each of the 14 data elements rom eac ~ ~ 

evaluation questions. As a result, O-I project evaluators can 

. be addressed, given any group of determine what quest~ons ca.n 

h can determine what data items need data items; conversely, t ey 

not be collected if some of the questions are not addressed. 

The data items and.the information source fox each are 

discussed below. Each data item is identified by a label with 

the format LL.X where LL is a two-letter prefix indicating the 

and X is a sequence number of the item information source, 

vli thin the source 0 
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1. Registration survey. The first data source is the 

participant himself; information collected either at the time 

he enrolls in the project or shortly thereafter is listed in 

Table 2.2. The prefix used to designate each data item is 

RI (Rt~gistration Information). 

Data items RI.l through RI.4 must be collected at 

registration. Selection of the collection procedures to obtain 

the remaining data items (RI.S through RI.18) should be based 

on the characteristics of the individual 0-1 project. Three 

alternative collection mechanisms that can be used are: 

o Survey information is obtained at the time of 
registration. With this procedure, all of the data 
items are obtained from each participant at the time 
of registration either by personal interview or a 
self-administered questionaire. This procedure may 
be most convenient when property marking services are 
provided by trained personnel at the participant's 
home. If done by volunteers, however, the quality of 
the collected data may be diminished. If registration 
is done at pen distribution sites, several problems 
may arise~ (1) site workers may not have time to 
coll~ct the information; (2) voluntary or part-time 
workers may produce inconsistent data; and (3) 
participants may be unwilling to spend the time to 
answer all of the questions. 

o Survey information form is completed by each participant 
and returned to the project. This procedure avoids 
lengthy interviews at the registration site and allows 
the participant to fill out the form when he has time. 
Shortcomings of this method are the possibility that 
many participants will not return the form, and that 
a project staff person may not be available to assist 
in its completion. 

o Surve information is obtained by telephoning each 
part~c~panto Th~s met od avoids Eurdening distribution 
center personnel, yet retains personal contact with' 
each pa~ticipant. Problems include the difficulty of 
contact~ng each participant, their unwillingness to 
answ7r questions, and the manpower and resources 
requ~red to conduct the surveys. 

16 

Table 2-2 

DATA ITEMS COLLECTED FROM PROJECT PARTICIPANTS AT OR SOON AFTER 
THE TIME OF REGISTRATION* 

Label 

RLI 

RIo 2 

RI.3 

RI.4 

RI.5 

RL6 

RIo 7 

RL8 

RL9 

RI.IO 

RLII 

RI.12 

RI.13 

RL14 

RI.15 

RI.16 

RI.17 

RI.18 

Data Item 

Participant name and address 

Participant telephone number 

Participant personal data (age, race, sex, 
and income level) 

Date joined project 

0-1 number used 

Number and type of property items engraved 

How participant first heard about 0-1 

Most useful information source about O-I 

Reason for joining project 

Number of times burglarized in the last 
two years 

Date of each burglary and whether reported 
to the police 

Amount ($) taken in each burglary 

Was at least one property item ever returned 
for each burglary? 

Time from each burglary to return of first 
item 

Problems encountered with materials, forms, 
or instructions 

suggestions for project improvement 

Other crime prevention techniques in use or 
currently being added. 

Attitude toward the police 

h RI. 4 must be obtained at the * _ Data items RI.l throug 
time of registration . 
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2. 0-1 project files. Data items usually collected and 

maintained by the project itself are listed in Table 2-3. Both 

the ~efinition and calculation of participant-years (or months) 

are explained in Chapter IV. 

3. Target area crime statistics. Summary crime data 

to be collected for the target area, and miintained by the local 

police department, are listed in Table 2-4. Data Items CD.l and 

CD.2 should be obtained for a two-year period prior to the begin­

ning of the 0-1 project. 

4. Individual burglary records. The specific data items 

to be collected about individual burglaries that occur after the 

0-1 project has begun-are shown in Table 1-S. Collection of this 

information requires examination of every burglary report filed 

after the beginning of the 0-1 project. 

Label 

PF.l 

PF,.2 

PF.3 

Table 2-3 

DATA ITEMS COLLECTED FROM THE 
0-1 PROJECT FILES 

Data Item 

Total number of participant-years 
(participant-months if possible) 

Total amount or resources (monies and 
man-hours) spent on O-I recruitment 
activities 

Total amount of resources (monies and 
man-hours) spent on O-I enrollment 
activities 
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Table 2-4 

REPOR'rED CRIHE STATISTICS REQUIRED 
FOR THE O-I TARGET AREA 

Label Data Item 

CD.l Annual burglary data 

CD.2 Monthly burglary data 

Table 2-5 

DATA ITEMS OBTAINED FROH REPORTED 
BURGLARIES THAT OCCUR IN THE TARGET 

AREA AFTER THE BEGINNING OF THE 
0-1 PROJECT 

Label Data Item 

BR.l 

BR.2 

BR.3 

BR.4 

BR.S 

BR.6 

* -

Number of reported burglaries 
in target area (households 
di~playing decals) 

Number of reported burglaries 
in target area (households 
with marked property) 

Date each burglarized 0-1 household 
joined project 

Amount ($) stolen from each burglarized 
0-1 household 

Total number of marked items (SPIs)* 
stolen 

Total number of unmarked items (SPls) 
stolen 

See Chapter V for the definition of SPI (selected 
property item) 0 
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Prior to the implementation of this evaluation plan, an 

accurate appraisal should be made of those data items listed 

in Table 2-5 which are not currently recorded on each burglary 

report, and how willing the police are to modify their reporting 

forms to capture the required data. 

5. Police property room reco'rds. The data items collected 

from property room records (Table 2-6) are used exclusively to 

provide evaluative measures with which to assess the property 

recovery and return benefits of 0-1. 
If such an evaluation is 

not desired, none of these data items need be collected. 
In 

recording information about the recovery and return of property 

by the police, only a limited subset of property types, defined 

by each project, is monitored (e.g., information may be collected 

only for stolen television sets and radios) . 
The advantages of 

using a restricted data base are discussed in Chapter V. 
Each 

project should also define the terms IImarked" and "returned to 
owner. II 

Since projects use a variety of 0-1 identifiers and 

marking systems, a clear, operational definition of "marked", 

easily understood by property room personnel, is essential to 

insure the consistency of property room data. 
Similarly, IIreturned 

to owner
ll 

must also be operationally defined in order to identify 

clearly when a piece of property is, in fact, returned to its 

owner (e.g., is an item considered "returned" if its Owner is 

identified, but the property is held as evid,ence for t' I?) 
- a r~a. • 

6. Post survez. 
The final data source is a survey of both 

0-1 participants and non-participants conducted either in 

20 
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Table 2-6 

DATA ITEMS COLLECTED FROM 
POLICE PROPERTY ROOI1 RECORDS 

Label Data Item ----
PR.! Number of unmarked property itemsa (SPIs) 

recovered 

PR.2 Number of u~arked property items (SPIs) 
returned to owners 

Number of unmarked property items (SPIs) 
returned to owners in the target area 

PR.4 Number of markedc property items (SPIs) 
recovered 

PR.6 

a. 

bo 

c. 

Number of marked property items (SPIs) 
returned to owners 

Number of marked proper~y items (SPIs) 
returned to m,mers ~n the targe·t area 

"property items ll refer to spe<?J.:tl.c property types 
defined by the individual proJects. " , 
"returned ll definition established by the J.ndJ.vJ.dual 

projectso d f' 't~on established by the individual "marked" e J.nJ. ..... 
projects. 

h one year after the beginning of the proj­person or by telep one 

t " ts can be obtained from the ect. (Identity of 0-1 par J.cJ.pan 

project registration files.) 

, b t 0-1 participants is crucial Burglary informatJ.on a ou' 

to the evaluation -of the burglary deterrent effects of 0-1, and 

the recommended mechanism for acquiring this the post-survey is 

information~ method is the examination of all An alternate 
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residential burglary reports filed during the past year. The 

officer reporting a burglary must indicate whether the household 

displays decals (data item BR.I) or has marked property (data 
item BR.2). 

Data items obtained from all participants are shown in 

Table 2-7. The information collected from burglarized O-I 

participants includes all data items in Table 2-7 and those 

listed in Table 2-8. The post-survey information obtained from 

non-partici~ants is listed in Table 2-9. 

Label 

PS.I 

PS.2 

PS.3 

PS.4 

PS.5 

PR.6 

IJ.\able 2-7 

POST-SURVEY DATA OBTAINED FROM 
O-I PARTICIPANTS 

Data Item 

Problems with the O-I project 

O-I number Used 

Number of decals used 

Number and type of property items inventoried 

Number of crime prevention methods used since 
jpining the O-I project 

Attitude toward the police 
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Label 

PS.7 

PS.B 

PS.9 

PS.lO 

PS.ll 

Label 

PS.13 

PS.14 

PS.lS 

PS.16 

PS.17 

PS.lB 

PS.19 

PS.20 

PS.21 

PS.22 

Table 2-B 

POST-SURVEY DATA OBTAINED FROM 
BURGLARIZED O-I PARTICIPANTS 

Data Ij:em 

Number of times burglarized since joining 
the O-I project 

Date of ~ach burglary and whether reported 
to the police 

Amount stolen in each burglary 

'. marked property (SPls) Number of burglarles, 
stolen 

Number of burglaries, marked property (SPIs) 
returned 

Table 2-9 

POST-SURVEY DATA OBTAINED 
FROM NON-PARTICIPANTS 

Data Item 

Percent aware of th,e O-I project 

How did each first • ....? hear about the O~I proJec~. 

of information about the Most. useful source 
O-I project 

who want to join Percent 

fo r not joining previously Reasons 

mb of crime prevention Nu er 
during the past. year 

Quality of police services 

activities used 

, 'n the past year Number of burglarles 1 

Date of each burglary 

b r of burglaries, a~y property Num e 
stolen 

any stolen property Number of burglaries, 
returned 
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D. Implementation Guidelines 

This section presents a checklist of specific activities 

for each phase of the evaluation plan. The contribution of 

these activ'ities to the quality of the final €>valuat,ion cannot 

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 

cooperation ot the police officials and project staff. 

1. Initial planning. Such activities preferably should 

take place before the 0-1 project begins. Depending on staff 

time available and project sizef initial planning efforts can 

easily require several man-months. Speci:tic activities to be 

completed in this phase include: 

o D~sermination o:t the spcc~tic.evaluation questions to 
aadress. What are the Ob]ect1ves df the project? 
Are there u~usual circumstances, peculiar to this 
proJect, wh1ch should be examined? 

o Dete~mination of the specific measu~es and data items 
regu1red tor each evaluation questIon .. 

o 

o 

o 

Review of information sources. Nhat data items can be 
collected trom existing data sources? In what form are 
t~e d~ta? Are they reliable and completet What modi­
f1cat10ns must be made to existing records or procedures! 
What new data sources are required? 

Identific:ation an<;t c<:mtact with the principal adminis­
tra~ors 1nvolved 1n 1mplementing and evaluating the 
p~oJec~" DO~s each person understand \'l11at the evalua­
t1on. effort ~s desi~ned to accomplish-,:' Is each aware 
of h1S role 1n the 1mplementation of the evaluation 
plan? Does each approve interventions or modifications 
necessary to collect s~me of· the evaluation data? 

Determi~ation of the capabilities and size of 'th 
ev~!~a~10ry staf~: What professIonal: ~dministra~ive 
ana ~echn1cal SK1lls are needed (e.g.~ knowl~~ge of ' 
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t~e local police system, construction and implementa­
t~on of surveys, statistical analysis of data)? Who 
w~ll collect and maintain the data for the evaluation 
f1les? Can 0-1 project staff members and police 
officers collect data? 

o ~~truction of an overall evaluation" schedule. What 
lead times are required for the preparation of the 
data collection forms? Hmv frequently will the data 
be tabulated? How much time will be required for 
analy.sis and preparation of evaluation findings? 

o Estimat~on of the tota~ resources required for the 
evaluat10n. How much will be expended for the 
evaluation;staff, ou~side consultants, data collection 
forms, and office space and supplies? From what 
st.Jurces will these resources be obtained? 

One of the most important activities identified above is 

-
the review of the information sources. Careful attention to 

this task will assure that accurate information about all key 

items is obtainable. Gnidelines reviewing each of the six data 

sources identified for this evaluation plan are discussed 

below: 

o Registration survey. Once the method of data collection 
from this source has been determined, collection 
procedur-es and forms must be prepared, then coordinated 
with the registration process to ensure that all required 
data items are obtained as efficiently as possible& 
Training, or at least a set of instructions, for each 
site worker, is desirable. (See Appendix B for a sample 
registration questionnaire.) 

o ·0-1 project files. Although it is not critical that the 
exact form of the data items maintained in the project 
files be determined prior to the beginning of the 0-1 
project, the format of the project records and who will 
be responsible for their maintenance should be considered. 

o Target area statistics. The required crime data items 
should exist in a form usable for the evaluation plan. 

o Individual burglary records. Information should be 
secured before the project begins as to exactly what 
information items can be obtained about .each burglary, 
and procedures necessary to capture that data. Whether 
acquisition of the required burglary data is easy or 
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next to impossible, the collection process must be well 
qefined, and clearly understood by both the police and 
project personnel affected. 

o Police pro~erty room records. An accurate assessment of 
the feasib~lity of obtaining the required data from the 
police property room should be made during the initial 
planning phase. If the decision is made to collect 
property recovery and return data, collection procedures 
and forms used should be constructed with the help of 
a person thoroughly familiar with property room proce­
dures. If the data collection is to be performed by 
property room personnel, they should receive necessary 
training about the nature of the information to be 
collecte~.!. 

o ~t~survey. The only initial planning activity 
requ~red for this data source is its inclusion in both 
the evaluation schedule and the total cost estimate or 
the evaluation effort. 

2. Monitoring efforts. Once the O-I project begins, the 

ongoing data collection efforts should be monitored on a reg­

ular basis by the project staff to assure: 

(1) data are.checked tor consistency and errors during 
the collection period; 

(2) early resolution of ambiguities and problems with 
the collection procedures or forms; and 

(3) better recognition and assessment by 'bhe evaluator 
of secondary and unexpected results'and non­
quantifiable effects. 

3. Final analysis. After one year, th~ evaluation staff 

must draw together all of the collected data in order to examine 

each of the evaluation questions. 

The major data collection task is to complete the post-, 

survey of O-I participants and non-participants; survey prep­

aration should have begun approximately three to four months 

before ,the survey is actually conducted" Important issues to 

be resolved in connection with survey preparation include: 
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(1) the survey method (Le. r on-site interviews or 
telephone) ; 

(2) the size of each sample; 

(3) the selection process for each sample; 

(4) construction of each survey questionnaire (see 
appendixes C, Dr and E) ; 

(5) pretesting the surveys; 

(6) training the interviewers; and 

(7) tabulating the final results. 

Other tasks include accumulation of all collected data, 

use of the information to test each question, and preparation 

of the evaluation results. 

E. Evaluation costs 

The total resources to be expended on this evaluation 

plan depend on several factors, including the type of evaluation 

desired, the size and scope of the O-I project, and the 

existence and usability of records maintained by both the O-I 

project and the local police department. Each of these issues 

must be thoroughly examined before realistic cost estimates 

can be made. 

the cost Of using this evaluation plan for In estimating 

their project, O-I evaluators should: 

(1) Identify each of the major tasks required 
'wi thin each phase of the plan (Table 2-10 
reviews the principal tasks); 

(2) . the total amount of time ~nd effort 
Est~~at~ 'for each,task~"These. e~t~~ate~ should 
requ~re t" ted'by conferring w~th proJect and 
be ~Ubstafnf' ~~ als involved" in each task; and 
pol~ce 0 ~c~ 
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'l'Gble 2-10 

PRINCIPAL TASKS REQUIRED FOR EA.CH PHASE 
OF THE PROPOSED O-I EVALUATION. PLAN 

Phase 

Ini tial Plannin'g 

Project Monitoring 

Final Analysis 
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Principal Tasks 

• Adapt the evaluation plan to 
local project 

oRev~ew existing data Sources 
Des~gn data collection forms 
Contact project and police 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

personnel 
Design registration survey 

forms 
Coordinate the preparation 

and distribution of all 
data collection forms 

Periodically contact projec~ 
and police personnel ~ 

Correct data collection 
problems 

Code and tabulate evaluation 
data 

Maintain project files 

Prepa:e post-survey inter­
V~ew forms 

• 
Select post-survey sample 
Coordinate implementation 

of the post-survey 

• 

• 

Code and tabulate all 
collected data in final 
for:m 

Compare and analyze tabulated 
data 

Prepare evaluation report 

, • J •• , ~_ 

, ... ---
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_. _ c 

---------

(3) Identify the specific skills required for each 
task, (e:9., data coding, survey construction, 
statJ.stJ.cal analysis). 

With this informatJ.'on, the specJ.'fJ.'c kinds of expertise 

needed can be identified and the total amount of effort required 

from each can be estJ.'mated. Th t' , ese es J.mates, J.n turn, can be 

used to obtain a total cost estimate for the proposed evaluation 

plan. The results of past evaluations indicate that resources 

expended for evaluation personnel and services usually represent 

almost all of the total cost of an evaluation. 

Few O-I proJects actually pay tor all of the manpower 

resources they use tor the evaluation of their project. Very 

often, the effort is incorporated into the administration of 

the.project and evaluation becomes part of the overall cost 

of the project. In addition, some or all of the data collection 

efforts requried are frequently obtained without cost by using 

project and police personnel. 

As a result, the visible costs for the evaluation of an 

0-1 project frequently appear deceptively small. Unfortunately, 

the practice of absorbing part or all of the evaluation costs 

has helped to foster the misbelief that evaluation efforts are, 

in fact, low cost ventures that can be easily tacked onto 

existing projects. Whether evaluation costs are visible or not, 

project evaluators should make every effort, possible during the 

initial planning stage to accurately identify and cost all of 

the efforts associated with the proposed evaluation plan. The 

determination of a realistic plan depends, to a very large degree, 

29 



" 

,. 
,I 
\ ' :1 
" I :I ! 

\1 
I 

upon a thorough review of the total resources that will be 

required and an accurate appraisal of the potential resources 

that will be available. 
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CHAPTER III. PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT 
AND ENROLLMENT 

A. Introduction 

The four evaluation questions examined in this chapter 

are designed to assess the effectiveness of those O-I activities 

directed at participant recruitment and enrollment. For each 

question, one or more quantifiable measures are introduced, 

their advantages and shortcomings are identified, and the spe­

cific data items needed to compute each are defined. Collection 

difficulties, data z'eliability problems, and the amount of in­

formation needed are discussed when applicable. 

B. Question 1: How Successful is the O-I Project in Informing 
an.d Recruiting citizens for Operation Identification? 

The objectives of O-I recruitment efforts are to educate 

the public about the purpose and need for Operation Identifica-

tion, and to persuade citizens to voluntarily join the project. 

Two measures are used to address Question 1. They are: 

(1) the number of participants who join the project; and 

(2) the proportion of the population that is aware of the 
project. 

1. Number of participan~s. This measure is a direct 

count of the number of persons actually enrolling in the project 

as reflected by the information collected at the time of regis­

tration (data items RI.l, RI.2, and RI.4). The full impact of 

the recruitment effort cannot be ade~lately assessed unless 

accurate records about project participants are maintained. 

poorly kept participation totals not only fail to reflect the 
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O-I recruitment efforts, but also hamper the evaluation of the 

true burglary deterrent effect of the project. 

Assuming that the number of project participants is known 

at the end of one year of project operation, what level of par-

ticipation represents a "successful" recruitment effort? Most 

O-I project implementors have found it much harder than they 

first believed to recruit more than a small proportion of the 

households in their target areas. The Telephone Survey conducted 

as part of this study revealed that only 10 of the 49 contacted 

projects more than a year old (20.4 percent) had recruited more 

than 10 percent of thei.r target population. These results sug­

gest that a realistic, first-year recruitment goal for most O-I 

projects would be the enrollment of between 5 and 10 percent of 

the target households. 

The recruitment results attained during the first year can 

also be used as a guide in estimating future citizen partici-

pation, and the experience gained should be helpful in identify­

ing and eliminating unproductive promotional activities. A 

serious difficulty with the use of the number of participants to 

measure recruitment effects is the fact that persons initially 

enrolled in the project are very likely to be the easiest to re.-

cruit. As the number of participants increases, however, the 

remaining group of non-participants includes individuals who are 

more difficult to recruit; and, as a result, the efficiency of 

the recruitment;. process (i.e., the number of new participants re­

cruited for each unit of resources expended) is likely to de­

cline. 
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Another factor which may hinder recruitment efforts 

in future years is the loss of manpower and financial support 

for the project. Local Operation Identification projects ini­

tiated with fi.nancial support from federal or state agencies 

cannot, as a rule, rely on that support inde.fini tely. Projects 

relying upon free advertising and promotional assistance from 

local radio and television stations often find it increasingly 

difficult to retain such support as the "newness" of the O-I 

project diminishes. Similarly, volunteer help from civic and 

. b' 'ngly scarce as other community organizations may ecome 1ncreaS1 

projects, in need of more immediate. help, arise to compete for 

support. 

O-I project implementors should carefully consider each of 

these issues when establishing realistic participation goals for 

future years, .... and ;n estimating the total resources required to 

achieve them. 

2. Awareness of the ,O-I project. This secondary measure 

between public awareness of O-I and pub-' attempts to distinguish 

lic willingness to join the program. Tw"o measures are used to 

, They are: make this compar1son. 

(1) 

(2) 

t of the target area population, 
the perfcenthe Operation Identification proJect, aware 0 -
A(%), and 

of t hose persons aware of O-I who the percent 
have joined the project, J(%). 

To obtain A(%) and J(%), use 
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A(%) = 

(3.1) 

and 

J(%) = 

(3.2) 

where 

estimated number ) (total nUmber) 
of non-participants + of O-I 
aware of the O-I ro'ect artici ants 

(total number of households) (100) 

A{%) = 
Nnp Pa + Np 
-----(100) H 

(
total number of ) 
O-I participants 

(estimate~ ~umber of ---:\~--(~t-o-t""a-l=---n-um-b-e-r) (100) 
non-partJ.cJ.pants aware} + of O-I 
of the O-I project / participants 

J (%) 

H = the total number of households in the target area; 

= the total number of registered project partici­
pants (data items RI.l, RI.2, and RI.4); 

the total number of non-participants in the target 
area (Nnp = H - Np)i and 

Pa = the proportion of non-participants who are aware 
of the O-I projec·t (data item PS.12). 

The expressions for A(%) and J(%) can be simplified if the 

proportion of target area households participating in the project 

is used in place of Np and H (i.e., let Pt = Np/H); then 

(3.3) A(%) = [(l-P t ) Fa + Pt ] (100) 

and 

(3.4) Pt 
J(%) = (lOO) [(l-Pt) Pa + Pt ] 

ObviC'.lsly, the reliability of both A.(%) and J(%) depend 

upon the accuracy of the data collected both at the time of reg­

istration and during the post-survey. The registration files 
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must accurately reflect the true number of participants, and 

the post-survey sample of non-participants must be representative 

of all n?n-participants in the t~rget area and large enough to 

provide an accurate estimate of the awareness level. 

The findings of several O-I projects contacted during this 

study indicate that public awareness levels of 60 to 80 percent 

can be achieved within a year or two with a well-organized pro­

motional campaign, but that only 10 to 20 percent of the citizens 

aware of the project actually participate. 

To estimate the maximum participation level for an indi­

vidual project, the percent of non-participants who are aware of 

the O-I project and want to join, P;, can be used (data item 
.J 

PS.15). If 100 percent public awareness of the project is as­

sumed, the maximum participation level, Ptmax1 can be estimated 

with: 

(3.5) Ptmax = Pt + Pj (1 - Pt ). 

This formulation assumes that all citizens can be made aware of 

the project, and that Pj will not change in the future. 

This estimate of the maximum number of participants becomes 

more useful when combined with the cost estimates of the project. 

The total cost, C, required to achieve the maximum participation 

level can be estimated using the formula: 

(3.6) C = (cost per participant) (Ptmax) (H) . 

The cost of recruiting each participant, Cpr can be estimated by 

the total recruionent and enrollment costs of the O-I dividing 
. 2 d PF.3) by the total number of partic­project (data items PF. an 
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ipants, Np • Although simple in concept, an accurate deter-

mination of all of the resources expended for an O-I project can 

be a very difficult task, particularly when several funding 

sources are' used, and considerable amounts of lifree" mahpOwp.?- are 

pr.ovided by gove~nment or private agencies. Nevertheless, indi-

vidual project evaluators are urged to attempt these cost esti-

mates in order to obtain some indication of what the total cost 

of the project may become. This study has shown that per-partic-

ipant costs can be much higher than anticipated, and that few 

projects to date have realistically assessed total resources 

needed to achieve effective participation levels. 

3. Citiz~n attitudes. Two additional non-quantitative 

data items may also provide useful insights into the different 

perceptions of the 0-1 project by participants and non-partici-

pants. 
When registering, participants would be asked to indicate 

why they are joining the project (data item RI.9). 
In the post-

survey, non-participants who indicate that they do not want to 

join the project would be asked why not (data item 
PS .16) • 

Their answers may aid project implementors ;n 
~ planning furture 

promotional strategies. 

C. 
Question 2: How Effectively and Eff" .".,',., '" 
ment Method U§"ed by the 0'-1 P , ,i, , t, lClently Does Each Recrui t­

rOJec Produc'e' Ne'v(P'a'rt'i'c'ipahtS? 

An important element of tho -
lS eValuation plan is assessment 

of th~ relative merits of the 
various promotional strategies to 

educate the public and 
recruit O-I participants. 

Each recruit­
ment strategy can be exam;ne'd . 

.... In two ways'. f' lrst, how effective 
36 
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is it (i.e., how many persons are informed and how many partici­

pants are recruited?); and second, how efficient is it (i.e., 

how many dollars or manhours are expended for each new partici­

pant?)rt The advantages to the individual project in exploring 

these issues can be significant. Resources for the promotion 

of O-I usually constitute the major cost of a project, and early 

recognition of ineffective or inefficient techniques can produce 

substantial savings. 

1. Effectiveness of individual recruitment methods. Both 

participants and non-participants who are aware of the project 

are asked to identify (1) how they first learned about the O-I 

program; and (2) what information source was most useful to them 

in explaining the O-I concept and providing basic information on 

how to join the local project. 

The distribution of answers given by participants and non­

participants to the first of these questions (data items RI.7 

and PS.13, respectively) can be used to assess which promotional 

techniques reach the most persons. The answers given by both 

groups to the second question (data items RI.8 and PS.14) can 

be used to indicate how participants came to understand the O-I 

concept. 

It must be emphasized that the responses to these ques-

t.ions will be based on t.he memory and opinions of both partici-

.. t Hence, firm conclusions should be pants and non-partlclpan s. 

drawn only in the most obvious cases. Even s,o, the distribution 

of answers can be used to recognize and eliminate promotional 

37 



rl 

i I 
I 
I 
i 

methods found to be particularly ineffective. 

This 2. Efficiency of individual recruitment methods¢ 

measure is designed to evaluate individual recruitment methods 

on the basis of unit cost (i.e., how much does it cost to re­

cruit each participant with this method?). Two kinds of infor-

mation are required for each method: (1) the number of citizens 

informed or recruited; and (2) the amount of resources expended. 

The number of citizens informed and recruited by each 

method can be estimated by the effectiveness level measures dis-

cussed above. The amount of resources expended for each method 

is more difficult to obtain; it should include the total amount 

of monies and manpower used (data items PF.2 and PF.3). Then 

the awareness efficiency, Aj, of each method j can be compute~ 

with 

(who first heard of 0-1 who first heard of 0-1 with 
In,umber of particiPantS) + (number of non-participants ) 

Aj =\with method j method j 
~total cost of method j) 

(3.7) 

where 

Napj = 

H = 

Np = 

Pa = 

[Napj + (H-Np ) (Pa ) (Panj)] 
C· ] 

number of participants who first heard of 
0-1 through method. j (data item RI.7); 

total number of households in the target area; 

total number of participants (data items RI.l, 
RI.2, and RI.4) , 

proportion of non-partic'ipants who are·· aware of 
the 0-1 project (data it:em PS .12) ; 
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Pan]' = pro t' l?or ~on of non-participants aware of the 
proJec~, who first heard of it'through medhod j 
(data ~tem PS.13); and 

Cj = total resources expended for method j 
(data items PF.2 and PF.3) . 

The recruitment efficiency, Rj' of each method j is com-, 

puted with 

(3.8) 

where 

{~umber of participants who cited 
R' = J as the most informative 

J (total cost of method j) 

R· =~ 
J C. 

J 

methOd) 

= number of participants who cited method j as 
most informative (data item RI.8); and 

Cj = total resources expended for method j 
(data items PF.2 and PF.3) • 

The past findings of several 0-1 projects indicate that 

promotional techniques differ considerably in their effectiv'e-

ness and efficien(:y levels. For example, while large numbers of 

persons can be made aware of the project with mass media adver­

tising, the recruitment benefits of these methods as measured by 

the number of participants enrolled are often quite poor. On the 

other hand, door-to-door canvassing appears to be very effective 

in recruit~ ~ new participants, but relatively inefficient in 

terms of the number of persons contacted. 

To date, very few 0-1 projects have successfully assessed 

the relative merits of their recruitment procedures. Instead, 

many projects collect cOl1~siderable amounts g-~. ~elati vely useless 
- -

data about their recruitment efforts--for example, activity logs 
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describing recruitment efforts in terms of the numbers of group 

meetings addressed, persons contacted, and news stories issued. 

Unfortunately, such records are almost never used to assess the 

merit of each activity. As a result, their only purpose is to 

document what the project has already done, whether correct or 

not. Individual implementors and evaluators should instead 

strive to use such data to plan future project activities. 

D. Question 3: How Successful Are the Enrollment Procedures, 
Forms, and Equip~? 

This question is designed to assess the enrollment activi­

ties of 0-1 projects. The evaluation of the enrollment proce­

dures, forms, and equipment is achieved by collecting information 

from all participants at registration, and from a sample of par­

ticipants during the post-survey (data items RI.IS, RI.16, and 

PS .1) 

These data items, particularly RI.IS and PS.l, are stated 

only in general terms in Chapter II since the number and kinds 

of specific questions used to explore this area should be based 

on the specific activities of each project. At a minimum, how­

ever, projects should inquire about problems associated with: 

(1) the use of the engraving pen; 

(2) the application and durability of the decals; 

(3) the use of the inventory forms; 

(4) the usefulness of the written instructions: and 

(S) the cooperation and assistance provided by the 
project workers. 

Responses to these and other appropriate questions can be 
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used to monitor and improve the enrollment procedures, the mate­

rials given to participants, and the performance of project 

workers. 

E. Question 4: How Well Do O-I Participants Comply With 
Project Instructions and Guidelines?' 

The 0-1 projects discussed herein are cooperative efforts 

betWeen an organized project usually administered through an 

agency of local government, such as the police department, and 

individual citizens. Questions 2 and 3 above can be used to 

identify. project activities that are successful and should be 

continued, and those that have failed and should be altered or 

eliminated. Question 4 is designed to assess the O-I activities 

of the individual citizen. 

The specific measures used to address this question are: 

(1) the percent of O-I users who register with the 
project; 

(2) the frequency with which each type of personal 
identifier is used; 

(3) t.he number of property items marked by participants; 

(4) the percent of participants who use decals; and 

(S) the percent of participants who inventory their 
property. 

1. Percent of registered participants. Many O-I projects 

have found that accurate estimates of the actual number of par-

be very difficult to obtain because of the numerous ticipants can _ 

ways in which citizens can "join" the project without register-

ing. ci tizen may,purcha,s,e, his 9wn engravinq pen For ~xample, a 

, hb fr~end Obtaining decals with-or borrow one from a ne~g or or • • 

'th th~ proJ'ect is often quite easy, since few out registering w~ ~ 
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projects establish firm controls on the distribution of project 

materials. In some communities, citizens can join anyone of 

several property marking programs which have the same target 

areas. 

To estimate the percent of unregistered participants, PU ' 

in the target area, let "O-I participant" be defined as a house­

hold that either displays decals or has marked one or more pieces 

of property. With this definition, Pu can be computed with 

(3.9) 

where 

(100) 

= total number of burglarized 
a-I households (obtained from 
data items BR.l and BR.2); and 

Nbr = total number of burglarized a-I 
households registered with the 
a-I project. 

Using PUt an adjusted estimate of the total number of partici­

pants, Np ' in the target area becomes 

(3.10) 
N 

P 
Pu 

1 --
100 

2. Types of identifiers used. h T e frequency with which 

can be obtained at the 
each type of personal identifier is used 

time of registration (data item RI.5) or 

(data item PS.2). 
during the post-survey 

If a significant number of persons are using 
identifiers other 

than those recommended by the project or which 

are not trac~able, instructions given to .. 
c~t1zens when they 

borrow engraving pens should be mOdified. 
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3. Number of item~marked. The number of items marked 

can be obtained at the time of registration and used to monitor 

the enrollment process. Statistics kept by a-I projects to date 

indicate that an average of 5 to 10 property items are marked in 

each participating household. 

4. Extent of decal use. Since Operation Identification is 

a deterrence concept, its success is partially dependent upon 

visible decals which identify participating househol~s. Many a-I 

projects, however, have reported difficulties in persuading new 

enrollees to use them. Some participants are reluctant to dis­

play decals, claiming that they notify burglars that there is 

valuable property to be stolen. Another problem has been the 

deterioration of decals exposed to weather. 

An estimate of the percent of project participants who use 

at least one de.~~';~l, Pd, can be obtained with 

(3.11) 

where 

(100) 

Nd = total number of participants interviewed 
in the post-survey who have used at least 
One decal {data ite~ PS.3}, and 

= total number of participants interviewed 
for post-survey. 

As with the other measures, the extent of decal use re-

fleets the effectiveness of the project enrollment procedures. 

5. Inventory lists. The ·final measure for examining the 

degree of citizen compliance with a-I project guidelines is the 

percent of participants who maintain property inventory lists. 
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Most O-I projects recommend that each participant record, at 

the very least, all property'items he has engraved. The purpose 
\~ 

of such lists, whether restricted to marked property or not, is 

to provide the police with better descriptions of stolen property 

items. 

The percent of regist,ered participants who compile such 

lists, Pi, can be estimated with 

(3.12) Ni 
-~-(lOO) 

Nsp 

Ni = total number of sampled participants who 
have compiled an inventory list (data item PS.4) , 
and 

NSp = total number of participants sampled 
for the post-survey. 
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CHAPTER IV. !3URGL.A:RY DETERRENCE 

A. I'ntroduc't'ion 

Conceptually, the burglary process consists of the follow­

ing stages: 

0 the decision to commit a burglary; 

0 the selection of a target premise; 

0 the entry into the selected target; 

0 the selection of items to be stolen; 

0 the escape from the target; and 

o the disposition of the stolen property (or its reten­
tion by the burglar for personal use) . 

Activities associated with O-I attempt to intervene most 

directly in the target selection stage (i.e., project decals 

warn burglars that the resident is an O-I participant) and the 

item selection stage (i.e., engraved markings warn burglars 

that the property can be identified). Less directly, O-I may 

intervene into the burglar's escape from the target by linking 

him to the crime if he is apprehended with identifiable prop-

erty in his possession, and into the burglar's disposition of 

stolen items by making property more difficult to fence. To the 

extent that O-I recruitment activities can motivate citizens to 

implement other target-hardening programs, O-I can also inter­

vene into the target entry stage. The extent to which O-I can 

create fencing difficulties and increase burglary apprehensions 

supports o-r's intervention into the target selection stage, by 

affecti~g the burglar's reaction when confronted with potential 
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targets displaying O-I decals. These interventions are dis­

cussed in greater detail in Volume I of "Phase I Evaluation of 

Operation Identification" (see Part III, "Assessment of Effec-

tiveness") . 

Although an in~rease in the apprehension, prosecution, 

and conviction of burglars and a decrease in t.he fencing oppor­

tunities for stolen property are stated objectives of many o-! 

projects, evaluation of these effects by single projects has 

encountered numerous problems including: 

o a lack of historical data with which to compare pre­
and post-O-I results; 

o the inability of O-I projects to obtain the cooper­
ation of other agencies (e.g., courts) in order to 
obtain the data needed to evaluate these effects; 

o the inclusion of many O-I projects in larger crime 
prevention programs which makes it difficult to 
isolate O-I project effects on burglaries and 
burglars; and 

o the number of times marked property is stolen from 
O-I participants does not produce enough apprehen­
sions to evaluate O-I's effect. 

To illustrate the last problem, suppose an O-I project 

in a community with 30,000 households and a burglary rate of 50 

b~rglaries per 1,000 households per year has enrolled 10 percent 

of the households during the program's first year. Assuming 

that O-I enrollment occurred at a uniform rate throughout the 

year and that participation in O-I had no effect on the risk of 

being burglarized, the expected number of burglaries for the 

entire year among O-I participants was only 75. (The actual 

number of burglaries may be lower due to the deterrence e.ffect 

of the project decals.) The 1973 FBI Uniform Crime Reports in-
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dicated that only 18 percent of all burglaries were cleared by 

arrests, that of the adults arrested for burglary, 82 percent 

were prosecuted; and that 49 percent of those prosecuted were 

convicted of burglary. Using these national averages, the 75 

burglaries above would produce only six adult arrests, of which 

five would be prosecuted and only two would be convicted. 

The intervention into the burglary process resulting from 

increased citizen awareness about the risk of burglary and in-

. creased utilization of other target-hardening device~, is ex-

plored in Chapter VI. The remainder of this chapter focuses on 

O-I's intervention into the burglary process at the target se-

_lection stage. 

Two approaches are frequently used to measure the effective-

ness of O-I as a burglary deterrent: 

o 

o 

the comparison of the burglary victimization ra~e,of 
project participants with the rate for non-part1c1-
pants, and 

the comparison of burglary rates for project partici­
pants both before and after enrollment in O-I. 

The first method is based on the assumption that, except 

for participation in Operation Identification, the two groups 

are sufficiently sim;i..lar to permit a valid comparison of their 

respective burglary rates. If this assumption is true, dif­

ferences detected between the rates can be attributed to the 

involvement of one group in O-I. 

I th1'S may not be a valid assumption. Par­Unfortunate y, 

, voluntary and persons first attracted to ticipation in O-I 1S 

b those most aware of and concerned the project are likely to e 
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about the threat burglary presents to them. As a result, they 

may have taken precautions in addition to 0-1 to ensure the 

security of their premises. On the other hand, the gr:oup of 

non-participants includes citizens who are apathetic about 

protecting themselves. As a result, 0-1 participants as a 

group may be less vulnerable to burglary than non-participants. 

Some 0-1 projects have also experienced difficulty in 

promoting participation in Operation Identification among 

residents of low-income and high-crime areas because of apathy, 

a general mistrust of crime control projects, and the feeling 

that they have no property worth protecting. Such circumstances 

further accentuate the differences that may exist between the 

participant and non-participant groups. 

Although comparison of participant burglary rates before 

and after enrollment in 0-1 avoids the problems identified 

above, this approach also has several shortcomings. Such com­

parisons assume that except for joining Operation Identifica­

tion, the measurable vulnerability of participants to burglary 

has not changed (i.e., neither their utilization of other tar-

get-hardening devices, nor the likelihood that they will report 

to the police crime committed against -their property has 

increased as a result of their participation in 0-1). Further-

more, the results of these comparisons can be affected by 

changing burglary rates in the target area and by seasonality. 
. 

(These factors are controllable. See Question 6.) 

A self-selection bias can also be introduced. If, for 
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example, many citizens join 0-1 in response to a recently 

experienced burglary, participant burglary rates for the period 

prior to enrollment will appear artificially inflated; con­

sequently, a decrease in the burglary rate will occur inde-

pendent of any intervention introduced by Operation Identifi-

cation. 

The approach proposed in this chapter to assess the bur­

glary deterrence effects of 0-1 is based on a comparison of 

before and after burglary rates for 0-1 participants (questions 

5 and 9 below); and the measurement and,when possible, the 

control of the extraneous effects discussed above (questions 6, 

7, and 8). 

B. Question '5:' ' Do, '0'·,·:1 ,P'ar't'icip'a:nts' E'xpeYie'n'c'ea'n 'Abs'o'l ute 
Decl'i'ne' in' BurgTary Ra't'es? 

The purpose of this question is to determine whether 0-1 

can deter a significant number of burglaries that otherwise 

would have been expected among project participants. 

Measure's 'o'fe'ff'e'c't'ive'n'ess. Burglary is usually defined 

as the unlawful entry of a premise for the purpose of committing 

a felony, and the reduction of burglary rates by 0-1 is ac­

complished by deterring burglars from entry. While property 

marking may theoretically prevent the theft, the burglary has 

already occurred by the time the burglar discovers the marked 

t Therefore, the direct deterrence of burglary by 0-1 proper y. 

occurs because of the burglar's reaGtion to posted 0-1 decals. 

Hence, to assess O-I's burglary deterrent effectiveness, "par-
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ticipants" are here defined as those households which display 

at least one warning decal v whether any property has been 

marked or inventoried. For all of the questions addressed in 

this chapter, burglary rate is defined as the number of resi­

dential burglaries occurring per 1,000 household-years which is 

simply the number of burglaries reported by 1,000 households 

during one year. 

To measure the absolute change in participant victimiza-

tion, separate burglary rates are computed for periods before 

and after 0-1 enrollment. Burglary data for the period before 

is collected from participants a.t the time of registration 

(data item RI.lO); each participant is asked the number of times 

he has been burglarized during the two years prior to his en-

rollment in the 0-1 project. The before burglary rate, BBR, 

is computed with 

(4.1) 

where: 

500 PBb = burglaries per 1,000 
Np participant-years 

BBR 

number of burglaries committed against 0-1 
participants during the two years prior to 
joining the 0-1 project (data item RI.lO); 
and 

N = total ~umber of registered participants 
p (data ~tem RI.l). . 

The after period burglary data for O-I households are 

obtained either from the indiv~dual burglary • reports (data item 

BR.l) or from the number of burglaries reported by burglarized 

participants in the post-survey (data item PS.7). The after 

so 

burglary rate, ABR, is computed with 

(4.2) 

where: 

1000 PBa = PY burglaries per 1000 par-
d ticipant-years 

ABR 

the total number of burglaries reported 
for participating 0-1 households (data 
item BR.l or PS.7); and 

the total number of participant-years at 
the time of the'post-survey for the par­
ticipants displaying project decals (data 
items PF.l and PS.3) . 

The total number of participant-years for participants 

displaying project decals, PYd , is obtained from the formula 

(4.3) 

where: 

PY 
P 

= total number of participant-years for all 
registered participants at the time of the 
post-survey (data item PF.l); and 

= proportion of participants interviewed in 
the post-survey who are using one or more 
decals (data item PS.3) . 

Care must be taken in calculating the total number of 

participant-years, PYp ' since at the time of the post-survey 

each participant will have been in the project for a different 

length of time. Given the date of enrollment for each partici­

pant and the date of the post-survey, the length of participa­

tion could be computed for each participant and aggregated to 

. y If the exact enrollment data for each participant obta~n P • 
P 

is not known, ·an estimate of PYp can be obtained if the nurnb(~.t· 

of enrollees is known either by year or by month. If the par-
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ticipation total, Np ' is known only for the entire year, PYp 

can be estimated by assuming' that enrollments have been uniform 

throughout the year and, as a result, the average length of 

time each participant has been in the project is six months. 

Hence 

(4.4) PYp = % Np participant-years. 

If, however, monthly participation data are available 

(let N ' denote the number of participants enrolled during month 
p~ 

i), then a better estimate of PY for 12 months is given by 
p 

(4.5) PYp = riO.lo5 Npl + 10.5 Np2 + 

Comparison of BBR and ABRindicates whether O-I partici-

pants have experienced an absolute reduction in their burglary 

rates since joining the Operation Identification project. The 

percentage change in the burglary rates can be computed with 

(4.6) 100(~~~ - 1). 

Seyeral factors should be noted in using this measure: 
/ 

(1) i~i/is assumed that except for the added "protection" afforded 
! 

by p,~rticipation in O-I I the vulnerability to burglary of each 
! 

pa7ticipating household has not changed over the time periods 
/' 

measured; (2) it is assumed that participation in Operation 

Identification does not affect a burglary victim's crime re­

porting rate; (3) the "regression artifact" phenomenon, dis-

cussed below is igno'red d (4) d' ; an no a.Justments have been made 

for the ef,fects of seasonality and changing crime patterns on 

the burglary data. 
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The extent to which the first three factors has occurred 

can be measured, and these results can be used to qualify the 

assessment of Question 5. Such measures are presented below in 

the discussions of questions 7, 8, and 14, respectively. The 

effect of seasonality on the before and after burglary rates 

has been minimized by using time periods that include each 

month of the year an equal number of times. The effects of 

seasonality on the after burglary data cannot be completely 

eliminated, since the number of 0-1 participants (and there-­

fore the number of potential burglary targets) increases with 

each succeeding month of project operation. As a result, a 

project may have a higher first-year burglary rate if imple-

mented in November rather than May, since participation levels 

for ·the former case would be greater during the summer months 

when burglary rates are generally higher. 'When participation 

levels are low, however, the magnitude of this seasona~ity 

effect is small, and in general can safely be ignored. Adjust­

ments for the burglary trend are illustrated in the discussion 

of Question 6. 

Data reliability. Burglary data obtained from 0-1 par­

,ticipants either at the time of registration or during the 

post-survey are unreliable to the ex+:::.ent that they depend on 

the memory of the interviewees and their willingness to ac­

curately detail previous burglary victimization. The influence 

of this unreliability can be significant if the total numbers 

of burglaries used in the computation of the before- and after 
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burglary rates are small. In such cases, slight inaccuracies 

in determining the number of burglaries can affect both the 

magnitude and the direction of change in the burglary rates. 

Reliability of burglary data obtained from participants 

can be assessed by examining police department burglary files. 

Such a procedure is difficult to implement, however, since only 

burglaries of citizens joining the O-I project are of interest. 

Since burglary reports in many police departments. are filed in 

numerical sequence, rather than by location of the crime or the 

victims' nemes, it may be impossible to verify the number of 

burglaries indicated by O-I participants without examining every 

burglary report. The possibility of unreported burglaries must 

also be considered in this assessment. 

Significanc'e 'o'f' 'the results. Interpretation of observed 

changes in the participant burglary rates mu~t be carefully made. 

Threats to the validity of observed changes in the rates include 

changes in the crime reporting patterns of participants after 

joining the O-I project (see Question 7), and the possibility 

that many participants join O-I shortly after they have been 

burglarized, thus creating an inflated before ,burglary rate 

(see Question 8). Even if a substantial decrease in partici­

pant burglary rates is observed, the question remains as to how 

much of this decrease is directly attributable to O-I, and how 
much to other preventive measures taken by participants after 
joining the project (see QUestion l4) . 

Decreases in pa17ticipant burglary rates have been measured 
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by some O-I projects. In St. Louis, for example, a 24.9 percent 

decline in the after burglary rates for participants was ob­

served (before burglary rates were based on the two-year period 

for each participant prior to joining the project). The Seattle 

O-I program reported a 32.8 percent decline for participants 

during the first six months after enrollment, compared to a 

six-month period prior to enrollment. Both the St. Louis and 

Seattle results were obtained with the expenditure of rela­

tively large amounts of monies -- approximately $50,000 in 

St. Louis, and $127,000 in Seattle for a program consisting of 

O-I, block watch, and residential security inspections. 

In the final analysis, the overall merit of the measured 

change in participant burglary rates depends OP the magnitude 

of the change, the number of participants involved, and the 

cost of the project to the community. 

c. Question 6: Do O-I~art:i,c,ipants ,E,X:~,e,:ien'c'~ a DecTine in 
Burglary Rates 'R'ela't'~V'e' to Non-part~c~pants~? 

In communities where annual burgl;ary rates for the entire 

community have increased substantially over a 1:hree-year period 

which began two years prior to O-I implementation, it is more 

demonstrate O-Its effectiveness by measuring only 
difficult to 

the absolute change in participant burglary rates. Burglary 

be negated by greater increases in' reductions due to O-I may 

the overall burglary rate for the entire target area. For 

these communities, it is importan t to determine the change in 

l ate relative participant burg ary r 
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of non-participants during the same time period, in order to 

compensate for the prevailing burglary trend. 

Measures bf effect~veness. If the level of participation 

in 0-1 is low, then changes in non-participant residential bur-

glary rates can be approximated by using burglary rates for 

the entire target area. Specifically, let TABRb denote 

the target area burglary rate during the two-year period be-

fore the implementation of the 0-1 project (expressed as residen-

tial burglaries per 1,0.0.0. households per year), and let TABR 
a 

denote the target area burglary rate during the year following 

implementation. Both .TAB~ and TABRa can be calculated from re-

ported crime statistics for the 0-1 target area with 
10.0.0. TABb 

(4.7) 

and 

(4.8) 

where: 

2H 'burglaries per 
1,0.0.0. households 
per year 

10.0.0. TAB 
TABRa = a burglaries per 

H 1,0.0.0. households 
per year 

= total number of residential burglaries re­
ported in the target crs~ during the two­
year period before the 0-1 project (data 
item CD.l or CD.2) i 

= total number of residential burglaries re­
ported i~ the target area during the one­
~ear perlod after project initiation (data 
ltem CD.l or CD.2); and 

H = number of. households l'n th e target area. 

With the target area burglary rates available, adjusted 

values for the 'before and after participant rates, ABBR and AABR 
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respectively, can be computed with 

(4.9) 

and 

(4.10) 

ABBR = BBR before participant bur­
TAB~ glaries per target area 

burglary, 

ABR 
AABR = TABRa after participant bur-

glaries per target area 
burglary. 

For higher levels of O-I participation, target area bur­

glary rates may be significantly affected by changes in the 

burglary rate among participants. As a result, these are less 

satisfactory estimates of non-participant burglary rates. More 

accurate burglary rate estimates for non-participants can be 

calculated by subtracting the ml1'rGJer of burglaries reported at 

O-I households from the total number of burglaries reported in 

the target area, then dividing the result by the number of non­

participants. Although easily described, this process is more 

complicated and difficult than it first appears. To illustrate, 

the before burglary rates for non-participants, NPBRb' are com-

puted.with 

(4.11) 

where: 

1000 NPBb 
2H-N -py 

p P 
number of before 
burglaries per 1,0.0.0. 
non-participants per 
year 

NPB = the total number of non-participant bur­
,'" b glaries during the two ye;ars prior ~o the 

beginning of the 0-1 proJect (data ltems 
RI.4, RI.IO, RI.ll, and CD. 1); 

H = total number of households in the target 
area; 

= total number of registered participants at 
the end of one year; and 
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= total number of participant years for the 
Np participants. 

To obtai.n NPBb , the total number of before participant burglaries 

that occurred p"r'ior'to 'pr"ojec'timplemehtation, PB~, is subtracted 

from the total number of burglaries reported in the target area 

during the two years prior to the O-I project. The denominator 

in equation 4.11 represents the total exposure time of all non-

participants during the two year period. 

using 

(4. 12) 

where: 

The after burglary rate for non-participants is calculated 

1000 NPB a 

H-N P 

number of after 
burglaries per 
1,000 non-partici­
pants per year 

NPBa = th ttl e ,0 a n~mber of non-participant bur-

H, N 

~lar1es dur~ng the first year of project 
1mplementat1on (data items RI.4, RI.lO, 
RI.ll, and CD. 1); and 

P = see definitions for equation 4.11. 

To obtain NPBa , the sum of all burglaries committed against 
0-1 households, PB 1 a' p us all before participant b U urglaries, PBbl 
comnlitted after th ' e 1mplementation of the pro]' ect (. 11 

, 1. e., PBb = 
PBb - PBb ) is s bt 

u racted from the total number of burglaries re-
ported in the t t arge area during the first year of the project. 
If equations 4.11 and 4.12 are 

burglary_rates, then NPBR 
b 

equations 4.9 and 4.10. 

and 

used to obtain non-participant 

NPBRa replace TABRb and TABRa in 

Significance of the results. 
The discussion of the sig-
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nificance of observed changes l'n h t e burglary rates presented 

for Question 5 also appll'es w1'th 1 on y one exception, to the 

comparisons made in Questl'on 6. Th f t' , e one ac or Wh1Ch equatlons 

4.9 and 4.10 account for is the influence of burglary trends in 

the target area. Still to be discussed are the validity threats 

posed by changes in the vulnerability of 0-1 participants to 

burglary, changes in crime reporting rates, and the possibility 

of artificial reductions in participant burglary rates due to 

self-selection biases introduced by the enrollment process. An 

assessment of the importance of these factors must still be 

made. 

D. Question 7': Do 0-1 Participants Report a Greater Proportion 
of the P'rope"r"ty Cr'inies' Committed 'Ag'a'in'st ThelTit'o 'the Folice? 

One difficulty which some 0-1 evaluators claim masks the 

true effectiveness of 0-1 is that the burglary rate among 0-1 

participants increases after their enrollment in the 0-1 project . 

Reasons cited for this are that: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

improved police-community relations fostered by an 
0-1 project reduces the reluctance of some crime 
victims to notify the police; 

an 0-1 project promoted by a police department visibly 
demonstrates a concern by the police for law abiding 
citizens; 

0-1 participants have more confidence in the police 
department's ability to successfully solve burglaries 
and recover stolen property; and 

the publicity promoting 0-1 encourages citizens to 
report burglaries to the police. 

Measurement of effectiveness. Two alternate methods are 

presented here to measure the change in the burglary reporting 

rate of participants after their enrollment in the 0-1 project. 
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The method recommended in this plan to detect change.s 

relies only on interview responses by 0-1 participants. Assum­

ing that changes in the reporting rate will be most apparent for 

·the most under-reported burglaries (i.e., those in which the 

victim suffers little or no monetary loss), this method examines 

the change in the proportion of allreportea participant bur­

glaries in which less than $50 was stolen. This is assumed to 

be indicative of the proportion of reported burglaries among 

participants involving the theft of less than $50. 

The pr~portion or fraction of before bUrglaries for 

which less than $50 was stolen, FBL
b

, and the proportion of 

after burglaries for which less than $50 was stolen, FBLa
l 

are 

calculated with 

(4.15) 

and 

(4.16) 

where: 

total number of participant before bur­
glaries in which less than $50 was stolen 
(data item RI.12); 

same as PBLb for participant after bur­
glaries (da~a item PS.9); 

total nUmber of before participant bur­
glaries (data item RI.IO); and 

PBa ~ total nUmber of after participant bur­
glaries (data item PS.7). 

The conclusion that participant reporting rates have 

changed, based on a comparison of FBLa 
and FBLb l cannot be made 
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if participant compliance with recommended 0-1 procedures is 

found to be low (see Question 4). For example, if large numbers 

of participants mark their valuable prop~rty but fail to display 

the warning decals, they may experience burglaries in which 

little marked property is stolen. This could lead to an increase 

in the proportion of reported burglaries for which less than 

$50 was stolen even if no change at all had occurred in report­

ing rate. Consequently, comparison of FBLb and FBLa must be 

considered in light of the results produced by Question" 4, or 

else the data used for FBLb and FBLa should be limited to partic­

ipants who use the project decals. 

reporting changes requires The second method to measure 

the examination of individual police department burglary reports. 

Preferably these reports would be filed in such a way that 

t' I victims or at particular 10-burglaries reported by par ~cu ar 

d Burglary file organization is not cations can be easily foun . 

crucial if the total number of burglaries occurring during the 

before and one year after the proj­test period (i.e., two years 

S mall enough to permit examination of eet implementation) is 

each burglary report. 

B"oth at the time of registration and during the post-sur­

vey, 

been 

participants are asked 

burglarized during the 

for the number of times they have 

two years prior to enrollment (data 

. 1) and since (data item item RI.IO, denoted by PBb prev~ous y , 

) Burglaries actually reported to police PS.7, denoted by PBa . 

examining the burglary offense reports (let can be determined by 
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the number of i~ported before and after burglaries be represented 

by RPBb and RPBa' respectively). The fraction of burglaries 

claimed at the time of registration which were reported to police, 

FRbl can be computed and compared to the fraction of reported 

bu.rglaries claimed after joining 0-1, FRat with 

(4.13) FIb = R~~b 
b 

and 

FR =RPBa 
a PB" .a 

Amount of data required for assessing Question 7. Unless 

a substantial number (at least 30 or more) of burglaries both 

before and after O-I enrollment are used, the estimates of the 

proportion of burglaries reported to the police and the fraction 

of burglaries in which less than $50 was stolen, will probably 

not be suitable for assessing Question 7. If a very large 

number of burglaries are indicated for both time periods, how­

ever, the proportion of burglaries reported to the police can be 

estimated on the basis of a random sample (e. go, 50 bur,glaries) 

to avoid the effort required to locate all of the indicated bur­

glaries. 

Significance of the results. To determine whether the 

observed difference between the proportions, FBLa and FBLb' is 

significant, standard statistic~l procedures based on the com­

parison of binomial proportions can be used. The significance 

level will depend upon the total number 
of burglaries upon which 

each proportion is based (i.e., PBb and PBa ). As these numbers 

increase, the significance of the 
computed difference will in-
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crease. (See Appendix F for a numerical example.) 

E. Question 8: Do O-I partici:e.ants Experience "False" 
Bur lar Rate Reductions Because Pro·ects Enroll a 
D~sproport~onate Nu~er 0; Recently Burg ar~ze c~tizens? 

Participation in Operation Identification is generally 

self-initiated by citizens who have been motivated by project 

publicity, fear being burglarized, and want greater security 

for their residences. For some citizens, a recent burglary is 

the most important factor in motivating them to join 0-1 and take 

other burglary precaution13. If the number of such participants 

is significant, the participants become particularly unrepre­

sentative as a group in terms of their burglary history. As a 

result, the comparison of residential burglary rates before and 

after enrollment in O-I as a measure of O-I effectiveness as a 

burglary deterrent becomes biased in favor of 0-1. 

For example, suppose that a target area has a burglary 

rate of 50 burglaries per 1,000 households per year and that, 

because of the homogeneity of the area, this burglary rate also 

applies to any randomly-selected subset of households drawn from 

the area. Suppose also that the 0-1 project has enrolled 1,000 

participants, 980 of whom have a representative burglary rate 

(i.e., as a group they have experienced 49 burglaries during the 

past year, a burglary rate exactly equal to 50 burglaries per 

ld year)·, but that each of the other 20 house-1,000 househo s per 

, the proJ'ect do so because of a burglary within holds which jo~n 

h b f ore burglary rate, BBR,' for all the last year. Hence, tee 

1,000 participants becomes 
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BBR = 49 + 20 
1000 

= .069 burglaries per participant 
per year 

= 69.0 burglaries per 1000 participants 
per year 

If no deterrence benefits at all are derived from 0-1, 

,the after burglary rate, ABR, for the participants, remains equal 

to 50 burglaries per 1,000 households per year (the overall bur-

glary rate for the target area is assumed constant). Hence, com-

parison of the before and after burglary rates for participants 

would show a 27.5 percent reduction -- from 69 to 50 burglaries 

per 1,000 households per year. 

It is important to note that if the 1,000 0-1 participants 

had been randomly selected, their before. burglary rate would have 

been very close to 50 burglaries per 1,000 households per year, 

and no significant difference would have appeared when the before 

and after burglary rates were computed. The voluntary nature of 

O-I, however, permitted a non-random sample of households to be 

selected, and the disproportionate number of before burglaries 

produced the inflated before burglary rate. 

This phenomenon, called ~regression artifact" or"regres­

sion to the mean", results from the treatment of a sample for a 

tempor'art extreme condition (e.g., a higher-than-normal burglary 

rate) which can be expected to return to . 
normal w2thout treat~ 

mente The example above illustrates the need to determine the 

extent to which the self-selection process of 0-1 enrollees has 

produced a regression artifact, b f 
e ore attributing large de-

creases in participant burglary rates 
to the presence of 0-1. 
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Measuring the effect. As part of the registration process, 

new participants are asked their reason for joining the O-I proj­

ect (RI. 9). The frequency with which r~;cent burglary victimiza­

tion is cited as the reason will suggest the extent to which a 

regression to the mean has occurred, although the example above 

indicates that a surprisingly small percentage of participants so 

motivated can have a dramatic effect on the measured change in 

burglary rates. 

An alternate method for detecting this effec'l:. is to com­

pute several before burglary rates for a-I 'participants based on 

different periods of time. For example, two be!fore rates could 

be computed, one based on the one-year period i.mmediately prior 

to enrollment, and another on the second year before enrollment. 

These multiple before rates could then be used to calculate a 

before burglary trend which would not be as influenced by a tem­

porary increase in burglaries during the time period immediately 

preceding enrollment. 

To calculate before burglary rates for different periods 

of time, participant registration information is used; the date 

of each before burglary is examined in order to determine in 

T·et PBb-1 and PBb-
2 denote the which time period it occurred. ..... 

number of burglaries reported by a-I participants during the 

. t rollment (Note that PlBb-l + first and second years pr~or 0 en • 

2 d f ' d bO'TO:;» If Np denotes the number of regis-PBb = PBb as e. ~ne a ~W. 

f b 1 rates BBR-l and tered participants, then the be ore urg ary . 

BBR-2 , for the two periods can be computed: 
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(4.17) 

a,nd 

(4.18) 
BBR-2, -

-" 1000 PBb'" 

" "N 
P 
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residential burglaries per 
1,000 participants during the 
first year prior to enroll­
ment, 

residential burglaries per 
1,000 participants during the 
second year before enrollment. 

The burglary rate for the one-year period after enroll-

ment, ABR, is computed as shown in equation 4.2. 

To account for the overall burglary trend in the commu­

nity, ABR, BBR-l, and BBR-2 can each, be adjusted 'Using burglary 

rates 'for the target area for the first (TABRbl) and second 

(TABRb
2

) years prior to O-I implementation, and for the fi~st 
yea;. after implementation (TABRa ). The adjusted burglary rates 

are computed with 

(4.19 ) MBR = 

(4.20) ABBR-l 
= 

and 

(4.21) 

ABR 
TABRa 

BBR-l 

TABR-l 
b 

after participant burglaries 
per target area burglary; 

b7fore participant burgla­
r~es per target area burglary; 

before participant burglaries 
per target area burglary. 

Comparing thE!~le adjusted rates, a regression to the mean 

is indicated if ABBR-l is significantly greater than both ABBR-2 
and AABRo 

F. Quest~on 9: Do Households in the Tarret Area Collectivel 
~x er~ence a Decline ~~ Reported Burg aries Because of ~ 
pera ~on Identi icatio~? 
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One of the major findings of this study is that the par­

ticipation levels among existing 0-1 projects average only 5 to 

10 percent of the households in the target area, even for 0-1 

projects in existence for several years. Many 0-1 projects 

studied are financed with federal, state, or local government 

funds -- money which is then not available for programs with 

greater impact or public support. The resul tei of the Telephone 

Survey of 99 projects also indicated that low income households 

(most often the victims of burglary) are under-represented among 

0-1 participants. Critics of 0-1 use these facts to argue that, 

since 0-1 projects are largely supported by public funds, they 

should be evaluated in terms of the benefits they provide for the 

entire community; and that, to date, 0-1 projects have not demon­

strated these benefits. Several previous evaluations of individ­

ual O-I projects have indicated that, although 0-1 participants 

appear to experience a reduction in burglaries, these crimes are 

in fact displaced to non-participants rather than prevented. If 

such displacement is occurring, police departments are likely to 

find Operation Identification of little value. ,Even if burgla­

ries deterred from project participants are actually prevented, 

t ' community may be minuscule if partic­the benefit for the en ~re 

ipation in the project is low. 

Measurement of the effects of 0-1 on the entire target 

area. rement of O-Ils burglary deterrent effects Accurate measu . -
~n the target area is difficult for s~veral for all households ~ 

reasons: 
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o burglary rates are influenced by a multitude of 
factors, many of which are virtually uncontrollable 
(e.g., economic conditions); 

o the existence of other burglary prevention programs in 
the target area. makes it difficult to verify a direct 
cause and effect relationship between O-I and changes 
in the target area's burglary r~te; and 

o control areas from which expected burglary patterns 
can be predicted (in the absence of O-I) are difficult 
to define. 

One approach to measuring tbe target area benefits of O-I 

is to examine changes in the annual burglary rates for the target 

area for the periods before O-I was implemented in the community 

with the first (and subsequent) years of project operation. To 

illustrate, let TABRa , TABRb-l, and TABRb-2 be the target area 

burglary rates during the year following, and the first and sec­

ond years prior to O-I implementation respectively. The change 

in the burglary rate over the project's first year of operation, 

dTABR1, is calculated with 

(4.22) ~TABRl = TABRa - TABRb-l 

and the change in the burglary rate during the year prior to proj­

ect implementation, ~TABR-l, is given by 

(4.23) 

If4TABRl, is less than4TABR-l (i.e., if4TABRl, is more negative 

than ATABR-l), then a reduction ;n ~ the residential burglary rate 

following O-Ils implementation can be reported, although not di­

rectly attributed to Operation Identification. 

This approach is based on the assumpt;on ~ that, in the ab-
sence of O-I, the expected rate of h c ange in the burglary rate 
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following project implementation can be estimated by the change 

during the previous year. 

Reliable estimates for the expected burglary rates, in the 

absence of O-I, can be obtained with time series analyses based 

on historical burglary data. Such analyses, however, are fre­

quently quite complicated and may be beyond the evaluation needs 

and abilities of individual O-I projects. 

A more feasible approach for identifying changes in target 

area burglary patterns is to estimate the burglary trend I' using 

monthly b.urglary data. To accurately estimate the burglary trenq 

while eliminating the effects of seasonality and month-to-month 

. variations, a 12-month moving average can be used. For cyclical 

or seasonal data with a period of 12 months, the moving average, 

Ai' for month i is calculated by summing the numbers of burglar­

ies, B" reported for month i and the previous 11 months, and di­
J 

viding the total by 12; i.e., 

(4.24) A; _ 1 (Bi + Bi-l + Bi-2 + ••• + Bi-ll) = 
... - IT 

i 
_l_"'B' 
12 LJ J 

j=i-ll 

Given month its moving average.' Ai' and the number of burglaries, 

d ' th lo'+l, the moving average for month i+l can B
i
+

l
, reporte lon mon , 

be calculated using 
1 (B' - B, 11) 

(4.25) Ai+l = Ai + 12 l.+l l.-
. ge for month i+l is ob-

25 l.'ndicates that the mOVl.ng avera 
Equation 40 
tained from the moving average for month i by adding one-twelfth 

of the difference between the number of burglaries reported in 

month i+l and month i-ll. (Note that months :i.+l and i-II are 

exactly 12 months apart.) 
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Monthly moving averages plotted over several months can 

quite readily identify changes in the burglary trend. (See Appen­

dix F for a detailed numerical example.) 

While this method will highlight significant trend changes, 

the identification of their causes is a more formidable problem, 

and changes due exclusively to a-I are difficult to isolate. 

Previous evaluations of individual Operation Identification proj­

ects provide little insight about when (i.e., at what level of 

participation) or if target area burglary reductions due to a-I 

can be expected. At best, monitoring the burglary trend can en-

able . t proJec . personnel to identify changes which occur as the re-

sult of the entire t f spec rum 0 burglary prevention activities, 

including a-I. 

Data collection. Since monthly burglary data are avail-

able from police 

dures are needed 

statistics, no special data collection proce­

to implement the meaSllres discussed above. The 

only requirements are that the burglary data be available on a 

monthly basis (CD.2) 1 and that comparable historical data also 
be available. 

70 

CHAPTER V. PROPERTY RECOVRRY AND RETUP.N 

A. Introduction 

The second major benefit generally claimed for Operation 

Identification is the improved recovery and return of stolen 

marked property. Ideally, complete implementation of O-I pro­

duces several intenrentions into the property recovery and return 

process. Briefly, these O-I interventions occur because: 

(1) burglarized participants who have inventoried 
their property provide better descriptions of 
stolen property to the police; 

(2) marked property is more likely to be confiscated 
because it can be more easily linked to a spec~fic 
crime; and 

(3) recovered property is more likely to be returned 
to its owner if a personal identifier is engraved 
on the property. 

Although these interventions are widely publicized by O-I 

projects, only a few projects have attempted to record the kinds 

and amounts of marked property that are stolen and recovered. As 

a result, the actual effects of 0-1 upon property recovery and 

return have not been verified. 

Several reasons exist for the paucity of previous evalua­

tions. In many police departments, the property system is ham­

pered by poor facilities, limited resources, and untrained per­

sonnel. As a result, records are poorly maintained and often 

kept in a form that limits their use for evaluation purposes. 

Thus, for many projects even the acquisition of baseline data 

about the flow of recovered property is a task that would require 
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the expenditure of resources beyond the capabilities of the 

evaluation unit. 

Also dissuading many projects from evaluating the property 

recovery benefits of O-I is the small amount of data available. 

Most projects to date report the recovery of only a handful of 

marked property items. To illustrate why this occurs, consider a 

target area with 100,000 population, and 33,333 households 

(assuming three persons per household). If only 10 percent of 

the households are O-I participants and the annual risk of being 

burglarized for participating households is 5 percent, then only 

1.67 O-I households will be burglarized during an entire year 

(33,333 x .10 x .05 = 166 .• 7). Further, if marked property is 

stolen in 75 percent of these cases and recovered about 25 per-

cent of the time (about twice the national recovery rate of about 

13 percent for property, excluding stolen automobiles, according 

to 1973 FBI statistics), then marked property will be recovered 

for only 31 households during the year. Measures and comparisons 

based on such a small number of incidents would not be particu­

larly significant. For many projects, the participation, bur­

glary, and recovery rates used above are too high; use of more 

conservative figures produces even fewer recoveries {e.g., if the 

participation level is 5 percent, the annual burglary risk 2.5 

percent, and the recovery rate only 13 percent, the number of 

households for which any marked property is recov.ered is reduced 
to only 4). 

In light of the above facts, project evaluators should, if 
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possible, perform each of the following steps in order to assess 

the feasibility of using questions 10, 11, and 12: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Review existing property room procedures. Do all re­
covered property items eventually pa~s ~hrough a cen­
tral office for documentation? How rel~able are the 
recording procedures? 

Assess the data collection procedures. Can al~ o~ 
part of the required data be collected from ex~st~ng 
forms? What modifications or additions to. the docu­
mentation process will be required? Who w~ll collect 
the data? 

Estimate the amount of data that willib~ co~lected. , 
Using conservative estimates for part~c~pat10n lev~15, 
burglary rates, and recovery probabilities, d7term1ne 
the minimum number of stolen marked property ~~ems 
that will be recovered during the year •. Is th~s_ ? 

amount sufficient to support the evaluat~on effo~t. 

B~ Selected Property Items 

For each evaluation question presented in this chapter, 

d b d on the numbers of property quantitative measures use are ase 

h t are stolen, recovered, traced items, marked and unmarked, t a 

and returned to their respective owners. Not all property items 

that are recovered and returned will be included in the computa­

Rather, for reasons described below, tion of these measures. 

'f an appropriate subset of selected each project will ident~ y 

will be used (e.g., the subset of SPIs property items (SPIs) that 

as only stolen and recovered television sets and may be defined 

radios) • 

~n restricting the evaluation data base to The advantages ... 

only the subset of SPIs include: 

Examination of the same kinds C;f. 
(1) Common data basr" both participants and non-part~c~-

rty items or . tes prope . litimate compar1son of recovery ra 
pants perm~ts eg d avoids the argument that d1ffer­for both groups an 
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ent kinds of property are stolen from each. 

Size of the data base. A very large number of indi­
vidual items can be processed through the property 
room of even a medium-sized police department. Limit­
ing the evaluation to only a subset of these items 
limits the total volume of data that will have to be 
collected. 

Mana eabilit of the data collection effort. 
Restr~ct~ng the evaluat10n data to a se ected 
subset of property items limits the data collection 
effort to only those property items that are easily 
definable and counted. Consider, for example, the 
increased definitional and collection problems that 

" exist with obtaining an accurate count of the number 
of hand tools stolen during one year compared to ob­
taining the same information about stolen television 
sets. 

Important factors to be considered in determining the 

property items to be included as SPIs are the ultimate size of 

the data base to be collected: will the property room or project 

personnel collect all of the data?; the ease of defining each 

item collected; the probability that such items are frequently 

marked by O-I participants: is the item easily markable?i and 

the frequency with which the selected items are stolen. In con-

structing such a list of items, each SP! should be described as 

precisely as possible. Table 5-1 illustrates both ambiguous and 

specific descriptors. 

The designation of only a subset of property items for 

examination probably will not eliminate many burglaries from the 

data base. Scarr's 1972 study of burglary patterns in the 

Washington, D. C. metropolitan area revealed that cameras and 

accessories, horne entertainment items, household goods, tools, 

and office supplies and equipment accounted for 25 to 50 percent 
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Table 5-1 

RECOMMENDED PROPERTY ITEMS 
FOR THE SPI SUBSET 

Ambi~uous Descriptors* 

Appl.iances 
Athletic equipment 
Audio visual equipment 
Boating equipment 
Fishin.g equipment 
Office equipment 
Photographic equipment 
Sporting equipment 
Tools 
Household goods 
Home entertainment items 

Specific Descriptors 

'felevisions 
Radios 
Stereo receivers or amplifiers 
Record players 
Slide projectors 
Motion picture projectors 
Cameras 
Guns 
Typewriters 
Sewing machines 
Stereo speakers 
Tape decks 
Tape recorders 
Power drills 
Power saws 

* - These descriotors are shown here for illustrative purposes 
and their use is not r9commended. 

of all of the property items reported stolen. 

In the remainder of this chapter, the collected data about 

stolen, recovered, and returned property will refer only to prop­

erty items contained in the SPI subset. 

C. 
Be Returned To Its Owner than Unmarked Proper y. 

Question 10 is design(~d to test the ul tirnat,e effectiveness 

d t benefit (i.e., do burglar-of O-Ils property ~ecover}r an ~e urn 

h .more stolen property returned to them ized O-I participants !lye 

., t?) Two measures are introduced than burglarized non-partic~pan s· • 

in this section to address this question. 

J.'s based on the number of both marked The first and un-

that are reported stolen and the number eventually marked SPls 

The rather complicated data collection returned to their owners. 
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procedures, even with the use of the SPI subset, are discussed 

in greater detail below. 

The second measure is based entirely upon information ob­

tained from project participants during both the registration and 

post-surveys. Although less accurate than the first measure, the 

data collection effort is significantly reduced; neither burglary 

reports nor property room records are needed. This measure may 

be the only feasible approach for some 0-1 projects. 

1. Theft and return of SPIs. The specific data items that 

Il\USt be collected are: 

Nse = the total number of O-I marked SPIs stolen 
during the year (data item BR.S) ; 

Nsne = the total number of unmarked SPIs stolen 
during the year (data item BR.6); 

Nre = total number of O-I marked SPls returned to 
owners in t.he target area (data item PR.G) ; 
and 

Nrne = total n':1mber of un.marlced 8Pls returned to 
owners 1n the target area (data item PR.3). 

The data items, Nse and Nsnel are based on all of the re­

ported burglaries in the target area during the year following 

project implementation. 
Care must be taken in examining burglary 

reports for project partiCipants; it cannot b 
e assumed that th~y 

have necessarily marked all of the SPIs they 
own. A participant 

may have both marked and unmarked SPIs 
stolen in the same bur-

glary. 
AS indicated in Chapter II, the project evaluator will 

have to establish clear, operational d,ef;n;t~ons 
... ... ... for the terms 

"0-1 k mar ed" and "returned to owner" in order to 
enSUre the con-

sistency of the collected data. 

76 

",'j 

The specific measures to be compared are (1) the probabil­

ity of return for marked SPls, 

(5.1) 
Pre == Nre/Nsei 

and (2) the probability of return for ummarked SPls, 

(5.2) 
Prne= Nrne/Nsneo 

Comparison of Pre and Prne is a direct test of Question 10. If 

either Nse or Nsne is less than 20, then the significance of the 

difference between Pre and Prne should be tested as the differ­

ence between two binomial proportions. If both Nse and Nsne , 

however, are greater than 20, a chi-square test can be used to 

determine whether their difference is significant. (Both of these 

tests are described and illustrated in Chapter a of Experimental 

Statistics. A numerical example is included in Appendix F.) 

Although the comparison of the Pre and Prne probabilities 

is a valid test of the return benefits of Operation Identifica­

tion, it should be noted that both measures represent the proba­

bility that the stolen property is returned by the local police 

and ignore property returned by police agencies in other juris­

dictions. Hence, both Pre and Prne represent lower limits on the 

return probabilities for all marked and unmarked 8PI'S. 

2. Return probabilities per burglary. An alternative 

d l ~kel;hood that O-I marked property will measure of the increase ~ • 

;ts owner can be constructed, using information be returned to • 

obtained from participants at the time of registration and from 

both participants aud non-participants i,l C:he post-survey. 

77 

1 



The data items collected at the time of registration are 

Nbpb = the number of burglaries reported 
by participants in which at least 
one piece of property was stolen during 
the year prior to joining the O-I project 
(data items RI.ll and RI.12); 

= the number of burglaries in Nbpb for which 
at least one property item was eventually 
returned to the owner (data item RI.13); and 

the 90th percentile of all times in days 
~rom b~rglary to return of the first property 
~tem (~.e., 90 percent of the. time, the first 
item is returned in TgOr or fewer days 
(obtained from data item RI .14). 

Information collected from participants during the post-
survey includes: 

the number of burglaries in which one or 
more O-I marked items are stolen (data :item PS.IO) : 

the age of each burglary in Nppb (data item 8) and PS. ; 

N
rppb 

= the number C:: f burglaries in which one or more 
O-I marked ~tems were returned (data item PS.l1) • 

From non-participants, the post-survey obtains: 

Npnb = ~he n~er of burglaries during the last year 

Nrpnb = 

~n wh~ch at,least one piece of property 'was 
taken (obta~ned from PS.2l) i 

:~~ of each burglary in Npnb (data item l?S.20); 

number of bUrglaries in N nb for which one or 
more p~operty i te.ms were ~eturned to the owner (data ~tem PS.22) 0 

The age of each burglary 1S obta{ned to 
.... .... minimi ze t:he nu.'llber 

of burglaries in Nppb and Npnb f h' h 
Or w ~c even a small chance still 

exists that some stolen property may still be returned. 
terion for inClUding a burglary in 

eit:her Nppb or Npnb is whether 

The cri~· 
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j Co ;i'1 "older·' than TgOr , the 90th percentile return time empiri­

t:ally derived from the registration survey. If a burglary 

oCcurred less than or equal to TgOr days before the post-survey, 

it is not included even if some property has already been re­

turned. Modified values for Nbpb, Nrbpb, Nppb, N~ppb, Npnb, and 

Nrpnb, obtained by excluding burglaries later than TgOr will be 

designated as Nbpb, l.'1rbpb, , ·~i N'PPb, Nrppb, Np'nb l and N~pnb respectively. 

Wi th these adjt.lsted figures, the return probability per 

burglary (RPB) can be computed for: 

(1) participants before joining the project, 
, , 

(5.3) Prbpb = Nrbpb/Nbpb; 

(2) participants after joining the project, 
, , 

(5.4) P,rppb = Nrppb/Nppbi and 

(3) non-participant·.s during the first year of the 
project, 

, , 
(5.5) Prpnb = Nrpnb/Npnb. 

bot.h a before-after comparison These probabilities allow 

for project participants lPrbpb .... t;" (' to P"T'lpb) and a comparison of 

project ... part':cipants to non-participants (Prppb to Prpnp). The 

h robabilities (more precisely, proportions signif~cance of t ese p , 

of binomial distributions) can be tested with the same stat~s-

tical procedures identified above. 

of the RPB measure of The advantages and disadvantages 

be ·'ca:refu.1~y weighed in determining property return sh~uld 

whether or not to ,use i t ~ It is less discriminating than return 

} f stolen and returned SPIs. babilities based on the nt~Dar 0 

pro ., is sensi ti ve to the return 
1 although the RPB meaS1lre For examp e, 
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of the first property item, it is insensitive to the final dis­

position vf other property items that mayor may not be returned. 

Another difficulty with the RPB measure is the fact that it re­

quires participants"and non-participants to recall the circum­

stances about burglaries that may have occurred several months 

earlier; it may be particularly difficult for some interviewees 

to estinv~:te the time between each burglary and the return of the 
r" 

.~.' 

f.ir:3"t property item. Finally, if the TgOr value derived from the 

participant":! at the time of registration is particularly large 

(e.g., several months), a significant number of burglaries iden­

tified in the post-survey may not be "old" enough to be included. 

This may be a problem if the total number of burglaries reported 

by participants and non-participants is not large. To interview 

a sufficient number of burglarized non-participants may force 

project evaluators either to increase the size of the non-partic-

ipant sample or to conduct a separate survey of non-participants 

who have been burglari.zed during the last year. 

D. Question 11: Is Stolen O-I Marked Property More Likelv 
To Be Recovered by the Police than Unmarked Property? ,~ 

Quest.ion 10 examines the Ultimate benefit of the property 

recovery and return component of Operation Identification (i.e., 

the return of stolen property to victimized participants). Ques­

tions 11 and 12 are designed to examine the two principal ele .. 

ments of the return process'. h t e recovery of the property by 

the Police and the tracing of the owner. 

The recovery probab~lity for O-I marked property is not the 

same as the return probability: it is not always possible to 

80 

trace the owner, even when a personal identifier is found on 

a recovered property item. In fact, if the complications intro-
, 

duced by the transporting of stollen property across jurisdic-
t 

t:i.onal lines are ignored, the m~lthematical relationship between 

the probabilities of property r.'~c()very and owner tracing, and the 

probability of property return: is quite simple: 

(prObability Of) (prOpabili ty Of) 
X 

(prObabi~ity Of) return = /recover:y tracl.ng 
i , 

this equation by Question 10 examines the leftt-hand side of com-

paring the probability of l:eturn fcbrboth marked and unmarked 
. I 

SPIs. Questions 11 and 1.2 use the two probabilities on the right­

hand side respectively to examine the 'effect of O-I on the re­

cO\Tery of property and tracing of o'W-ne:rs. 

Paralleling the development of i:he: return probabilities 

described in Question 10, the /recovery Ii)robabili ti~s for marked 
I 

and unmarked property, re specti ve 1 y, P cl~ and P cne' are given by 

(5.6) 

and 

(5.7) 

where 

Pce = Nce/Nse 

Nene 

Nse ' Nsne 

= the number of O-I marked SPIs 
recovered by the police 
(data item PR.4)i 

= number.of unmarked SPIs recovered 
by the police (data item PR.l); and 

= see definitions given for equations 
5.1 and 5.2. 

The statistical comparison of Pce and Pcne can be performed 

described for the return probabilities using the same tests 
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Pre and Prne • 

Unfortunately, these probability measures are biased: 

both Nce and Ncne may include marked property stolen in other 

jurisdictions, while the values, Nse and Nsne ' are based exclu­

sively on burglaries reported within the jurisdiction. The dis­

tortion introduced by the inclusion of recovered property from 

other jurisdictions can be ignored if either of the following 

assumptions is true: 

(1) the volume of inter-jurisdictional property 
flow is small, compared to the volume of 
property stolen within the jurisdiction 
(not usually true in large metropolitan areas) i 
or 

(2) the volumes of marked and unmarked stolen property 
entering and leaving the jurisdiction are approxi­
mab.~ly equal. 

Without the assurance of either assumption, however, the 

comparison of the recovery probabilities must be done with great 

caution. Firm conclusions should only be drawn if the probabil­

ities are substantially different. 

E. Question 12: Is Recovered O-I Marked properta More 
Likely To Be Traced to Its owner than Unrnark~ Property? 

The data items needed to calculate the probabilities for 

this question can be collected from the property room of the 

local police department. The two probabilith~s are: 

(S.B) 

where 

(1) the probability of tracing the owner of a recovered, 
O-I marked SPI: 

Pte = Nte/Nce 

Nte = the nUmber of O-I marked SPIs 
returned to owners (data item PR.S) ; 
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(5.9) 

where 

• x _ .~-

= the number of O-I marked SPIs 
recovered by the police (data. item PR.4) i 
and . 

(2) the probability of tracing the owner of an 
unmarked SPI: 

Ptne = Ntne/Ncne 

Ntne = the number of unmarked SPIs returned 
to owners (data item PR,,2) i 

Ncne = the number of unmarked SPls recovered 
by the police (data item PR.l) . 

The numbers of SPIs returned, Nte and Ntner include all 

'property items returned to owners, whether they live in the 

t t t S';m';larly, -the total number of SPIs re-arge area or no~. •• 

. 1 b d rty items stolen in covered, Nce and Ncne , ~s a so ase on prope 

and out of the target area. As a result, the measures Pte and 

Ptne, are unbiased estimates of the tracing probabilities for 

both marked and unmarked property items. 
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CHAPTER VI. OTHER 0-1 BENEFITS 

A. Introduction 

Two additional benefits often claimed for Operation 

Identification are its value in police-community relations 

(peR) and as a vehicle for communicating crime prevention 

information to the public. Both of these effects, it is 

argued, cOtltribute to lower burglary rates in the target area. 

Improved peR contributes by motivating citizens to promote the 

O-I project among their neighbors and friends, and by encourag­

ing closer citizen cooperation with the police by reporting 

suspicious persons to them. Increased knowledge about specific 

crim:. prevention techniques motivates citizens to survey their 

own households and incorporate additional target-hardening 

devices. 

This chapter presents simple evaluation procedures for 
'< I ~ 

examining both hypotheses a The measures described are based 

upon the attitudes and behavior of participants and non~ . 

" participants only after the beginning of the 0-1 project. Hence, 

without the presence of a control group, neither the assessment 

of significance or identification of underlying causes for 

observed changes in attitudes or behavior can be firmly 

established. As a result, while the measures used to test each 

of these hypotheses are useful, caution must be exercised in 

using these results to support specific cause and effect 
relationships. 
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B. QUestion 13; Does an O-I Project Improve the Relatio~s~ip 
Between the Police and 0-1 participants and Non-part~c~Eants? 

Question 13 is designed to detect changes in public 

attitudes about the police f~llowing the initiatiation of the 

O~I projecto In the post-survey, both participants and non­

participants are asked for their attitudes about the quality of 

the local police and, in particular, whether these attitudes 

have changed in the last year (data items PS.6 and PSo18). 

Examples of attitudinal survey questions about pOlice servic~ 

are shown in appendixes C and Eo 

Individual project evaluators should select with great 

care the specific questions to be askedo If possible; they 

should pretest the survey questions to identify potential 

problem areas. Survey questions '\\l'hich validly discriminate the 

attitudes sought are not easily constructed; survey ambiguities' 

and bias are difficult to isolate and remove. Further p survey 

1 examined to avoid OVer-interpreting responses must be careful y 

the survey results. 

S hould be interpreted separately for Survey responses 

t The voluntary enrollment participants and non-participan s. 

process very likely introduces a self~selection bias that makes 

survey results between the two groups very comparison ot 

questionable" 

at the time ot 

better opinion 

For example, past surveys ot O-I participants 

enrollment indicate that they usually have a 

ot pOl~ce services than do non-participants .. 

The attribute which the post-survey ot both groups seeks 
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to high-light is the chan2e, if any, in their respective 

attitudes during the tirst year ot the proJect. The lack of any 

significant change in both groups would be strong evidence tha~ 

the presence of the O-I project had not appreciably affected 

public attitudes. A significant change in the attitudes of 

both groups, however, cannot be as quickly attributed solely to 

the existence of the O-I project" Without a control group for 

either participants or non-participants, the legitimacy of the 

claim that the observed changes are caused by the presence of 

the O-I project is weakened. 

Despite the foregoing methodologiqal weaknesses, these 

surVey results can be useful indicators of O-I's overall merit 

to the community, when used in conjunction with other evaluation 

findings about the project. 

C .. ~~ion 14: Do O-I Participants Use More Target-Hardening 
Procedures than Non-Participants? 

" 
Thisi~uestion is based on the hypothesis that O-I increases 

public ~wareness about the usefulness of crime prevention (Cfl 

methods, and 1that this awareness in turn motivates citizens -to' 

use CP techniques for their own households. 
The measure used to 

test this hypothesis is the nUmber of target-hardening activi-

ties used by both participants and non-participants during the 

first year of the project. 
This information is obtained in the 

post-survey qUestionnaires illustrated in appendixes C and E. 

Comparison of the survey responses from participants'and 

non-participants can be used to test the hypothesis that 
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because of their association with the O-I project, participants 

have in fact used more target-hardening devices in their homes 

than non-participants. If the survey results show considerably 

more cl~ime prevention activity by participan.ts, two explanations 

seem most probableo 

First, the basic hypothesis may be valid -- association 

with O-I motivates citizens tO'use other CP methods. This 

explanation essentially supports the claim that O-I is a useful 

mechanism for communicating information about CP and motivating 

citizens to protect themselves. The second explanation is 

based on the argument that the kinds of people who join an O-I 

project are the same kinds who are motivated to take other pre-

cautions to secure thelr house 0 • " h 1dS The implication here is 

that O-I participants will use other CP methods whether the O-I 

t Although this explanation does not program exists or no • 

motl'vatl"ng citizens to ~se other CP activities, credit 0-1 with 

" It suggests that those citizens it is not entirely negatJ.ve. 

in crime prevention view O-I as another way who are interested 

/ homes,· as public awareness or the need ror to safeguard their 

Participation: in the O-I proj'ect crime prevention increases, 

Should also increase. 

l't tne survey results indicate no On the other hand, 

in tne amount or C~ activity between signiticant ditrerence 

th the crime prevention " "pants and non-participants g en partlcl 
U 1 s it can be argued that 

f 'ts of O-I become suspect. n es bene 1 

O-I are equal for both groups, the the CP benefits induced by 
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absence of any significant dif:terence suggests that the 0-1 

program has had little impact in motivating citizens ·to use 

other CP methods. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUI>1MARY OF DATA SOURCES AND ITEMS 
USED FOR FACH EVALUATION QUESTION 
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Table A-2 

THE FOURTEEN EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
BY EVALUATION AREA 

Recruitment and Enrollment 

Question 1 

Question 2 

Question 3 • 

Question 4. 

How successful is the 0-1 project in informing 
and recruiting citizens for Operation Iden­
tification? 

How effectively and efficiently does each 
recruitment method used by the 0-1 project 
produce new participants? 

How successful are the enrollment procedures, 
forms, and equipment? 

How well do 0-1 participants comply with 
project instruction.::;; and guidelines? 

Burglary Deterrence 

Question 5. 

Question 6e 

Question 7. 

Question 8 • 

Question 9 .. 

Do 0-1 participants experience an absolute 
decline in burglary rates? 

Do 0-1 participants experience a decline in 
burglary rates relative to non-participa~ts? 

Do 0-1 participants report a greater proportion 
of the property crimes committed against them 
to the police after joining operation Identi-
fication? 

Do O-I participants experience "false" burglary 
rate reductions because projects enroll a 
disproportionate number of recently burglarized 
citizens? 

Do households in the target area collectively 
experience a decline in reported burglaries 
because of operation Identification? 
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Table A-2 (continued) 

Property Recovery and Return 

Question 10. Is stolen O-I marked property more likely to 
be returned to its owner than unmarked prop­
erty? 

Question 11. Is stolen 0-1 marked property more likely to 
bE~ recovered by the police than unmarked prop­
erty? 

Question 12. Is r.-ecovered 0-1 marked property more likely 
to be traced to its owner than unmarked prop­
erty? 

Other 0-1 Benefits 

Question 13. Does an 0-1 project improve the relationship 
between the police and 0-1 participants and non­
participants? 

Question 14. Do O-I participants use more target-hardening 
procedures than non-participants? 
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Data 
Label 

'Data 
Item 

~<,.rG== 

'1'abll3 A-3 ------
REGISTRATION INFOru~~TION REQUIRED FOR 

EACH EVALUA'l'ION QUESTION 

Recruitment & 
Enrollment 

123 4 

Evaluation Questions
a 

Burglary 
Deterrence 

5 6 7 8 9 

Property 
Recovery & 
Retur_n __ _ 

10 11 12 

Regictration Information 

RI.l Participant name and address X X 
RI.2 Participant telephone number X X 
RL3 Participant personal data 
RI.4 Date joined project X X 
RI.5 O-I number us-ed X 
RI.6 Number and type of X 

property items engraved 
RI.7 How participant first heard X 

about O-I 
RL8 Most useful information X 

source about O-I 
RL9 Reason for joining project X X 
RIolO Number of times burglaries in 

the last two years X X X X 
RI.ll Date of each burglary and X X 

whether reported to the 
police 

RI.12 Amount ($) taken in each X X· 
burglary 

RLl3 Was at least one property item X 
ever returned for each bur-
glary 

RI..14 Time from each burglary to X 
first returned item 

RI.lS Any problems with the project X 
procedures, forms, or 
materials 

RI.16 Su~gestions for improvement X 
i.n the proj ect 

RL17 Othe~ crime ~revention 
techniques in use or 
currently being added 

RLIS Attitude toward the police 

a. See Table A-2 for the specific evaluation questions. 
b. Participant telephone n~~ers are used for the post survey. 
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Table A-4 

0-1 PROJECT FILE INFORMATION AND TARGET AREA CRIME DATA 
REQUIRED FOR EACH EVALUATION QUESTION 

Evaluation Questions * 

Property 
Recruitment & Burglary Recovery & Other 

Data Data Enrollment Deterrence Return 
Label Item 
----

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

0-1 Project Files 

Pi!'.1. Total number of participant X X 
years (-months) 

PF.2 Total amount of resources X 
spent on recruitment 
activities 

PF.3 Total amount of res.ources X 
spent on enrollment 
activities 

Tar~et Area Crime Statistics 

CD.l Annual ~~rglary data for X X X 
the target area 

CD.2 Monthly burglary data X X X 
for the target area 

.~--. ------

* See Table A-2 for the specific evaluation questions. 
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Data 
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Data 
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Table A-5 

INDIVIDUAL BURGLARY REPORT INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR 
EACH EVALUATION QUESTION 

Recruitment & 
Enrollment 

Evaluation Questions* 

Burglary 
Deterrence 

Property 
Recovery & 
Return 

Benefits 

13 14 

Other 
Benefits 

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 ~ 1 L':' 12 13 14 

Burglary ReEorts 

BR.l Number of reported burglaries X X X X X 
in target area (households 
displaying decal) 

BR.2 Number of reported burglaries X 
in target area (households 
with marked property) 

BR.3 Date each burglarized 0-1 X 
household joined project 

BR.4 Amount ($) stolen in each X 
reported 0-1 burglary 

BR.S Total number of marked v v 
~Io. .n 

items (SPIs) stolen 
BR.6 Total number of unmarked, "I X X 

Items (SPIs) stolen ________ ~~ ______ 
--- ---- -- -- ---- .--.--------.. ~---

* See Table A-2 for the specific evaluation questions. 
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Table A-6 

POLICE PROPERTY ROOM DATA REQUIRED FOR 
EACH EVALUATION QUESTION 

Recruitment & 
Enrollment 

Evaluation Questionsa 

Burglary 
Deterrence 

Property 
Recovery & 
Return 

Other 
Benefits 

1 2 3 4 56789 10 11 12 13 14 

Property Roomb 

'R.l Number of unmarked prop- X X 
erty items recovered 

R.2 Number of unmarked prop- X 
erty items returned 
to owners 

R.3 Number of unmarked prop- X 
erty items returned 
to owners in the tar-
get area 

P R.4 Number of marked prop- X X 
erty items recovered 

P R.S Number of marked prop- X 
erty items returned 
to owners 

P R.6 Number of marked prop- X 
erty items returned 
to owners in the 
target area 

--- ------------ - ----- -----.------------------- ---- -- ---- --

a. See Table A-2 for the specific evaluation questions. 
b. "Property items" for all six data items refers to "selected property items ll (SPls) 

only. See Chapter V . 
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Data 
Label 

'J 
" .. ;1 

" 

~. 
~ ~ 

I 

Data 
Item 

\1 

I 

O-I Participants 

PS.l 

PS.2 
PS.3 
PS.4 

PS.5 

PS.6 

Problems with the O-I 
project 

O-I number used 
The number of decals used 
The number and type of 

property items inventoried 
Number of crime prevention 

activities involved in 
since ]o1ning project 

Attitude toward the police 

Burglarized O-I 
Participants 

PS.7 Nlli~er of times burglarized 
since joining project 

PS.8 D~te of each burglary and 
whether reported to the 
police 

PS.9 Amount ($) stolen in each 
burglary 

PS.IO Number of burglaries, marked 
property stolen 

PS.ll Number of burglaries, any 
marked property returned 

Table A-7 

POST-SURVEY DATA REQUIRED FOR 
EACH EVALUATION QUESTION 

* Evaluation Questions 

Recruitment & 
Enrollment 

1 2 3 

X 

X 

4 

X 
X 

Burglary 
Deterrence 

5 678 

X X 

X X X X 

x 

9 

Property 
Recovery & 
Return 

10 11 12 

x 

X 

x 
t 

Other 
Benefits 

13 14 

X 

X 
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Table A-7 (continued) 

Recruitment & 
Enrollment 

. . * Evaluatlon Questl0n? 

Burglary 
Deterrence 

Property 
Recovery & 
Return 

Other 
Benefits 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

PS.12 
PS.13 

PS.14 

PS.lS 
PS.16 
PS.17 

PS.18 

PS.19 

PS.20 
PS.2l 

PS.22 

Non-Participants 

Aware of O-I project 
How did each first hear 

about the project 
What was the most useful 

source of information 
about the project 

Number who want to join 
Reasons for not joining 
Number of crime prevention 

activities involved in 
during the past year 

Attitude towards the 
quality of police 
services 

Number of burglaries in 
the past year 

Date of each burglary 
Number of burglaries, any 

property stolen 
Number of burglaries, any 

stolen property returned 

x 
X 

X 

X 
X 

* See Table A-2 for the specific evaluation questions. 
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OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

PARTICIPANT REGISTRATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name (RI.I): 

Address (RI.I): 

Telephone number (RI.2):, 

Age (RI.3): , Sex (RI. 3) : , Race ,(RI. 3) : 

Income level (RI.3): 

Date (RI.4): 

How did you first hear about Operation Identification (RI.7)? 

Newspaper: 

Radio: 

Television: 

Billboard: 

Mail: 

Relative/Friend/Neighbor: 

Meeting of community or 
civic group: 

Display in library, 
police station, business, 
etc. : 

Other: 

What s~urce provided you with the most useful in­
formatJ.on about Operat'ion Identification -- for 
example, how to join (RI.S)? 

Newspaper: 

Radio: 

Television: 

Billboard: 

Mail: 

Relative/Friend/Neighbor: 

M~e~ing of community or 
CJ.VJ.C group: 

D~splay in library, po­
lJ.ce station, business, 
etc. : 

Other: 
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.. 
I dentt'fiC'a t'ion (RI. 9) ? 

Recently burglarized: 

Recent burglary in neighborhood: 

Burglary prevention: 

Return of property in case of burglary: 

Recommended by others: 

Other (specify): 
. . . .. .,.. .. 

Did y.ou engrave yO'u'r', property, w'ith ,the' 'iden't'ify­
ing numb'er' 'r'e'corom'ended by-the' p'roj'e'ct (RI. 5) ? 

Yes: 

No: 

If not, what" humber did you u'se? 

How man¥ personal property 'items did' you engrave 
with thJ.s nuiriher (RI.6)? 

Which of the following problems did you experi­
ence with enrollment procedures or instructions, 
forms, or materials you were given (RI.IS)? 

Delays in obtaining engraving tools: 

Instructions were unclear: 

Engraving tool did not operate properly: 

Engraving tool was difficult to use: 

Engraving damaged or detracted from the 
appearance of property? 

Some property items could not be engraved: 

Other (specify): 
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What su 'e's'tioh's',wou', ou rna e ld ' "k 'fo'r 'inlp'r'oVing 

. ,. ~ .. .. \ ...... 
HoW many' times, has, y-o'ur. res'idence been' bu'rgl'ar­
ized during' the las't 'tw'o' ye'ars ,(RI .10) ? 

First' b'urgl'ary -

Date of Occurrence (RI.ll): 

Estimated value of property stolen (RI.12): 

Has any of the property stolen in this bur­
glary been recovered by the police (RI.13): 

How long after the burglary occurred were 
you first notified that some of your stolen 
property had been recovered (RI.14): 

Second burgla'ry _ 

Date of occurrence (RI.ll): 

Estimated value of property stolen (RI.12): 

Has any of the property stolen in this bUr­
glary been recovered by the police (RI.13): 

How long after the burglary occurred were 
you first notified that some of your stolen 
property had been recovered (RI.14): 

Third burglary 

Date of occurrence (RI.ll): 

Estimated value of property stolen (RI.12): 

Has any of the property stolen in this bur­
glary been recovered by the police (RI.13): 

How l~ng after the burglary occurred were 
you f1rst notified that some of your stolen 
property had been recovered (RI.14): 
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APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE' PARTI'CTPANT' pnST'~'SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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. OPERATION IDENTIFTCATTON 

PA'RTICIPANT POST-SURVEY QUEST IONNAIRE 

Did you eng'rave' your, property with. the identify­
ing' n'ilmhe'r 'red:JhUne'nd'e'd hy 'die 'project (PS. 2)? . 

Yes: 

No: 

If notl what number 'did y6u use? 

How many 0-1 warning 'decals have you displayed 
on your residenc~ CPS. 3) ? 

How many pe'rsoh'al 'pr·operty. items have. you Ii sted 
on the inventory. 'fo'rms. yO'u' ,rece'i ved ,when 'you 
enro 11'edin' Op'era·t'J.on Identi i c a ti on P S • 4 ? 

Which of ~he following crime ~revention measures 
have you ~m~lemented since jOlning Operation 
~dentificat~on (PS.'F5\)~?----~~~=Z~~~~~ 

Installation of improved or additional locks: 
Installation of an alarm system: 
Installation of exterior lighting: 
Participation in a block watch program: 
Watch dog: 

Other: 
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Which ofth'e 'f'o11'ow'ing, p'robl'erns, 'did'. you', 'ex'peri­
ence ,wi th: th~·. 'en'rol'l'ment. procedures, ,'or', with. 
the lns truct'~'Ohs' ,f'orIn's, 'o'l::mat'erials' you w'e're 
giVen (PS.l)? 

How 

Delays in obtaining engraving tools: 

Instructions were un~lear: 

Engraving tool did not operate properly: 

Engraving tool was difficult to US8: 

Engraving damaged or detracted from the 
appearance of property? 

Some property items could not be engraved: 

Engraved items were difficult to resell: 

Deterioration of decals due to weather: 

Other (specify): 

services chan 
Ident~flcatlon 

Much better than before: 

Somewhat better than before: 

No change: 

Somewhat worse than before: 

Much worse than before: 

How many times has your residence been bur­
glarized since you joined Operation Identi­
fication (PS.7)? 

(N t· The post-survey questionnaire for bur-
~a~ized O-I participants, App~nd~x D~ can be 

~dministered ··to those per~or:s. lndlcatln~ one 
or more burglaries since JOlnlng Operatlon 
Identification.) 
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APPENDIX D 

SAMPLE P'OST.,.SURVEY,QUESTTONNAlRE FOR 
BURGLARIZED 'O-I 'PARTTCIPANTS 

106 

, 'OPERATI'ON IDENTTF'ICATI'ON 
.. '. '" 

~URGLAR:IZEn PARTICIPANT 'POST-BURVEY' QUESTTONNAI'RE 

.. '" '" 

How man', times, has, YOUr ' r~side'~~eb'~'~'~: b~r~ 
larized s'~lrc~' you 'lOl:ned 'Ope'r'a't~o'n Td'en't~-
~cat~on PS.7)? __ _ 

First burgTary _ 

Date of OCcurrence (PS.8): 

Estimat~d value of property stolen (PS.g): 

Were any of the property items stolen 
engraved with an identifying number (PS.IO)? 

Yes: 

No: 

Were any of these markedpr'operty items re­
covered hy ··'the polIce (PS .11) ? 

Yes: 

No: 

Sec~~d burglary -

Date of occurrence (PS.8): 

Estimated value of property stolen (PS.9): 

Were any of the proper~y ~tems stolen 
engraved with an identlfy~ng number (PS.IO)? 

Yes: 

No: 

Were any of these marked property items re­
~overed by the police (PS.ll)? 

Yes: 

No: 
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Third hurgl'ary -

Date of occurrence (PS.8): 

Estimated value of property stolen (PS.9): 

Were any of the property items stolen 
engraved with an identifying number (PS.lO): 

Yes: 

No: 

Were any of these marked property items re­
covered by the police (PS.ll): 

Yes: 

No: . 

• 
• 
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APPENDIX E I 

SAMPLE" NON'-PARTICTPANT' POST-SURVEY' QUESTIONNAIRE 
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OPERATTOl'{ IDENTTFICATION 

NON-PAHTTCIPANT POST-SURVEY QUEST!ONNAlRE 

The following information should be collected from 
a random sample of citizens not participating in 
Operation Identification, one year after project implementation ... 

Which of. the. following. crime.l:,,:,eVeiltion. measures 
~ve yoU Hnplemehted·ul: ~ngthe past yea,,: PS .17) ? 

Operation Identificationa : 

Installation of improved or additional locks: Installation of an alarm system: 
Installation of exterior lighting: 
Participation 

in a block watch program: 
Watch dog: 

Other: 

Have yoU heard of 'the Operation Id 1- 'f' . 
EEogr:am (PS .12) ? M en~~ '~cat~on 

Yes: 

No: 

How did you first hear 'b t 
ITCation (PS .13)? a '?E Opera'tion Identi-

a. 

Newspaper: 

Radio: 

Television: 

Billboard: 

Mail: 

Relative/Friend/Neighbor: 

7I.f~e~ing of community or 
c~v~c group: 

D~SPlay in library, po­
l~ce station, business, etc. : 

Other: 
Terminate the N . 
if part' " ,on-Part~cipant Questionnaire 
is indi~:~~~~~ in Operation Identification 
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. , ,', 'h" th"'" 's't' u's'ef'ul, in-What sou'rc'e proV~ded you, w~t " ,e. mo.,' ':'-for 

forma tion'ab'ou't, Operationld.ent~f~cat~on 
example, 'how 'to join (PS.14)? 

Newspaper: 

Radio: 

Television: 

Billboard: 

Mail: 

---

Relative/Friend/Neighbor: 

Meeting of community or 
civic group 

Display in librar~, po­
lice station, bus~ness, 
etc. : 

Other: 

, ' . "Iden-ti-d i'n' J'oi'ning Opera't'~o'n Are you inter'e'ste' ' 
fication (PS.1S)? 

Yes: 

No: 

If no, why not (PS.16)? (check as many as apply) 

Takes too much time: 

1 deterrent: Not an effective burg ary 

Other crime prevention progra ms are better: 

Unncessary: 

Inconvenient: 

Other: 
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HoW' many time's', has .. 

First burglary -

Date of occurrence (PS.20): 

Was any property stolen in this burglary 
(PS.2l)? 

Has any of the property stolen in this 
burglary been recovered by the police 
(PS.22)? 

~ond burg l'ary -

Date of occurrence (PS.20): 

Was any property stolen in this burglary 
(PS.2l)? 

Has any of the property stolen in this 
burglary been recovered by the police 
(PS.22)? 

Third burglary -

Date of occurrence (PS.20): 

Was any property stolen in this burglary 
(PS.2l)? 

Has any of the property stolen in this 
burglary been recovered by the police 
(PS.22)? 

How has our 0 inion about the ruality of police 
servi.ces changed dur~ng the past year (PS.la)? 
(check one) 

Much better than before 

Somewhat better than before 

No change 

Somewhat worse than before 
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This appendix contains several numerical examples 

demonstrating the application of ,the evaluative measures and 

statistical tests discussed in chapters III through VI. Neither 

the limitations of the individual measures nor the relative 

merits of alternative measures for assessing the same evaluation 

question are discussed in this appendix. It is assumed that 

the reader is familiar with chapters III through VI. 

A. Numerical Measures of O-I's Effectiveness in Recruiting 
and Enrolling Project Participants 

Many of the meaSures proposed in Chapter III for assess­

ing the recruitment and enrollment activities of an 0-1 project 

require only simple tabulations or the calculation of percentages; 

no complicated analytic techniques are involved and examples of 

these calculations are omitted in this appendix. The computation 

of the maximum participation level, the estimated cost to achieve 

the maximum level and the recruitment and awareness efficiencies 

are illustra.ted below.. The sample data used for these compu­

tations are summarized in Table F-l. The numerical values for 

these measures are: 

(1) The percent of the target area population who are aware 
of the 0-1 project (equation 3.1): 

A(%) = 
{H-Np)Pa + Np 

H 

where 

Pa 
Nnpa 

=-- = 
Nnpi 

(100) = 

0.710; 

114 

(Nnp)Pa + Np 
(100) = 13.63 percent 

Np + Nnp 

\~7' 
[ 

Table F-l 

SAMPLE DATA RELATED TO 0-1 RECRUITMENT AND ENROLU·mn-'l 

Data Item 

Total numbera 

Nilluber interviewedb 

Number of those inter­
viewed awa.re of 0-1 

Number of those aware of 
0-1 who want to join 

Number of those inter­
viewed who first heard 
about 0-1 through method j 

Number of those inter­
viewed who indicate that 
method j is most infor-
mative 

Participants 

1388 
(Np > 

200 
(Npi) 

46 
(N ipj) 

24 
(Nipji) 

Non-Participants 
-----~' 

13,932 
(Nnp) 

200 
(Nnpi) 

142 
(Nnpa) 

a. 
, obta1' ned fro,m participant registration Data item 1 1S 

b. 

c. 

information. 
, throu h 6 obtained from post-survey interviews 

Data 1tems ~, t~ and non,·participants. 
of 0-1 part1c1pan 

t ~ for each recruitment method 't ms 5 and 6 are collac ea 
Da ta 1 €D'ata are shown for me,thod j only. 
useda 
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(2) The perc'~nt of those aware of O-I who have joined the 
project (equation 3 0 2): 

J(%) = ---'--(100} = 
(H'-Np ) Pa + Np 

Np 
------(100) = 
(Nnp)Pa + Np 12.31 percent; 

(3) An estimate of the maximum participation level that can be 
~chieved (equation 3

0
5): 

(5) 

= 0.462(4602 percent) 

Pt = NL~_ = 0.091, Np + Nnp 

Pj = Nnpj = 0.408 ; 
Nnpa 

'rhe total expected cost of achi.eving the maximum partici­
p,a tion level (equation 3. 6) : 

C - (Cp ) (Ptmax) (H) 

where 

..... 

~" .. 

- (Cpl,(Ptmax};,Np 
" 
-;.\ .. 

~~" 

'~" 
'., 

I~. 

?\. 
'; 

C
p 

- :- = $3.06 per particip~ht, 

= $21,658.19 

p \ 
E - $4,250 (total dollars expenl1ed 

on the project) . '\" 
to date 

I 
'" 

The awareness efficiency of recruitment method'\''j (equation 3.7) : 

116 .... 

(6 ) 

B. 

Aj _ 
= 

= 7.68 households aware of O-I per dollar spent on. 
method j 

where! 

Pa 
~npa _ 

0.710, = -":" 
Nnpi 

Nanj 
0.246, Panj = --= Nnpa 

(total dollars expended to date c· = $400 
J on method j) ; 

The recruitment efficiency 0 f method j (equation 3.8): 

partici,pants recr.uited per dollar 
= Oe42 h d 

spent on met 0 J 

where 

Npj = NiEii(N ) = 166.56. 
Npi P 

of a-I's Bur~lary Deterrence Sample Evaluation 
assessment of the bur-. tion describes a sample ThJ.s sec 
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glary deterrence effects of an a-I project using the evaluation 

equati,ons d.iscUSSt~d in Chapter IV. The Q-I project and the 

community in which it is implemented are assumed to have the 

\ following characteristics: 

(1 ) 

(2) 

\ 

the a-I proj\~ct was implemented .gn January 1, 1974, 
and the evaluation was based on the period from that 
date through December 31, 1974; 

\ 
\ 

the projectl~ ta~get area contains an estimated 15,320 
households; '\ 

\ 
(3) monthly enrollbent~ in the project for the first year 

of operation ar,e shown in Table F-2; and, 

(4) the number of ret"lidential burglaries reported in the 
target area each month during 1972, 1973, and 1974 
titre shown in 'rabIe.' F-3" 
, 

In addItion, registration and post-survey information 

obtain,ed from··· .. proj eet particip~'l.nts reveal the following: 
\. 

(1) of the participants ihterviewed in the post-survey, 
86.6 percent indicated that they had displayed at 
least one of the warning decals on their residence 
(i.e., Pd = 0.866); and~ 

(2) the participant group indicated before and after 
histories as shown in Table F-4. 

An evaluation of t.he a-I project which seeks to assess 

~~ch of the questions identified in Chapter IV concerning 

project effectiveness as a burglary deterrent would proceed 

as follows: 

Questi~m 5: Do a-I participc.,~ experience an absolute decline 
in ~Ilary rates? 

Th.\; burglary cl,\;i't;:a for thetwo-·year period prior to 

enro1lm(\1lDt was collected from each of the 1388 participants. 

Using eqruation 4.1 the rt'.:!,!li:tdential burglary rate for participants 
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before joining ,o-r is 

BBR 
500 PBb 

=----Np 
= 76&01 burglaries per 1,000 participant-

years. 

To compute the participant burglary rate after joining operation 

Identification, the number of participant-years (from enrollment 

to post-survey) represented by participants displaying decals 

must be estimated. Combining equations 4 0 3 and 4.4, one 

estimate of this number is 

::=: 601 participant-years 

Since monthly enrollment data is available, however, a more 

accurate estimate can be obtained using equation 4 .. 5: 

PYp = ~(11.5 Npl + 10.5 Np2 + .00 + 1 0 5 Npll + 0.5 Np12) 
12 

::=: 708 participant-years; 

and equation 4.3 can be used to estimate the number of partici-

pant-years for participants di$playing project decals: 

PYd ::=: (PYp) (Pd) = 613.13 participant-years • 

Using PYa' the burglary rate for participants after joining 

O-I is computed with equation 4.2: 

1000 PBa 
ABR ::=: PYd 

::=: 71.76 burglaries per 1,000 partic­
ipant-years. 

d A
BR hows that 0-1 participants have 

A comparison of BBR an s 
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experienced an absolute decline in their burglary rate (i.e., 

76.01 burglaries per 1000 participants per year before joining 

the project, to 71.76 after enrollment -- a 5 0 59 percent 

decrease) • 

Qriestion 6: Do a-I participants experience a decline in burglary 
rates relative to non-participants? -

As discussed in Chapter IV, to assess this question, 

the absolute change in purglary rate found in assessing Question 

5 is adjusted to account for the existing burglary trend in the 

entire target area. Since registered participants in Operation 

Identification represent only 9.1 percent of the 15,320 house­

holds in the target area, residential burglary rates for the 

entire area are used to approximate those of non-participants. 

Using 1972 and 1973 burglary totals (see Table F-3), the 

target area burglary rate during the two-year period prior to 

a-I implementation can be computed using equation 4.7: 

TABRb 
= 1000 TABb 

2H 

= 76.40 burglaries per 1,000 house-
holds per year. 

where TABb = 2,341 (the total number of burglaries reported in 

1972 and 1973). Simila~ly, the.target area burglary rate 

during the project's first year of operation (i.e.~ 1974) is 

computed using equation 4.8: 

TABRa 
1000 TABa 

H 

- 79.83 burglaries per 1,000 house­
holds per year. 
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The adjusted burglary rates during the periods before and 

after O-I enrollment, computed using equations 4.9 and 4.10, 

are: 

ABBR = BBR 
TABRb 

= 0.995 before participant burglaries 
per target area burglary:.and 

AABR!IlI ABR 
'I'ABRa 

= 0.899 after participant burglaries 
per target area burglary. 

Wi th these adjusted figures, the bUI'glary rate reduction for 

O-I participants becomes 9065 percent relative to the burglary 

trend in the target area. 

Question 7: Do O-I participants report a greater proportion 
of the property crimes committed against them to the police? 

As discussed in Chapter IV, an assessment of this question 

can be made either by comparing the fractions of burglaries 

among O-I participants which were reported to police before and 

after O-Ienrollmenti or by comparing the fractions of reported 

burglaries among O-I participants before and after O-I enrollment 

which involved the theft of less than $50.00. 

Table F-4 indicates that, at registration, a-I enrollees 

claimed 211 burgl~ries during. the previous two years. A search 

of police burglary reports reveals that 164 of these were re-

pol
;ce, 'and that 38 of the 44 burglaries claimed by 

ported to .... 
victims in the post-survey were reported (see Table F-4) • 
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The fractions reported before and after project enrollment 

are calculated using equations 4.13 and 4.14: 

FRb = 
RPBb 

0 .. 777; and -= PBb 

FRa = RPB~ = 0.864. 
PBa 

To determine whether the difference between these fractions is 

significant, a statistical test to examine the difference 

between two proportions can be used. (See pages 8-12 and 8-13 

in Experiment~ Statistics.) 

When PBb and PBa are large (i.e., both greater than 20), 

the fractions are still calculated . 
w~th equations 4.13 and 4.14, 

but a simpler statistical test can be used. 

the calculation of the quantity 

(F.l) 

(F.2) 

(F. 3)' . 

(F. 4) 

In this example, 

x2 = [(PB)IFRb - FRa J-O.S]2 
(PB) (F) (Q) 

Q = I-F 

PB = 36.41; 

F = 0.791; 

Q = 0.209; and 

X2 = 1.18 
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This test requires 

The computed X2 
value must be compared to the critical value, 

2 
XCI at the chosen level of significance. Table F-S gives the 

X~ values to be used when the hypothesis being tested is that 

two proportions do not differ. At the .05 level of significance, 

for example, the hypothesis that the proportions of burglaries 

reported by O-I participants before and after enrollment do not 

differ would be accepted since the computed x2 value, 1.18, 

does not exceed the critical value, x~ = 3.84; i.e., the con­

clusion drawn would be that the reporting among O-I participants 

has not changed o 

A similar analysis can be used to compare the fraction of 

reported burglaries among O-I participants which involved the 

thpft of less than $50. Suppose, for example, that the partici­

pants registering in the project indicate that during the pre­

vious two years, 36 burglaries involved the theft of less than 

$50; and suppose that in the post-survey, they report that in 

10 burglaries that occured since they joined O-I, less than 

Table F-5 

CRITICAL X2 VALUES 

Significance critical 
level value 

( a ) (X2) c 

.100 2.71 

.050 3.84 

.025 5 0 02 
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$50 was stolen o using equations 4.J5 and 4.16, the fractions 

of interest are: 

0.171; and 

0.227. 

The chi-square test discussed above can be applied again: 

36.41; 

(

FBLa FBLb \ 
F = PB PBb + PB

a 
J= 0.181; 

Q = I-F = 00819; and 

[(PB) IFBLb - FBLal -0.5] 2 

(PB) (F) (Q) 
= 0.439. 

The hypothesis that the fraction of burglaries reported which 

involved the theft of less than $50 did not change after \;';m-

rollment in 0-1, would be accepted at the 5 percent level of 

significance since the computed X2 value is less than X~ = 3.84. 

Using either of these methods to assess Question 7, the 

conclusion suggested by the results is that participation in 

Operation Identification did not affect the participant's 

burglary reporting rate. 

Question 8:, Do O-I.particiI?ants experience, i1 false" l?urglary 
rate reduct~ons because proJects enroll a d~sproport~nate 
number of recently burglarized citizens? 

By comparing each participant's enrollment date with the 

dates of the before bur~laries indicated at the time of 

126 

-,~ '-' 
.-

-,-.-.~ 

-' ~-

I ~ .. '1->.' 

registration, the 211 burglaries occurring among participants 

during the two years prior to O-I enrollment can be classified 

according to whether they occurred within the first or second 

year prior to enrollment. If 118 of the 211 burglaries occurred 

during the first year preceding the participants' enrollment, 

then the remaining 93 must have occurred during the second year 

prior to O-I enrollment (see Table F-4). With this data, 
.<. 

participant burglary rates can be computed for each of the 

periods using equations 4.17 and 4.18: 

Target 

years (1973 

1000 PBb~l 
BBR-l = ----­Np 

= 85.01 burglaries per 1,000 partici­
pants during the first year 
prior to enrollment; and 

1000 PBb- 2 

Np 
= 67.00 burglaries per 1,000 partici­

pants during the second year 
before enrollment. 

t dur ;ng the first and second area burglary ra es ~ 

and 1972 respectively in this example) prior to 

can also be computed from available crime 
O-I's introduction 

statistics (Table F-3): 

.;.1 
1000, TAB-' 

H 

= 79.11 burglaries per 1,000 house-
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introduction of the 0-1 project, the increase in the residential 

burglary rate for the target area was less than the increase 

observed during the previous year. The question remaining, 

however, is whether this change occurred because of the 0-1 

project. 

To explore this question, a 12-month moving average based 

on the monthly number of burglaries in the target area is 

computed (see Chapter IV). The moving average for January 1973 

(designated month 1 in Table F-3) is computed using equation 

4.24: 

Al = i2(Bl + BO + B_1 + ••• + B~'lO) 

= 96.0 burglaries. 

To .calculate the average for succeeding months, equation 4.25 

is used. For example, ithe moving average .for month 2 (February 

1973) is 

96.5 burglaries; 

and for month :3 is 

Monthly rilovin9 averages through De.cember 1974, are shown 

in Table F-6, and plotted by month in Figure F-lp Note that -. . ' .. 

monthly residential burgla~y totals have been superimposed on 

Figure F-l t.O deni.onstrate t11e th' smoo ~ng eff~~t of the moving 
", 

average. The burglary trend, graphically estimated by the 

moving average in Figure F-l l• shows a temporary decline in 

January 1974, the first month of project operation, ~Thich 
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holds per yearo 

== 1000 Tl:\.B-2 
H 

= 73 0 69 burglaries per 1,000 house­
holds per year. 

Adjusted burglary rates .can be computed using equations 4020 

and 4.21: 

== 10075 before participant burglaries 
per target area burglary; and 

ABBR-2 BBIl.-
2 

= TABRb-2 

= 0.909 before participant burglaries 
per target area burglary. 

The adjusted burglary rate for participants during the first 

year of project operation, AABR, was computed above in assessing 

Question 6 (00899 after participant burglaries per target area 

burglary). 

Compariso~ of ABBR-2 (0.909), ABBR-l (1.075), and AABR 
t 

(00899) indicates the possible existence of a small "regression 

artifact;" Le., the differences between ABBR-l and both ABBR-2 

and AABR and the similarity of ABBR-2 and AABR suggest that the 

before burglary rate for participants may be artificially high 

because of a self-selection bias introduced by the enrollment 

of a disproportionate number of citizens who were burglarized 

during the first year prior to enrollmentw And, as a result, 
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the subsequent "reduction" in the burglary rate during the 

first year of participation may, in fact, merely be a return 

to the normal rate of participants and completely independent 

of 0-1 participation. 

Question 9: Do households in the target area collecti~~~ 
experience a decline in reported burglaries because of Operation 
Identifi.cation? 

The target area burglary rate for the 0-1 project's first 

year of operation was computed above for the assessment of 

Question 6 (79.83 burglaries per 1,000 housebolds per year). 

Burglary rates were also computed for the first and second 

years prior to 0-1 implementation (i.e., for 1973 and 1972 

respectively) in the assessment of Question 8. The burglary 

rate for the year prior to enrollment, TABR-l , was 79.11 

burglaries per 1,000 households per year; and the rate for the 

second year prior to enrollment, TABRb-2 was 73.69 burglaries 

per 1,000 households per year. With these rates, the change 

in burglary rate for the target area the project's first year 

of operation can be computed using equation 4.22: 

= 0.72 burglaries per 1,000 households 
per year; 

and the corresponding change for the previous year can be 

computed using equation 4.23: 

= 5.42 burglaries per 1,000 households 
per year; 

A comparison of dTABRl.and dTABR-~ .indicates that following the 
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\ obviously cannot be attributed to 

joined the project during month 1 

O\-I since only 1.11 
\ 

hOl.lsehold\s 

«(\nly 0 0 7 perc.ent of all 
t· 

households in the targe't a .... ea).. I .... A d\\~cl.ine in December 1974, 
h \. 

o'Vlever, is far more likely to have Eileen the rE~sult: of the 
~ 

O-I project, although other eXPlanati~ns: must still be 
It 

considered (e.g .. , other crim,e preventihn programs or an 

abnormally high burglary total in DeceJ.ber 1973, due to 
VI 

economic conditions). Data for succeed~.ng months in 1975 will 
\ 

hav.G to be analY2;ed to determine if the \decline is ·temporary I 
l 

\ 
\ or not. 

\ 

\ 

\ 
l' 

c. Sample Evaluation of O-I's Effectiver1ess in Improving 
Recovery and Return { 

proper'\~ 
t~ 

The sample evaluation disct;!ssed in t\lis section makes the 
! , 
~ 

following assumptions: 

(1) 

(2 ) 

(3) 

At the time the a-I· project was} implemented, 
burglary offense reporting forml,' were modified 
to provide the following informiti'cion: 

. ~ 

o an indication of victim p~rticipation 
. in Operation Identificat~)n~ and 

o a description of each item stolen, 
including an indication of whether 
it was a-I marked. 

All p:r:operty items recovered by the police. are 
processed through the property room~ each l~em 
is described on a proper~y ~eco!ery form; ltS 
description includes an lndlcatlon of whethl:!r 
its owner had been traced either locally or to 
another jurisdiction. 

Items most frequently s,tolen in, res~dential 
burglaries in the targ'et comml;1nlty lnclu~e 
t levisions citizen band radlos, guns, Jewelry, 

e d PClcket-~ize electronic calculators. ,Of 
:~ese t~levisions, radios, and electronlC 
c~lcuiators are chosen as the Selected Prope"rty 

Items. 
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After the first year of project operation, the data collected 

from burglary and property recovery records; participant 

registration information, and post-surveys were used to perform 

the following evaluation. 

Question 10: Is stolen O-I marked property more likely to be 
returned to its owner than unmarked property? 

Table F-7 summarizes the data obtained from burglary 

reports and property recovery records during the project's 

first year of operation. The probability of return for marked 

and unmarked SPIs can be computed using equations 5.1 and 5.2: 

P re 0.143; and~ 

Prne = 
Nrne 
--- 00056. Nsne 

Since Nse and Nsne are both greater than 20, a X2 test can be 

used to test the hypothesis that the probability of return for 

marked SPIs is greater than the probability of return for un­

marked SPIs" (This test \lIas introduced in Section B of this 

appendix .. ) In this case, the necessary equations and cor].csponding 

sample values are: 

N = 
(Nse ) (Nsne ) 

Nse .+ Nsne = 35 .. 16; 

N(Prne + Pre ) P = N N- = 0.070; and 
se sne 
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Table F-7 

PROPERTY THEFT, RECOVERY, AND RETURN STATISTICS 
OBTAINED FROM PROPERTY ROOM AND BURGtARY RSCORDS 

Data Items O-I Marked Unmarked 

Number of SPIs 42 216 stolen (Nse ) {Nsne } 

Number of SPIs 8 20 recovered (Nee) (Ncne ) 

Number of SPIs traced 7 12 
to owners (Nte) (Ntne) 

Number of SPIs traced 
6 12 to owners within the . 

(Nre ) (Nrne ) target jurisdiction 

Number of SPIs traced 
to owners outside the 1 0 
target jurisdiction 

. , '~ 

135 . 



:1 

"t ~ " 
"j 

. J" { 
• ~ i 

'/ 
: ~. 

- ~ . - . ' .... .., .. - -,-

Q = 1 - P = 0.930 

which yield 

0.5)2. 
= 2.86. 

NPQ 

This X2 value must be compared to the critical value, X~ at the 

chosen level of significance. (Table F-8 shows the X~ values 

for various levels of significance a) At the .05 level of 

significance, for example, the hypothesis that the return 

probability for marked SPIs is greater than that for unmarked 

SPIs would be accepted, since the computed X2 value, 2.86, 

exceeds the critical value X~ = 2.71. 

As part of the registration process, each participant is 

asked for the number of times he has been burglarized in the 

previous two years, and for each burglary: the date, value of 

property stolen, wh€:!·ther any property was returned 1 and the 

length of time between the burglary and the date the first 

property item returned. 

Table F-8 

CRITICAL X2 VALUES FOR A ONE-SIDED TEST 

Level of 
Significance 

( ex ) 

.100 

.050 

.025 
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Critical 
Values 

(X2) c 

1.64 

2.71 

3.84 

Suppose participants report 211 before burglaries -- 170 of 

which involve the theft of at least one property item -- and the 

return of some property in 45 instances. Using the time inter­

val between the burglary and return of the first property item 

for these cases, an empirical distribution of the first return 

times can be constructed (see Table F-9). With this distribution, 

TgOr ' a time from burglary to return of the first property 

item which is greater than 90 percent of all burglaries in 

which at least one property item is returned, is found to be 

between four and five weeks (L,e. ,approximately one month) • 

Consequently, the calculation of the RPB (return probability 

per burglary) values will be based only on burglaries that are 

at least one month old at the time the information about each 

is collected. '1 th ~ Id" Adjusted data based exclus~ve y on ese 0 

. T bI F 10 Using this data, the burglaries are shown ~n a e - • 

return probabilities for participants, before and after joining 

a-I, and for non-participants during the project's first year 

can be Computed using equations 5.3 through 5.5: of operation 

I 

Nrbpb 
= 0.253; Prbpb = , 

Nbpb 

I 

,Nrppb 
Prppb = Nppb 

= 0.211; and 

I 

Nrpnb 
= 0 8 176. , 

Prpnb = Npnb 
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Table F-IO 

SAMPLE BURGLARY AND PROPERTY RECOVERY DATA OBTAINED 
FROM REGISTRATION INFORMATION AlID POST-SURVEYS 

Number of burglaries for 
which at least one 
property item was stolen. 

Number of burglaries 
for which at least one 
property item was re­
turned. 

Number of burglaries for 
which at least one O-I 
marked item was stolen. 

Number of burglaries for 
which at least one O-I 
marked item was returned. 

O-I Participants O-I Participants 
Before After 

Enrollment Enrollme:nt 

8 
I 

(Nrppb) 

139 

Non­
Participants 

31 
(N~pnb) 



A comparison of PrpPb and Prpnb using the chi-square test 

described above yields a X2 value of 0.076; i.e., the return 

probability per burglary for O-I p~rticipants is not significantly 

greater than that for non-participants. Since P
rbpb 

is greater 

than PrpPb ' however, the hypothesis that the return probability 

per burglary for O-I participants is greater after enrollment 

cannot be supported. 

Question 11: Is stolen O-I marked proeerty more likely to be 
recovered by the POlice_than unmarked propert~? 

Using the data contained in Table F-7, the recovery 

probabilities for marked and unmarked property can be calculated 

with equations 5.6 and 5.7: 

Pee =~ = 0.190; and 
Nse 

Applying the Chi-square test again, a X2 value of 2.48 is 

calculated -- a result significant at the .10 level of signifi-

cance (see Table F-8). Therefore, the hypothesis that the 

recovery probability for marked property is greater than that 

for unmarked property would be accepted if the evaluator is 

willing to accept a 10 percent chance of accepting a false 
hypothesis. 
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Question 12: Is recovered O-I marked property more likely to 
be traced to i'ts'owner than unmarked property? 

The probab~l~t~es ~ , " of trac;ng the owner of recovered SPIs, 

both marked and unmarked, can be calculated from the data in 

Table F-7 using equations 5.8 and 5.9: 

Nte 
0.875; and Pte = ---

Nee 

Ntne = 00600. Ptne = 
Ncne 

less than 20) are small (i.e., In th;s case, both Nce 'and Ncne d 

~ 1 Instea, a ' 1 ed does not app y. 2 t prev~ous y us 
and, the X tes small and unequal sample 

proportions based on 
test comparing two found in any elementary 

Such a test can be 
sizes must be used. ) Using the pro-

, tal Statistics • t (soe Exper~men 
statistics tex ~ '1 reference to an 

1 involv~ng on Y d ribed (basica1 y , 
cedure esc , the above probabilit~es 

1) the difference ~n 
appropriate tab e ,f hypothesis that the 
would be judged no 'f' nt and the t sign~ ~ca , 

b 'lity of tracing proba ~ 
for recovered the owner is greater 

than for unmarked marked SPIs 
rejected at the .05 SPIs would be 

1 Of significance. leve 
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