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ABSTRACT 

This volume is the second 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 contains reports of the methodology and 

findings of telephone and field surveys of active Operation 

Identification projects, abstracts of documents examined during 

a review of past studies on property' marking progrc~ms, and a 

report on an independent evaluation of the Phase I study. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This volume is the second of a three part report which 

examines the effectiveness of Operation Identification. The 

study is one of a nt~ber of evaluative assessments being con

ducted for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim

inal Justice under its National Evaluation Program. More 

detailed background information may be found in the introduction 

to Volume I. 

This volume contains reports on the methodology and 

findings of telephone and field surveys of active Operation 

Identification projects, abstracts of documents examined during 

the review of past studies on property marking programs, and 

a report on an independent evaluation of the Phase I study. 

The telephone and field surveys were conducted in order 

to gain information about the actual interventions being carried 

out by 0-1 projects throughout the country. These surveys, plus 

the review of past findings of other evaluators, formed the 

knowledge base upon which the subsequent assessments and designs 

for continued study were based. 

The Governmental Research Institute in St. Louis has 

monitored the progress of this study, has provided technical 

assistance to the authors throughou~the study, and has prepared 

the evaluation of the study. This evaluation is based upon the 

study's compliance with Phase I requirements and the quality 

and usefulness of the study products. 

I 



Volume I of the detailed report contains those study 

products directly related to the evaluation of the effective-

ness of Operation Identification. They are as follows: "A 

Review of General Knowledge and Past Findings," "Assessment of 

Effectiveness," "Plans for Phase II Evaluation Activities," and 

"Plans for Evaluating a Single Operation Identification project." 

The third volume, a summary report, is intended to convey in 

non-technical terms, the major findings of the study. It in-

cludes a condensation of the assessment of Operation Identifi

cation's effectiveness and the single project evaluation plan. 
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ABSTRACT 

In order -to supplement general knowledge about 

Operation Identification and obtain information about the 

history( organization, and effectiveness of on-going 0-1 

projecJcs, a telephone survey was developed and administered 

to representatives of 99 0-1 projt~cts throughout the United 

States. Responses to this survey were tabulated and used 

to select a subset of projects to be visited for a field sur-

vey. The telephone survey also provided valuable input to 

the assessment of the numerous questions about the effective-

ness of Operation Identification as a burglary reduction 

concept. 

This paper describes the development of the telephone 

survey instrument, the selection of the projects to be con-

tacted, and the implementation of the survey. Tabulations 

of the responses to each survey question are presented sep-

arately for 78 representative 0-1 projects selected on the 

basis of location, size, and urbanization, and for 21 pro-

jects of special interest (e.g., O-~ projects in large urban 

areas and those which had been evaluat.ed). Major findings 

of the telephone survey are presented, including a profile 

of the prevailing characteristics of 0-1 projects and the 

correlations that 'were found for many of the key variables. 

ii 
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CHAP'rER I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to present the results 

of a telephone survey conducted as part of the Phase I Evalu"' 

ation of Operation Identification. The results of the survey 

are presented in Chapter II. This introductory chapter dis

cusses the purpose of the survey, development of the telephone 

survey instruments, selection of the 0-1 project sample, tech

niques used to administer the survey, and tabulation of the 

results. 

A. Purpose of the Telephone Survey 

The primary purpose of the telephone survey was to 

elicit first-hand information about Operation Identification 

from a representative sample of project implementors nation

wide. Key areas addressed in the survey included: 

(1) project resources available and its principal 

means of support; 

(2) implementation strategies utilized in each com

ponent activity of 0-1 (recruitment, material 

distribution, participant enrollment, burglary 

deterrence, and property recoverY)i 

(3 ) success achieved in meeting each of the p~oject's 

objectives; 

(4)' data availability; and 

(5) problems experienced during the implementation 

of Operation Identification. 

In addition to the tabulated results presented in Chap-

1 



ter II, the telephone survey provid,ed the research team with 

other relevant information. For instance, in the course of 

the telephone interviews, additional sources of information on 

O-I were identified. These included the names of experts on 

various aspects of O-I, and the names of other imp1ementors of 

previous and on-going evaluation studies. Also, evaluation 

::eports from individual Operation Identification projects were 

often obtained as a result of the telephone interviews. Ad-

ditiona11y, previously unidentified projects were added to the 

census of O-I programs, and in some cases in which the projects 

appeared to be of particular interest, included in the telephone 

survey sample. Finally, the survey proved to be of value in 

identifying unique and very successful projects, and also pro-

jects with strong evaluation capabilities; this information 

was later used to produce the list of candidate O-I projects 

considered for subsequent field site visits. 

B. Samp~ Selection Process 

The first step in drawing the sample of cities to be 

telephoned ~as the compilation of a census of known O-I pro

jects. A list of 951 such programs operating in incorporated 

areas, or in unincorporated areas with a population of at 

least 1,000, was compiled from various sources. While this 

list cannot be said to constitute a complete universe of all 

Operation Identification programs (estimates derived from 

various past studies of the percent of police departments 

having property identification programs are shown in Table 

1-1), it is believed to contain a representative subset of 
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Table 1-1 

STUDIES OF THE EXTENT 
OF USE OF PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION 

PROGRJt\MS BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

I , 
Author* Year Population Sampled Cities Cities Cities Reporting 

Queried Respond- Use of Property 

ing Identification 
Programs 

Champagne 2 1973 Cities with popu lations of 153 65 56 
100,000 or more in 1960 

National Crime 1974 Police agencies em ploying 234 126 119 
Prevention Institute graduates of NCPI training 
{NCPIl 6 program 

National Crime 1974 Police agencies with NCPI 193 91 79 

I Prevention Institute graduates, State Planning Agen-
{NCPI} 8 cies, and others 

White, et. aI., Urban 1974 One major law enforcement 50 48 40 
Institute 9 agency in each state 

Governor's Commis- 1974 Minnesota Police and Sheriff's - 148 64 
sion on Crime Preven- Departments 
tion and Control 3 

Office of Criminal 1972 Police agencies in California 
426 290 J 89 

Justice Planning, 
California 1 

---.~--.------.--.- - -- ---- --- -- - -------- ----~-- -- - ---- ---

* - Heference number for each author refers to Bibliography entry. 

~~~.--.,-.• :::"':';:"" .... __ _ .'~""'>_"' __ rr 
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Percent of Cities Re-
sponding Which Report 
Use of Property Identi-
fication Programs 

86 

94 

87 

83 

43 

I 

I 
31 I 

, 
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this universe. Projects that have existed for several years 

were obtained from a list of Operation Identification programs 

compiled in 1970 by Everett HolladaYt former chief of police 

in Monterey Park, California and one of the origil1al imple-

mentors of 0-1. Projects of more recent origin were obtained 

from lists of orders for engraving pens received during 1973-

74 by two of the major manufacturers, Burgess Vibrocrafters, 

Incorporated, and Dremel Manufacturing Company. Projects 

known to be federally funded were obtained through LEAA's 

Grant Management Information System. Projects supported at 

least in part by the efforts of community groups were provided 

by th& National Exchange Club. Additional sources for 0-1 

projects included a survey of active crir~ prevention programs 

conducted by the National Crime Prevention Institute among 

. 2, 3 
lts graduates, a survey of crime prevention programs in 

police departments of major U. S. cities conducted at Georgia 

State university,l and various magazine and newspaper articles. 

Lists of projects contained in evaluation reports from Illinois7 

d
. 5 

an Mlnnesota were not used, to avoid biasing the census of 

0-1 projects, and hence the sample, by including a dispropor-

tionate number from these states. (Jurisdictions in Minnesota 

which had an 0-1 project before the Minnesota Crime Watch was 

instituted, were included, however.) 

The major problem encountered in determining which 

of the 951 projects would actually be telephoned was that 

pre-survey knowledge of most of them was very limited. Major 
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variables such as the coordinating agency, funding level, 

and specific starting dates were unknown except in a few 

instances. Among the variables that were known or could 

be determined for all projects, those deemed most important 

were 1) geographic location, 2) population, and 3) degree of 

urbanization of th8 target community. These variables vlere 

used to classify the 951 projects as described in the following 

paragraph. 

Six geographic regions were identified as shown in 

Figure 1-1. Size of the target community and degree of 

urbanization were combined in a single variable defined by 

population (1970 census) and the target area's proximity to 

a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. The classifica-

tion scheme based on these variables is defined in Table 1-2. 

All county jurisdictions were included in a separate category. 

Table 1--3 shows the distribution of the 951 projects among 

the various categories and Table 1-4 shows the percentage 

distribution by category. 

Initially, 100 telephone interviews were to have been 

conducted. Had the entire sample been allocated propor

tionally, according to the distribution shown in Table 1-4, 

however, many of the projects which were potentially the 

most interesting would not have been included. For example, 

only two of the large urban cities would have been tele-

phoned. Consequently, a decision was made that any project 

of special interest would be included in the sample with 

the remainder of the sample being drawn according to 

5 
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Table 1 - 2 

CLASSIFICATION OF COMMUNITIES 
BY POPULATION AND PROXIMITY TO 

STANDARD METROPOLITA(\J STATISTICAL AREAS 

Classification Popu!ation range WithinSMSA 

Large urban > 500,000 Yes 

Intermediate urban 250,000 - 500,000 Yes 

Smaii urban 100,000 - 250,000 Yes 

Large suburban 50,000 - 100,000 Yes 

Intermediate suburban 20,000 - 50,000 Yes 

Small suburban < 20,000 
I 

Yes 

Large rural 20,000 - 50,000 I No 

Small rural < 20,000 No 

-------------------- -

;~; 
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Table 1-1 

'] DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS FROM 0-1 
CENSUS BY 

~ REGION AND URBANIZATION 

South Midwest southwest Mountain Pacific Total 
Northeast 

Large 
5 7 4 1 4 23' 

urban 2 
Intermediate 

7 6 6 0 6 28~ 
urban 3 
Small 

22 4 3 15 73 
urban 12 17 

Large 
17 20 36 11 6 38 128 

suburban 
Intermediate 

62 2 1 60 163 
suburban 28 10 
Small 

21 109 9 5 41 E.L suburban 46 
Large 

10 26 18 2 10 7 73 
rural , • II 
Small 

44 8 9 21 175 
rural 51 42 

Counties 5 19 26 0 2 5 57 

Total 174 167 330 46 37 197 951 ---

~e 1-4 

PERCENTAGE* DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS 
FROM 0-1 CENSUS BY 

REGION AND URBANIZATION 

Northeast South Hidwest Southwest Mountain Pacific Total 
Large 
urban .21 .53 .74 .42 .11 .42 2.42 
Intermediate 
urban .32 .74 .63 .63 .00 .63 2.94 
Small 
urban 1. 26 1. 79 2.31 .42 .32 1. 58 7.68 1 
Large 
suburban 1. 79 2.10 3.7'9 1.16 .63 4.00 13.46 
Intermediate 
suburban 2.94 1. 05 6.52 .21 .11 6.31 17.14 
Small 
suburban 4.84 2.21 11. 46 .95 .53 4.31 24.29 

'-'I 
~ 

\ 
Large 
rural 1. 05 2.73 1. 89 .21 1. 05 .74 7.68 
Small 
rural 5.36 4.42 4.63 .84 .95 2.21 18.40 

\ 
Counties .53 2.00 2.73 .00 .21 .53 5.99 

ToLal 18.30 17 .56 34.70 4.84 3.8~ 20.72 100.00 

u 

Tl 
I' 

* - Rowand column totals may not be exact due to roundoff of 
individual table entries. 
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Table 1-4. In particular, 0-1 projects in all large urban 

areas were chosen, as were pr.ojects where evaluations were 

known to exist. Projects funded through LEAA's High Impact 

Anti-Crime Program were also included because each would be 

the subject of a comprehensive evaluation. 

The sample finally chosen included 24. special cases 

and 78 other 0-1 projects randomly selected and apportioned 

according to the percentages in Table 1-4. Table 1-5 shows 

the distribution of the 78 randomly selected projects. In-

terviews with three of the special cases (Houston, Memphis, 

and Milwaukee) could not be completed, however, either because 

an Operation Identification project had not yet been imple-

mented, or because the program was operated by an agency or 

organization other than the police department and the appropriate 

contact person could not be identified or interviewed. 

Appendix A lists both the 78 Operation Identification 

projects included in the random sample and the 21 special cases. 

The geographic distribution of all projects telephoned is 

shown in Figure 1-2. 

C. The Telephone Survey Instrument 

The 0-1 telephone survey instrument was prepared by 

formula-ting an initial set of questions relating to the types 

of information sought. Primary sources of information for 

4 this first draft were the project's original proposal, and 

1 
. 7 

the statement of work for the Phase I eva uatl0ns. Three 

subsequent drafts of the survey instrument were prepared and 

revised in developing the final version. 
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Table 1-5 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE 78 RANDOMLY SELECTED 0-1 PROJECTS 
SURVEYED BY REGION AND URBANIZATION 

Northeast South Midwest Southwest Mountain Pacific Total 
Large 
urban 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 
Intermediate 
urban 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
Small 
urban 1 1 2 1 0 1 6 
Large 
suburban 1 2 3 1 1 3 11 
Intermediate 
suburban 2 1 5 0 0 5 13 
Small 
suburban 4 2 9 1 0 3 19 
Large 
rural 1 2 1 0 1 1 6 
Small 
rural 4 3 3 1 1 2 14 

Counties 0 2 2 0 0 1 5 

Total 14 14 27 4 3 16 78 

~-"": 
I 
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Succeeding drafts of the survey were developed 

In through feedback from several criminal justice expe:t:'i':s. 

addition to the Institute's own research team, eight persons 

provided input during the development of the survey instru-

mente They were: 

o Grant Buby, Governmental Research Institute, St. 

Louis, Missouri. The staff of the Governmental Research 

Institute have served as consultants on public ad~inistration 

and law enforcement program evaluations in the greater St. 

Louis area for over 20 years and served in this capacity for 

the present Phase I evaluation of Operation Identification. 

o Katryna Rega~, The Urban Institute, Washington, 

D. C. Ms. Regan developed telephone and field site survey 

instruments in connection with a recent LEAA-funded study of 

burglary prevention programs.
9 

o Lois Hock and Fred Heinzelmann, National Institute 

of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Washington, D. C. 

Ms. Mock and Mr. Heinzelmann, both with the Community Crime 

Prevention Division, served as LEAA monitors for the Phase I 

Evaluation of Operation Identification. 

o Peter Abbey, Governor's Commission on Crime Preven-

tion and Control, Project Evaluation Unit, St. Paul, Minnesota. 

Mr. Abbey was responsible for the evaluation of the statewide 

0-1 project sponsored by the Minnesota Crime Watch program. 

o Michael Maltz, Department of Criminal Justice, 

University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Chicago, Illinois. 

Dr. Maltz is a well known evaluation researcher and a former 

12 
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staff member of LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice. 

o Joseph Lewis, Police Foundation, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Lewis is the Director of Evaluation for the Police Founda-

tion. 

o Chief Everett Holladay (retired), Monterey Park 

Police Department, Monterey Park, California. Chief Holladay 

was an early proponent of Operation Identification. 

Two pretests of the survey drafts weLe also used to 

prepare the final survey instrument. Between November 20 and 

22, 1974, six projects were surveyed using the second survey 

draft. Upon incorporating the suggestions of the experts 

identified above and the experience gained from the first pre-

test, a second pretest of three projects was conducted on 

December 13, 1974. At this time the survey instrument was 

finalized and the telephone survey began. 

The changes introduced from the critiques and pretests 

of the instruments included: 

(1) additions and deletions due to question relevancy 
and the total length of the interview; J 

(2) rewording of questions to clarify their meaning; 
and 

(3) restructuring of the layout of questions in the 
survey instrument to facilitate administration of 
the interview and tabulation of the results. 

The final telephone survey instrument consisted of an 

introduction to the prospective interviewee, questions about 

the O-I project, and a closing section. The introduction 

served the dual purpose of facilitating contact with the proper 

13 
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person to be interviewed and explaining the purpose of the 

survey. The questions in the survey were designed to obtain 

the following types of information: 

(1) name of the project; 

(2) length of project operation; 

(3) reasons for starting the project; 

(4) funding sources and amounts; 

(5) other crime prevention projects run in conjunc
tion with the 0-1 project; 

(6) number of project staff and the extent of their 
training; 

(7) target areas and special groups of people serviced 
by the project; 

(8) number of households and businesses participating 
in the project; 

(9) respondent's view of the relative importance of the 
project objectives; 

(10) activities used to promote the project; 

(11) materials and services provided by the project; 

(12) records maintained by the project; 

(13) problems and benefits experienced; and, 

(14) names of individuals or organizations who had 
conducted evaluations of the project, and the 
results of these studies. 

A copy of the final survey instrument is presented in Appen

dix B. 

D. The Telephone Surv~y Interviews 

Interviewing of the 0-1 projects began on December 18, 

1974 and was completed on January 24, 1975. Calls were 

generally made from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. during weekdays. 

14 
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Three Institute staff members conducted the interviews. One 

surveyed selected projects in the Northeast and Pacific 

states; the second surveyed the Midwest states; and the third 

surveyed the South, Southwest, and Mountain states. 
, .. 

To implement the survey two problems had to be resolved: 

(1) How to identify the specific agency sponsoring 
the 0-1 project when only the name of the city 
was known? and 

(2) How to determine which project staff member to 
interview? 

To resolve the first problem, it was decided to initially 

contact the police department in each city to be surveyed. At 

that time, the interviewer would ask to speak with someone 

knowledgeable about the 0-1 project, if such a project existed 

at the department. About 90 percent of the time, the project 

was in fact operated by the police department; in the remaining 

cases interviewers were referred to other agencies, or were 

told that no project was in operation in the city at the time. 

In deciding which person at the responsible agency to 

interview, it was agreed that interviewers would ask to speak 

to the person "most knowledgeable about the 0-1 project." If 

this individual was immediately available, or would be within 

the next few days, the interview request was made to him; other-

wise, a second best candidate was sought. When an acceptable 

respondent was finally contacted (often immediately), either 

the interview was completed, a later time for the interview was 

scheduled, or the interview was refused. Refusals occurred only 

four times during the survey; reasons given were that the 
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respondent did not have time to discuss the project, or 

did not want to tie up the project's or police department's 

telephone lines for the length of time required for the 

interview. 
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CHAPTER 11. SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

A. Tabulation of Survey Results 

Tabulations of the responses to each survey question 

are contained in appendixes C and D. Appendix C presents the 

tabulations for the 78 "representative" 0-1 projects, and 

Appendix D presents a similar tabulation for the 21 special 

cases. Both the number of projects and corresponding per-

centages are given for each survey question. Percentages 

shown are computed on the basis of all answers other than 

"N/A" (not applicable) to each question. For example, the 

tabulation for Question 15 in A9pendix C gives percentages for 

only 69 projects providing mass media pUblicity (i.e., not for 

the complete sample of 78 projects). 

In evaluating the significance of the results contained 

in appendixes C and D and in the remainder of this report, 

several factors should be considered. Many of the questions 

in the survey were sUbjective in nature and of necessity the 

corresponding responses reflect only the attitudes or opinions 

of the persons interviewed (mainly project implementors). Re-

plies to questions such as those regarding participation rates 

and racial composition of the community varied from exact up-

to-date figures to rough estimates. In addition, for agencies 

which operated more comprehensive crime prevention programs 

with 0-1 as only one component, responses given to some questions 

were possibly based on the more comprehensive program with 

which the interviewee was involved, rather than specifically on 

17 



Operation Identification. For example, one interviewee in

dicated that 25,000 participants had been enrolled in the 0-1 

program in which he was a part. Subsequent information, how

ever, indicated that while that many persons had been contacted 

as part of a broader crime prevention education program, less 

than 2,000 persons had actually joined the 0-1 project. Assess

ment of the reliability of some of the telephone survey data 

was included as part of field site visits to selected projects 

(see "A Field Survey of Operation Identification Projects: 

~1ethodology and Results") . 

Responses to most questions in the survey were cate-

gorized to facilitate their eventual tabulation. In situations 

where the persons interviewed were unable or unwilling to reply 

in terms of these categories, interviewers used their own 

judgment to interpret and classify the responses. Certainly 

the possibility exists that individual interviewees and inter-

viewers had different conceptions of what constituted, for 

example, "very successful l1 as opposed to I1somewh;::rf:;, successful l1 

results in particular areas. 

Finally, several persons interviewed expressed concern 

for the confidentiality of their responses to certain questions 

(e.g., problems experienced). The extent to which this concern 

(and similar, unexpressed concerns on the part of these and 

other interviewees) affected the responses is unknown. 

B. Characteristics of a Representative Operation Identifi
cation Pr~ 

The telephone surveys of the 78 randomly selected 0-1 
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projects were used to identify the characteristics of a 

"representative" Operation Identification project. These 

characteristics refer, in general, to those attributes indi-

cated most frequently by the responses to specific questions. 

Although no statistical signifi.cance is implied in this 

characterization, it does provide a useful norm to which in-

dividual O-I projects can be compared. 

The survey data indicated that the representative O-I 

project was less than two years old, and had been initiated 

primarily because its implementors (the police department) 

had knowledge of the success of similar programs in other 

localities. The availability of funding and the feasibility 

of Operation Identification, in terms of staff and resources 

required, compared to other anti-crime programs, were also 

important factors contributing to the decision to implement 

the project. 

Current funding for the project was provided either 

by the police department or by a grant from the Law Enforce-

ment Assistance Administration (the most usual 1974 budget for 

Operation Identification projects was $500 or less). Materials 

(engravers, decals, informational pamphlets, printed instruc-

tions, and property lists) used by the project were purchased 

or provided by the police department, local civic organizations, 

or other groups such as insurance agents. Project staff in-

cluded two (or fewer) part time persons provided by the police 

department (in general, no full-time staff were available). 

These individuals were untrained in the implementation of an 
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0-1 program. 

The O~I project was promoted through the local news

papers and group presentations made by the staff. i'rhe 

representative Operation Identification program's target 

area was limited to the jurisdiction of the sponsoring police 

department with no target groups within the target area re

ceiving any special attention. Less than five percent of all 

of the households within the target area have been enrolled 

in the program. Of these households 90 to 100 percent were 

vlhite, and the majority were estimated to have an annual in

come between $5,000 and $15,000. 

Engravers and other project material were distributed 

at the police station(s), although they would be delivered to 

citizens' homes under certain circumstances (e.g., for shut

ins). The engravers were also available for purchase from 

local retailers. Usually, no engraving services were pro

vided either by project staff or volunteers. Citizens were 

asked to use their driver's license number as an identifier 

\-lhen marking their property. Registration of this number with 

the project was voluntary. (Ownership of recovered marked 

property, if any, was traced through files maintained by another 

agency, not through project files.) Nevertheless, partici

pants were asked to register their name, address, telephone 

number, identifying number, and the date they joined the pro

ject. This information was maintained in manual files and was 

not subsequently computerized. 

Unfortunately, the representative project kept no 
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written records of the burglary rate for participants and 

non-participants, or for participants before and after enroll

ment in the project. Similarly, no records were kept of the 

amount of marked and unmarked property stolen from partici

pants and non-participants. Copies of newspaper articles 

pertaining to Operation Identification were kept. Estimates 

of the number of participants were obtained from the project's 

records of engraver usage. 

Burglary deterrence was considered the most important 

project objective, although the increased return of stolen 

property, increased difficulty in fencing property, and im

proved police-community relations were also viewed as very 

important. Increased apprehension and conviction of burglars 

were not seen as important project objectives . 

At the time of the intervie.w, the representative project 

was found to be "very successful" in improving police-community 

relations, and "someWhat successful" both in deterring burglary 

among participants and in making the fencing of stolen property 

more difficult. Its effectiveness in increasing apprehension 

and conviction rates, and in improving the return of stolen 

property was unknown. 

No great problems were experienced in implementing Op

eration Identification, and in fact, the support of the public! 

mass media, police officers, and other agencies, were con

sidered assets of the program. 
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C. Major Findings 

The remainder of this discussion deals with the major 

findings of the telephone survey. A preliminary presentation 

of the general implementation of Operation Identification is 

followed by a discussion of survey results relevant to each 

of the four previously identified 0-1 project components. These 

findings are based on the tabulations of the responses to each 

question in the survey and on cross-tabulated responses for 

over 250 pairs of individual questions. Appendix E indexes 

the cross-t~~ulations that were examined. 

Responses to survey Question 13 indicate that burglary 

deterrence was considered the most important objective by 50 . 
of the 76 interviewees (65.8 percent) responding. An additional 

14.5 percent indicated that increasing the return of stolen 

property was their most important objective, while 9.2 percent 

identified improving police-community relations as. most impor-

tanto Only 5.3 percent of the respondents thought that in-

creasing the apprehension and conviction of burglars (tradi

tional police objectives) were most important. These responses 

correlate with the finding that -Operation Iden-tification pro-

grams are generally coordina-ted either by a I::rime prevention 

unit or a, community relations division within the local police 

department. Burglary deterrence is clearly within the realm 

of a crime prevention unit, and improved police--community re

lations is the obvious goal of a community relations division. 

While not directly a furiction of either unit f the return of 

stolen property can have a beneficial effect on police-commu-
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nity relations, and the failure to do so, an adverse effect, 

particularly among burglary victims. 

1. Recruitment. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 indicate the 

effectiveness and efficiency of various kinds and amounts of 

project promotional efforts used to recruit Operation Iden

tification participants. The percent of target area house-

holds participating ~n 0-1 has been calculated using survey

generated estimates of the number of O-I participants and 1970 

census figures for the number of housing units in the target 

area. The variable, "number of mass media methods" is computed 

by counting the number of different types of promotional media 

(i.e., newspaper, radio, television, or other) used by the pro-

ject. Comparison in Figure 2-1 of the distribution of O-I pro-

jects using different numbers of mass media techniques, over 

different levels of participation suggests that the use of two 

techniques is the most efficient promotional strategy; projects 

using fewer methods tend to experience lower participation 

rates, while participation levels for projects using more methods 

show no significant improvement. (These comparisons do not take 

into account either the varying lengths of operation among the 

projects surveyed or the amount of each type of publicity used.) 

Figure 2-2 shows a similar comparison for projects 

which do and do not use group presentations. Those utilizing 

group presentations 'tend to have higher participation levels. 

2. Distribution and Enrollment. Provision of en-

graving services by project staff or volunteers is apparently 

an effective way to achieVe higher levels of participation. 
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as a Percent of the Target Population b 

20 40 60 

Percent of Projects 

1:;:;:;:;:;:::) Less than 5% [}3 5-10°{, •••••.. I( 

a. Response to Question 15. 
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Number of 
Projects c 
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N=65 

c. Excludes 13 projects (16.7% of the sample) for which the number of households in the target area could not beob
tained. 
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Reported Level of Participation as a 
Percent of the Target Population b 
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Percent of Projects 

I:::::::::] 5 - 10% 

I i ' I 

80 100 

More than 10% 
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Numberof 
Projects C 

N=48 

N=17 

N=65 

c. Excludes 13 projects (16.7% of the sample) for which the number of households in the target area could not be ob
tained. 
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DISTR'BUTION OF PROJECTS BY PERCENT OF TARGET AREA HOUSEHOLDS 
PARTICIPATING AS A FUNCTION OF THE USE OF GROUP 

PRESENTATIONS TO PROMOTE THE 0-1 PROJECT 
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Figure 2-3 compares the distribution of projects by partici

pation levels fer programs providing engraving services with 

programs which do not. Significantly, 54.9 percent of the 

0-1 projects which provide engraving services h~ve enrolled 

over five percent of the target population, whereas only 17.7 

percent of those projects not providing engraving services 

have achieved this level of participation. 

Figures 2-4 and 2-5 show the distribution of project 

participants by race and annual income. The racial and in--

come percentages for project participants were derived from 

estimates given by the interviewees. For comparison, the 

racial compositions of the target populations for the surveyed 

projects are shown in Figure 2-4; and the distribution of 

annual family income for the entire United States is included 

in Figure 2-5. 

Examination of the weighted averages for project par-

ticipants and target populations in Figure 2-4 indicates that 

black participants constitute approximately 25 percent of all 

participants although blacks represent only slightly more than 

10 percent of the target populations. This result may reflect 

the fact that in large urban areas a large proportion of all 

blacks live in high crime areas and, as a result, join an 

Operation Identification project as one way to reduce their 

risk of being victimized. 

The weighted distribution of annual income among pro

ject participants shown in Figure 2-5 indicates that a sub

stantial number of participants earn more than $15,000 per 
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a. Response to Question 14.4. 

~ '. 

Reported Level of Participation as a 
Pc.c~llt of the Target Population b 

40 60 
Percent of Projects 

1:::/:;:;:) 5 - 10% 

b. Responses to questions 11.2-11.3. . 

I .~ :i 

80 100 

More than 10% 
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Number of 
Projects c 

N ==31 

N=34 

N=65 

c. Excludes 13 projects (16.7% of the sample) for which the number of households in the target area could not be ob
tained. 

Figure 2 - 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY PERCENT OF TARGET AREA 
HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATING AS A FUNCTION OF 

THE AVAILABILITY OF ENGRAVING SERVICES 
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n Project Average 
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b 
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Project Average c 
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Target Average d 
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Project Participants 

I I _! I I I 

o m ~ ~ M 100 
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a. Unweighted average of 40 project responses to questions 11.4-11.7. 

Number of 
Projects 

N=40e 

N=40 e 

N=34 f 

N=34 f 

b. Unweighted average of the racial composition of the target population of the 40 projects cited in a, U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, U.S. Census of Poplil·~tjon, 1970. 

c. Racial composition, weighted'by the number of the participants reported for each project (responses to questions 
11.1-11.3 and 11.4-11.7). Total number of participants equaled 83,983 for the 34 projects considered. . 

d. Racial composition weighted by the total population of each target area. Total population equaled 3,846,636 for the 
34 target areas considered. U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population, 1970. 

e. Excludes 27 projects (34.6% of the sample) which could not estimate the racial composition of project participants 
and 11 projects 114.1% of the sample) for which the racial composition of the target area could not be obtained. 

f. Excludes the 38 projects (48.7% of the sample) cited in e. plus six projects (7.7% of the sample) which could not 
estimate the number of project participants. 
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f. 

b. Average weighted by the number of participants reported for each project (responses to questions 11.1-11.3 and 
11.8-11.10). Total number of participants equaled 27,751 for the 32 responding projects. 

c. Family income levels in 1972 dollars, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Pocket Data Book, 1973. 
d. Excludes 40 projects (51.3% ofthe sample) that responded "Don't Know"to questions 11.8-11.10. 
e. Excludes the 40 projects cited in d. plus six projects (7.7% of the sample) which could not estimate the number of 

project participants (questions 11.1-11.3). 
f. Based on 53.3 million families (1972 Bureau ofthe Census estimate). 
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year. The U. S. Bureau of Census estimates that in 1972 

approximately 25 percent of all families in the United States 

were in this high income bracket. For the 32 0-1 projects, 

however, which could estimate both the number and income dis-

tribution of their participants, over 55 percent of the pro

jects' participants earned over $15,000 per year. Low income 

families (less than $5,000 per year), however, constituted 

less than 10 percent of all project participants compared to 

the U. S. average of 16 percent. 

3. Burglary Deterrence. On the basis of the results 

of the telephone survey, the key variables affecting the 

success of 0-1 projects in deterring burglary among parti

cipants include the degree of urbanization of the target area, 

the region of the country in which the program is implemented, 

and the presence or absence of other crime prevention programs. 

Figure 2-6 shows the percentage of projects which 

claimed various levels of success in burglary deterrence as 

a function of the degree of urbanization of the project's tar-

get area. (Definitions of urban, suburban, and rural are pre-

s~nted in Chapter I.) County projects and projects which did 

not indicate their level of success in burglar deterrence are 

not included in this figure. A higher percentage of 0-1 pro

ject implementors in urban and suburban areas believe their 

programs have been successful in deterring burglaries, than 

do implementors of rural projects. 

Similarly, Figure 2-7 indicates that a lower percentage 

of programs featuring other crime prevention techniques in 
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addition to Operation Identification have been unsuccessful 

in deterring burglaries than have 0-1 programs operated 

separately. This result suggests that the extent of Operation 

Identification's burglary deterrent effect may be somewhat 

dependent upon the availability and implementation of other 

crime prevention techniques such as Neighborhood Watch and 

security surveys, or simply that the implementars of such com

prehensive projects have a greater level of confidence in the 

burglary deterrent effects of their 0-1 project. 

Figures 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10 show the percentage of pro

jects in each region of the country which claimed various 

levels of success in burglary deterrence, and increased bur

glar apprehension and conviction. The number of respondents 

able to judge their success for these objectives (particularly 

increased apprehensions and convictions) was very small for 

some regions (Southwest, Mountain, and Pacific). A higher 

percentage of 0-1 projects in the South claimed to be unsuc

cessful in deterring burglary than did 0-1 projects in any 

other region. 

4. Property Recovery. Figure 2-11 shows the per

centage of projects, by geographic region, which claimed to 

be very successful, somewhat successful, and not successful 

in increasing the return of stolen property. Interviewees 

who could not judge their project's success in this area are 

not included. As in the case of burglary deterrence, a sig

nificant percentage of persons interviewed in the South in

dicated that their 0-1 program had been unsuccessful in in-
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c. Excludes 40 projects (51.3% of the sample) that responded "Don't Know" to Question 31.3. 
d. Includes six projects from the Mountain and Southwest regions. 

Figure 2 - 9 

100 

Number of 
Projects c 

N=7 

1'-J=5 

N =11 

N~9 

N=38 d 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY REPORTED LEVEL OF SUCCESS IN 
INCREASING THE APPREHENSION OF BURGLARS BY 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION OF THE COUNTRY 

~'\.-~'! 

--~,/ 



{ 

w 
G\ 

,~. '% % he" "YH"TrVr ..... ·.M!t.·l?t3ill'W¢3$,f·o -"-
Jd

if'E',§"t1"t'" >iGt'th'~" "H"'i""'1(~~' " .. " tJ iM'*""":~i\'~~·~"::¥,~~'.·-:--<:.'5;·~:':Hk~~: f:?'.;-;'1~~';"i";1r_ i'"ft¥ ~"lt\''l' ', __ '". ___ ."."..,._~. 

Geographic 
Region a 

Northeast 

Midwest 

South 

All Regions d 

0 20 

t;:;:;:;:;:;:;! Not 

Reported Level of Success in 
Burglar Conviction b 

40 60 

Percent of Projects 

k~:~::::::J Somewhat 

80 

~:::::;:;:;~ Very 

a. Pacific, Mountain, and Southwest regions are not shown because of insufficient data. 
b. Response to Question 31.4. 
c. Excludes 44 projects (56.4% ofthe sample) that responded "Don't Know" to Question 31.4. 
d. Includes nine projects from the Pacific, Mountain, and Southwest regions. 
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Figure 2 -10 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY REPORTED LEVEL OF SUCCESS 
IN INCREASING THE CONVICTION OF BURGLARS BY 

GEORGRAPHIC REGION OF THE COUNTRY 
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a. Southwest and Mountain regions are not shown because of insufficient data. 
b. Response to Question 31.2. 
c. Excludes 38 projects (48.7% of the sample) that re~ponded "Don't Know" to Question 31.2. 
d. Includes four projects from the Southwest and Mountain regions. 
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creasing the return of stolen property. Whether this was a 

result of the small amount of marked property stolen, the 

method of implementation, cynicism about the effectiveness 

of O--I; or other factors, could not bf= determined from the 

results of the telephone survey. 

Interviewee assessments of the effectiveness of various 

methods of tracing ownership of recovered pJ"operty are shown 

in Figure 2-12. No significant difference among the three 

methods used is apparent. This may have been the result of 

frequent responses to Question 24 which indicated the use of 

more than one mechanism to trace the owner of recovered, 

marked property (20 interviewees indicated multiple methods). 
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Regi~tration List 

All Methods 
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a. Response to Question 24 (multiple tracing methods were reported by some projects). 
b. Response to Question 31.2. 
c. Excludes 38 projects (48.7% of the sample) that responded "Don't Know" to Question 31.2. 
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APPENDIX A 

PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 
TELEPHONE SURVEY 
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Northeast 

South 

Midwest 

Southwest 

Mountain 

Pacific 

Large 
Urban 

i - 11 - ~ " 
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Table A-1 

PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE TELEPHONE SURVEY OF 
REPRESENTATIVE 0-1 PROGRAMS 

Intermediate Small large Intermediate Small large 
Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Suburban Rural 

t ' , 1 
~ f ~ 

Small 
Rural 

Boston, Mass. Hartford, Conn. Reading, Pa. N. Plainfield, Hopewell, N.J. Concord, N.H. Asbury Park, 
N.J. lansdowne, Pa. N.J. 

Westfield, N.J. lincoln Park, Deal, N.J. 
N.J. Freehold, N.J. 

Wenham, Mass. Masontown,Pa. 

Atlanta, Ga. St. Petersburg, Chesapeake, Fairfax, Va. Hanahan, S.C. Danville, Va. Bluefield, W. 
Fla. Va. N.Augusta, Hagerstown, Va. 

Owen:::;boro, S.C.' Md. Shelby, N.C. 
Ky. Venice, Fla. 

Chicago, II!. Cincinnati, Des Moines, Muncie, Ind. Bloomington, Cedarburg,Wis.' Danville, III. Fremont, Ohio 
Ohio Iowa St. Clair III. Delaware, Ohio Oregon, III. 

Flint, Mich. I Shores, Mich. Jackson,Mich:Harrison, Ohio Oscoda, Mich.: 
Wyoming, Kent, Ohio Highland Hts., 

Mich. Mt. Clemons, Ohio 
Mich. Maumee, Ohio 

Muskegon, Montgomery, 
Mich. Ohio 

Oakwood,Ohio 
Plymouth,Minn 
Roselle, III. 

Albuquerque, Abilene, Tex. Grapevine, Tex. Sweetwater" 
N.M, Tex. 

Billings, Mont. Missoula, Kalispell,Mont. 
Mont. 

Glendale, Buena Park, Baldwin Park, Brea, Calif. Anchorage, Scotts Valley, 
Calif. Calif. Calif. Kirkland, Alaska Calif. 

Santa Clara, Manhattan Wash. S. lake Tahoe, 
Calif. Beach, Calif. Sanger, Calif. Calif. 

Santa Rosa, Monterey, 

____ J_~_ 
Calif. Calif. 

Napa, Calif. 
Renton, 

Wash. 
--' ----- ---~~-

• ; + ~ ;, ,., ••• ,:~ ~ ~",. •• , .'," '~:;t:, ,,' .1:,. '4~~'~'9f. 'rz:~ ¥i.':2k 0
0 
... ~ 

," I 
; 

j j I t I 

County 

Cobb Co., Ga. 
Mecklenburg 

Co.,N.C. 

Cass Co." 
Minn. 

St.louis CO.,l 
Mo. 

Multnomah 
Co., Ore. 

, 
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Table A-2 

SPECIAL CASES INCLUDED IN THE O-I TELEPHONE ,sAMPLE 

1. Baltimore, Maryland 
2. Cleveland, Ohio 
3. Columbus, Ohio 
4. Dallas, Texas 
5. Denver, Colorado 
6. Detroit, Michigan 
7. Indianapolis, Indiana 
8. Jacksonville, Florida 
9. Los Angeles, California 
10. New Orleans, Louisiana 
11. New York, New York 
12. Phoenix, Arizona 
13. Portland, Oregon 
14. St. Louis, Missouri 
15. San Antonio, Texas 
16. San Diego, California 
17. San Francisco, California 
18. San Jose, California 
19. Seattle, Washington 
20. Washington, D. C. 
21. Wichita, Kansas 
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APPENDIX B 

TELEPHONE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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PHASE 1. EVALUATION OF 

OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

(75NI-99-0046) 

TELEPHONE SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR 

City: 

State: 

Agency: 

Survey Number: 

THE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC PROGRAM l~NALYSIS 
1017 OLIVE STREE'I', SUITE 602 

ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63101 

(January, 1975) 
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City: Number: 

Interviewer: 

Agency Contacted: 

Address: 

City: State: 

Telephone ~~er: 

Person Contacted: 

Titlet· 

Date: Time: 

A. Hel.lo, may I speak with someone who could discuss'what is being 

done by the (agency) in the area of: 

c:J property engraving? 

c:J burglary prevention? 

c=J police-community relations? 

(IF COl~ECT lOll IS :4ADE, PROCEED TO B, BELOl'l) 

~ay I spea* with: 

c:J the Chief of Police? 

c:J the Detective Division? 

(IF NO CO~~:ECTION IS 111"OE, CHECK REASON FOR NO INTERVIEW) 

c=J No program exists. 

c:J User, not program. 

o Other: Specify: 

B. Hello, I would like to speak with someone who could discuss the 

inplementation of your property engraving program. 

(t·:RITE :-lA-'rES OF VARIOUS CONTACTS AND DEPARTMEN"'TS AND REPEAT ABOVE 

STATE!IE!!T AS APPROPRIATE) 

ii 

" 
I, 

. 1. L . 

'. 
Co~~ Depart;~ent 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

iii 
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PROPERTY E!'<GAAVI:IG TELEPHONE SURVEY 

(Co~tact), ~y name is {Interviewer) of The Institute for public 

Prograr.J Analysis in St. Louis, !,tissouri. We are doing a nation

wide study of property engraving programs so that organizations 

wanting to initiate them ~ill have the benefit of the suggestions 

atid experiences of existing programs. I wonder if I could ask 

JUu a few questions !bout your property engraving program so as 

to include it as part of our survey? 

Your answers will be used only for the purpose of completing our 

study of property engraving programs. 

c Yes! Proceed·' ',h interview 

L-.. No: Obtain reason and set up time for interview, if 

possible. 

Fine. I am going to read you some questions now from a survey 

questionnaire that r will be filling out as we talk. 

Questio~ 1 

\,"hat is the official name of the property engraving program 

operating out of the (agency)? (CHECK ONE) 

(1) ::J Operation Identification 

(2) =:J Operation 1. D. 

(3) U Operation Ident 

(4) LJ Theft Guard 

(5) =::J Crime T.R.A.P. 

(G) 0 Thwart-a-Thief 

(7) 0 Other: Specify: 

1 

-------l ------.Ii _f _f 

I QUestion 2 r 

How long has the (nroject) program been in operation? 

(OBTAIN START DATE AND CHECK ONE) 

Month: Year: 

(1) 0 Not more than G months 

(2) 0 Hore than G months, not more than 1 year 

(3) 0 More than 1 year, not more than 2 years 

(4) 0 More than 2 years, not more than 3 years 

(5) 0 More than 3 years, not more than 4 years 

(G) 0 More than 4 years 

(7) 0 Don't know 

2 
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i 
r-QuestiOnT, 

In your opinion, how important were the followinq factors in 

your agency's decision to initiate a property identification 

program rather than some other type of anti-crime program? 

For each factor, I would like to know if you think it was 

very important, som~what important, or not important at all. 

(READ LIST AND CHECK ONE FOR EACH FACTOR) 

3 

:1 \ . { I , , 

• " \1 I J I J .. ~ 1 I ~ ! ~ , . 

I Questi.on_3. J<:;o!}tinlled) I 

(3.1) Funds became available 
for this type of 
program 

(3.2) Public requested this 
type of program 

(3.3) The police depart-
ment requested this 

" 
type of program 

(3.4) A private or 
business group 
requested the 
program 

(3.5) The program was 
more feasible to 
implement (staff 
available, resources 
available, etc.) 

(3.6) The program was 
part of a larger 
program instituted 
at the time 

(3.7) Knowledge of pro-
gram success 
elsewhere 

(3.8) Other: Specify: 

-

,~ f .~ f I 
, 

1 .( i t 
~ 

(1) . -. (2) .-. (3) . - . (4) . -. 
!,ot In-

Very Somewhat port ant Don't 
Important Importan At All !C.;:o .. -

I 
i 
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! QuestTori 4 

(4.1) What types ot organizations are now supplying funds to 

(4.2) 

your (projcct) program? (AFTER EACH QUESTION IS ANSWERED, 

READ THE LIST OF UNUSED CATEGORIES, CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY, 

A:;D PROBE l'mERE l\PPROPRIl\TE) 

(4.1.1) 
(4.1. 2) 
(4.1.3) 
(4.1.4) 
(4.1. 5) 
(4.1.6) 
(4.1.7) 
(4.1.B) 

Source 
Federal LEAA 
Federal :Ion LEAA 
I::>tate l'l.annl,ng Agency 
iUther ::>tat.e Agcncy 
CTry""AgE!ncy 
:I'ol.l,ce Agency 
Cl,Vl,C urganl,"'''Ll,Un 
Ofner: SpecJ.J:y: 

(1) (2) (3) 
Yes No Don t KnOw 

-- -~-- --

What types of organizations are now contributing materials 

to your (oroject) program? 

(4.2.1,) 
(4.2.2) 
(4.2.3) 
(4.2.4) 
(4.2.5) 
(4.2.6) 
(4.2.7) 
(4.2.8) 

(1) 
( Source Yes 
lFe,dera 1 LEM 
IreUcra.L [lon-Ul.tv' 
i"..:..a~c ~annl,ng Agency 
lv<..ner ~a--=-e gency 
i'::..~ "gency 
i:::o..::.~ce "gency 
r-.l,V~C -",-rganl.ZaLl.On 
r~·e .. : ",peCl.IY: 

-----1--0--- -

5 

-'-~' _.:_~t 

(2) (3) 
No Don't Know 

-

_1 __ , -'--' 

.. ~ 

,;.:'_.,e...,.._ . ........,.; .. .:....-.. ____ ~, .... ~.:..." ....... ~_.:~, ... 

( Que5tion-~(Cori t'Inued)' i 
(4.3) What types of organizations are now providing staff to 

(4.4) 

your (project) program? 

(4.3.1) 
(4.3.2) 
(4.3.3) 
(4.3.4) 
(4.3.5) 
(4.3.6) 
(4.3.7) 
(4.3. B) 

Ir.;;n: Source-
'eaera LEAA 
~ederal Non-LEAA 
State Planlll.ng Agency 
Other State Agencv 

i t.Y~ Agency 
oll,ce Agency 
l,Vl,C Organl,zatl,on 

Other: Specify: 

I 

(1) (2) (3) 
Ycs No Don t Kr:o",' 

i 
I 

I 
I 

------ -- .. ____ ..1 

What types of organizations are now prQviding'facilities 

for your (project) program? 

Sout:'ce 
Federal LEN'\ 
Federal lIon-LEM 

(4.4.1) 
(4.4.2) 
(4.4.3) 
(4.4.4) 
(4.4.5) 
(4.4.6) 
(4.4.7) 
(4.4. B) 

State Planning l\gency 
Other State Aqency 
Cl,ty Agency 
Police Agency 
[<::ivic ·0r.<1.anl,zatl,on 
Other: Specl,ty: 

L- _______ 
~ -- ---

6 

-'----.- L----1 

(1) (2) (3J 
Yes :>:0 Dc:; I t .K::C'~. I 

I 
1 
i 

I 

I 
I 

! 
I 

- --- ------ -- - ___ ~I 

~ '_, __ 1 

j 

1 , 
{, 

I 
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I! 
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[QuestTonTTconEInuCdT-l 

(I..S} Are there any other materials or services contributed 

or supplied by organizations to your program? 

Specify: 

(I) (2) (3) 
Rource Yes No Don t Know 

(4.5.1) 
(4.5.21 
(4.5.3) 
(4. 5.4) 
(4.5.5) 
(4.5.6) 
(4.5.7) 
(4.5.8) 

jf5uestiOn-S---J 

<!deral LP.AA 
ederal Non-LE:M 

,tate 1'1annl.ng I\gency 
Other State 1\ ency 
ity I\acncv 
olJ.ce Aqenc}'_ 
l.Vl.C OrganJ.zatJ.on 

pther: SpecJ.fy: 

(S.l) Is your (project) program part of a larger scope crime pre-

vention program operated by the same agency, or is it a 

separate program in itself? (CHECK ONE) 

(1) 

(2) 

(5.2.1) 
(5.2.2) 
(5.2.3) 
(5.2.4) 

c=J Separate program in itse1f.-->(SKIP TO Q.6} 

r-- Part of a larger scope program. 
-.1. 

\'lhat are the name and elements of the larger 

program? (OBTAIN NAHE AND CHECR CATEGORIES 

WIIICH APPLY) 

Name: 

(1) (2) (3) 
Elerlents Y~s .No Don't Know 

Securi t\' Surve:is 
Block \':atch 
Cl.tizen Patrols 
Other: SpecJ.fy: 

-------------- -.--~.- - -------
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I Question 6 J 

(6.1) 

, ...... 

h~at was the total (agency) budget during 1974 for the 

(Eroject) program; (9BTAIN EXACT FIGURE OR ESTIMATE ONLY 

FOR THE PROPRRTY ENGRAVING PROGRAl~ AND CHECK ONE) • 

1974 Budget: $ ________ ~ ____ __ 

(1) C No funds 

(2) Uot more than $500 

(3) r- Hare than $500, not more than $1,000 

(4 ) I __ More than $1,000, not more than $2,000 

(51 C nore than $2,000, not more than $5,000 

(6) D More ,than $5,000, not more than $10,000 

(7) D More than $10,000, not more than $25,000 

(B) 0 More than $25,000 

(9) C Den't Y.now 

9 

If ., ~ I': ". I' ~, - .' 

(6.2) 

~: 1- ~ 1-, l .. ' t . 

~. ''-' 

\~hat percent of the total (agency) budget for (oroject) 

during 1974 came from sources outside the (agency) ? 

(OBTAIN ESTIMATE OF PERCENT OF PROPERTY F~GRAVI~G PROG~~. 

ONLY'AND"CHECK ONE) 

Percent: 

(1) D None 

(2) D Hare than 0%, not more than 10% 

(3) 0 More than 1.0%, not more than 20% 

(4) 0 Hare than 20%, not more than 30% 

(5) 0 More than 30%, not more than 40% 

(6) 0 More than 40%, not more than 50% 

(7) 0 ~Iore than 50%, not more than 60% 

(S) 0 Hare than 60%, not more than 70% 

(9) 0 More than 70%, not more than BO% 

(10) D More than BO%, not more than 90% 

(11) 0 More than 90%, less than 100% 

(12) 0 All 

(13) 0 Don't Know 

10 
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Cues t~on- I 

1 , 

Pow many full-time and part-time staff work on the (project) 

program? (PROBE AS NECESSARY; FULL-TI:lE S'i'AFF HUST vlOQK 

EXCLUSIVELY on THE PROPERTY ENGRAVING PROGRAM. F.NTER 

llUMBEP.S W TABLE. 

(7.1) 
(7.2) 
(1.3) 

<=""....., __ ..:.._~F~u!:l:.::l:..-..::t:.!i:.::::me Part-time . Total 

~paid ':1 == I =3 _olunteer I ------
otal _ 

(E!ITER "UNK" FOR "DON'T KNOW') 

i Question 8 

(8.1) Does the (agency) provide any training relating to the 

progra:r. for the staff? (CHECK ONE AND PROBE IF NECESSARY) 

(I) .----, No (SKIP TO Q.9) 

(2) D 

(B.2.1) 
(a.2.2) 
(8.2.3) 

- .. ~ 

Yes 
-J.. 

How many hours of training are provided for each 

staff member? (FNTER HOURS/MF.MBER IN TABLE AND 

CODE "DON'T KNOW' AS "UNK") 

Full-time Part-time Total EM ' I ~lunteer . 
>otal 

11 

~, 

1 

,.t 
~, \ 

, .j f i 1 '\ 
;1 1 t' " 

'f \ ;1 

i ' . i i " j • 
[QuesE1Oil-91 

What is the total geographic target area serviced by your pro

gram? (READ LIST IF NECESSARY AND CHECK ONE) 

(1) 0 State 

(2) 0 County 

(3) 0 Part(s) of County 

(4 i 0 City 

(5) 0 Neighborhood(s) 

(6) 0 Don't Know 

~ion 10 I 

I 
I. 

(10.1) Are there specific target groups within the total geographic 

target area which are receiving special attention? 

(CHECK ONE AND PROBE IF NECESSARY) 

o No (SKIP TO Q.11) (1) 

(2) DYes -;:'Are these: (READ LIST A,lm CHECK O~,E;) 

(10.2.1) 

(10.2.2) 

(10.2.3) 

(10.2.4) 

(10.2.5) 

IUroups 
Spec~al types of dwell~ng 
units? (single, multiple) 
Spec~al groups of people? 

Spec~al blocks or streets? 

Businesses? 

Other: Spec~fy: 

12 

(1) (2) (3) 
Yes No Don't !-:::.o· .. · 
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CQUeSfiOrlITl 

Within the target area of your program, how many par~icipants 

have joined (project) to date? (ENTER NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES 

IS 'fABLE. IF RES!'OllSE IS "DOtt'T KNOW" FOR ANY CATEGORY, ENTER 

" {-'SR" • :~OST EXACT INFORHATIOl'l IS PREFERABLE, BUT ESTIMTES ARE 

ACCEPTABLE.) 

(11.1) 
(11.2) 
(1l.3) 

(11..4) 
(11.5) 
(11.6) 
(11..7) 

(11.8) 
(11.9) 

(11.10) 

.::tpe Number % of Total Target 
~otal Participants 
~esl.dences 

iBusl.nesses 

Of all participants in your program, what percentage 

would you estimate are (;>:::AD LIST. "DON'T KNON" RESPONSES 

APE CODED "UNK") 

Race Percent 
:~hl.te? 

I3lacy.? 
;panl.~ Surname? 

_. 
pther? Specl.ty: 

Of all participants in your program, what percentage 

"lould you estimate earn (READ LIST. "DON'T KNOW" 

RESPO~SES ARE CODED "UNK") 

Incone Percent 
Gnder SS,OOO? 
10re than $-5,000, not 
more than SIS,OOO? 

·lore than S15, OOO? 
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fQuestl.on ID 

I am going to read you some objectives of property engraving pro-

grams Which have been publicized elsewhere. I would like ~'cu to 

tell me whether you view them as very important, somewhat i~portant, 

or not important at all. (READ LIST AND CHECK O:-lE FOR CAC? OBJEC':P.:':-) 

(12.1) 

(12.2) 

(12.3) 

(12.4) 

(12.5) 

(12.6) 

Burglary deterrence 
among participants 
Increased return of 
stolen property 
Increased apprehen-
sion of buralars 
Increased conviction 
6f burolar!'\ 
lakes l. terns more 
~ifficult to fence 
Improves poll.ce-
~ommunity relations 

(1) (2) (3) '., 
very Somewhat :;ot In- :i:::: ' ! 
Imoortant Important oortant At All ¥.:l':::1·: 

(IF ANSWER TO 0.12.1 IS "NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL" OR "DON'T IC;OH", 

SKIP TO O. 13) 

You indioated that burglary deterrence among participants is an 

important objective for (project). Is that burglary deterrence 

due to (READ LIST AND CHECK AS MNY AS APPLY) 

(12.7) 

(12.8) 

t12.9) 

(12.10) 

Rl.sk of apprehensl.on 
iwith marke<5. p::operty? 
Diffl.cu1ty l.n fencing 
marked property? 
Or, due to l.mprOVeCi 
police-community 
relations? 
Other: Specl.fy: 

" 

(1) (2) 
es No 

14 

(3) 
Don't Knol.' 

1 

'..,. 
" 

(4) 
N/.; 
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Q:lestion 13 

You identHicd (P.Ei,D HOST I1IPORTN,~~';aJECTIVES) as the most 

iwportant objectives of (project). \~hat one objective do you 

viev as most imp,rtant? (CHECK ONE) 

{ll 

(2) 

-----, Burglary deterrence 

Increased return of stolen property 

(3) Increased apprehension of burglars 

(4) 

(5) 

(6l 

!'"-"""t 

:--J 

Increased conviction of burglars 

Makes items more difficult to fence 

Improves police-community relations 

(7) D Other: Specify: 

(Sl 
......---. -- Don't Know 

(9) U N/A \ ! Oues tion 14 

"'-hich of the following service's and equipment are r,>rovided by 

your program? (READ LIST AND CHECK ONE FOR El\CH). 

ell (2) (3) 
crul.pment or Serv~ce Yes No Don t Know i 

(H.1) 

(14.2) 

(14.3) 
(14.4) 
(14.5) 

·!ass media publicity for 
(oroiect) 
ersonal Staff presentations 
o groups 

~ngravl.ng equl.ument 
ngravl.ng services 
rinted materials for 

[:>articipants 
- -

(IF "tlO" ON Q.14.1, SKIP TO Q.16) 

IS 

J 
I 
! 
i 
I 

_. --

t \i 
I 

tl 

~ 
\1 

1 I ?~ 

~,"- ,,' i ' ~ , 

; "\, 

"' .,;\,~\ -
:~ 

\ ... 

'\ 
I Question T5l 
(ASK, ONLY IF MASS ~lEDIA NFRE USED) \ 

~ 
How often does your program utilize each of the following oethocs 

of mass pubLicity? I would like you to indicate the extent bv 

choosing one of the categories: often, sometimes, rarely, 0r not 

at all. (READ LIST AND CHECK ACCORDINGLY) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (S) (fl 
Oft~n Som~t~mes Ra~eiv Not -~t all Do~-t KnC'\. :: ;: 

(15.1) 
(15.2) 
(15.3) 
(15.4) 

~ewspapers 
nadio 

e1evl.sl.on 
pther: 

~pecify: 

I Question 16 I 

- ---- - .. _-----

Which of the follOl~ing materials are provided by your program? 

(READ LIST AND CIIECK ONE FOR EACH) 

(16.1) 
(16.2) 
(16.3) 

(16.4) 

(16.5) 

laterl.als 
vl.ndow decals? 
Informatl.onal pamo~lets? 
'lrl.tten l.nstructions for 
Earticipants? 
roperty ll.sts tor recorol.ng 

marked proper~? 
pther materl.a1? 

~pecify: 

-- _.-

16 

(ll (2) (3) 
Yes :-;0 !)O:l' t F..::Ot: 
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I Question Ir I 

(AS? 0.17 O~rr.Y U- E!IGP.AVING IS PROVIDED AS A SRRVICE) 

(17,.1) Can the Participant be solicited for engraving services? 

(CHECK atlE) 

(17.1) 

(17.2) Who provides engraving services? (CHECK ONE FOR EACH) 

(17.2.1) 

(17.2.2) 

(17.2.3) 

Provider 
Paid project 
staff 
'olunteer 

I:>roiect staff 
;on-pro)ect 

Istaff 

(1) 
Yes 

] 

(2) , , (3) .-, (4) . " 
No Don t Know N/A 

1 J 

(17.3) h~at mechanism is 
1 

used for offering services? 

(17.3.1) 
(17.3.2) 
(17.3.3) 

(17.3.4) 

f 

FOR. EACH) 

(1) 
!ec!1anl.sn Yes 

poor to door 
~ele::Jhone 

~roup presen 
tations 
Other: specyy : 

.~· __ i __ 
~'--' 

(2) (3) .-, (4 .. , 
No Don t Know N A 

17 

t ,,' 
---' 

'j 
! 

i 

(CHECK ONE 

, 

, 
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". 

[QUestion 18 I 

(ASK, ONLY IF ENGRAVING IS PROVIDED AS A SERVICE) 

How does the participant obtain engraving serv'ices? Can!1e 

(READ LI .... T AND CHECK AS APPROPRIATE) 

(18.11 

(18.2) 

Engrave h~s own 
property? 
Request engrav~ng 
services? 

(1) 
Yes 

~v 

(2) (3) (4) , , 

No Don t Kno~' N/A 

1 J 
(SKlfTO Q.19) 

(18.3) Who performs the engraving? (CHECK ~S K~~Y AS APPLY) 

(18.3.1) 
(18.3.2) 

(18.3.3) 

I 
tt'.a~d '-pro) ect statt_ 
~olunteer project 
~taff 
!,!on-Jl.roject statt 

",; , , 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Yes No Don t KnO\{ ~; . . :.'\ 

-' 

18 
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U1 

QuestionT9 

Can the participant (READ LIST AND CHECK ONE FOR F.ACI!) 

(1) (2) (3) 
I Yes No Don't Know 

(19.1) 

(19.2) 

(19.3) 

(19.3.1) 
(19.3.2) 
(19.3.3) 
(19.3.4) 
(19.3.5) 
(19.3.6) 
(19.3.7) 
(19.3.8) 

.cqucst tnc ael~very 
pf the pen to his 
esidence? 

13orrow a pen trom 
flistribution ., 

enters? 

What centers are 
1 

these? (CHECK ONE FOR EACH) 

1 ~< 
(SKIP -Iro Q. 20) 

(I) (2) (3) 
Yes No Don t Know 

Police Station(s) 
Librarlc(s) 
?~rQ;'ou..:;p' s 
Civ~c Organ~zat~on{s) 
Insurance Co~nany 
CO:-"-:l'.lnitv CcnterlsL 
~itv Hall 
pther: Spcc~ty: 

Question 20 

Can the participant purchase his own pen? (CHECK ONE) 

(20.1) 

(20.2) 
~ 

From whom? (CHECK ONE FOR EACH) 

(lJ (2) (3) 

(4) 
N/A 

Yes No Don t Know 
(20.2.1) 
(20.2.2) 

roiect 
Other: 

\ 
~'11 

Spec~fy: 

19 

(4) 
N/A 

{ 

i Question 21~ 

What method does your project use to maintain an accurate record of 

the actual number of participants in the program? (CHECK AS ~~~SY 

AS APPLY) 

(21.1) 

(21.2) 

(21.3) 
(21. 4) 

(21.5) 

Accurate records kept of 
pen use. 
Part~c~pants requ~red to 
register with the program 
or police 
Voluntary registrat~on 
Engrav~ng done by proJect 
Ipersonnel 
Other: Spec,lty: 

I Question 22 

(1) (2) (3) 
(yes) (No) Don t Know 

What identifying number is recommended for engraving to those 

participating in your program? (CHECK AS HANY AS APPLY) 

(22.1) 
(22.2) 
(22.3) 
(22.4) 
(22.5) 
(22.6) 

(22.7) 

(22.8) 

Number 
Dr~ver s L~cense 
Soc~al Secur~ty 

Name 
Address 
NCIC pre ~xe 
Whatever number the par 
ticipant wants or no 
nunilier recommended 
A un~que number ass~gned 
by the .J,lroject 
Other: specify: 

20 

(1) (2) (3) 
Yes ~o Don't K!'.o .... · 

... 

, 

-
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lJ1 
0'1 

Quest10n 23; 

Are participants required to regiflter this number? (CHECK ONE) 

(1) 

(23.1.) 

(23.2) With whom? MANY AS APPTJY) 

(23.2.1) 
(23.2.2) 

(23.2.3) 

!he oroject 
_he police (if differ-
lent from proiect) 
pther: Specl.fy: 

:QllescIon -24 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Yes No Don t Know N/A 

With the identification number engraved on participants' property, 

what ~echanisrn is used to trace the owner of recovered, marked 

property? (CHECY. AS llMIY AS APPLY) 

(24.1) 

(24.2) 

(24.3) 

(24.4) 
(24.5) 

_\~~ 

(1) 
Yes 

L1st rnal.ntal.ned through 
~rior registration 
~ist ma1nta1ned by agencies 
and accessible for 
retrieval 
Part1Cl.pant gl.ves number 
"hen burglary is reported 
~annot trace 
IOther: Specl.ty: 

---- ------- --

21 

, _~3 \~- ~ 

(2) (3) 
No Don't Know 

( 

- ~~~, 
:r"·':-~·"';'"~~_<~mj!",",',:,>",,-,",:. ~\ 

I Question 25--: 

We are interested in the type of data r~cords that ~re maintained by 

your project (and/or department IF APPLICABLE). Have written 

records been kept on characteristics of individual participants 

such as (READ LIST AND CHECK ONE FOR EACH) 

(25.1) 
(25.2) 
(25.3) 

(25.4) 
(25.5) 

(25.6) 

(25.7) 

Name? 
Address? 
Type ot c:!wel.l.l.ng? 
(single or mUltiple 
family, business) 
Date jOl.ned? 
ID numbers used on 
property? 
rL'ists of marked 
proE.erty? 
pther? SpeCify: 

L.Qi,iillion 26\ 

(1) (2) 
Yes No 

(3) .-. 
Don t Kn01.· 

(ASK, ONLY IF ANSi1ER TO ANY PART OF Q.25 IS "YES".) 

Are any of these data items in machine ~rocessable form (O~ CO~~U~ER, 

CARDS, TAPE, OR DISK. CHECK ONE FOR EACH.) 

(26.1) 
(26.2) 
(26.3) 

(26.4) 
(26.5) 

(26.6) 

(26.7) 

Name 
Address 
Type of dwelll.ng 
(single or 
fnultiple family, 
ibusiness) 
Date jOl.ned 

D numbers used 
Qn . p_roperty_ 
iLists of marked 
. Elroperty 
::lther: Specl.fy: 

~i'~~'11...-

(1) .--. (2) . -. (3) .- . (4) . 

Yes No Don't Kno ... : ~~/-~ 

22 
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-..... 1-Q-ue~s-t~i-o-n~27~ 

Have written records been kept on the burglary rate (READ LIST 

A!;i) CHECK O~E FOR EACH) 

(27.1) 

(27.2) 

(27.3) 

="'~=~' .coc.l.2·2:·.j)" 

(27.5) 

{27.6) 

(27.7) 

~or the target area before 
the start of the program? 
~or the target area after 
the start of the program? 
~or part2cipants in the 
target area before jOin-
ing the prooram? 
"or participants in the 
target area after join-
ing the program? 
~or non-partic2pants 
in the target area 
before the start of the 
orogram? 
-or non-part2c2pants 2n 
the target area after the 
3cart of the program? 
'or c2t2zens outs2de the 
target area but peripheral 
to i,t:? __________________ 

r-Q~n211=:J 

(1) (2) (3) 
Yes No Don t Know 

L- ____ ~ -- --

Have written records been kept on the extent of publicity such as 
tTl 
-..J (P.£AD LIST k~D CHECK ONE FOR EACH) 

(28.1) 

(28.2) 

(28.3) 

(2B. 4) 

(2B.5j 

(28.6) 

Copies of pr2nted media 
articles? 
Cop2es of pr2nted med2a 
releases? 
Cop2es of electron2c 
::leoia scriots? 
Log of electronic media 
?resentations? 
Log of presentat20ns by 
staff? 
Other: Spec2fy: 

23 

(1) (2) (3) 
Yes No Don t Know 

••• • i,.fi,i ) 'j, 

" 

~ f· 
r. I" 

I Question 29 

Have written records been kept on the (READ LIST k~D CHECK O~E 

FOR EAC~) 

(1) -- (2) (3) 
Yes No ::Jon't Kno., 

(29.1) Amount at nt,lrkcd property 
stolen from participants . 
in the target area? 

(29.2) Amount of unmarked property 
stolen from participants 
in the target area? 

(29.3) ~ount of property stolen 
from non-participants in 
he target area? 

(29.4) Amount of property stolen 
from citizens outside the 
~ar~et area, but periPheral~ 
02t? _~ ______ 

-

24 
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'(l;:estIon 3~ 

I~ your opinion, to w!lat extent have the follmving factors 

influenced your project? I w.ould like you to indicate whether 

. each factor was a great problem, somewhat of a problem, neither 

a probleI:l nor an asset, somewhat of an asset, or a great asset. 

(P.EAD .LIST AND CI!ECK om::: FOR EACH) 

(1) .-. (2) (3) .-, (4) (5) (6) 
Great Some Ne~ther Some- Great Don t 
Prob- vlhat what Asset Know 
1em Prob- Asset 

lem 
(30.1) Adequacy 

of funds 
(30.2) j\.cequacy 

of ,~ass 
:cedla 

(30.3) ;,6cquacy 
0= ~t!!"1 
suoolv 

(30.4) -.deq'.lacy 
of other 
project 
rr.a teria Is 

(30.5) '\dequacy 
of nUI:l- . 
ber of 
_cr30r.r.e1 

(3/).6) -.deguacy 
,?f tra:'n-
L~ ng -(30.7) ;;d.equacy of 

police co-
operation 

(30. 8) -;dequacy of 
ot!1er 
agency's 
coooe::ation 

(30.9) -,dequacy of 
public 
~u::l'Oort 

(30.10 Other: 

I I 
5pecify: 

25 

.. l\ It l 

(7) 

NIA 

.1, 
\, 

~·-,"~:~_:.~a"i,,"':_::::-~.!!_i+il giJ*49h M7:-'-. ...,'-'-o'::.;~:c:~~":'~.,. ___ -,._. ''''''.-,s 

I 

(30.11) You have identified (RF.AD FACTORS \'IHICn API PROBLE~'.S 1-~:D 

~). What one factor contributed the JIIost to\,'ard [~ 

LIST ACROSS TOP OF PAGE AND CHECK ONE AS APPROPRIATE) • 

(30.11.1) (30.11.2) 
The~successo1' Hi-nderlng success 
--- -- -_ .... -- --- -----_ .... 

(1) Funds 

Ir21 Mass 
t-\edia 

1(3) Pen 
Supply 

(4) Other 
Material 

1(5) Personnel 

(6) Tra~ning 

(7) Pol~ce Co 
operation 

TSf Otner Co-
operation 

(9) Publ~c 
Support 

(lO)None 

rnnOther: 
Specify: 

(12)Don t - .-.-

Know 
1(13) N/A 

. 
I 
I 

I 
i 
I 

t I 
T-

------~-. 
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U1 
1.0 

Qu€!stion- 3T; 

How successful would you say your program has been in the following 

areas? Once again, I would like you to choose one of the categories: 

very successful, somewhat successful. or not successful at all. 

(READ LIST A:ID CHECK OUE FOR EACH) 

(1) (2) .-. (3) (4) ,-. 

Very Somewhat Not Success- Don t 
Successful Successful ful At All Know 

(31.1) lBurglary 
~eter- ' 
-ence .. 
a::long 
partic-
ioants 

(31. 2) Increased 
return of 
stolen 
oroperty 

(31.3) Increased 
appre-
hension 
of 
purglars 

(31.4) Increased 
conviction 
of 
buralars 

(31.5) ·~akes 

iter:1s 
""ore 

(31.6) 

iCifficult 
I ~ence 

Ir..proves I 
police- I cor:ununity -' 
~ations 

(IF lSS~:ER TO Q.31.1 IS "NOT SUCCESSFUL AT o"LL" OR "DON I T KNOW", 

S!<I? ':'0 Q .32) 

27 
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I 

• • ••• 1_/ ;1.' -, ~ !' ;1 
~I f :1 

[OuesTIOn-n
n 

(ContInueQI] 

You indicated that your project has been successful in ceterring 

burglary among participants. Is that burglary deterrence due to 

(READ LIST ANDClIECK AS MANY AS APPLY) 

(31.7) 

(31.8) 

(H.9) 

(31.1(1 

~isk of apprehens~on 
~i.th marked~roEerty? 
Piffl,cul ty ~n fent;:ing 
~arked property? 
pr, due to ~mprovea 
folice-community 
!relations? 
Ipther: Spec~ty: 

[ . 

(1) . -. (2) ,--r 

Yes No 

- --------- ----

28 

(3) ,- , (4) . " 

Don't Know X/A 

L-______ 
, 
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fQUestlon 32 

Are you aware of any studies, relating either to evaluations of 

property engraving programs or burglars' reactions to it, whi~h 

have been done? 

(32.1) 

~ 

Would it be possible for you to send me a copy of this study or 

tell me where a copy may be obtained? 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
(32.2) Yes No I Don I t Know I N/A--I 

(OBTAIN NAMF. AND ADDRESS) 

Our address: (]ntervicwer) 

The Institute for Public Program Analysis 
1017 Olive St., Suite 602 
St. Louis, Missouri 63101 

Titles of doc~ents to be sent: 

1-

2. 

3. 

4. 

Documents t.o be sent for: (OBTAIN TITLE AND SOURCE) 

Title Source 

29 

f 
~'--~ 

[-Question 33 I 

would it be possible for you to send me a copy of any ~ritten 

documentation or reports (including funding applications) on your 

project activities? (CHECK ONE) 

(1) (2) (3) 

(33) 
P:-I No· Don't Knol,.· 

Documents to be sent: 

1-

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Our address: (Interviewer) 

I Question 34 I 

The Institute for Public Program Analysis 
1017 Olive St., Suite 602 
St. Louis, Missouri 63101 

Do you have any other general co~ments or suggestions for improve-

ment that you would like to make about (project)? (CHECK O~E 

AND RECORD COMMENTS) 

(1) (2) 

(34) I Yes I No I 

30 
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- ~ -Concluslon 

~ay I have your name, title and address for my survey records? 

~;aJ:le : 

Title: 

Address: 

We want to send a letter of thanks for your cooperation to (~ 

head of your agency). May I also have his name, title and address? 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: 

(Contact), I want to thank you for your time and assistance in 

0'\ completing this interview. v:e are going to visit a small number 
f-J 

of the projects that we ·phone. l.,ould you have any objections if 

we chose yours among t~ose to be visited? Once again, I'd like 

to thank you and stress that the information you provided will be 

used only for our report. Goodbye. 

Time at the end of interview: 

31 

• • ! ' .• 1 •• 
Interviewer remarks: 

(CHECK C1.TEGORIES RELATING TO THE FOLLO:-lI!:<G:) 

[QuestIOnJ5] 

(35.1) 

(35.2) 

(35.3) 

(35.4) 

(35.5) 

(35.6) 

(35.7) 

Illllng to be v1s.l.ted? 

Good eVa.luat1on ettort? 

~ood data base? 

H1gh part1c1pat1on rate? 

Reduct10n ln burglary? 

Slgnif1cant increase 1n the amount of 
stolen property that is returned to its 
iowner? 
In your oplnlon, 1S thlS a good 
~roject to visit? 

(IF "YRS" Ol'Ll-,-tl.H~V 

~~ 

(1) (2) 
Yes Xo 

(REVIEW ENTIRE INTERVIElv TO INSURE THAT ANSNERS ARE RECORD!::D FOR 

ALL QUESTIONS) 

32 
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APPENDIX C 

TABULATION OF TELEPHONE SURVEY RESPONSES FOR THE 78 
REPRESENTATIVE OPERATION IDENTIFICATION PROJECTS 

62 
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2. 
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· .-,", .. -- --'--"----" "'~',~.- .. -.. ,,, - - .".-- ,--.,,---,'_.'"_ .. -.-- -

TABULATION OF TELEPHONE SURVEY RESPONSES* 

Official name: No. Sl-
0 

Operation Identification 46 59.0 
Operation I.D. 1 1.3 
Operation Ident 1 1.3 
Theft Guard 9 12..5 
Crime T.R.A.P. 1 1.3 
Thwart-a-Thief 0 0.0 
Other 20 25.6 

Total ~ 100.0 

Length of operation: No. % 

0-6 mont.hs 4 5.1 
7-12 months 14 17.9 
13-24 months 27 34.6 
25-36 months 18 23.1 
37-48 months 10 12.8 
More than 48 months 4 5.1 
Don't know 1 1.3 

Total ---rB 100.0 

Initiating factors: 

Very Somewhat' Not 
important important importa.nt Don't 
No. Sl-

0 No. % No. % No. 
Availability of funds 29 37.2 IS 19.2 31 39.7 -3-
Public request 13 16.7 10 12.8 53 67.9 2 
Police department 

request 38 48.7 18 23.1 19 24.4 3 
Request from private 

group 26 33.3 9 11.5 40 51. 3 3 
Feasibility 23 29.5 31 39.7 19 24.4 5 
Part of larger program 24 30.8 9 11. 5 43 55.1 2 
Success elsewhere 40 51.3 26 33.3 10 12.8 2 
Other 15 19.2 5 6.4 55 70.5 3 

*Note: In the following tabulations "No." refers to the number 
of projects responding as indicated, ano; n%" refers to the 
percent of responding projects. Percentages may not total 
100.0 due to roundoff of individual elements,. 
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4.1 Current funding sources: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. ~ No. ~ 
0 0 

Federal LEAA 21 26.9 51 65.4 -6- 7.7 
Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 75 96.2 3 3.8 
State Planning Agency 11 14.1 65 83.3 2 2.6 
Other state agency 0 0.0 76 97.4 2 2.6 
City agency 7 9.0 70 89.7 1 1.3 
Police agency 23 29.5 54 69.2 1 1.3 
Civic organization 8 10.3 69 88.5 1 1.3 

,- Other 14 17.9 63 80.8 1 1.3 
1;' . 

4.2 Current source of materials: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. % No. % 

"I -2- 2:"6 75 96.2 -1- 1.3 
'. 

FederaJ.. LEAA 
Federa1non-LEAA 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 

, 
'1";" 

State Planning Agency 3 3.8 75 96.2 0 0.0 ,-

Other state agency 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 
'01 

City agency 2 2.6 76 97.4 0 0.0 
Police agency 38 48.7 40 51. 3 0 0.0 
Civic organization 26 33.3 52 66.7 0 0.0 

~'I Other 35 44.9 43 55.1 0 0.0 

4.3 Current source of staff: 

~I Yes No Don't know 
No. % No. % No. % 

Federal LEAA -0- --0:-0 "78 100.0 -0- 0.0 
Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 '~~I State Planning Agency 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 
Other state agency 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 
City agency 3 3.8 75 96.2 0 0.0 
Police agency 68 87.2 10 12.8 0 0.0 
Civic organization 11 14.1 67 85.9 0 0.0 
Other 11 14.1 67 85.9 0 0.0 

4.4 Current source of facilities: "I 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. ~ No. % 0 

~I Federal LEAA -0- --0:-0 "78 100.0 -0- 0.0 
Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 O. O· . 
State Planning Agency 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 
Other state agency 0 0.0 78 100.0 0 0.0 ~I 
City agency 5 6.4 73 93.6 0 0.0 
Police agency 70 89.7 8 10.3 0 0.0 

Ii Civic organization G 7.7 72 92.3 0 0.0 ~I Other 9 11. 5 69· 88.5 0 0.0 
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~. 
4.5 Current source of other services: 

Yes No 
No. S!, 

0 No. % 
Federal LEAA 0- cr:-O 78 100.0 
Federal non-LEAA ° 0.0 78 100.0 
State Planning Agency a 0.0 78 100.0 
Other state agency 0 0.0 78 100.0 
City agency 1 1.3 77 98.7 
Police agency 1 1.3 77 98.7 
Civic organization 4 5.1 74 94.9 
Other 8 10.3 70 89.7 

,-- 5.1 Part of a larger- program: 

Separate program 
Part of larger scope program 

Total 

5.2 Elements of larger gcope program: 
"'/(is 

No. 
No 

% No. 
Security surveys 
Block watch 
Citizen patrols 
Other 

32 
14 

82 .. 1 
35.9 
10.3 
84.6 

-7-

6.1 O-I budget for 1974: 

No funds 
$1 - 500 
$501 - 1,000 
$1,001 - 2,000 
$2,001 - 5,000 
$5,001 - 10,000 
$10,001 - 25,000 
More than $25,000 
Don't know 

Total 

4 
33 

No. 
33 
17 

2 
1 
4 
4 
1 
3 

13 
78 

24 
35 

% 
42.3 
21. 8 
2.6 
1.3 
5.1 
5.1 
1.3 
3.8 

16.7 
100.0 

6 

6.2 Percent of budget from outside sources: 
No. % 

None 47' 60.3 

° - 10% o 0.0 
10 20% ° 0.0 
20 - 30% o 0.0 
30 - 40% o 0.0 
40 - 50% o 0.0 
50 - 60% 2 2.6 
60 - 70% 1 1.3 
70 - 80% 3 3.8 
80 - 90% 2 2.6 
90 - 100% 7 9.0 
All 4 5.1 
Don't know 12 15.4 

Total 78 100.0 
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% 
50.0 
50.0 

100.0 

% 
17.9 
61. 5 
89.7 
15.4 

Don't know 
No. % 
-0- 0.0 

a 0.0 

° 0.0 
a 0.0 
0 0.0 

° 0.0 
0 0.0 

° 0.0 

Don't know N/A 
No. % No. 
-0- 0.0 39 

1 2.6 39 

° 0.0 39 
a 0.0 39 



7 • Staff: --- Full-time Part-time 
No. % No. % 

0 b9 88.5 -r 5.1 - ~'-,....:. 

1 2 2.6 19 24.4 
2 2 2.6 14 17.9 
3 0 0.0 10 12.8 
4 1 1.3 0 0.0 
5 0 0.0 2 2.6 
6-10 1 1.3 10 12.8 

11-15 0 0.0 2 2.6 
16-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 
More than 20 0 0.0 9 11.5 
Unknown 3 3.8 8 10.3 

Total 78 100.0 78 100.0 

8. Trainin(L!.~lating to O-I: 
No. % 

Yes 26 33.3 
No 52 66.7 

Total 78 100.0 

9. Geographic tar.'gf12t area: 
No. % 

State -0 0.0 
Count.y 10 12.8 
Partes) ()f county 7 9.0 
City 61 78.2 
Neighborhoods 0 0.0 
Don't know 0 0.0 

Total 7a 100.0 

10.1 Are there sEecifL::: target. groups: 
No. !'IS r-Yes 25 32.1 

No 53 67.9 
Total 78 roO.O 

P-
I· 

10.2 Target groups: 
Ye~ No fxm g t know N/A 

No. % No. % No. % No. ..~-

Special dwelling units rr 44.0 IT 56~O --0 0.0 '53-
Special groups of people 10 40.0 15 60.0 0 0.0 53 
Special blocKm or streets 11 44.0 14 5600 0 0,0 53 
Bus ines.s6a 5 20.0 20 80.0 0 000 53 
Other 3 12.0 22 83.0 0 0.0 53 

"""-
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11.1 Percent participation 'It • . --
--.~ No. <('J.. 

1;:-

0-5 42 53.8 
6-10 13 16.7 

~ 11-15 1 1.3 
16-20 3 3.8 
21-25 1 1.3 

""'l~ 26-30 2 2.6 
31-35 2 2.6 

'\) 36-40 1 1.3 (Plymouth •. Minnesota) 
~\ 41-45 0 0.0 

46-50 0 0.0 
51-55 0 0.0 
56-60 0 0.0 

~ 61-65 0 0.0 
66-70 0 0.0 

. ~ 71,-75 0 0.0 
76-80 0 0.0 

~ 

81-85 0 0.0 
86-90 0 0.0 
91-95 0 0.0 

~ 96-100 0 0.0 
Unknown 13 16.7 

Total 78 100.0 • *Percent participation was calculated using the estimate of total 
participants obtained in the telephone survey, and the total number 

J of housing units recorded in the 1970 census. 
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11.4-7 Racial composition of participants: 

Percent of 
Participants White Black Spanish Other 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

0 -0- 0.0 27- 34.6 44 56.4 48 61."5 

1-10 0 0.0 14 17.9 6 7.7 3 3.8 

11-20 0 0.0 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 O~O 

21-30 1 1.3 2 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

31-40 1 1.3 2 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

41-50 4 5.1 4 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

51-60 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 O~O 

61-70 3 3.3 1 1.3 1 1.3 0 0.0 
0') 

00 71-80 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

81-90 6 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

91-100 35 44.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Unknown 27 34.6 27 34.6 27 34.6 27 34.6 

Total 78 100.0 78 100.0 78 100.0 78 100.0 
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12. Project objectives: 

Very Somewhat Not 
imEortant imEortant important 
No. % No. % No. se -

Burglary deterrence br 8S":9 -a Io.3 3 3.8 
Return of property 55 70.5 23 29.5 0 0.0 
Apprehension 35 44.9 34 43.6 8 10.3 
Conviction 35 44.9 30 38.5 10 12.8 
Make fencing difficult 62 79.5 14 17.9 2 2.6 
PCR 58 74.4 15 19.2 5 6.4 

Reason for burglary deterrence: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. % No. % 

Risk of apprehension :rr- 68.9 I9 25':7 """"45."4 
Fencing difficulties 45 60.8 25 33.8 4 5.4 
PCR 19 25.7 49 66.2 6 8.1 
Other 16 21.6 54 73.0 4 5.4 

13. Most important objective: 

14. 

No. % 
Burglary deterrence so- 64.1 
Return of property 11 14.1 
Apprehension 2 2.6 
Conviction 2 2.6 
Make fencing difficult 4 5.1 
~CR 7 9.0 
Other 0 0.0 
Don't know 2 2.6 
N/A 0 

Total exc1. N/A '18- 100.0 

Services and equipment provided: 
No Don't know Yes 

No. % No. % No. % 
Mass media publicity 
Staff presentations 

to groups 
Engraving equipment 
Engraving services 
Printed materials for 

participants 

69 88.5 -9- 11.5 -0- 0.0 

57 73.1 
78 100.0 
35 44.9 

72 92.3 

70 

20 25.6 
o 0.0 

43 55.1 

6 7.7 

1 
o 
o 

o 

1.3 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

Don't know 
No. % 
-0 0.0 

0 0.0 
1 1.3 
3 3.8 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 

N/A· 
No. 
-4-

4 
4 
4 

11' 
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is. Mass media methods: 

Often Sometimes Rarely Not at all Don't know N/A 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. ----- -----

Newspapers 14 20.3 32 46.4 16 23.2 4 5.8 3 4.3 9 

-..J Radio 20 29.0 17 24.6 11 15.9 19 27.5 2 2.9 9 
I-' 

Television 14 20.3 6 8.7 11 15.9 35 50.7 3 4.3 9 

Other 14 20.3 8 11.6 1 1.4 38 55.1 8 11.6 9 

! ' 



16. Materials provided: 
Don't know Yes No 

No. % No. % No. % 

Window decals 69 88.5 -a 10.3 -y- 1.3 

Informational ... <. 

pamphlets 59 75.6 19 24.4 0 0.0 

Written instruc-
0.0 tions 66 84.6 12 15.4 0 

-", 

Property lists 63 80.8 12 15.4 3 3.8 

Other 15 19.2 63 80.8 0 0.0 
j :~ 

17.1 Solicitation for engraving services: 
No. % 

Yes IS 42.9 
No 20 57.1 "_;..1 

Don't know 0 0.0 
N/A 43 

Total excl. N/A3'5 100.0 _ .-'"-...1 

1702 Who provides the services: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. % No. % No. % No. _ '_::l 

Paid project 
0.0 63 staff 12 80.0 3 20.0 0 

Volunteer project . " 

staff 5 33.3 10 66.7 0 0.0 63 
Non-project staff 3 20.0 12 80.0 0 0.0 63 

17.3 Mechanism for offering services~ ~ -,~ 

Yes No Don't know N/A 
No. % N0. % No. % No-:-

Door-to-door 7 46.7 8 53.3 -0- 0.0 63 • Or: 

Telephone 1 6.7 14 93.3 0 0.0 63 
, Group present.ations,12 80.0 3 20.0 0 0.0 63 

Other 6 40.0 9 60.0 0 0.0 63 

18. How does participant obtain engraving services: r-
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. % No. % No. % No. :;. J 

Engrave his own ----
property 34 97.1 1 2.9 0 0.0 43 

Request engraving 
services 32 91.4 3 8.6 0 0.0 43 

Who performs the engraving: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. % No. % No. % No. 
Paid project -----

staff 25 78.1 7 21.9 a 0.0 46 
Volunteer project 

staff 10 31.2 22 68.8 0 0.0 46 
Non-project staff 0 0.0 32 100.0 0 0.0 46 
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19. Can the participant: 
Yes 

No. % 
Request delivery 

of pen 48 61.5 
Borrow pen from 

distribution 
site 77 98.7 

19.3 Distribution sites: 
Yes 

No. % 
Police station(s) 70 90.9 
Library 5 6.5 
Firehouse (5) 7 9.1 
civic organiza-

tion (5) 5 6.5 
Insurance company 3 3.9 
Community center (s) 2 2.6 
City hall 2 2.6 
Other 17 22.1 

20.1 Pens available for Eurchase: 
No. % 

Yes 69 88.5 
No 7 9.0 
Don't know 2 2.6 

Total 18 100.0 

20.2 From whom: 
Yes 

No. % 
Project 2" 2.9 
Other 68 98.6 

21. Method of recordin~ the number 
Yes 

No. % 
Record of pen 

usage 57 73.1 
Required regis-

tration 24 30.8 
Voluntary regis-

tration 12 15.4 
Engraving by staff 8 10.3 
Other 4 5.1 
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No Don't know' 
No. % No. -'--'% --
30 38.5 0 0.0 

1 1.3 0 0.0 

No Don't know NIA 
No. % No. % No. --- -

7 9:1 a 0.0 1 
72 93.5 0 0.0 1 
70 90.9 0 0.0 1 

72 93.5 0 0.0 1 
73 94.8 "! 1.3 1 .1. 

75 97.4 a 0.0 1 
75 97.4 a 0.0 1 
60 77.9 a 0 .. 0 1 

No Don't know NIA 
No. % No. % No. 
67 97.1 -0- 0.0 -9-

1 1.4 0 0.0 9 

of Earticipants: 
No Don't know 

No~ % No. % ---
21 26.9 0 0.0 

54 69.2 0 0.0 

66 84.6 0 0.0 
70 89.7 0 0.0 
74 94.9 0 '0.0 
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22. Identifying number recommended: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. % No. % --I 
.1 ~ Driver's license 44 56.4 34 43.6 -0 0.0 ji \;., Social security 30 38.5 48 61.5 0 0.0 
, ~. 

11 Name 3 3.8 75 96.2 0 0.0 
. ' Address 2 2.6 76 97.4 0 0.0 

NCIC prefixed 6 7.7 72 92.3 0 0.0 
None recommended 5 6.4 73 93.6 0 0.0 
Number assigned 6 7.7 72 92.3 0 0.0 
Other 10 12.8 68 87.2 0 0.0 

23.1 Registration of number required: 
I, No. % 

Yes 2lr 35.9 
Volun~ary 19 24.4 
No " ~:. 31 39.7 
Don't know 0 0.0 

Total 78 , 100.0 

23.2 With whom: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. % No .. % No. % No. 
Project 47 100.0 -0- 0.0 -0- 0.0 31 
Police 0 0.0 47 100.0 0 0.0 31 
Other 0 0.0 46 97.9 1 2.,1 31 

24. Method used to trace ownershiE: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. % No. % 
Registration list 27 34.6 49 62.8 -2- -2:6 
List maintained by 

other agencies 48 61.5 29 37.2 1 1.3 
Number reported by 

victim 23 29.5 53 67.9 2 2.6 
Cannot trace 0 0.0 76 97.4 2 2.6 
Other 0 0.0 76 97.4 2 2.6 

25. ParticiEant data recorded: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. % No. % 
Name 73 93.6 -5- 6.4 -0- 0.0 
Address 72 92.3 6 7.7 0 0.0 
Type of dwelling 9 11.5 69 88.5 0 0.0 
Date joined 60 76.9 17 21.8 1 1.3 
Identifying number 44 56.4 34 43.6 0 0.0 
Property lists 20 25.6 58 74.4 0 0.0 
Other 43 55.1 35 44.9 0 0.0 

,. L 
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26. Computerized participant data: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. % No. % No. % No. 
Name -r 4.1 70 95.9 -0- 0.0 -5-
Address 3 4.2 69 95.8 0 0.0 6 
Type of dwelling 1 11.1 8 88.9 0 0.0 69 
Date joined 1 1.7 57 96.6 1 1.7 19 
Identifying number 2 4.~ 41 93.2 1 2.8 34 
Property lists 1 5.0 19 95.0 0 0.0 58 
Other 0 0.0 43 100.0 0 0.0 35 

• 27. Records kept on burglary rate: 
~'t""-~ .. 

Yes No Don't know 
No. % No. % No. % 

Target area before 
O-I 30 38.5 44 56.4 4 5.1 

Target area after 

I O-I 29 37.2 45 57.7 4 5.1 
participants before 

joining 8 10.3 65 83.3 5 6.4 

• Participants after 
joining 17 21.8 56 71.8 5 6.4 

",":"'-~ ~ Non-participants 

• before O-I 9 11.5 65 83.3 I 4 5.1 
Non-part"icipants 

after O-I 8 10.3 66 84.6 4 5.1 
peripheral areas 4 5.1 70 89.7 4 5.1 

28. Records keEt on Eub1icitx:: 
Yes No Don't know 

No-.- % No. % No. % -
Printed media ~'"'"-" 

articles 40 51.3 32 41.0 6 7.7 
Printed media 

releases 33 42.3 37 47.4 8 10.3 
Electronic media 

scripts 18 23.1 56 71.8 4 5.1 
Log of electronic 

media presenta-
tions 10 12.8 64 82.1 4 5.1 

Log of staff presen-
tations 35 44.9 40 51.3 3 3.8 

other 1 1.3 74 94.9 3 3.8 
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29. Records kept on amount of EroEerty stolen: 
Yes 

No. % 
Participants' marked 

proper.ty 18 23.1 
Participants' unmarked 

propertX 12 15.4 
Non-partic1pants' property 14 17.9 
Property of citizens in 

peripheral areas 3 3.8 

76 

No Don't know 
No. % No. % 

57 73.1 3 3.8 

63 80.8 3 3.8 
61 78.2 3 3.8 

72 92.3 3 3.8 
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-.J 
--J 

,;: 

, 1 ',.r 1 I 

Problems and Assets: 

Neither 

\ ' 
•

' '<''',~' 

Don't 
know 

Great 
Problem 
No. % 

Funding 7 ~1 

Somewhat 
Problem 
No. % 
"""4 5.2 

,NO. % 
36 46."8 

Somewhat 
Asset 

No. % 
12 "'T5."6 

Great 
Asset 
No. % 
IT 22."1 

No. % 
l-r:J 

Mass media 5 6.4 8 10.3 15 19.2 19 24.4 28 35.9 3 

Pen supply 4 S.l 16 20.5 24 30.8 23 29.5 11 14.1 0 

other. mater-
ials 1 1.4 8 11.1 24 33.3 24 33.3 15 20.9 0 

Personnel 10 13.3 6 8.0 24 32.0 23 30.7 12 16.0 0 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

~ 

N/A 
No. 
1" 

o 

o 

6 

3 

Training 1 3.3 2 6.7 11 36.7 7 ' 23.3 9 30.0 0 0.0 48 

Police cooper-
ation 0 

other agency 
cooperation 0 

0.0 

0.0 

4 5.2 15 19.5 23 29.9 35 45.5 0 

3 4.2 21 29.2 16 22.2 32 44.4 0 

Public support 15 19.2 11 14.1 5 6.4 18 23.1 29 37.2 0 

other o 0.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 4 40.0 0 

",f"""'"""' 

0.0 1 

0.0 6 

0.0 o 
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30.11 

31. 

Most important contributing factors: 

Toward success Toward hinde~!~g success 

Funding 
Mass media 
Pen supply 
Other material 
Personnel 
Training 
Police cooperation 
Other cooperation 
Public support 
None 
Other 
Don't know 
N/A 

Total excl. N/A 

Success: 

No. 
a-
18 

2 
1 
4 
o 

14 
6 

15 
4 
4 
2 
o 

78-

% 
10.3 
23.1 
2.6 
1,.3 
5.1 
0.0 

17.9 
7.7 

19~2 
5.1 
5.1 
2.6 

100.0 

No. % 
8'" 10.3 

4 5.1 
6 7.7 
o 0.0 
6 7.7 
1 1.3 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

24 30.8 
27 34.6 

1 1.3 
1 1.3 
o 

78 100.0 

Very Somewhat Not Don't 
successful successful successful know 
No. % No. % No. % No. --%-

Burglary deterrence 38 48.7 12 -15.4 -4- 5.1 24 30.8 
Return of property 18 23.1 15 19.2 7 9.0 38 48.7 
Apprehension 6 7.7 16 20.5 16 20.5 40 51.3 
Conviction 7 9.0 10 12.8 17 21.8 44 56.4 
Make fencing difficult 31 39.7 25 32.1 2 2.6 20 25.6 
PCR 51 65.4 16 20.5 1 1.3 10 12.8 

Reason for burglary deterrence: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. \l; No-.- % No. 
. 

% No. 
Risk of apprehension 33 67.3 13 26.5 "T 6.1 29 
Fencing difficulties 31 t,3 .3 15 30.6 3 6.1 29 
PCR 18 36.7 27 55.1 4 B.2 29 
Other 9 18.4 37 75.5 3 6.1 29 

78 
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APPENDIX D 

TABULATION OF TELEPHONE SURVEY RESPONSES FOR THE 21 
SPECIAL CASES 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

, : 

TABULATION OF TELEPHONE SURVEY 'R:P.SPONSES* 

Official name: 
No. % 

Operation Identification I2 57.1 
Operation I.D. 2 9.5 
Operation !dent 1 4.8 
Theft Guard 0 0.0 
Crime T.R.A.P. 1 4.8 
Thwart-a-Thief 0 0.0 
Other 5 23.8 

Total iT 100.0 

Len~th of oEcration: 
No. % 

0-6 months -r 4.8 
7-12 months 1 4.8 
13-24 months 5 23.8 
25-36 months 5 23.8 
37-48 months 5 23.8 
More than 48 months 2 9.5 
Don't know 2 9.5 

Total iT 100.0 

Initiating: factors: 
Very Somewhat Not 

important important important Don't know 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Availability of funds 12 57:T -0- 0:0 -a 3B:T -r 4":8 
Public request 3 14.3 2 9.5 12 57.1 4 19.0 
Police department 

request 12 57.1 2 9.5 4 19.0 3 14.3 
Request from private 

group 6 28.6 3 14.3 10 47.6 2 9.5 
Feasibility 2 9.5 10 47.6 5 23.8 4 19 .• 0 
Part of larger program 9 42.9 0 0.0 9 42.9 3 14.3 
Success elsewhere 9 42.9 8 38.1 1 4.8 3 14.3 
Other 6 28.6 0 0.0 13 61.9 2 9.5 

*Note: In the following tabulations "No." refers to the number 
of projects responding as indicated, and "%" refers to the 
percent of responding projects. Percentages may not total 
100.0 due to roundoff of individual elements. 
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,_c."~ 4.1 Currentlunding sources: 
Yes No Don't know -... , ;-'--. No-.- % No. % No. % 

Federal LZAA -9- 42.9 1"2 57.1 -0- --0:0 
~::""'!"Wr Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
"'"-'. :-. state Planning Agency 0 0.0 20 95.2 1 4.8 

Other state agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
~~- City agency 2 9.5 18 85.7 1 4.8 

Police agency 13 61.9 8 38.1 0 0.0 
Civic organization 1 4.8 20 95.2 a 0.0 

~"",,".~ 
Other 2 9.5 19 90.5 a 0.0 

4.2 Current source of materials: 
Yes No Don't know 

;:r.o---~"!!'!'!A No-;-- % No. % No. % 

......... -.. "~ Federal LEAA -0- 0.0 21 100.0 -0- 0:0 
Federal non-LEA,,'.\. 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 

,.....,......,..-- state Planning Agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
Other state agency a 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 

""'''''''''' -' City 2 9.5 19 90.5 0 0.0 agency 
Police agency 15 71.4 6 28.6 0 0.0 

,,~ 

Civic organization 2 9.5 19 90.5 0 0.0 
"' ........... __ l'~"' ... Other 10 47.6 11 52.4 0 0.0 

~-~ 4.3 Current source of staff: 
Yes No Don't kno\-l 

No-.- % No. % No. % 
~~ Federal LEAA -0- o:cr ~100.0 -0- 0:0 

Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
sta.te Planning Agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
Other state agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
City agency 3 14.3 18 85.7 0 0.0 
Police agency 19 90.5 2 9.5 0 0.0 
Civic organization 4 19.0 17 81.0 a 0.0 

~". other 6 28.6 15 71.4 0 0.0 

' .. ;.,..... .. 
4.4 Current source of faci1i ti.es : 

Yes No Donit know 
'.,f<'-

No:-- % No. % No. % 
Federal LEAA -0- 0:0 ~100 .0 -0- 0:0 
Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
State Planning Agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 

..;;- Other state agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 _. 
City 3 14.3 18 85.7 a 0.0 agency 
Police agency 18 85.7 3 14.3 0 0.0 
Civic organization 2 9.5 19 90.5 0 0.0 
Other 3 14.3 18 85.7 a 0.0 
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4.5 Current source of other services: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % No. % No. % 

Federal LEAA -0- 0:0 21100.0 -00:0 
Federal non-LEAA 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
State Planning Agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
Other state agency 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
City agency 1 4.8 20 95.2 0 0.0 
Police agency 1 4.8 20 95.2 0 0.0 
Civic organization 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0$0 
Other 4 19.0 17 81.0 0 0.0 

5.1 Part of a larger program: 
No. % 

Separate program 9 42":9 
Part of larger scope program 12 57.1 

Total "IT 100.0 =---

5.2 Elements of larger scope program: 
~ 

Don't N/A Yes No' know 
No-.- % No-.- % - No. % No. 

Security surveys -8- 66.7 -4- 33.3 -00:0 g-
Block watch 7 58.3 5 41.7 0 0.0 9 
Citizen patrols 1 8.3 10 83.3 1 8.3 9 
Other 10 83.3 2 16.7 0 0.0 9 

6.1 O-I budget for 1974: 
No. % 

No funds -5- 23.8 
$1 - 500 1 4.8 
$501 - 1,000 1 4.8 
$1,001 - 2,000 0 0.0 
$2,001 - 5,000 2 9.5 
$5,001 - 10,000 1 4.8 
$10,001 - 25,000 2 9.5 
More than $25,000 3 14.3 
Don't know 6 28.6 

Total IT 100.0 

6.2 Percent of budget from outside sources: 
No. % 

None -r ~ 
o - 10% 0 0.0 
10 - 20% 0 0.0 
20 - 30% 0 0.0 
30 40% 0 0.0 
40 - 50% 1 4.8 
50 - 60% 0 0.0 
60 70% 1 4.8 
70 - 80% 2 9.5 
80 - 90% 1 4.8 
90 - 100% 0 0.0 
All 3 14.3 
Den '·t know 4 19.0 

Total 21 100.0 
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7. Staff: 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 - 10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
More than 20 
Unknown 

Total 

Full-time 
No. % 
16 76.2 

2 9.5 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
1 4.8 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
1 4.8 
1 4.8 

iT 100.0 

8. Training relating to 0-1: 

Yes 
No 

9. _Geographic target area: 

State 
County 
Part(s) of county 
City 
Neighborhoods 
Don't know 

Total 

Total 

Part-time 
No. % 
-y- 9':5 

1 4.8 
2 9.5 
1 4.8 
1 4.8 
o 0.0 
2 9.5 
3 14.3 
1 4.8 
5 23.8 
3 14.3 

iT 100.0 

No. 
ro 
11 
2'r 

No. 
-r 

1 
1 

14 
4 
o 

iT 

% 
4"T:6 
52.4 

100:0 

% 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 

66.7 
19.0 

0.0 
100.0 

10.1 Are there specific target groups: 
No. % 

Yes n-
No 10 

Total 2T 

52.4 
47.6 

100:0 

10.2 Target grouEs: 
Yes No 

No-.- % No. % 
Special dwelling units '4 36.4 -7- 63.6 
Special groups of people 1 9~1 10 90.9 
Special blocks or streets 5 45.5 6 54.5 
Businesses 0 0.0 11 100.0 
Other 1 9.1 10 90.9 
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Don't know NIA 
No. % No. 
-0- 0:0 ro 

0 0.0 10 
0 0.0 10 
0 0.0 10 
0 0.0 10 
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Percent 12artici]2ation*: 
No. % 

0 - 5 13 61.9 
6 - 10 0 0.0 
11 - 15 1 4.8 
16 20 2 9.5 
21 - 25 0 0.0 
26 - 30 0 0.0 
31 35 0 0.0 
36 40 1 4.8 (Wichita, Kansas) 
41 45 0 0.0 
46 50 0 0.0 
51 - 55 0 0.0 
56 60 0 0.0 
61 - 65 0 0.0 
66 - 70 0 0.0 
71 75 0 0.0 
76 80 0 0.0 
81 - 85 0 0.0 
86 - 90 0 0.0 
91 - 95 0 0.0 
96 - 100 0 0.0 
Unknown 4 19.0 

Total iT 100.0 

*Percent participation was calculated using the estimate 
of total participants obtained in the telephone survey, 
and the 'total number of housing units in tne 1970 
census. 
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11.4-7 Racial composition of par~ic~ants: 

Percent of White Black Spanish Other' 
Participants No. % No. % No. % No. % 

0 -0- 0.0 -0- 0.0 -4- 19.0 ~ 2:3.8 

1 - 10 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 4.8 0 0.0 

11 - 20 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

21 - 30 1 4.8 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

31 - 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

41 - 50 1 4.8 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

51 - 60 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

00 61 - 70 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
<.n 

71 - 80 0 0.0 2 9.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 

81 - 90 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

91 - 100 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Unknown 16 76.2 16 76.2 16 76.2 16 76.2 

Total 21 100.0 21 100.0 21 100.0 21 100.0 
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Breakdown of part'icipants by annual income: 

Percent of Less than $5,000 $5,000 - $15,000 More than $15,000 
Participants No. % No. % No. % 

0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1 - 10 1 4.8 0 0.0 2 9.5 

11 - 20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

21 - 30 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

31 - 40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

41 - 50 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

51 - 60 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

61 - 70 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 

71 - 80 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

81 - 90 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 

91 - 100 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Unknown 19 90.5 19 90.5 19 90.5 

Total 21 100.0 21 100.0 :n 100.0 
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12. Project objectives: 
Very Somewhat Not Don't 

impor-tan t im:eortant important know 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Burglary deterrence ra- 85.7 -3- 14.3 -0- 0:0 -00:-0 
Return of property 13 61.9 8 38.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Apprehension 6 28.6 13 61.9 2 9.5 a 0.0 
Conviction 7 33.3 8 38.1 4 19.0 2 9.5 
Make fencing difficult 17 81.0 4 19.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
PC-R 13 61.9 7 33.3 1 4.8 0 0.0 

Reason for bur9:larl de't.errence: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No. % No. % No. % No. 
Risk of apprehension r:r 66.7 -,- 33.3 -0- cr:o (J 
Fencing difficulties 15 71.4 6 28.6 0 0.0 0 
PCR 5 23.8 16 76.2 0 0.0 0 
Other 5 23.8 16 76.2 0 0.0 0 

13. Most imEortant objective: 
No. % 

Burglary deterrence rr- 71.4 
Return of property 2 9.5 
Apprehension 0 0.0 
Conviction 0 0.0 
Make fencing difficult 2 9.5 
peR 1 4.8 
other 1 4.8 
Don't know 0 0.0 
N/A 0 

Total exc1. N/A 'IT 100,0 

14. Services and eguiEment Erovided: 
Yes No Don't know 

No. % ~ No. % No. % 
Mass media publicity nr 85.7 -3- 14.3 -0- 0-:0 
Staff presentations 

to groups 21 100.0 0 0.0 a 0.0 
Engraving equipment 21 100.0 a 0.0 0 0.0 
Engraving services 11 52.4 10 47.6 0 0,,0 

'.'>[. Printed materials for 
participa1').ts 21 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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Mass media methods~ 

Often Sometimes 
No. % No. % 

Newspapers -8- 44.4 -6- 33.3 

Radio 8 44.4 4 22.2 

Television 5 27.8 5 27.8 

Other 6 33.3 3 16.7 

~~_i ~~-j _'~~l 

Rare 11 
No. 
-4-

3 

5 

0 

; 
_'~~"~ 

% 
22.2 

16.7 

27.8 

0.0 

~i~~ 

Not at all 
No. % 
-0- -0.0 

3 16.7 

3 16.7 

9 50.0 

~~_"L-Ji 

:'!':,." "p--' .i;h+'~i i',· - ' .t 

Don't know N/A 
No. % ~~ 
-0- 0.0 -3 

0 0.0 3 

0 0.0 3 

0 0.0 3 

t"'~" ,i..."cl~~~ 

~~_'i _\~ 
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16. Materials provided: 

Window decals 
Informational 

pamphlets 
Written instructions 
Property lists 
Other 

Yes 
No-.- % 
20 95.2 

19 90.5 
19 90.5 
20 95.2 

7 33.~ 

No 
No. % 
-1- -:r:a 

2 9.5 
2 9.5 
1 4.8 

14 66.7 

Don't know 
No. % 
--00:0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0,,0 

17.1 Solicitation for engravin~ services: 

17.2 

17.3 

18. 

No. % 
Yes --8- 7277 
No 2 18.2 
Don't know 1 9.1 
N/A 10 

Total excl. N/A rr 100:0 

Who provides the services: 

Paid project staff 
Volunteer project 

staff 
Non-project staff 

Mechanism for offering 

Door-to-doo:r:: 
Telephone 
Group presentations 
Other 

Yes 
No-. -- % 
-6- 75.0 

4 50.0 
1 12.5 

Yes 
No-.- % 
-5- 62.5 
o 0.0 
3 37.5 
5 62.5 

No 
No. % 
-2- 25':0 

4 50.0 
7 87.5 

No 
No. 
-3-

% 
37.5 

100.0 
62.5 
37.5 

8 
5 
3 

How does participant obtain engraving services: 

Don't know N/A 
No. % No. 
-0- -0:0 13 

o 
o 

0.0 
0.0 

Don't know 
No. % 
-0- -0:0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

13 
13 

N/A 
No. 
13 
13 
13 
13 

Yes No Don't know N/A 
No-. - % No. % No. % No. 

Engrave his own prop-
erty 11 100.0 o 

Request engraving 
services 11 100.0 o 

Who 2erforrnsthe engraving: 
Yes No 

No:-- % No. 
Paid project staff ,- ar.a -y-
Volunteer project staff 4 36.4 7 
Non-project staff 3 27.3 8 

89 

0.0 

0.0 

% 
I8.2 
63.6 
72.7 

o 0.0 

o 0.0 

Don't know 
No • % 
() 0-:0 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

10 

10 

N/A. 
No. 
ro 
10 
10 



.' • "'< -T"F----'"'~::::.."":~:;::::.:..7.:.:::';=.,:~_::::::.:-.::::::~.:;:-;:::_ _ _:~:"~f.:,: _ .;':~.~:.:.: -:::":'~-"::""'~=~;;".;;'~~";';::::-""':=-""O-.,-.• ",;_~', 

L-
i 
! 

19. Can the :earticipant: " -
Yes No Don't know 

No-.- % No. % No. % 

l Request delivery of pen I2 57.1 ---g' 42.9 -0 --0.0 , 
;..., ........ " . .,.1"' 

Borrow pen from distri-
, ! 

bution site 20 95.2 1 4.8 0 0,,0 

l~ 19.3 Distribution sites: 
Yes No Don't know N/A 

No-.- % No. % No. % No. 
Police station (s) rr as:o -3- rr:o -oD:O L lh...- ... ,.,...., 

Library 5 25.0 15 75.0 0 0.0 1 
Firehouse(s) 5 25.0 15 75.0 0 0.0 1 
Civic organization(s) 3 15.0 17 85.0 0 0.0 1 

1 "".-
Insurance company 1 5.0 19 95.0 0 0.0 
Community center(s) 3 15.0 17 85.0 0 0.0 1 
City Hall 1 5.0 19 . 95.0 0 0.0 1 
Other 8 40.0 12 60.0 0 0.0 1 

, 20.1 Pens available for purchase: 
S' 

~O· 
% .. - ", 

Yes 9"5:2 
No 1 4.8 
Don't know 0 0.0 

Total iT 100.0 

20.2 From whom: 
Yes No Don't know N/A . ,.' 

No-.- % No. % No. % No. 
project -y- 5.0 1"9 95:0 -0- 0.0 -1- , ,_c 

Other 20 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 
.\1, .'~ " 

21. Method of recording the number of participants: ,~ 

Yes No Don't know 
No-.- % No. % No. % It,r. ; .~," 

Record of pen usage -6- 2'8.6 I?) 7I:4 -0 --0:-0 
Required registration 6 28.6 15 71.4 0 0.0 .. 
Voluntary registration 7 33.3 14 66.7 0 0.0 
Engraving by staff 6 28.6 15 71.4 0 0.0 
Other 4 19.0 17 81.0 0 0.0 ..:-

... " ... 
22. Identifling: number recommended: 

Yes No . Don't know r NO-.- % No. % No. % ~ 

Driver's license I"3 61.9 -a 38.T cr'O:O 
.... ,~, 

Social security 8 38.1 13 61.9 0 0.0 
Name 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
Address 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
NCIC prefixed 0 0.0 21 100.0 0 0.0 
None recommended 1 4.8 20 95.2 0 0.0 
Number assigned 1 4.8 20 95.2 0 0.0 f .>~" 

Other 3 14.3 18 85.7 0 0.0 
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23.1 Registration of number required: 
--=-~.~------------------~----

Yes 
Volu!frtary 
No 
Don't know 

Total 

No. % 
-6- 2B.6 

9 42.9 
6 28.6 
o 0.0 

"IT 100 .0' 

23.2 With whom: 

24. 

25. 

26. 

Project 
Police 
Other 

Method used to trace 

Registration list 
List maintained by 

other agencies 
Number reported by 

victim 
Cannot trace 
other 

Yes 
No:-- % 
l-r93.3 

1 6.7 
o 0.0 

ownership: 
Yes 

No. % 
10 47.6 

15 71.4 

3 14.3 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

Participant data recorded: 

Name 
Address 
Type of dwelling 
Date joined 
Identifying number 
Property lists 
Other 

Yes 
No-.- % 
19 90.5 
19 90.5 

1 4.8 
13 61.9 
14 66.7 

4 19.0 
12 57.1 

Computerized participant data: 

Name 
Address 
Type of dwelling 
Date joined 
Identifying number 
Property lists 
Other 

Yes 
No-.- % 
"6 31.6 

6 31.6 
1 100.0 
2 15.4 
6 42.9 
1 25.0 
4 33.3 

91 

No 
No. 
1-
14 
15 

No 

% 
6-:7 
93.3 

100.0 

No. % rr- 52.4 

6 28.6 

18 85.7 
21 100.0 
21 100.0 

No 
No. 
-2-

2 
20 

8 
7 

17 
9 

No 
No. 
12 
12 
o 

10 
7 
2 
8 

% 
9:5 

9.5 
95.2 
38.1 
33.3 
81.0 
42.9 

% 
63.2 
63.2 
0.0 

76 •. 9 
50.0 
50.0 
66.7 

Don't know 
No. % 
-0- 0:0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

Don't know 
No. % 
-0- -0.0 

o 0.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

Don't know 
No. % 
-0- 0":0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

Don't know 
No. % 
-r- 5:3 

1 5.3 
o 0.0 
1 7.7 
1 7.1 
1 25.0 
o 0.0 

N/A 
No. 
-6-

6 
6 

N/A 
No. 
-2-

2 
20 

8 
7 

17 
9 



27. Records kept on burglary rate: 
Yes No Don't know 

No:- % No. % No. % 

~ Target area before 0-1 IS 71.4 -S 2"3.8 . -y- -r.a 
" Target after 0-1 15 71.4 5 23.8 1 4.8 area 

Participants before 

i ,(: joining 5 23.8 14 66.7 2 9.5 
z,. Participants after 
1; joining 9 42.9 10 47.6 2 9.S 
'I Non-participants before 

0-1 4 19.0 15 71.4 2 9.5 
Non-participants after 

0-1 5 23.8 14 66.7 2 9.5 
Peripheral areas 4 19.0 14 66.7 3 14.3 

, 28. Records kept on publicity: 

i 
Y€!s No Don't know 

No:-- % No. % No. % 
-,:, ... -

Printed media articles 13 61.9 --s 23.8 -3- 14.3 
~ Printed media releases 10 47.6 7 33.3 4 19.0 , 

-;; Electronic media f 

/' scripts 5 23.8 11 52.4 5 23.8 
i, 

Log of electronic media ,\ 
presentations 3 14.3 13 61.9 5 23.8 

.-.;;..;.-

Log of staff p.resenta-
tions 9 42.9 9 42.9 3 14.3 

other 0 0.0 17 81.0 4 19.0 

.; " 

29 ~ Records kept on amount of property st:olen: 
-"· ...... 'les '0 Don't know 

,~-:-. No-.- % No. % No. % ...-
Participants' marked -----

property 7 33.3 10 47.6 4 19.0 
I. ~ 

Participants' unmarked 
property 3 14.3 13 61.9 5 23.8 

1.-

Non-participants' . ~;,..; 

property 4 19.0 13 61.9 4 19.0 
Property of citizens r-

in peripheral areas 2 9.5 15 71.4 4 19.0 
','1'",,";;: 

F=-
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Problems and Assets: 
Great 

Problem 
No. % 

Funding ,- I9.O 

Mass media 2 10.5 

Pen supply 4 19.0 

Other 
materials 2 9.5 

Personnel 3 15.0 

Training, 0 0.0 

Police coop-
eration 0 0.0 

Other agency 
coopera-
tion 0 0.0 

Public sup-
port 2 9.5 

Other 0 0.0 

I'-':~ , . 

Somewhat 
Problem 
No. % 
Z- """""§"3 

2 10.5 

3 14.3 

3 14.3 

5 25.0 

1 9.1 

2 9.5 

1 5.9 

1 4.8 

2 100.0 

I, 

~ 
t 
~ 

Neither 
No. % 
--r- 23.8 

5 26.3 

8 38.1 

10 47.6 

6 30.0 

2 18.2 

6 28.6 

2 11.:8 

5 23.8 

0 0.0 

\1 i ~ 

Somewhat 
Asset 

No. % -r IT:]" 

4 21.1 

5 23.8 

5 23.8 

4 20.0 

3 27.3 

7 33.3 

5 29.4 

5 23.8 

0 0.0 

t 
1 ~ l 

Great 
Asset 
No. % -r IT:]" 

6 31.6 

1 4.8 

1 4.8 

2 10.0 

5 45.5 

6 28.6 

9 52.9 

8 38.1 

0 0.0 

~ 
t 
i 

Don't 
Know 
No. % 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

~ i J 

N/A 
No. 
<r 

2 

0 

0 

1 

10 

0 

4 

0 

19 



30.11 Most important contributing factors: 

Funding 
Mass media 
Pen supply 
Other material 
Personnel 
Training 
Police cooperation 
Other cooperation 
Public support 
None 
Other 
Don't know 
N/A 

Total excl. N/A 

31. Success: 

Burglary deterrence 
Return of property 
,Apprehension 
Conviction 
Make fencing difficult 
PCR 

Toward success Toward hindering success 
No. 
S 

3 
o 
o 
1 
1 
3 
2 
3 
2 
o 
1 
o 

% 
23.8 
14.3 

0.0 
0.0 
4.8 
4.8 

14.3 
9.5 

14.3 
9.5 
0.0 
4.8 

21 100.0 

Very 
successful 
No. % 
15 71.4 

2 9.5 
1 4.8 
1 '4.8 

10 47.6 
11 52.4 

Somewhat 
successful 
No. % 
~ 14.3 

8 38.1 
7 33.3 
5 23.8 
5 23.8 
9 42.9 

No. % 
4" 19.0 

3 14.3 
3 14.3 
1 4.8 
6 28.6 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
2 9.5 
1 4.8 
1 4.8 
o 0.0 
o 

II 100.0 

Not 
successful 

Don't 
know 

No. % -r- 4.8 
1 4.8 
2 9.5 
3 14.3 
1 4.8 
o 0.0 

No. 
-2-

10 
11 
12 

5 
1 

% 
9.5 

47.6 
52.4 
57.1 
23.8 
4.8 

Reason for burglary deterrence: 

Risk of 
Fencing 
PCR 
Other 

Yes 
No. 

apprehension 1i
difficulties 13 

6 
4 
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% 
66.7 
72.2 
33.3 
22.2 

No 
No. 
S-

4 
11 
13 

% 
27.8 
22.2 
61:1 
72.2 

Don't know N/A 
=-=N-o-.----=-% No • 
-1- --s:6 -3-

1 5.6 3 
1 5.6 3 
1 5.6 3 
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Table E-l 

CROSS-TABUrJ\TED VARIABLES RELATED TO RECRUITI1ENT 
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0- I!l 
~ a u 

..-4 ..-4 \.< 
't:S Ul .-i I!l 
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I!l .-i I!l I!l I!l I!l '.-1 
p, I!l Ul Ul Ul Ul .... 
0 > nI Ul Ul Ul Ul \.< 

I!l I!l rrJ III nI III III ... .-i \.< ...... ...... ...... ...... p, 
0 ..: Ul Ul ,~ Ul 

tJl a a a a .... 
.c: ~ oI.l I!l I!l I!l I!l c:: .... '.-1 I!l .-i .-i .-i .-i I!l 
0- 't:S 0- .Q .Q .Q .Q 0 
t:! t:! \.< 0 0 0 0 14 
I!l ::l III 14 \.< \.< \.< I!l 
H r.. 8 p., p., p., p., p., 

Region X 

Urbanization X --
Target area X X 

- I 

X X 

Use of group presentations X X 

Use of mass media publicity X X X X X X X 

Newspapers X 

Radio X 

'l'elevi'sion -X 

Other mass media X 

Number of media methods used X X X 

Problems/assets - mass media X 

Percent participation X X 
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Full-time staff 

Part-time staff 

Funding level 

Table E-2 

CROSS-TABULATED VARIABLES RELATED TO 
DISTRIBUTION AND ENROLLHENT 

III 
OJ 
+' 
..-I 
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&:: III II) 
0 10: 41 
-I 0 • .-j III 
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QJ t/) 0 'rl • .-j . .-\ <: 0 
til P r>.. ..:I r.. u H U 

Percent participation X X X X X X X X 

Problems/assets - funding 

Problems/assets - pen supply 

Problems/assets - personnel 

Problems/assets - public support 

Problems/assets - other 
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Table E-3 

CROSS-TABUL'~~D VARIABLES RELATED TO 
BURGLARY DETERRENCE 

IJl 

@ 
I-l 

s:: 0> 
0 0 

s:: .,-l !-f 
0 .\J 0. 

.,-l nl 
.\J 0. @ Ul J::: 
It! .,-l :>. Ul 0 
I-l U I-l OJ M .,-l 
OJ .,-l 0> :> 0 +' 
0. ..., 0 I-l I-l .,: 
0 I~ I-l :;j .c .\J OJ 

r;j 0. Ul U nl :> .... 0. .\J 0. OJ 
(} OJ :>. nl I-l 

.j.I .j.I .\J :'lO s:: 0. 
:>. ,<:: J::: nl ·M OJ 
U " QJ I-l I-l ".,: N I-l 
C 0> U It! :;j U • ..1 OJ 
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Funding level 

li=s of mass media publicity 

Objective - burglary deterrencE X 

Objective - apprehension X 

Objective - conviction X 

Objective - fencing difficult X 

Objective - PCR X 

Success - burglary deterrence X X X X X X X 

Success - apprehension X X X X X X X 

Success - conviction X X X X X X X 

Success - fencing difficult X X X X X X X 

Success - PCR X X X 
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Table E-4 

CROSS~TABULATED VARIABLES RELATED TO 
PROPERTY RECOVERY 
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Objective - return of property X 

Success - return of property X X X X X 

N:':r:O::::r u~cd - drivc='s license X 

Number used - social security X 

Number used - name X 

Number used - address X 

Number used - NCIC prefix X 

Number uzed - none reconIDlended X 

Number used - assigned X 

Number used - other X 

Tracing method - registration list X 

Tracing method - other agenc es X 

.Tracing method - burglary report X 

'l'-rllcing method - cannot trace X 

Trllcing method - other X 
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ABSTRACT 

This report describes.the design, implementation, and 

results of a field survey of 18 Operation Identification pro

jects. The survey was conducted by the Insti~ute for Public 

Program Analysis during February and March of 1975 as part of 

the Phase I Evaluation of Operation Identification for the 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

The field survey was designed to complement and expand upon 

the results of the other activities of the Phase I study. 

Chapter I contains information about the design and 

implementation of the field survey, including a discussion of 

survey objectives and the general project environments within 

which the survey was implemented. Topics covered include the 

criteria for selecting project sites to be visited, the design 

and content of the survey instruments, a~d th~ procedures used 

for field implementation. 

Chapter II presents the major findings of the field 

survey. Topics covered include differences found between 

the Phase I telephone and field surveys, observations about 

the organizational and community environments in t<lhich 0-1 

programs operatE~, findings about each of the major O-I pro-

ject components (i.e., recruitmen't and enrollment of !,)arti

cipants, burglary deterrence, and property recovery), and 

presentation of interviewee comments about the future of O-I. 
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CHAPTER I. FIELD SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

A. Introduction 

A major task of the Phase I Evaluation of Operation 

Identification was field visits to 18 active projects. This 

field survey was intended to complement and amplify the other 

research activities of the project. These included a census 

of project locations throughout the country, contact with 

the major manufacturers of engraving equipment, input from 

other evaluators of property marking programs, an extensive 

review of 0-1 literature, and a telephone survey of 99 active 

projects (hereafter referred to as the Telephone Survey) . 

Through personal contact in the field with representa-

tives of a sample of those projects contacted in the telephone 

survey, it was possible to validate the tentative project des-

criptions developed by the previous research efforts indicated 

above. Direct contact enabled the development of a more sub-

jective view of the milieu in which projects operate and also 

provided a means of contrasting project goals with actual 

pr-oject implementation in the field. 

The field survey was not intended to produce new evalu-

ative information on the projects visited. It was instead to 

gather information about the actual interventions (project 

activities) that were being implemented by each project and 

to determine -the outcomes of those intervention~ if possible. 

Descriptive materials, evaluation studies, progress reports, 
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and performance data were collected as available from exist-

ing project files. 

Th, remainder of this paper describes the implementa-

tion of the Operation Identification Field Survey. Included 

are a discussion of the selection of the sites visited, the 

design and na-cl1re of the instruments used, the manner in which 

the visits were actually conducted, and the major findings 

of the survey. 

B. site Selection Methodology 

".- I 
.... ·"'1 

t 

~ ;"1' 
.A 

The projects included in the field survey were selected .'] 

from the projects contacted during the telephone survey of 99 

projects throughout the country. Of these 99 projects, 21 

were It special cases 1f which were included because of their ur-

ban location, extensive funding, or evaluation design. The 

balance of the projects contacted by telephone were randomly 

selected by geographical area and degree of urbanization (see 

"A Telephone Survey of Operation Identification Projects: 

Methodology and Result.s"). The telephone surv,ey results were 

used to select the field survey sites. 

1. Primary Selection Criteria 

Evaluation Effort. The principal crit8rion for Relpctin~ 

projects to be visited was the existence of a lIgood" project 

evaluation, based upon the judgment of the telephone survey 

interviewer. Thl' 't' . s crl eTJOn was declded upon because of the 

need to collect existing information on the outcomes and effec

tiveness of individual 0-1 projects, and also to utilize the 

experience of 0-1 project evaluators in the field. These 

"] 

, 

, -I 
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field survey results would become part of the information 

utilized at the end of the Phase I study to design single

project model evaluations and to recommend important areas 

for Phase II follow-on work. One difficulty with this selec-

tion criterion was that some of the evaluations described 

during t~lephone interviews were later found not to be as 

useful as they had initially seemed. Thirteen of the pro-

jects included in the telephone survey met this criter.ion as 

indicated by the answers to Question 35.2. The thirteen pro-

jects are listed in Appendix A, Table 1 . 

Best Data Base. The other major criterionfor the 

selection of sites to visit was the presence of a "good" data 

base upon which a project evaluation could be based. Ques-

tions within the telephone survey explored the existence and 

extent of project data on participant and non-participant bur-

glary rates (Q.27), on the amounts of marked and unmarked 

property stolen and recovered (Q.29), and on the amount and 

kinds of promotional efforts (Q.28). Information was obtained 

about 17 individual data items. The 23 projects collecting 

the most data are listed in Appendix A, Table 2. Those pro-

jects with the most evaluative data were selected in order to 

assess the most promising projects for Phase II evaluations. 

It was also decided that to maximize the gain from a limited 

number of short site visits, it would be most fruitful to visit 

those projects which could document important outcomes. As 

with the evaluation criteria, however, telephone survey claims 

about the amount of data being collected unfortunately did not 
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always insure the data \V'ere in the project's files or in a 

usable form. 

2. Secondary Selection criteria 

The secondary selection criteria were originally intend

ed to be used as a means of narrowing down the list of those 

projetts which satisfied both of the primary criteria. In 

practice, however, the secondary criteria were needed to sug

gest additional projects to visit, since only 11 projects 

were found that met both primary criteria. 

Computerized Project Data. An automated crime data 

base can greatly facilitate the evaluation of large 0-1 pro-

jects particularly in urban areas. As an example, computa-

tion of the burglary rates for 0-1 participants hefore and 

after they join a project can be an impossible task unless 

machine processing can be used. For this reason, a listing 

'was made of all projects which indicated, in response to 

telephone survey question number 26, that they had computer

ized at least a portion of their project records (e.g., par-

ticipants' names and addresses, dwelling types, dates of en

rollment" and identification numbers used). The 11 proj ects 

meeting this criterbn are listed in Appendix A, Table 3. 

Number of Participants. The total number of 0-1 par-

ticipants is one measure or indication of project success. A 

listing was made of the 20 projects claiming the most partici

pants (telephone survey question number 11.1). These 20 pro

jects are contained in Appendix A, Table 4. A major diffi

culty with this criternn, discovered during the site visits, 
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was the reliability of the telephone survey responses. The 

telephone answers frequently included both verified and es

timated participant totals. Also, the size of the project 

serves to bias this criterjonin favor of large urban projects. 

Percentage of Participation. This cri terbn was in-

cluded primarily to overcome the bias toward large urban pro

jects identified in the previous criteria. The percentage of 

participation within a· target area can also be used as a measure 

of project success. A listing of the 20 telephone survey pro

jects which reported the greatest percentages of participation 

are listed in Appendix A, Table 5. One problem with this 

criterfunis that it does not include those projects having 

target areas which are limited to only portions of a city or 

county area. These projects w'ere excluded since the number 

of households within the special target area could not be ob-

tained. 

Burglary Reduction. Since burglary reduction is the 

most publicized benefit of 0-1, projects claiming success in 

this area were also considered for site visits. A selected list 

of the projects which claimed to have experienced a reduction 

in burglary because of Operation Identification is contained in 

Appendix A, Table 6. It should be noted, of course, that one 

difficulty with the use of this criter.:bn was the fact that 

the only source of information about the extent of burglary 

reduction within each community was the response by each person 

interviewed to only one question. No other questions within 

the telephone survey attempted to establish the validity of 

5 



claimed project success in reducing burglary. 

Self Rating of Success. In the telephone survey, inter

viewees were asked to rate the degree of their'yroject's suc

cess in meeting six 0-1 objectives: dGterring burglary, in

creasing the return of stolen property, increasing the appre

hensions of burglars, increasing the convictions of burglars, 

making stolen items more difficult to fence, and improving 

police-community relations. It was decided that those projects 

claiming to be "very successful" in three or more of these 

areas would be considered as potential sites for the field sur-

vey. The 31 projects which met this criter.ion are listed in 

Appendix A, Table 7. Again, the problem with this cri tenon was 

that it was based solely upon the responses of the telephone 

survey interviewees. 

Interviewer Rating. At the completion of each tele-

phone survey interview, the interviewer indicated whether the 

project would be a good site to visit. This rating was in-

eluded as a selection criter:ion for the field survey sites in 

order to capture the subjective reactions of the interviewers, 

and also to identify those projects which had special or un-

usual features. The 30 projects which were identified as 

"good" potential site visits are listed in Appendix A, Table 

8. 

3. 0-1 Projects Selected for the Field Survey 

Eleven projects met both of the primary selection 

criteria. (evaluation effort and data base) and were included 

in the field survey. It had been hoped that a much larger 
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number of projects would have evaluations and good data bases 

and that the secondary criteria would be used'to narrow the 

possible choice of sites. Instead, the secondary criteria 

were used as guides to identify additional sites to visit from 

among those projects which met only one of the primary Griterion. 

Three of the eight projects meeting only one primary,criteria 

were selected, and all of these met at least three of the 

secondary criteria (see Table 1-1). 

In addition, four special projects were selected. New 

York was selected for the uniqueness of that metropolitan area 

and also because it had the eighth larg'est number of partici-

pants (among the 99 surveyed projects). Detroit was selected 

for its computerized participant data base and its extensive 

use of door-to-door recruitment methods; it ranked 5th in terms 

of totQl participants. Albuquerque had the 10th largest number 

of participants. University City, Missouri (a suburb of St. 

Louis) was selected for use as a pre-test site. It was not in-

cluded in the telephone survey and as a result does not appear 

in the tabulations of the projects meeting the field survey 

selection criteria. 

Although the field survey was originally planned to 

include 20 projects, only 18 were actually visited. Primary 

reasons for this reduction were first that the telephone sur

vey took longer than originally anticipated, reducing the 

number of weeks available for the field survey; and second, 

that the 18 sites selected included all of the most promising 

projects that could be identified (i.e., the inclusion of two 
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project Locations 

~. Abilene., Tex. 

2. A~buquerque, N. M. 

3. Cincinnati, Ohio 

4. Columbus, Ohio 

5. DenVer, Colo. 

6. Detroit, Mich. 

7. Indianapolis, Ind. 

8. Kirkland, Wash. 

9. New York, N. Y. 

10. Phoenix, Ariz. 

11. St. Louis, Mo. 

12. St. Louis Co., Mo. 

13. st. Petersburg, Fla. 

I • 
14. San Jose, Cal~f. 

15. Seattle, Wash. 

16. Wichita, Kan. 

17. 'ilyoming, l-1ich. 

18. University City, Mo. 

Total Projects: 

Table 1-1 

FIELD SURVEY PRO~ECTS AND CRITERIA FOR SELECTION 

Selection Criteria* 
Good Data Computer # of % of Burg. Self "Good" Total Cri-
Eval. Base Data Partie. Partic. __ Red. Rating Visit teria Met 
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additional sites would have yielded relatively little infor

mation for the effort required). 

The 18 projects selected and visited are listed in 

Table 1-1, including an indication of the specific selection 

criteria met by each. It is readily apparent from Table 1-1 

that with these 18 projects, a substantial number of sites 

were visited that satisfied each of the criteria discussed 

above. The geographical distribution of the project sites 

is shown in Figure 1-1. 

C. Design ~nd Content ofField Survey Instruments 

The format and content of the field survey instruments 

were designed to meet the goals of the field site visits iden-

tified in the Introduction. Interviews were to be cond~cted 

with proj~ct personnel, both civilian and law enforcement, 

involved in O-I project implementations, and law enforcement 

personnel who would be most familiar with the processes and 

individuals influenced by a success~uLO-I project, such as 

property officers, burglary detectives, and prosecutors. It 

was decided that these interviews should be as open-ended as 

possible to allow for the maximum latitude of responses from 

the interviewees. The instruments would primarily serve as 

organizing and recording devices for the interviewer, pro-

viding him with overall topic structures, suggested questions 

within each topic, and writing space for recording important 

responses. Also included were questions and instructions re-

lating to specific types of II flow diagrams" designed to syn-

thesize and illustrate the links between project activities 
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Operation Identification Projects: Methodology and Results.") 
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and project outcomes. 

A preliminary draft of the field survey instruments 

and supportive materials was completed during December 1974 . 

The supplementary materials included outlines of tasks to be per

formed during (:::ach phase of a complete survey (i.e., pre-visit 

preparation, site visit activities, and post-visit analyses) . 

Pre-visit materials to be completed included a project pro-

file listing the major characteristics of the project to be 

visited, a form for listing the people to be seen and specific 

questions to be ar.swered, a form for recording travel reserva-

tions, and a sample confirmation of appointment letter. The 

survey instruments used during each site visit consisted of 

topical listings of questions to be asked. (The instruments 

were intentionally expansive and inclusive to allow the inter-

viewer to choose topics and questions most appropriate to the 

local site}. The post-visit outline was a guide to be used 

for preparing a site v~sit narrative. 

A preliminary draft of the instruments was submitted 

to thE~ following persons for review and comment: 

o Lois Mock, project monitor, National Institute for 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

o David Baker, formerly with the Center for Research 

in Criminal Justice, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle. 

Mr. Baker was a research associate on Hans Mattick's 1974 

evaluation study of 0-1 projects for the Illinois SPA. 

o ~atryna Regan, Urban Institute. Ms. Regan per

formed several field visits in 1974 in connection with the 

11 



Urban Institute's study of burglary prevention programs. 

o Grant BubYr Governmental Research Institute, st. 

Louis. 

o Chief Everett Holladay ~- former police chief for 

Monterey Park, California. 

Comments from the -reviewers identified above and pre-

liminary results from the telephone survey were used to 

modify the field survey inst.ruments. The int8:c'ITiew forms 

\l7ere separated into seven topic areas: recruitment of par

ticipants, distribution of materials and enrollment of par

ticipants, burglary deterrence, apprehension and conviction 

of burglars, property recovery, evaluation, and general com--

ments. Specific questions to be asked, information to be 

requested in each topic area, and supportive materials were 

also refined. 

This revised draft was then used for three site visits 

within the St. Louis area (St. Louis City, St. Louis County, 

and University City). Some minor changes and imprOVements were 

made to the instruments following these three visits. Copies 

of the finalized version of all of the field survey instruments 

and supportive materials are presented in Appendix B. 

D. Field Survey Implementa'tion 

Since all of the field survey visits were scheduled 

for completion within a six week period, there was little 

adVance time for setting up appointments. The person inter

viewed during the 'telephone survey was re-contacted by tele

phone a week to 10 days before the anticipated visit to arrange 
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a tentative appointment date. A confirmation letter was sent 

once travel reservations had been made. Details on the manner 

in which the appointments were made and confirmed are pre

sented in the pre-v.1.si t materials in Appendix B. 

Appointments wi-th persons other than proj ect staff 

members often could not be confirmed prior to arrival. The 

primary local contact person was asked to arrange these meet-

ings as best he could. The interviews werg usually conducted 

during normal business hours, but several evening meetings 

were arranged in order to attend group meetings. The inter-

view settings varied from pri'-:!-a"'ce offices and command rooms 

to patrol cars, interrogation rooms, and city streets. This 

variety of settings often allowed first-hand observation of 

project and police activities, but also meant that interviews 

were frequently interrupted or conducted lion the run" when 

note-taking "\.vas next to impossible. 

People in a variety of positions were interviewed, not 

all directly involved in the operation of an 0-1 project. Dur-

ing the course of the 18 field visits, interviews- were con-

ducted with a total of 88 persons. These included: 

o 34 police officers directly connected with 0-1 
projects (11 had ranks of lieutenant or above); 

o 26 civilians directly connected with 0-1 projects 
(11 civilian police employees, 3 local insurance 
association officers, and 12 other paid staff mem
he~s or volunteers) ; 

o 7 police property officers (two had ranks of 
lieutenant or above) ; 

o 8 police officers involved in criminal investiga
tions (2 had ranks of lieutenant or above); 
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o 8 police and civilian personnel involved in pro
ject evaluations or police planning and researchi 

o 2 prosecuting attorneysi 

o 2 administrative assistants to police chiefsi and 

o 1 city manager. 

In addition, two police officers were accompanied dur-

ing door-to-door recruitment efforts, two films and one slide 

presentation were viewed, one presentation in a private home 

was attended: and the tracing of an out-of-state identification 

number-through the NCIC system was witnessed. 
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CHAPTER II. ~~JOR FINDINGS OF THE FIELD SURVEY 

A. Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to sLmmarize the major 

findings obtained from the field survey of 18 Operation Iden

tification projects conducted in February and March of 1975. 

These findings include both detailed information obtained 

about individual project operations and additional collective 

information acquired about the characteristics of Operation 

Identification as .a .hurglary reduction program. The general 

information obtained from these site visits was used to 

further verify preliminary observations about Operation Iden-

tification that had been identified from an earlier review 

of available 0-1 literature and a telephone survey of 99 pro-

jects (see "Operation Identification: A Review of General 

Knowledge and Past Findings" and "A Telephone Survey of Oper

ation Identification Projects: Methodology and Results"). 

Detailed descriptions of the individual projects that 

were visited are not included in this report, but have been 

delivered to NILECJ under separate cover. The examples cited 

in this chapter are used for illustration purposes only, and 

are not intended to represent a complete survey of projects 

which fit a particular description. 

It should also be noted that the 0-1 projects visited 

during this field survey were not selected as representative 

projects, but rather were selected for the specific reasons 

outlined in the preceding chapter. Although these projects. 
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have many characteristics in common with each other 'and wi'th 

other 0-1 projects throughout the country, they were each 

selected because of unusual project features or results. 

The discussion of the field survey findings is organized 

into several topical areas. Initially a brief discussion is 

presented of the differences that were found between the re-

suIts of the telephone and field surveys conducted for this 

Phase I Evaluation study. This is followed by observations 

regarding the organizational and community environment in which 

0-1 programs operate. The most detailed presentation is de

voted to findings about the methods, problems, and operational 

assumptions of the major O-I project components (i.e., recruit-

ment and enrollment of participants, burglary deterrence, and 

property recovery). In the final section, some of the more 

interesting comments obtained from 0-1 project staff members 

about the future of Operation Identification are presented. 

B. Telephone and Field Survey Differences 

The telephone survey of 99 0-1 projects was completed 

by the Institute for Public Program Analysis approximately six 

weeks before 'the initiation of the field survey. The tele-

phone survey instrument contained questions which required 

interviewees to respond either with specific information or 

to select a response from a limited set of alternative answers. 

The field survey instruments, on the other hand, contained 

both open-ended and directed questions; and, as expected, there 

was considerably more opportunity for informal discussions v;ri th 

proj ect staff members. vJhereas the telephone suxvey focused 
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upon the acquisition of an accurate description of current 

project characteristics, the field survey was more broadly 

designed to collect project information from both field ob-

servations of current activities and discussions of past ex

periences with O-I staff personnel. The greater scope of the 

field survey was particularly useful in the development of a 

perspective on how the O-I projects that were visited were 

changing with age. These maturation effects are discus$ed in 

greater detail below. 

One purpose of the field survey was to verify in person 

the information that had been collected about each project 

from the telephone survey. For the most part, the telephone 

survey results were found to be accurate. However, some dif

ferences between the results of the two surveys were found. 

For instance, the relative importance of various project ob

jeativ~s as observed during the site visits often varied from 

what had been stated in the telephone survey. This result 

may have occurred because of the greater variety of persons 

interviewed during each field site visit. 

There were also several instances of significant dif

ferences in the quantitative data obtained with the two sur-

veys. Some projects that were visited had no means of docu

menting the high participation levels that had been indicated 

in the telephone survey. A few projects that had indicated 

substantial participation levels had based their responses 

upon the number of persons contacted by the project and, in 

reality only a small proportion of those persons had actually 
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joined the 0-1 project. (This type of discrepancy was proba-

bly due in part to an inadequate definition of "0-1 partici

pation.") The field survey also revealed that some projects 

were spending more money than had been originally indicated 

in the telephone survey. Since few of the implementing agencies 

visited had a full-time staff or a separate budget for the O-I 

project, it was often difficult for the project staff to accu-

rately determine the amount of resources expended for O-I ac-

tivities. 

The field survey also revealed that many of the projects 

visited were not maintaining the kinds or amounts of records 

that had been indicated in the telephone survey. Many projects 

\vhich claimed that they were keeping data on burglary and prop-

erty recovery rates were, in some instances, presuming that 

such data was being kept by other agencies (usually the police 

department). The site visits revealed that this presumption 

was not always valid. Also some projects that were collecting 

participant information had not been able to assemble the data 

into any usable form because of the limited manpower avail-

able to the project. 

As indicated above, the field survey was designed to 

enhance the basic information that had been collected from the 

telephone survey. This objective was most notably achieved in 

the discovery of some previously unidentified project recruit

ment methods, and also in the collection of valuable informa

tion on the background and development of individual 0-1 pro

jects. These findings are discussed below. 
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C. The Organizational Environment for 0-1 Projects 

The field survey made clear that the organizational 

characteristics of the implementing agency can have a con

siderable effect upon the impl,ementation and development of 

an 0-1 project. The location of the project within the or

ganizational structure of the agency, the type of leadership, 

the amount of resources available, and the unstated organiza

tional objectives for the implementation of the project (e.g., 

increased manpower for a PCR unit) all can have a significant 

impact upon the effectiveness of the project. In Detroit, for 

instance, the 0-1 project was initiated within the PCR Bureau 

and received considerable help from 'the Community Service 

Officer (CSO) Program. When the CSO Program ended with the 

expiration of federal funding, the PCR Bureau was decentralized 

by assigning one PCR officer to each precinct and making him 

directly responsible to the precinct commander. As a result 

of this decentralization, there was no longer any central co

ordination for the 0-1 program and the project lost much of 

its initial vigor. 

Other organizational difficulties were also identified. 

In Denver, the 0-1 project has struggled with a considerable 

communications gap between the 0-1 civilian staff and the 

command structure of the Denver Police Department. This com

munication gap was due in pa.rt to the lack of adequate involve

ment of the police commanders in initial project planning. Some 

projects, however, have benefited from cooperative efforts in

volving both the local police department, and civic and business 
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groups. Insurance associations have been instrumental in the 

implementation of O-I programs in Albuquerque, Wichita, Cin

cinnati, and many other communities. In St. Louis, a sig-

nificant number of part.icipants have been recruited for an 

O-I project run jointly by the st. Louis Metropolitan Police 

Department and the St. Louis Women's Crusade Against Crime, a 

private volunteer organization. such partnership arrange-

ments, however, may experience problems with the coordination 

of project activities and the maintenance of accurate records. 

St. Petersburg and Seattle have each established new crime pre-

vention offices, administratively removed from the police de-

partment, to implement O-I and other crime prevention i:rograms. 

Both of these projects have been characterized by a stro~'ifiS 

emphasis on the formation of citizen participation groups. 

The reasons for the implementation of an O-I project 

and its importance to the implementing agency may also affect 

project success. Most of the projects visited emphasized the 

burglary deterrence value of O-I; but also highly valued by 

some agencies was the use of O-I as a mechanism with which to 

mobilize citizens to protect themselves with a variety of crime 

prevention techniques. (In several of the cities visited, O-I 

was only one project within a larger crime prevention program.) 

Several of the implementing police agencies visited also em-

phasized the community relations benefits of the project. 

The amounts and kinds of ·training provided to the O-I 

project staff represents one indicator of the importance of 

t11i2 project within the structure of the implementing agency. 
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The field survey indicated that 0-1 was not a highly valued 

project as evidenced by fhe fact that most of the agencies 

visited provided little or no training for the staff and most 

required little or no specialized prior experience. Some 

exceptions were found. In New York City, for example, all 

precinct crime prevention officers are given a three-week train-

ing course with special emphasis on public speaking. Project 

volunteers in Seattle receive four to eight hours of training 

plus some on-the-job experience; and in Abilene, crime prevention 

officers attend a two-week course at the Texas Crime Prevention 

Institute at Southwest Texas State University. 

D. The Community Environment for 0-1 Projects 

Although the task of recruiting 0-1 participants was 

never described as easy by any 0-1 project, the amount of effort 

required by the projects to generate various levels of citizen 

response was found to vary considerably from con~unity to com

munity. Seattle reported very poor citizen response to a media 

promotion campaign. Wyoming, Michigan, has experienced prob-

lems in overcoming the isolation and apathy of its suburban 

population; and both Denver and St. Petersburg reported a lack 

of participation in ethnic neighborhoods. 

In contrast, however, both Phoenix and Cincinnati have 

experienced considerable success in recruiting participants 

because of the extensive involvement by several civic and pri~ 

vate groups. St. Petersburg has had a very active citizen's 

volunteer group that has been instrumental in the promotion 

of several crime prevention projects. In Wichita and Albuquerque 
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the O-I projects have benefited from both business and civic 

backing. 

The political climate of a community can also affect 

a project's pUblicity efforts. As an example, when rising 

crime became a major political issue in St. Petersburg, the 

Office of Crime Prevention was created by the City Manager as 

evidence of the government's commitment to fight crime and to 

reduce public apprehension of crime" As a result, the Office 

Of Crime Prevention has received a considerable amount of pub-

lic attention which has helped to publicize the O-I project 

and other crime prevention programs. 

E. Recruitment and Enrollment of O-I Part~cipants 

The recruitment and enrollment of participants are the 

primary effort components of every O-I project. The telephone 

survey data included a considerable amount of basic information 

about the recruitment and enrollment methods used and kinds 

of problems encountered by the projects that were visited. No 

attempt will be made in this report to review all of the tele-

phone data. Rather the discussion below will focus upon ,the 

additional information collected from the site visits about 

the recruitment methods used, the amounts of project resources 

required, and the types of problems encountered. This infor-

mation is briefly summarized in the following paragraphs. 

1. Mass Media Recruitment. Methods 

Most O-I projects visited have used the mass media to 

some degree to publicize project activities and recruit par

ticipants. Most of these projects enroll new participants at 
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various distribution sites where project materials can be ob

tained. Significant differences were found among the projects 

visited for the field survey both in the availability of mass 

media and its effectiveness as a recruitment technique. The 

Seattle Burglary Reduction project found mass media publicity 

to be largely ineffective in producing citizen response, and, 

as a result, that project evolved to the use of more person

alized recruitment methods, in particular the development of 

local citizen groups. The Seattle project found that sending 

these groups periodic newsletters which include detailed crime 

information about the census tract(s) in which the members of 

the group reside was an effective way to inform citizens about 

their crime problem. 

st. Petersburg also found that radio and television pro-

motion was only minimally effective in producing citizen actio'n, 

and also had problems with the fact that after the initial pub-

licity "splash" at the beginning of the project the electronic 

media and newspapers no longer considered the 0-1 project news-

worthy. In contrast, Abilene found newspapers to be an effec-

tive recruitment method. The San Jose project found television 

promotion easier to obtain than either newspaper or radio. 

st. Louis and other projects have discovered that the 

job of recruiting new participants becomes increasingly diffi

cult the longer the project has been in existence. Projects 

appear to experience a loss of citizen interest in 0-1 as the 

"newness" of the 0-1 concept wears off. The Phoenix and 

Cincinnati projects have overcome this problem, to some extent, 
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by continuing to enlist new organizations to sponsor the 0-1 

project. 

2. Group Presentations 

Most of the 0-1 projects visited also used staff pre-

sentations to local groups as a more personal means for recruit-

ing participants. The Seattle Burglary Reduction project has 

used five community organizers to develop citizen action groups 

through which 0-1, block watch, and residential security sur

veys are promoted. Kirkland and Abilene reported considerable 

recruitment success with group meetings. Seattle and st. 

Petersburg have also enrolled significant numbers of partici-

pants through group meetings instead of relying upon citizens 

to seek out project distribution sites. In a similar manner, 

0-1 projects in St. Louis County and Wichita were recruiting 

and enrolling large numbers of participants through employee 

organizations at large manufacturers in their communities. 

3. Recruitment and Enrollment at Citizens' Homes , 

The most personalized method of recruiting and enroll-

ing citizens used by the projects visited was to have project 

representatives bring the 0-1 materials directly to citizens' 

homes. ~is was dOD either through door-to-door canvassing, 

as in Indianapolis and Detroit, or by appointment, as in Denver. 

During a three week period in Albuquerque, Explorer Scouts 

went door-to-door to promote Operation Identification and to 

help persons engrave their property. This effort produced 125 

new participants. In San Jose, students, and Army and Police 

Reserve units were used for a door-to-door 0-1 recruitment 
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campaign to overcome a shortage of manpower. In ~Jyoming, 

Michigan, the officers of the Suburban Crime Prevention Unit 

take 0-1 and ~remises security information directly to all 

burglary victims in the three suburban municipalities served 

by the Unit (~lyoming, Kentwood, and Grandville). In Albu-

querque, patrol officers can check out engraving tools to 

local citizens. Those projects that have tried door-to-door 

recruitment without immediate enrollment have had little success 

(St. Louis, Wyoming, and Denver). 

4. Billboards, Posters and Mass Mailings 

None of the projects visited during the field survey 

reported any positive recruitment results from the use of bill-

boards, posters, or mass mailings. The Suburban Crime Pre-

vention Unit in Wyoming, Michigan sent personal letters to 451 

homes to acquaint them with the services offered by ~h~ Unit 

and did not receive a single response or inquiry. The Kirkland 

0-1 project indicated little response to posters, displays, and 

billboards; and, in fact, the visual displays set up at shopping 

centers were vandalized. Although the St. Louis 0-1 project 

has used 50 billboards and 2,000 posters for several years, few 

participants identify them as the source of their 0-1 informa-

tion. Interestingly, however, a mobile billboard in St. Louis 

was found to be useful for 0-1 recruitment. 

5. Word of Mouth Publicity 

During conversations with 0-1 project personnel, it be-

came apparent that 'word of mouth dissemination of 0-1 infor

mation may be a sig1'1ificant factor in the recruitment of pro-
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ject participants. Most of the people attending 0-1 group 

meetings in Kirkland reported hearing of the project from a 

friend. This may explain some of the recruitment success ex-

perienced by those projects which use promotion by local 

civic groups or employee organizations. Denver has even tried 

to encourage the informal spread of 0-1 information by offer-

ing prizes to high school student,s who produce the largest 

number of new participants. 

F. Burglary Deterrence 

Reduction of burglary rates was identified as the pri-

mary objective of 0-1 by 17 of the 18 projects visited for the 

field survey. A variety of reasons were given; however, to 

explain why 0-1 is able i:o achieve this objective. It was 

frequently stated that increases in the public awareness about 

. crime and crime prevention techniques induced by 0-1 help to 

increase citizen involvement in crime prevention activities 

which lead to a reduction in burglary rates. Public aware-

ness I knowledge, and involvement, were assumed to be the inter-

mediate effects of the 0-1 proje:ct I and were often stated as 

secondary project objectives. Other project effects that were 

identified as contributing to the deterrenc~ of burglary were 

the increased difficulty 'involved in fencing stolen property 

and the increased risk of apprehension and conviction" both 

of which were assumed to result from the presence of identi-

fying' numbers on the stolen property. 

The 0-1 activities designed to achieve these objectives 

vlere the recruitment and enrollment activities aimed at inform-
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ing the public about the basic elements of project partici

pation (i.e., the engraving of identifying numbers on personal 

property, and the posting of decals on doors and windows). 

Some of the 0-1 projects visited included information about 

other target hardening measures in the 0-1 project literature. 

Few projects, however, were directly involved in monitoring 

either the fencing or apprehension goals of 0-1. 

It was indicated in the telephone survey and confirmed 

during the site visits that most 0-1 projects have little or 

no cap~bility to assess the effect of Operation Identification 

upon the various burglary deterrence aspects of the program. 

The primary reasons for this are a lack of manpower and tr.ain-

ing in project evaluation. The only projec'cs visited that were 

attempting to assess the burglary deterrence effects of 0-1 

were those projects that were receiving significant amounts of 

outside funding. Evaluative efforts requiring detailed records 

and extensive data analysis could not be done at most of the 

0-1 projects visited. 

Interviews with burglary detectives and criminal prose-

cutors confirmed the telephone survey result that 0-1 has not 

resulted in an increased number of apprehended burglars or 

fences. Each project visited was usually able to cite one or 

two "headline" cases, but no consistent pattern of success was 

discovered. Possible reasons identified from the site visits 

for this lack of success are: 

1. Some projects claimed that little or no marked prop
erty was ever stolen, although few projects had any 
supportive "evidence to document this cla.im. 
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2. Professional burglars can e.asily remove 0-1 marhings 
from stolen property. 

3. A great deal of property is stolen by contrac~, and, 
as a result, the marked property is-disposed of 
quickly by the thief. 

4. The chances of apprehending any burglar are very 
low. 

5. Most burglars ~ho are apprehended are caught at or 
near the scene of the burglary or are connected to 
the scene by fingerprints. In either case, the 
stolen property itself frequently plays little or 
no role in either the apprehension or prosecution 
of the burglar. 

6. Burglars who are caught will often plead guilty to 
a lesser charge if the evidence against them is very 
good, in which case physical evidence such as marked 
property may never be used in court. 

7. Even if a-person is caught with marked stolen prop
erty, the chances are good that the police will be 
unable to relate the property to a specific crime. 

G. Property Recovery 

The increased recovery and return of stolen property was 

stated as an objective by most 0-1 projects visited. As with 

burglary deterrence, however, most of the projects assume that 

property recovery is a natural outcome of theproje~t's recruit

ment and enrollment activities which are designed to get iden-

tifying numbers engraved on personal property. Some.projects, 

however, have abandoned this objective in light of the very 

limited success that has been realized in recovering and return

ing marked property. 

Most of the projects visited indicated that there had 

been very few cases of stolen property that was recovered and 

returned due to the presence of 0-1 markings, although some pro

jects were able to cite a small number of headline cases. In most 
" 
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projects, no serious effort has been made to monitor the prop

erty recovery process, although some, like St. Louis, have 

established informal procedures through which thE;:! project is 

notified when a marked item is recovered. For projects like 

Denve~ which maintains its own file of participants' names and 

identificati.on numbers, police officers working on burglary 

cases involving marked property must call the project office 

in order to trace the owner. For most departments, though, the 

only tracing method &vailable is a computer check of the state 

motor vehicle operator's license numbers (only useful if the 

engraved number was an in-state driver's license number), and 

the NCIC file (only useful for individual items valued at more 

than $500 which have a unique serial number that has been en-

tered into the file). 

'J'he property recovery process used at each of the police 

departments visited for the field survey was found to be very 

similar for most departments. The basic property recovery pro

cess, with identification of some local variations, is summarized 

in the following five steps: 

1. A marked stolen item is recovered by the police de
partment. This ca.n happen in several \va~s 0 A 
patr.ol officer m.ay apprehend a susp.ect W1 th the 
item a detective may find the property in a pawn 
shop; the item may be recovered from a fenc~, or 
the property may be simply found by t~e pO~lce. 
What happens to the property next var1eSi 1n some 
departments the officer recovering the item tries 
to locate the owner himself. In other departments 
all recovered property must be processed through 
the property room. 

2. A police officer attempts to trace the owner of 
the property. The usual attempts to trace owner~ 
ship may include a telephone call to the O-I off1ce 
and a computer checJ( of both the state driver's 
license numbers (when applicable) and the NCIC file. 
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(After the field survey had been completed, it was 
learned that NCIC does not allow O-I numbers to 
be used for tracing stolen property; only one of 
the O-I projects visited indicated this restriction.) 

3. The property owner is notified. In some depart
ments, the attempt to notify the owner is made by 
the officer assigned to the case, while other de
partments require notification to ~e.mad~ by persons 
working in the property room. Notlflcatlon.t~ the 
owner may be a telephone call, a personal V1Slt, a 
postcard, or a registered letter. 

4. Owner claims property. When the owner appears at 
the police department to claim his property, he mus't 
see either the officer assigned to the case or the 
property officer, depending on department procedures. 
The extent and thoroughness of written records about 
the processing of stolen property varies considerably 
from department to department. 

5. Disposal of unclaimed property. All untraceable or 
unclaimed property is either sold at periodic police 
auctions or destroyed. Usually, the property room 
personnel give each piece of property a final in
spection prior to disposal, and occasionally, a 
final attempt is made to trace the owner. 

The variety in the type and completeness of property 

recovery records kept by the police departments visited for the 

field survey would make an evaluation of the property recovery 

effect of Operation Identification extremely difficult. The 

greatest potential for evaluation exists in those departments 

which require all property to be processed 'through the central 

pro:£)erty room. Even for these department:s, however, none that 

were visited had any specific mechanism established for record

ing the presence of O-I markings; although some did have extra 

room on their property forms for recording nother" kinds of 

identifying features such as 8, driver I s license number. 

All of the property personnel interviewed during the 

field survey indicated that very little marked property had 
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been recovered since the beginning of the 0-1 project, and not 

all of this property had been traceable. The low rate of 

recovery for marked property is not particularly surprising, 

however, since only a small percentage of all stolen property 

is ever recovered and up to the time of the field survey, marked 

stolen property constituted only a very small proportion of all 

stolen property. 

Several additional reasons were also suggested during 

the field survey for the insignificant rate of recovery and 

return of marked stolen property. These were: 

1. 0-1 markings can easily be altered or removed, render
ing the number unidentifiable or untraceable. (Although 
this problem was frequently claimed, no specific 
cases of altered 0-1 markings were found during the 
field survey.) 

2. 0-1 markings placed in inconspicuous locations on 
property may not be seen by the recovering officers. 

3. Many police officers do not take the time to check 
the recovered property thoroughly for 0-1 markings, 
or do not take the time to utilize all possible 
tracing mechanisms. 

4. Some projects which offer engraving services by pro
ject staff limit the number and kinds of items that 
can be marked. 

5. Social Security numbers cannot be traced through 
the Social Security Administration. Some states 
include a person's Social Security number on his 
driver's license, and some projects simply require 
registration of t.he number by participants. All 
of the projects visited cited problems with tracing 
property from out of the state marked with Social 
Security numbers. 

6. Driver's license numbers were more easily traced, 
but there was still the difficulty of tracing out
of-state numbers. This problem is further compli
cated by the fact that many states periodically 
change each person's driver's license number. 
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7. Manual tracing through project files is often ir~ 
convenient and time-consuming. 

H. The Future of O-I 

One of the most rewarding aspects of the field survey 

was the opportunity to talk informally with project staff mem

bers, police officers, and private citizens about the future 

of Operation Identification. Many of the comments made during 

these conversations have already been incorporated into the 

findings presented above. Comments about the anticipated future 

of the individual projects and O-I in general were especially 

interesting and are presented below. 

Most of the projects visited expected to continue oper

ations for at least the next several years, • .£:.though one project 

director candidly admitted that he did not expect h';,s project to 

survive once federal funding was terminated. Some staff per-

sonnel foresaw the demand for O-I continuing into the foresee-

able future due to the need for marking new property for current 

participants and an ever expanding target population due to new 

residents. 

A surprising result was that most of the projects indi-

cated that they would consider themselves "successful" if they 

could enroll at least one-third of the households in their 

respective jurisdictions. The highest participation levels 

that could be reasonably expected varied considerably from pro

ject to project. Abilene, for example, hoped for 50 to 75 per.>'" 

cent participation within the next five years. The staff of 

the Denver O-I program felt that a 90 per"" t ... " t' ,l;en pi7.rl..l"c~pa "J.on 
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level would constitute complete project success, but the members ~ 
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of the Denver evaluation team indicated that a 60 percent par

ticipation rate was probably the best that could be achieved. 

Some projects hoped to achieve their participation goals 

within a year or two; other projects, sllch as Phoenix and 

Abilene I felt ultimate success would require at least five more 

years. Some of the variability in these success level estimates 

was due to the widely differing amounts of resources that were 

likely to be available to the projects in the future. 

Some of the persons interviewed saw the structures of 

their O-'I programs changing with time. Insurance company repre-

sentatives stated that the operation of O-I should eventually 

be taken over by the local police departments because (1) the 

private money used to demons.trate the program's effectiveness 

. was usually quite limited, and (2) crime prevention was quite 

naturally associated with the police. In complete contrast, 

however, some police personnel stated that police departments 

should "get out of the business of loaning engraving tools to 

the public and let private groups handle the job." Some cities, 

such as St. Petersburg, envision,ed all crime prevention ac-

tivities as being best performed by public non-police agencies 

so that police resources could be used for more specialized law 

enforcement needs. 

Some persons interviewed saw the future of O-I closely 

tied to efforts to make property marking more convenient or 

mandatory. Several projects, including Abilene, Albuquerque, 

and Wyoming (Michigan), have experimented with arrangements 

whereby retailers provide property marking equipment and ma-
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terials at the time of purchase. The Phoenix 0-1 project has 

set up display booths at retail stores so that shoppers can 

mark their newly-purchased items themselves. One difficulty 

with this method has been that many large valuable items are 

purchased and delivered in boxes and crates. Another problem 

is that 0-1 markings may eliminate the privilege of returning 

or exchanging the property,- and may void the warranty. 

Increased citizen incentive to participate in O-I has 

been induced in some areas through reduced theft insurance pre-

miums to 0-1 participants. These reductions vary from five to 

ten percent, and have been offered by at least four companies: 

Wolverine, Riverside, Transamerica, and Grain Dealers Mutual. 

(Information obtained from personal correspondence between the 

author and William C. Johnson, President, Independent Insurance 

Agents of Michigan.) Mr. Joseph Moddrell of the Wichita 

Association of Insurance Agents indicated his personal belief 

that some day all major insurance companies would require some 

form of property marking before renter's and homeowner's pnlicies 

would be issued. 

In Wyoming, Michigan, the Suburban Crime Prevention Unit 

has promoted O-I and other premises security fueasures while also 

working on the passage of local ordinances to insure mi.nimum 

security standards. Such standards, however, may conflict with 

other safety requirements. For example, the recommendation 

that people use deadbolt locks which must be keyed from both 

sides was opposed in Wyoming by local fire officials as a safety 

hazard in the event of fire. 
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SITE SELECTION'TABLES 
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Survey 
Number 

118 

124 

134 

136 

216 

228 

229 

231 

Table A-:l 

TELEPHONE SURVEY P,ROJECTS WITH 
GOOD EVALUATION EFFORTS* 

(N = 13) 

Project 
Location 

Seattle, Washington 

San Diego, California 

Kirkland, Washington 

San Jose, California 

Wyoming, Michigan 

Columbus, Ohio 

St. Louis, Missouri 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

233 st. Louis County, Missouri. 

301 Abilene, Texas 

304 

315 

321 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Phoenix, Arizona 

Denver, Colorado 

* Based upon the assessment of the interviewer. 
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Table' A-2 

TWENTY THREE TELEPHONE SURVEY 
PROJECTS WITH THE BEST DATA BASES* 

Survey 
Numbe,r 

102 

110 

116 

118 

1;29 

134 

136 

201 

Project 
Location 

Portland, Oregon 

Wenham, Massachusetts 

Lincoln Park, New Jersey 

Seattle Washington 

Los Angeles, California 

Kirkland, Washington 

San Jose, California 

Des Moines, Iowa 

207 Wichita, Kansas 

211 Danville, Illinois 

216 Wyoming, Michigan 

217 Muskegon, Michigan 

221 Plymouth, 11innesota, 

225 Cincinnati, Ohio 

228 Columbus, Ohio 

229 St. Louis, Missouri 

231 Indianapolis, Indiana 

233 St. Louis County, Missouri 

301 Abilene, Texas 

304 st. Petersburg, Florida 

306 Shelby, North Carolina 

317 Missoula, Montana 

321 Denver, Colorado 

* Based upon interviewee responses to 17 questions 
regarding project record keeping. 
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Survey 
Number 

112 

118 

129 

209 

229 

234 

304 

310 

316 

319 

Table A-3 

TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS WITH 
COMPUTERIZED PROJECT RECORDS* 

(N = II) 

Project 
Location 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Seattle, Washington 

Los Angeles, California 

Kent, Ohio 

St. Louis, Missouri 

Detroit, Michigan 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 

San Antonio, Texas 

Dallas, Texas 

320 Washington, D. C. 

Based upon interviewee responses. 
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Table A-4 

TWENTY TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS REPORTING 
THE LARGEST NUMBERS OF PARTICIPANTS* 

Survey 
Number 

Project 
Location 

Reported Number 
ofP'articipants 

127 

135 

137 

207 

215 

225 

226 

229 

230 

231 

233 

234 

304 

310 

311 

... 316 

321 

326 

328 

New York, New York 

Multnomah County, Oregon 

Anchorage, Alaska 

Wichita, Kansas 

Flint, Michigan 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

Muncie, Indiana 

St. Louis, Missouri 

Chicago, Illinois 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

st. Louis County, Missouri 

Detroit, Michigan 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Albuquerque., New 1-1exico 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Phoenix, Arizona 

San Antonio, Texas 

Denver, Colorado 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

Mecklenburg County, North Carolina 

26,000 

7,000 

80,000 

45,000 

5,000 

30,000 

7,000 

27,000 

12,590 

11,887 

6,000 

14,630 

25, 000 

24,000 

5,000 

. 33,325 

30,,000 

35,158 

5,000 

10,000 

* Based upon interviewee responses. Several of the interviewees 
indicated that thei~ responses were estimates of the total 
number of participants rather than a documented number of 
enrollments. 
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Survey 
Number 

103 

108 

116 

131 

203 

204 

205 

207 

208 

221 

224 

225 

226 

229 

304 

306 

309 

315 

321 

328 

Table A-S 

TWENTY TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS REPORTING 
THE LARGEST PARTICIPATION PERCENTAGES 

AMONG THEIR TARGET POPULATIONSa 

Project 
Location 

Percent 
Participation 

Westfield, New Jersey 

Concord, New Hampshire' 

Lincoln Park, New Jersei 

Brea, California 

St. Clair Shores, Michigan 

Delaware, Ohio 

Oakwood, Ohio 

Wichita, Kansas 

Montgomery, Ohio 

Plymouth, Minnesota 

Harrison, Ohio 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

Muncie, Indiana 

St. Louis, Missouri 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Shelby, North Carolina 

Danville" Virginia 

Phoenix, Arizona 

Denver, Colorado 

.Met';klenburg County ,North Carolina 

9.0 

31. 8 

13.7 

18.3 

b 

19.4 

7.9 

37.3 

26.1 

36.2 

21. 9 

17.4 

30.6 

11.3 

25.7 

9.0 

9.2 

17.1 

17.1 

8.7 

a. Based upon the rankings of surveyed projects for which inter
viewee estimates of the number of participants and 1970 census. 
data for the target jurisdiction were availabla. 

h. Due to a coding error, St. Clair Shores was origina'lly 
lis·ted as one of those meeting this cri ter:ion. After comwo 

pletion of the field survey, it was discovered that Wenham, 
.Massachusetts shou,ld have been listed instead.-
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Table A-6 

SELECTED TELEPHONE SUR\my PROJECTS REPORTING 

liVERY SUCCESSFUL" BURGLARY REDUCTION* 

durvey 
Number 

110 

112 

116 

118 

127 

129 

136 

207 

216 

221 

223 

225 

2.31 

232 

Project 
Location 

Wenham, Massachusetts 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Lincoln Park, New Jersey 

Seattle, Washington 

New York, New York 

'Los Angeles, California 

San Jose, California 

Wichita, Kansas 

Wyoming, Michigan 

Plymouth, Minnesota 

Maumee, Ohio 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

Cass County, Minnesota 

234 Detroit, Michigan 

(N = 29) 

Survey 
Number 

301 

304 

306 

307 

310 

313 

315 

316 

317 

318 

319 

321 

325 

326 

Based on interviewer assessment of intervie't'lee r.esponses. 

Project 
Location 

Abilene, Texas 

st. Petersburg, Florida 

Shelby, North Carolina 

North Augusta, South Carolina 

Albuquerque, New Mexiuo 

Owensboro, Kentucky 

Phoenix, Arizona 

San Antonio, Texas 

Missoula, Montana 

Jacksonville, Florida 

Dallas, Texas 

Denver, Colorado 

Baltimore, Maryland 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
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Table A-7 

TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS CLAIMING 
TO BE "VERY SUCCESSFUL" IN MEETING 

AT LEAST THREE 0-1 OBJECTIVES* 

Survey 
Number 

101 

103 

105 

108 

110 

112 

113 

114 

116 

117 

124 

127 

128 

135 

137. 

Project 
Location 

Glendale, California 

Westfield, New Jersey 

Baldwin Park, California 

Concord, New Hampshire 

Wenham, Massachusetts 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Buena Park, California 

North Plainfield, New Jersey 

Lincoln Park, New Jersey 

Masontown, Pennsylvania 

San Diego, California 

New York, New York 

Santa Rosa, California 

Multnomah County, Oregon 

Anchorage, Alaska 

203 St. Clair S~ores, Michigan 

(N = 31) 

Survey 
Number 

204 

207 

220 

301 

302 

303 

304 

306 

307 

310 

317 

319 

321 

325 

326' 

Project 
Location 

Delaware, Ohio 

Wichita, Kansas 

Roselle, Illinois 

Abi.lene, Texas 

Chesapeake, Virginia 

Billings, Montana 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Shelby, North Carolina 

North Augusta, South Carolina 

Albuquerque, Ne,,, Mexico 

Missoula, Montana 

Dallas, Texas 

Denver, Colorado 

Baltimore, Maryland 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

* Based upon interviewee assessment of project success in 
six areas: burglary deterrence, increased return of stolen 
property, increased apprehension of burglars, increased 
conviction of burglars, increased difficulty in fencing 
stolen items, and improved police-community relations. 
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Survey 
Number 

102 

110 

116 

118 

121 

126 

127 

134 

135 

136 

137 

207 

215 

216 

217 
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Table A-8 

TELEPHONE SURVEY PROJECTS RATED BY 
INTERVIEWERS AS GOOD SITES TO VISIT 

Project 
Location 

Portland, Oregon 

Wenham, Massachusetts 

Lincoln Park, New Jersey 

Seattle, Washington 

Hartford, Connecticut 

Santa Clara, California 

New York, New York 

Kirkland, Washington 

Hultnomah County, Oregon 

San Josef California 

Anchorage, Alaska 

Wichita, Kansa.s 

Flint, Michigan 

Wyoming, Michigan 

Muskegon, Michigan 

(N = 30) 

Survey 
Nmi1ber 

221 

225 

226 

228 

229 

231 

233 

234 

301 

304 

310 

313 

315 

316 

321 

Project 
Location 

Plymouth, Minnesota 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

Muncie, Indiana 

Columbus, Ohio 

St. Louis, Missouri 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

St. Louis County, Missouri 

Detroit, Michigan 

Abilene, Texas 

St. Petersburg, Florida 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Owensboro, Kentucky 

Phoenix, Arizona 

San Antonio, Texas 

Denver, Colorado 
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Operation ~dentification 
(75NI-99-0046) 
February, 1975 

Field Survey Instruments 

List of Forms Included: 

Pre-Visit Task Summary 
Project Profile 
Travel Sheet 
Sample Confirmation Letter 

On-Site Task Su~~ary/Interview Format 
0-1 Project Phases 
Form A: Recruitment 
Form B: Distribution and Enrollment 
Form C: Deterrence 
Form D: Apprehensions & Convictions 
Form E: Property Recovery 
Form F: Evaluation 
Form G: General Comments 

Post-Visit Task Summary 
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I. 

II. 

Pre-Visit Task Summary 

Review the £ile on the project to be visited 
A. Fill in the IIProject Profile ll form as completely 

as possible 
B. Make a tentative list of people and/or agencies you 

might want to visit, activities to observe, and 
questions you would like to discuss during your visit. 

Call the project to be visited 
A. Re-contact person previously interviewed 

, 1., Explain nature and purpose ot site visit. 
(To add details to information on project, arid 
observe activities first-hand.) 

2. Check to see \'lho would be the best person t:o make 
arrangements through. 
(It might. not be the same person.) 

3. Get additional project information needed to 
arrange your agenda. 
(Names of key people, activities to observe, etc.) 
Get his suggestions on agenda for visit. 

4. Set tentative dates for visit. {Call back if 
necessary.) , 

5. Check for travel/lodging suggestions. 
6. Check to see if any materials could be sent 4:ire 

ahead of time. 

III. Make travel reservations 
A. Fill in IITravel Sheet.1I 
B. G~ve one copy to Mary Ann for filing. 

IV'. Send confirmation letter and/or call ahead to re-conifirm 
, 2 days before visit. 

v. Review all site forms to be used. 
A. Fill in information already known. 
B. Write in additional questions of your own. 
C. Construct preliminary flow diagrams if possible. 
D. Mark any questions you want to be sure to include. 
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Project :Iame: 

Project ~ ~: 

!22! Funding ~: 

(> HCJ.lI:C'I' I' /(ul' 11.1; 

survey i ________________ __ 

hmount: $ _______________ _ 

I. Primary Implementer 

Agency: 

Add'ress: Phone No: ( 

PriIna~;c Contact Person: Phone NO.' -------------' -----------
Title/Department: 

No. of Staff Assigned to Projec~: 
I 

_______ Full Time 

___________ Part Time 

.p.' 
~I. Cooperating Agencies 

-....l. 0 A. Agency llame: 

Address: Phone No: ( 

Contact Person: __________________ ~Phone No. 

Role in Project: 

B. Agency, Name: 

Addreso: Phone No: ( 

Contact Person: _____________ Phone No. 

Role in Project: 

C. Agency Name: 

Address: Phone, No: ( 

Contact Person: ______________ ~p,hone No. 

Role in Project: 

, f"'"';~ '.""'.;'~' I;"'~'(".i;;;""" ,';"'~":(""-'~~ 

(Project Profile, p.2) 

III. project Objectives 

1\. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

IV. Project Activities 

A. Recruitment: 

1. Person, Responsible: 

2. Agency: ______ _ 

----------------------

3. Methods Used: (Check those used by project) 

_' __ 'Newspapers/Magazines 

Radio/TV 

__ Billboards/Politers/Displays 

Staff Presentations 

Door-to-Door 

~Iass Mailings 

Other: (specify) 
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(Project Profile, p.3) 

IV. Project ,'ctivi-ties (cont.) 

,J::. 

CO 

B. Distribution' Enrollment 

" 

1. Person Responsible: 

2. Agency:: 

3. Methods used: '(Check those that apply) 

Distribution Sites: 

Police Stations 

Libraries 

Fire lIouses 

_____ Civic Organizations 

Insurance Companies 

_____ Community Centers 

__ city Hall 
I 

Other: (Specify) 

At Citizens' Homes 

4. Who marks property? (Check those that apply) 

Citizen 

______ Project Representative 

5. I. D. Number Recommended,' (Check which applies) 

Driver's License 

_____ Social Security 

NCIC Prefixed 

_____ Uni9ue No. Assigned by Project 

No Re~ommended Number 

~ 
.1 

Other: (Specify) 

" .~ 
~ 

~ ~ 

_"AW'.' :q,.e " . .;.; .. --~':!-:"el~l:W~~·~;''0~-~ "',,~ 'to ;,-~~~~ 

(Project Profilc, p.4) 

IV. project Activities (Cont.) 

C. Deterrence 

1. Is burglary reduction claimed? 

Yes No 

2. Deterrence ~lethods Used: (check as many a. apply) 

Decals 

Media 

_____ Security Checks 

Other 

D. Apprehension/Conviction 

1. Is increased apprehf'!nsion/Conviction rate clair.led? 

Yes No 

2. Is the project directly involved in this area? 

Yes No 

E •.• Property Recovery 

1. Is an increased recovery rate claimed? 

Yes No 

2. Is the project directly involved in this area? 

Yes No 

'\ :, -1_ ----""'~ 
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(Project Profile, p.5) 

IV. Project ,.ctiviti<::; (Cont.) 

F •.. Evaluation 

~. Who ·is evaluating t~e project? 

flo One 

Implementing hgency 

Fund ing ,\gency 

Other: (Specify) 

Cqntact Person: 

Address: Phone: 
------~--------

2. Who is funding the evaluation: 

3. Evaluation Criteria: 

V. Oraanizational Chart 

(Co;lstruct a cliagram showing the administrative structure 
of the project. Show key agencies or departments involved. j 

.. r .•... Pj.:'.:, •....• ',.".'.·~".LI:.:'·· 

(~ 
'i" 
\ 

(Project Prof He, p. G) 

V. Particular :;trcn'.llh or Unhluc l'h.II'.I.:t,·n.;ti.:,.: 

VI. Project Materials Received {Check those received) 

Decal 

Tool check-out form 

Instructions to participants 

Property listing. form 

Registration form 

Promotion samples 

_____ Project proposal 

______ Progress reports 

Evaluation design 

lji 

1. 
\ 

\ 

1 
I 
" [ 

1 
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DRAFT t 
11/27 

'travel Sheet 

City/State: 

Proj. Name: 

Staff: 

1) Dates of Visit: 

) ..... Time of 1st 1-1eeting: 1 

'- .... Agency: 1 
'- ' 

:t.ddress: 

Whom To See: ).:..:1 

2) Flight Information 

DeE- Time Airline Fl.# Arr. Time 

Going ~., 

Returning 1 -
3), Lodging. ~ . 1 

Motel/Hotel: .-:1 

Address: 
~.: 1 

Phone i: -1 
1; 1 

Nights ·of -
i; , 

~ 

.,; ~ 

1 
'''''';,~ 1 

.' 1 .. 

so 



• " . 

• 
• I 

, 
'"' 

(Date) 

Dear ------

Re: Operation Identification 
(75NI-99-0046) 

This is to confirm our phone conversation about my visit to your 
project on and , 1975. 
I will be arriving in on 
morning/afternoon/evening, and am planning to stay at the 

, at 
~1~9-7~5-.-----------------

I.will meet with you at your office/ 
a:;;m. /p.m., on 

As I explained on the phone, the primary purpose of my visit will 
be to gain firs·t-hand know'ledge of how you have implemented 
your project. Your project is 
one of twenty throughout the country that have been selected for 
on-site observation as part of a nation-wide study of property 
engraving programs. This s·tudy has been funded by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance A&ninistration as a preliminary step to 
an evaluation of the effectiveness of such programs. 

On the phone, we discussed some ways of best using ou£ time during 
the visit next To summarize these briefly, 

If you have any questions or suggestions, please feel free to 
call me at any time, since I would appreciate your help in making 
these arrangements. Otherwise, I'll be looking forward to 
meeting you next 

Approved: 

Nelson B. Heller 
Executive Director 

Sincerely, 
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II. 

On~$ite Task Summary 

Meet with key project personnel as a group and/or 
individually. (Refer to the attached "Suggested 
Interview Format".) 

A. Recruitment: Review the phone survey information on 
this phase. Dis'cuss additional recruitment information 
and collect documentation as available: (See Form A.) 
1. Overview of Recruitment (Form A, Part l) 
.2. Newspapers/Hagazines (Form A I Part 2) 
3. Radio/TV (Form A, Part 3) 
4. Billboards/Posters/Displays/etc. 
5~ Group Presentations (Form A, Part 
6. Door-to-Door Recruitment (Form A, 

(Form A, Part 4) 
5) 
Part 6) 

7. Mass Mailings (Form A, Part 7) 
8. Assessment of Recruitment Phase (Form A, Part 8) 

B. Distribution and Enrollment: Review the phone survey 
information on this phase. Discuss additional distri
bution and enrollment information and collect 
documentation as available: (See Form B.) 
1. Overview of Distribution & Enrollment (Form B, Part 1) 
2. At Distribution sites (Form B, Part 2) 
3. At citizens' Homes (Form B; Part 3) 
4. Flow of Information & Materials (Form B, Part 4) 
5. Assessment of Distribution and Enrollment Phase 

(Form B I Part 5) . 

C. Deterrence: Review the phone survey information on 
this phase. Discuss additional deterrence information 
and collect documentation as available. (See; Form C.) 
1. Overview/Decal Placement (Form C , Part 1) -
2. Flow Diagram/Assessment (Form C, Part 2) . 

D. Apprehension/Conviction: Review the phone survey 
information on this phase. Determine whether or not 
the project is directly involved in this phase and 
discuss with appropriate project staff. (See Form D.) 

E. Property Recovery: Review the phone survey information 
on this phase. Determine whether or not ·the proj ect 
is directly involved in this phase, and discuss with 
appropriate project staff. (See Form E.) 

Meet with persons involved in evaluating the project. 
Review information already received and discuss additional 
details. 

A. Evaluation Overview (See Form F, Part 1) 
B. Evaluation Methodology (See Form r't Part 2) 
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On-Site Tas~ ,Summary (p. 2) 

III. First~hand observation of selected project activities. 
(These are to be selected from among the following, 
according to time available and individual project 
characteristics.) 

A. . Recrui tment 

~. ,., . 

1. View or listen to media tapes 
2. Attend a group presentation 
3. Go along on door-to-door promotion 
4. 

Distribution and Enrollment 
1. Visit a distribution site (check ou± a 
2. Go along with a project representative 

someone at their home 
3. 

" c. Deterrence 

tool?} 
to enroll 

';1" 

1. Visit some houses to check for decal placement 
2. Check on pUblicity aimed at burglars 
3~ Accompany a project representative giving a 

premises security survey 
4. 

D. Apprehension/Conviction 
1. Interview a burglary detective 
2. Interview a prosecutor 
3. 

E. Property Recovery 
1. Visit the property room 
2. Trace ownership of a piece of property 
3. Visit a pawn shop to check for markings 

IV. Interview briefly other persons indirectly connected with 
the project: (To be used as time permits and as applicable 
to local project.) (See Form G, Part 2) 

A. Police Chief or section commander 
B. Representative of funding agency 

V. Meet again with primary contacts to summarize and wrap-up 
the visit. (See Form G, Part 1) 
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A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Operation Identification 
Field Survey 

(75NI-99-0046) 
Suggested Interview Format 

Introduce yourself and briefly summarize who you are, why 
you are there, and why you are meeting with that person. 

Check and finalize your agenda for th2Lt day and/or that 
meeting. It is often helpful to set time limits ahead of 
time. 

Explain the phase breakdown of O-I projects. (Outline of 
phases may be handed out.) This is essential to establish 
the definition of terms.to be used in discussing project 
activities. 

Get a good overview of the projects structure and activities: 
Review any parts of the Project Profile you are not sure 
about and briefly discuss the project's distribution of 
effort across the ph0;ses. 

Discuss the specifics of project oper~tion, phase by phase. 

Always have a definite closing for the interview: ask for 
questions and co~~ents, give a verbal thank you, and if you 
are to meet that person again, re-check the time of that 
meeting. 

General Interviewing Hints: 

L Use the forms as a general guide and a sprir~gboard. Feel 
free to pick and ch("l0~'_! from among the questio!1s listed in 
order to n·!;..et your :'leeds and the interests of the person 
being interviewed. . 

2. Keep the agenda flexible. 

3. Be aware of your own style, because everything you do will 
influence the mood of the meeting. Your po.~t,ure I tone of 
voice, and overall manner ~an to a large extent determine 
how the other person reacts to you. 

4. Put the other person at ease. Take a minute or two to get 
acquainted before getting down to business. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

I 

J 
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THE mSnTUTE FDA PUBUC PAOGAAm AnALYSiS 

1017 OLIVE STREET, SUITE 602 • SAINT LOUIS, MISSOURI 63101 • 314.436.2126 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Nelson B. Heller, Ph. D. 

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 

William W. Stenzel 

Operation Identification 
(75NI-99-0046) 

Project Phases 

A. Recruitment 

1. Action steps: 
a. Promotion by the project 
b. R~sponse by the citizen 

2. Methods used: 
a. Newspaper & magazine coverage 
b. Radio & TV coverage 
c. Billboards, Posters, Displays, etc. 
d. Group presentations 
e. Door-to-Door canvassing 
f. Mass mailings 

B. Distribution and Enrollment 

1. Action steps: 
a. Distribution'of materials by project to citizens 
b. Narking and listing of property 
c. Registration or enrollment of citizen 

2. Nethods used: 
a. project distribution sites 
h. Registration of citizens at their homes by project 

representatives 

C. Deterrence 

1. Action steps/Methods used: 
a. Posting of decals 
b. Media publicity aimed at potential burglurs 
c. Other target hardening efforts 

D. Apprehension & Conviction of Burglars 

1. Action steps/Methods used: 
a. Theft reported to police using property inventory & 

I. D. number 
b. Suspect apprehended with marked property. 
c. Su::;pect prosecuted with marked property used as evidence. 
d. Suspect convicted. 

E. Property Recovery 

1. Action steps: 
a. Property recovered by police 
b. Markings a.r:e recognized 
c. OWner traced & notified 
d. Property returned to owner 

2. Methods used~ 
~. Manual tr-acing of ownership 
b. Computerized tracing of ownership 
c. Specific person assigned to check all recovered p:rop. 
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Operation Identification 
Field Survey Instruments 

(7SNI-99-0046) 
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FORM A: RECRUITMENT 

Project # _________ _ 

City: 

contents: 
1. Overview 
2.- Newspaper/Magazine Promotion 
3. Radio/TV Promotion 
4. Billboards/Posters/Displays 
S. Group Presentations 

.6. Door-to-Door Recruitment 
7~· Mass Mailings, 
8. Asse~sment, 

L: J [ ~, t 1 f' 
'- \. 
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-
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FOI'~'i A: RF.CRUITMCIIT 
~-r: CNI::HVII:I'/ 

~ ..... 
01. \:ho is re:;l,Joll',ibl,! for "',pr;d1, coordination of rc'cruitment 

and pro::;ot.ion? 

Pqlice Department Civic Organization 

Other City Agency Other (specify) 

1;0 One 

Person Responsible: 

Person Interviewed: 

62. Of all the money and affort exphnded by the project on 
recrui~ant and promotion, what percentage goes into each 
of the following method~? 

l of % of 
Promo. total Promo. 
Budaet effort Promo./Recruitment Method 

:iewspaoers/l1agaz l.nes 
Radio/TV 
l3illboards/Pos ters/Dumlays7etc. 

-- Group Prasentatl.ons 
Door-to-rJoor 
Nass 11al.linas 
Other S acl.~~ _______________ 

Q3. How much staff manpower is devoted to recruitme~t? 

un staff members 
~ 

l of their time (average) 
---- (based on % of 40 hr. weekI 

Q3a. How did these persons become ,associated with the project? 
(if more ,than one,~nswer applies, show I in each category) 

_____ ' Hired especially fo~ this job from outside of agency 

_____ Assigned to the project by own request 

___ ' __ Assigned to the project without request 

Volunteer,ed to assist with the project without pay 

Other 

03b. What are their promotional duties? 

- .. ... • ' . • • 
(Form II, l'.art 1 />.2) 

Q4. 1I00v much nOJl-st,lff 11I,11l1'0I~"1' is d,·"l·l,·.1 to 1"·_·I"..:~:';::.:::t:' 

____ persons 

% of their time (average) 
----- (based on , of 40 hr. week) 

•" .c 
" ._-- . --," -

Q4a. How did these persons come to he associated "'it!! the project? 

Volunteers 

Agencies' staff assigned to assist project 
----- (in addition to regular duties) 

Other: (Specify) 

05. What kind of training has been provided reI recruitment? 

06. What promotional objectives were set for 1974? 

07. How succeseful was the project in meeting' these? 

OB. What relationship does the person interviewed see between 
recruitment and the other phases of the project? (Relative 
importance attached to this phase? How does this phase 
affect which others? Do any other phases affect this phase?) 
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FO?':I ;,: R£CR!,;l'l'!·\C:;T 
?ART 2: !:f:l-iSl'!,PEl'/:li,C;;,7.1::r: PH!m'),I'ITJII 

01. Person l!esponsiule: 

Person Interviewed: 

Q:. What was done by the project in 1974 in thn ilrea of ne"-;:
paper/magazine promotion? 

03. How was this accomplishedi' (Iiho did it.? What resources 
.... ere expended? I 

Q4. How does this compare with what was done at the start of 
the project? (Possible differences: item types; publi
cations used; frequency.) 

i' . f!>. 1 ~ .. G 1 l' "I '·1, 
I 

" 

, ,. 

(Fo~n hi Pnrt 2 p.2) 

05. lIns ullY mecllunltim ht'~'11 usl,lblis!w,l h~ 1;:~',l!~~II'" t'I.' r~5t:lt:5 
of such promotion? I f so, duscribe. !lC'\" it is :.:e;ls:,:::-.::S 3~~ 
what the results have Leen. (Possitile results ind,u'::e new 
participants and increased public .:u • .1reneits of project.) 

06. tihat problems has the project experienced with new.p~per/ 
magazine promotion? Explain. 

Lack of media cooperation 

Lack of media availability 

City or Agency restrictions 

Lack of manpower 

Lack of money 

Other (specify) 

07. How successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
has been in promoting itself through newspapers " magazines? 

9"' ~ ~- . 
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Fo'P_"t A: 
PA.~T 3: 

-=:!P .-
RCCRUITl'IENT 

P.lIOIO/TV PROHOTION 

01. Person Responsible: 

Person Interviewed: 

~ . 

02. h"hat was ~one by the project in 1974 in the area of radiol 
TV promotion? 

01. How was this accomplished? (Who did it? What resources 
were expended?) 

04. HOW does this compare with what was done at the outset of 
the project? 

.. .. • • • • •• 
(Form A. Pnrt J p.2) 

05. 1I,,1!; ~llly lIIt.1ch~lt1iHI1I hl'PIl l. .. ~t,lhli!ilh.'\\.t tc.' mt~~H::U"t' t!h' l"\.':;;Jlts .... ~! 
radio/"'V promotion? If so, dcscrilll' !w",' It j,: ~."']3::=- .. ''': a,,:i 
what t:hl! results have been. (l'ossibh' result!; i::.:b":c !1ClO 

participants and incrcascd puLlic a~arcness of t~c project.) 

Q6. What problems has the project experienced with radiol.TV 
promotion? Explain. 

Lack of media cooperation 

Lack of media availability 

Lack of manpower 

City/Agency restrictions 

Lack of money 

Other 

Q7. How successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
has been in promoting itself through radio & TV? 

. ..:"j 
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FOI'.!{ ,,: ru:cl<u n'liEl,T 
PA,,7 '{:. BILLBO;.r!OS/P05TL:nS/I>I 51' r.,"';'" 

'01. Person I'cspo~siul~: 

Person Interviewed: 

02. h~at was done by the project during 1974 in the area of 
promotion through billLoards, etc. 1. 

Q3. How was this accomplished? (Nho did it? What resources 
were expended?) 

Q4. How does this compare with what was done at the outset of 
the project? (Possible differences: types used, " 
locations.) . 

If f: s' " 
f r r; -, 

-'--' -'--' J-·3 --

r r, 

(i"orm II, I'.,rt 4 p.2) 

Q5. lias <lny mechanism 1.><.'en est"bli,;h~'d ttl n,'.'''ar,· ~::.:- rC's::l~s 
of such promotion? If so, dcscrih., hOI': lt L~ :,',lS-':!''':.! a::c. 
what the results have hecn. (Po5nible r.:'sall~ ::,;::I-':,~d 
new participants and increased public awarene~I.) 

06. What problems has the project experienced in this area? 
Explain. 

Lack of media cooperation 

!.ack of media availability 

Lack of manpower 

• ____ City/ Agency restrictions 

_____ Lack of money 

Other (specify) 

07. How successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
.has been in promoting itself through this medium? 
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.. ?h.?": 5: Gi~G:;P r·i~~!H:::·:-/\·;· I' J:::; 

01. Person nesponsible: 

Parson Interviewed: 

02. What was done uJ the pl"rli'!ct in 1974 in the i.treil of group 
presentations ilbout the project? 

-.---------~------------------------------------------------------------

Q3. Who actually makes these presentations? 

_____ ' Police' Officers: What Unit? 

In Unifo~m? 

Staff of other agency: (Specify) 

M~,,~ers of civic organization 

Other: (Specify) 

." 
" 

Q3a. What training or background is required? 

03b. Ho,,- does the project maintain the consistency of the 
content of these presentations? 

03~. What kinds of groups were given presentations? 

" 

\ 
l< 

.. .. .. ' • • ' •..• .•..•. 1· .•• -.~ .•• 
, ' > ' .. ~ ".', <, 

(Form II, 1';1 rt 5 'p .• 2 ) 

04. lJO\'J docs thin COlup,lre \\'ith \:!h\t V:d!i ll<~nL' ,l!". t~~c C:J~$t.~: (;: 
~Ie project? (Possible differences: st~ff usc~, • Fresen
tations, type of groups, content.) 

05. lIilS any mechilnism been established to measure the results of 
such presentations? If so, describe hOI,' it is r.leasured and 
what the results have been. (Resul ts incl ude nel>" participants 
and increased public a\~ilreness of project.) 

Q6. What problems has the project experienced with giving group 
presentations? Explain. 

Lack of demand 

Lack of manpower 

_____ cityl Agency restrictions 

_____ Lack of money 

Other (specify) 

07. lIow successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
has been in promoting itself through group presentations? 
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FOR.'1 A: RECRU IT,'1Er:T 
PART 6: D00P.-TO-D')(}/' 

01. P,Wkson i'!es;;on:;;iL 1<.:: 

Person Intecvie~ed: 

\i 

02. h11at was done by the project in 1974 in the area of door
to-door recruitment of ?~rticipants? 

~-----------------------------~--------------------------

Q3. W:'lO ';ctually makes these contacts? 

Police Offj,cers; What Unit? 

In Uniform? 

Staff qf other Agency (Specify) 

Members of Civic Organization 

Other (Specify) 

Q3a. What training or background is required? 

Q3b.' How does the project maintain the consistency of the 
approach used in these presentations? 

03e. In what kinds of areas was this done? 

'" L. .. ~ ... 
} 'f ·t ~ iL 

l ~ 1'-' , 
" 

" \ 

I,l. J . L-

;rSl-t - -.., C" ·.nH. "--'\:<f0" !ifq~; .. r~ --:-~~'-'\dfi.:' ""I" 'i~~~'''-'''-' ~-.L n 

(Form /I, I'.,rt 4 1-'.2) 

05. 

-,' ,. 

/lus <lny mechanism been cst.lblislwtl t<.' :'!<'.'l,<arc' ~:~.~ rcs:;l':.s 
,,~_ -._;:, t ..... "-..... , .• 1 t- i ... ~ L"::S·":!·~': a::c 

(Porm II, I'.ll't 6 p.2) 

Q4. Ihn'l dUl'}; lhl~; CUlllp.ll·~ \ ... ith \,'h,'l \~',i~l ,",'''h.' ~tt "~.t ,,;.!t~::.~ .. ~ c: 
lha project? (J"ossiblc,' lIifft.'rt.:'nce.'!;: t':·r"" :·:· ... !;\ ... !.t..:l"::.l.~::., 
i contacts, st~(r, ~ruas cov~rc~.) 

05. lias any mechanism been est<1blishetl to measure the results 
of such presentations? If so, describe how it is ~easured 
and what the results have been. (Results include new par
ticipants and increased public awareness of the project.) 

06. What problems has the project experienced in using this ~ethod? 
Explain. 

Adverse citizen reaction 

Lack of manpower 

City/Agency restrictions 

Lack of money 

Other (specify) 

Q7. How successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
has been in promoting itself through door-to-door contacts? 

·f·~~~' • 
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FOiL,! A: RECHVIT!1l:t,T 
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Ql. ?erson Rcs~onsiLlc: 

Person Intervicwcd: 

,02. What was done bj' the p:<,j(!ct in 1974 in the area of mass 
mailings of promotional material? 

03. What type of items are used for mass mailings? 
(Get copy if available) 

Q3&. How are these mailed? 

_____ Separately (only project material) 

_____ With other related materials (ex: Crime .Prevention 
Info._) I 

With other unrelated materials (ex: Tax Forms) 

Q4. How does this compare with what was done at the outset 
. of the project? 

i, • • • •I,~.; : ,'-

. ... 

,-,-,.:" : 
(~'orlll At 1',1rL 7 p.2) 

Q5.. U,l!; dllY U1cchf..lni!:i1ll Ill'0Jl L'sL...lIJli:-;-hl!d ttl :"l· .. I:,~!rt' :..::," : · ... :L.!1~5 
of such mailings? 1 f so t d\lscl"ibe ho',,' 1 t 1;' :'':,1;;-'::'':';: .1:-.'::' 
what the results have been. (Results incluJL' ::C\,' ~articipants 
and incrc,jscd public aWilrC.llCSS of proj.·,:t.) 

QIl. What problems has the project experienced in using f.1ass 
mailings? Explain. 

AdVerse citizen reaction 

Lack of manpower 

_____ City/Agency restrictions 

Lack of money 

Other: (specify) 

Q7. lIow successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
~as been in promoting itself through mass mailings? 

I 

'I 
~ 

J 
'j 



0) 

fl:>. 

FOR-V. A: RECRUI:r:IE/.T 
p,;?..- 8: i\SSLSSHJ:::;T 

'Ql. Person Interviewed: 

Q2. What has .been the project's greatest problem with recruit
ment and promotion? 

Q3. 

04. 

If he could do it allover again, what would the person 
interviewed do differently? 

Have the projects' promotional activities had any lasting 
impact upon the local law enforcement system or the 
com:::unity at large? If so, discuss this in terms of the 
following: What changes have resulted? (Revised agency 
policies or prai::.'::ices? Changed attitudes? New relation
ships?) lihat brought about these changes? What evidence 
is there of these changes? 

Q5. Are copies of the following ava~lable? (Collect 'if possible.) 

____ ' Press releases 

Actual articles 

Actual ads 

~ Tapea of Radio/TV spots 

_____ ~apes of interviews 

Text of interviews 

'. 
ig ,-~' ----' 

Billboard sample 

_____ Poster/Display sample 

Sample mailing 

----, 

", .• ts%i'hlil '.~Jl'N1w¥-W)If'Fi5~~·'--;"'"" 

(Porm A, r~rt 8 p.2) 

QG. AVRil~bility of JRt~: 
Determine the avail.luility of eRch of llw fl'l h'~nna ":..1ta 
itUIIIll ru: promotion Jill.! .:11.:.:1, the .1pI'1,'prJ.ll,' ':,-'l~::l 
for ea'ch. Add comm('nts where indic.:lted. !:nter "::,," for 
items that do not apply to this proj.:ct. 

Data in Dat..1 ~;ot Collectec: 
Proj. Could feasibly ,;ot :eas ible 
Files be Collected to \:oll~c,t 

ratd Item (Get Copy) (Ilol,,?) \:,''1\" not?) 
A .. s Purchase-d 

rAUS --O-onaEcd 

pates aus appeared 

r Press n6Teases 

If Nelis Articles -
pa tes of Artlcles 

(Llst of Publlca- -
tions carryinq 0-1 
U HadJ.o Spots 

If 'TV Spots 

n Radlo Inter- -
views 
1# TV IntervJ.ews 

LJ.st of StatJ.ons 
Carryinq Above 
Broadcast Dates 
List of. Spots 
Donated 
/I Billboards 

1# Posters 

# Dlsplays 

Llst of loca-
tions or gen. , 
areas 
Length or tlme 
at each 
i Presenta-
tions to qroups 
Size of Groups 

LJ.st of Presentatlon 
dates 

1- households con-
tacte(l by mail 
# maJ.l responses 

Nalling Dates 

1'ooor- to":-door 
contacts 
# enrolled 
door-to-door 
dates of contacts 
door-to-door 
• Enrolled at 
Meet:in2s -
L------1 _1 __ 1 _1 __ / ----.\ 

1\1 
!~ 

I 
I 
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Operation Identification 
Field Survey Instruments 

(75NI-99-0046) 

. tI! .. \ 

" .... "'.' .' ' •• ' ' • " ,': ~ ',he' o,,~' >"'"-, ..... : ":,::,,' .... ,;.,:~; .;:\,~ ... ~".-t;: :.'_,;.'0..."...;.,,";.: > ~ . 
.. ;' ~ 

. ., • -' ", " ", ",,<,., 

Con'tents: 
1. Overview 
2. At Distribution Sites 
3. At Citizens' ,Homes 

FORM B: DISTRIBUTION 
---- - AND ENROLLMENT 

Project if 

Ci.ty: ••• or •• 

4. Flow of Information & Materials 
5. Assessment 

! 
! ' 
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0'\ 

FO?_'1Il: DI::;TPlbUTtu:; &. c:;!mr.Llu::Z'1' 
?';?':-l: (J'ILI'V I r;rI 

.01. ;..'!'Io lS responslLle for o'Jl.!rall <.:oonlilldLion of di:;tribution 
and enrollment? 

02. 

03. 

~ Police Departmcnt 

Other City Agency 

No One 

Person Responsible: 

Civic Organization 

Other (specify) 

Person Interviewed; ------'------"---------
Of all the money and I'!ffil~t expended by the project on 
di.stribution of materials <Ind enrollment of participants, 
what percentage goes into each o~ the fo11owi'ng met/lods? 

, of Distr. 1'1; 0-[ total 
'Enrollment effort for 
Budget .0. & E.? 

l 
d!lethod 
At Dir.triblltlon-sItes 

At Citizens' Homes 

How much st.aff manpower is devoted to enrollment?

S'C.aff members 

~ of their time (average % of 40 hr. weekt 

03a. How did these persons become associated with the project? 
·crf more than one hrswer applies, show' in each category.) 

_____ Hired especially for this job from outside of agency 

_. ____ Assigned to· the project by own request 

_____ Assigned to the project without request 

Volunteered to assist the project without pay 

~ Othe;:- .f:~pecify) 

Q3b. What are their Distribution & Enrollment duties? 

<': ...... '~'1 

." 
?t.I.' . ......,.,,"~--')., 
it, 

<':-'<-"~1 ~~o_ .. '~._\ 
II ;> • '-,"'1 

"J<.M<.e< ..... "!"? .. '!".~ .. "-.' •. : "J!'<i.:'" "'~"1<' ""'~"""~u,;,:tti"-•• ,, -.--'..!'~~;~""I~ 

(Form D. p,1rt 1. P.2) 

04. 110\'/ much nllll-~;tllfr IIhlflP(l\\tt"tr i9 d,,"'\·\.ll,,'d t .. , Pi::. t, !. l!.\ut 1\,."'1:1 3:1cl 

Enrollmcnt? 

Persons 

% of their time (average % of 40 hour .... ce);) 

04a. How did these persons come to be associat~d ... ·ith t!'l~ project? 

Volunteers 

Agencies' staff assigned to assist the project 
----- (in addition to regular duties.) 

Other: (specify) 

05. t~at training has been provided reo distribution' enrollnent? 

06. What d~stribution & enrollment objectives were set for 1974? 

07. 1I0w successful was the project in meetimg these? 

08. 

---'.~.-

What relationship does the person intervie·"red see ·between 
distribution & enrollment & the other phases of the project? 
(Relative importance of this phase? How does this phase 
affect which others? . Do other phases affect this phase?) 

, 
-'--. 

~"\ 

-----'1 
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] 
;: 
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f0i-11 13: 0 I 57Pl!lI;-n (I:; .\::11 r::!P()l.l.:!I:::'I' 
~/\:"T 2: /,-j' rJI::"i'!'Jhl;'i'lfJ:; ::1°;".:; 

Ql. Person Rcsponsible: 

Person Interviewed: 

Q2. List the types of distribution sites used in 1974. Fill in 
the approvriilte in(orrnation on cilch. 

~ # tools per Ilho marks property? 
!:l.E.e of Site> lociltions lociltion (Citizen or staff) 
(1) Polic~ f,tat~ons 

(2) Libran.es. 
-

(3} F ~rc llouses 

(4) C~v~C Organ~-

zations 
(51 Insura~ce 

COr:lOilnleS 
l6) Cor..rnunity 

Centers 
(7) Cl.ty llaH 

(8) 

(9) 

Q3. What did it take to establish this network? (time and 
resources) What does it take to maintain its operation? 

04. How does this compare with ... ,hat was done at the outset of 
the project? Have any distribution· sites been added or 
deleted? Have the other site characteristics changed? 

! 
,i .~ i~ '~ ~ 

(Form B, Part 2, P.2) ;------
(Q4. continued) 

Type of staff used: I'd. 
# Participants or Volunteer? ProjQct 
to date staff or on-going agency stilff? :'Decial Site proble:::s 

I 

Q5. What problems has the project experienced with the use of 
distribution sites? Explain. 

Lack c·f cooperation by other agencies 

Lack of manpower or money 

Adverse citizen reaction 

Tool 1055: (How many?) 

Poor Record-Keeping 

Other (specify; 

Q6. How successful does the person interviewed feel the project has 
been in enrolling participants through distribution sites? 

~ 
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CO 

FO?.!1 B: DIS7RIlHiTI0:: ;':;0 r.tmOL:..:Il:lIT 
?A?": 1: AT C I": I Z!::;:;' W,I,:I'::; 

'01. Person Responsiblc: 

Person Interviewed: 

02. During 1974. did thc projcct visit' citizens in their homes 
to enroll them in the project? 

flO (SKip to 05.) 

Yes 

02a. Who actually visits the participants' homes? 

Police Officers: l-Ihat Unit:? 

In Unlform? 

Staff of other agency: (specify) 

Members of 'civic organization 

Other: (specify) 

02b.HOW is the visit arranged? 

Door-to-Door contacts 

_____ Appointment made by phone: (Who makes appqintment?) 

Other: (specify) 

02e. During what hours are these visits made? 

Q2d. In what areas is this method used?" 

02e. Nbo marks the property? 

Citizen 

Proje~t representative 

" 

~. ',; 

, ___ 1 ___ I ---' -'--' 

(Form U, Part 3, P.2) 

Q3. 110\" nt-.lny tJ(\l:ticip .. Hlls IhlVl' Ll~c.!11 t.'nrull,·,,! 1:: ~!:\."·Fr~':<:..:t 
throuyh this method'! 

04. What kind of resources have been devoted to t!lis c:::.:-rt? 
(Time, money ( mnnpm,'cr) 

05. How does this compare with what was done at the outset of 
the project? (Possible differences: • households contacted, 
areas served, staff used.) 

06. What problems has the project experienced with enrolling 
people at their homes? Explain. 

___ City/Agency restrictions 

Lack of money or manpower 

Adverse citizen reaction 

Other: (specify) 

Q7. HOW successful does the person interviewed feel the project 
has been in enrolling participants at their homes? 

r ~-,; ~~" 1: 
_!_-' l--t _\ __ 1 dL--J --,-<--, 
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FOP~ ~: D15TP r iI(;';' II):; !o 1:::l',)!.J.:ll:!;'r 
l:;F(",i'~~~~·i·lr):: l'I/)~': ~~ 

I!;STP.CCTIO::S; DcscriLc & dia<jral:\ the flow of materials and 
information involved in the Distribution and 

,Enrolll(,ent phil:;'!. 5how the sterm tilken to 
complete the proCCS5, the people involved, the 
routin., and exchange of information, and 
possiLlc pitfall fi • 

Q1. ~~at forms & materials arc used? 

Q~. Who issues forms & materials? 

03. Who fills out these forms? 

Q4. Who collects , files the informatio~ collected? 

OS. Who uses this information once it is collected? 

Q6. Are these people trained? 

.~ ,I .. ~ ~ i f 
J 

f I J I 1 I 
J 
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FO?_,! 3: OrSTI'.{BU'!'I'J;; ;,:;U 1:!II"JI.L:ll:::·;' 
Pr.?7 5: ,·\SSf:S!;:·U;::7 

Ql. 

Q2. 

Person Interviewed: 

What hilS been the_project'!> rJrCiltest problem with 
Distribution & Enrollment? • 

03. If the person interviewed could do it allover again, what 
would he do differently? 

Q4. Have the project's Distribution & Enrollment activities had 
any lasting impact upon the local law enforc~ment system or 
the co~~unity at large? If so, discuss in terms of the 
following: \-1hat changes have resulted? (Revise.d agency 
policies or procedures? Changed attitudes? New relation
ships?) What brought about these changes? \vhat evidence 
is there of these changes? 

05. Has any re~chanism been established for updating the markings 
on property when participants move or buy more property? 
How does the project prevent duplication. of , of participants? 

r' ~ f, t- , t , ~ 
I 

(Form Dr Pnrt Sr 1'.2) t --------
Q6. Collect copies of (orms used in UistriLutlo~ a rnrc:l=e~t: 

Tool Check-out 

Instructions to participants 

Decal 

Participant registration form 

_____ Property list 

Q7. Availability of Data: 

Cheek the availability of each of the following data items 
and check the apporpriate column for each. Add COmr.lents 
where indicated. 

o.t. in ~ o.t. Not Collected 
Proj. ould Feasibly It/ot Feasible 
Files e Collected To Collect 

Data Item (Get Copy) (How?) (Hhv ~;ot?) 
i tools per site 

I enrollees to 
date 
# enrol:~.ees per 
site 
II items marked 
to date 
i l.temG marked 
r:>.er site I 
* HousehOlds 
contacted 
i Enrc.lled I at home 
f Items marKea I At homes I 

_. '~. 

( 

,.-

'l :--·-1 
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Operation Identification 
Field Survey Instruments 

. (75NI-99-0046) 

+'1 °t o~ j i .; i :~ 

FORM C: DETERRENCE 

contents: . 

Project if 

City: 

1. Overview/Decal Placement 
2.: Flow Diagram/ilssessment 

~ I j 
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FO?_,! C:::: 
~~]';::-l: 

DET£.l!?E::CE 
OVEIWI El';/Dl;CI.L l·I.."CI;:m~I·I· 

01. Person Interviewed: 

02. Was Burglary deterrence an objective of the project in 
19741 

'les 

No 

Q2a. If ~. how important was this objective? 

03. Which project activities specifically serve to deter 
potential burglars? 

Decals 

__ 'Media 

Other target hardening effo~ts 

Other (specify). 

03a. ~~ich project personnel are involved in these activities? 

04. How does this compare with what wag done at the outset ot 
the project? 

-------------------------------------~------~---------

--------------------------------------------~----

.' 

~ 
l ' ; , : .. , I' ~ , - ~ , ~ ,,. 

I 
. , , ,. 

, I 
~ 

-

(Form C, Purt 1, 1'.2) 

05. \J!\O tlctuully pL.,ct:~ lh.'l.7~lls on ihll·lll."ird;~~ 'a'; ht.":".\"': 

Project stilff or volunteer 

Pilrticipant~ Does staff person check ;>lilcer.1ent? 

Q6. When are decals distributed? 

Q7. How many decals a~~ giv~n to eilch participant? 

08. 

09. 

Has any mechanism been established to check to see if people 
posting decals actually marked their property? (If so, 
describe.) 

What problems has the project had with decal placement? 
Explain. 

_____ City/Agency restrictions 

_____ Lack of manpower or money 

Decal weathering 

Adverse citizen reaction 

____ Citizens posting decal.l without marking property 

Other: (specify) 

r~ "looI ~ ... ~-'~~,'f! 
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FORM C: 
~: 

~ 

DETERRENCE 
Flow Diagram/Assessment 

I I , ) ;1, " 
11 

·01. How ~o the prOject's activitic~ serve to deter burglaries? 

--.1 
W 

Describe the flow of ev~nts from project activities to end 
result. 

What people are involved? 

What role does each play?' 

Whilt forma " materials are used? (Collect Copies) 

:J 

l' \ 
~, ~ 

""'--""11 r- .~-- r-~'-:r1 

r ], .. ___ 
r ] r 1 r 

~-. 
r 

J I lj f ~ i t_, it.. i._ ... _ . L. ,. 

(Form C, Part 2, p.2) 
t ________________ __ 

02. How successful was the project in achieving burglary 
. deterrence? 

03. How is this success measured? 

Q4. Availability of Data: 

Check the availability of each of the following data items 
and check the appropriate column for each. Add comments 
where indicated. 

Data in DATA NOT COLLECTED 
, Proj. Could Feasibly Not Feasible 

Files Be Collect,:d To Collect 
DATA ITEM (Get Copy) (How?) (Whl Not?) 
it lIou!';eholds 
issued decals 
j/ Households gl.ven 
other services 
Burg. Rate for 
Partie. 
Burg. Rate for 
Non-Part. 
, Partl-c. Burg. 

i Non-Partie. 
Burg. 
i l.tems taken I from partic. 
i l.tems taken 
from non-partic. 

r-'-

1 , 
l 
11 
ji 
!i 
il 
II 
II 
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Operation Identification 
Field Survey Instruments 

(7SNI-99-0046) 

~ ~ :" ~. J, 
I .. ~. ~. , 

·1 

FORM D; APPREHENSIONS AND 
CONVICTIONS 

Project # 

City: 

---I 

... 
n 

~ 

I 
~ 

l 
} 
r 
I 
1 
Ii 

~ 
I u 

j 
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~: AP??.EIIE:;SIO::S/COlIVICTIO:1S 

Person Interviewed: 

Ql. Was increased apprehension and conviction of burglars 
an objective of the project in 1974? 

No: Why Hot? 

Yes 

Ola. If ~, how imFortant was this objective? 

Ql. What was the project's role in increasing apprehensions 
and convictions? Which project activities specifically 
served to meet this objective? 

02a. ~~ich Staff were involved in these activities? 

i 
·f 

Q2b. How does this compare with what was done at the outset of 
the project? 

Q3. lihat problems has the project experienced in meeting this 
objective? 

~" 

1 I J .~ .~ . ~ ~ 
I . 

~ ... 
(Form P, p.2) 

Q4. How sUccessful was the pJ:"oject in meeting this o!Jjective 
in 19741 How is this measured? 

Q5. What relationship does the person interviewed see between 
this phase and the other phases of the project? (Relative 

, importance of this phase? How does this phase affect 
which others? lihich others afff.·ct this phase?) 

Q6. Have the project's activities in this phase had any lasting 
impact Upon the local law enforcement system or the co~unlty 
at large? If so, discuss this in terms of the following; 
What changes have reSUlted? (Revised agency policies or 
procedures? Changed attitudes? New relationships?) h~at 
brought about these changes? What evidence is there of 
these changes? 

Q7. Availability of Data: 

Determili<; the availability of each of the following data 
items re: apprehensions and convictions, and check the 
appropriate column for each. Add comments where indicated. 

Data Item 
~ apprehensions 
due to O-I 
T,convictions 
due to 0-1 

Data in 
Proj. 
Files 
(Get Copy) 

Data Not Collected 
Could Feasibly! Not Feasible 
be Collected ! To Collect 
(How?) I (h1w Not?) 

j 
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Operation Identification 
Field ,Survey Instruments 

(75NI-99-0046) 

~ 

,-; .~' 

FORM E:' PROPERTY RECOVERY 

Project # 

City: 

. ·Co"n't'en·ts: 
1. Overview/Flow Diagram 
2. Assessment· 

' ___ 'l'. _.'-- -'-- -'--



' ... ~~, 

I. -...J 
-...J 

FO?;'. E: I'W:JPf.P.T·' r~i;C(JVI:I'.Y 
~l : G~:t:P.V I E\·;/FL(J".·; U I t\GJJ .. ~"\:'l 

Person Interviewed: 

I 

" 

01. Has increased property recovery an objective of the project 
'during 1974? 

No: Why.Hot? 

Yes 

Qla. If yes, how important was this objective? 

Q2. ~fuich project activit es were designed to attain this ob
jective? What specif cally is the project's role in the 
recovery and return 0 stolen property? 

_____ Marking of property 

Altered recovery procedure 

Other: (Specify) 

Q2a. \'fuich staff persons does this involve? What are their 
duties in this area and how much time is devoted ,to these 

'duties? 

________________________________________________________________________ ~f~ 

Q2h. How is this different from what was done at the outset of 
the project? 

.. 

;1. • • (Form T':, 1J,2) 

03. Outline or diagram the procedure used to n.'CO\'.:!r a::~ 
return stolen property using engraved markings, (Sho"" 
the steps taken, the people involved, the routing and ex
change of information, and possible pitfalls.) 

03a. Who checks for markings? 

Q3b. Who traces ownership? 

03c. Who notifies the owner? 

03d. Who records data on marked property recovered? 
(Where are the potential measurement points?) . 

Q3e. What forms are used? 
(Collect copies.) 
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"1M": .,W~~,. €,;1Sift-"W1!l'h~--" 

FO?_'1 E: prOPERTY f~I;CI)Vf:r:"I 

p;.;r:· 2: i,':;S!::S~':1!.::T 

01. How su<;;cessful w..t:; thu project in ""'cting its property 
recovery obJectives for 1974? 

Q2. How is this success measured? 

Q3. Availability of data: 

fl 

Determine the availability ~f each of the following data 
items re: property recovery and check the appropriate 
column for each. Add comments where indicated. 

Data in Data Not Collected 
Pro). Could Feasibly Not Feasible 
Files be Collected To Collect 

Data Item (Get CODY) (How?) (l'lhy Not?) 
t r.lilri:ed l.tems 
stolen 
• u=arked l.tems 
stole!l 
t carked l.tems 
ret. 
t u=arked l.tems 
ret. 

- - -- -

r r " f' r . ,: ,: .,; ~! 

,'\1--" 
.",,:,:~.~ 

(FoJ:m C, p.4) 

04. lihat problems has the project experienceJ in pro;:,~rty 
recovery? 

Lack of cooperation by P. D. 

Lack of cooperation by other agencies 

Lack of computer capability 

___ City/Agency restrictions 

Lack of money 

Lack of manpower 

Other (Specify) 

Q5. What relationship does the person interviewed see between 
this phase and the other phases of the project? (Relative 
importance attached to this phase? How does this phase 
affect which others? Do any other phases affect this 
phase?) 

e6. Have the project's activities in this phase had any lasting 
impact upon the local law enforcement system or the 
community at large? If so, discuss this in terms of the 
following: What changes have resulted? (Revised agency 
policies or practices? Changed attitudes? New Relation
ships?) What brought about these changes? What evidence 
is there of these changes? 

. \ - ,. 
·1 " ': 
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Operation Identification 
Field Survey Instruments 

(75NI-99-0046) 

, r I t , 
j~ :. 

Contents: 
1. Overview 
2. Methodology 

{ 

FORM F: EVALUATION 

Project # 

City: 

r " 
f 

Jl 
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FOit.'1 F: EV,\Lt;Nl' I O:l 
i';,? 1: UIl;i~V I G; 

.01. Person Intervle .... c<1.: 

Title: 

Agency: 

02. Ho~ did the person intervie .... ed become associated with the 
project? 

---------------------_.----------------------------
03. Who is paying for the evaluation of the project? 

co 
o 

04. Who will use the results of the evaluation? 

05. How many people are involved in 'the e'h,luation? 

-, j ~ 1 r "\ I· 1 I \ \ i :~.} I, I 
1 :, . J ;;"; ,... ~ ,-

i ' . . ~~-!t 
I I I I I J I 

" 

, . 

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

rf"' 

{Form P, Part 1, p.2} 

Q6. What are the project objectives according to t~e rerso~ 
interviewed? 

0'7. Is there D. .... ritten p.valuation plan? (If so, get a copy if 
possible.) Have any evaluative reports been prepared? 
(If so, qet copies if possible.) 

~ , . ~ 
J 
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FO?_"I F:EW,Lt:tITIO:; 
~2: ;.\ethodolon 

Ql. Person Interviewed: 

i 

02. w~at indicators of success have been chosen for measure
ment? Why ,.,ere these chosen? (J\re they related to stated 
objectives?) 

03. What data is being collected? (Review the sets of data 
items related to each project phase to determine which 
are being used, and if additional data is being collected.) 

04. Who is responsible for collection of this data? 

• • • II • .c. 
(l'orm F, Pilrt 2, p.2) 

Q5. What physical form is the data in? (M~nu31 or autc~3ted?) 

Q6.What types of data analysis is being done? 

07. lihat unanswered questions does he see? What areas does he 
suggest for further study? 
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FORM G: 'GENERAL CQl4MENTS 

Projecti 

City: 

Contents: 
1. Project Staff Comments 
2. Non-Staff Comments 
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01. Person Interviewed: 

02. h'hat dOes the pers:)ri interviewed fcel has been the most 
successful or beneficial aspect of the program? Explain. 

03. What does the person interviewed feel has been the least 
. successful or most difficult aspect of the program? 
Explain. 

0.. If he could 'start over, what would the person interviewed 
do differently? What kind of additional assistance would 
he" like to have? 

05. How much peR value does he see in the project? 

- ',~ ~f'" ... ~'~ . .f ;·.:i"':'f'_'>lo' at' : ':~ C ~;.~+:~.;'~·~Y_;.~.·~·."~_~ <;,~~~ ~~':_~~.~_ 

jti~ 1 '. ., • • (Form G, Part 1, p.2) 

Q6. What does he feel would constitute complete success or a 
"job well done"? (in terms of level of participation, 
or burglary reduction, or property recoverr, etc.) 

06a. What would it take to reach that poi.nt? (Time, staff, 
money, etc.) 

07. What does he think is the future of the project? 

08. Are there other ways to accomplish the same objectives? 

--------------------------------------------------------
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01. Person Intervi~w~d: 

Position: 

02. I-lhat does the person interviewed say are the objectives 
of the program? 

03. Does hec see the project as being successful? If yes, in 
what ways? c 

04. In what 'areas does he see the project as not being success
ful? 

'("'II 
cl · ~ ~ 

il 

(Form G, Part 2, p.2) _____________________ __ 

Q5. What suggestions for improvement \,'oulll !10 ::-• .1"e:' 

Q6. What does he feel would constitute complete success or a 
"job well done"? (In terms of level of participation, or 
burglary reduction, or property recovery, etc.l 

07. What does he think is the future of the project? 

08. Are there other ways to accomplish the same objectives? 
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III. 

IV. 

-- - ~---------------

Post-Visit Task Summary 

Review the Project Profile and Forms A through G 
for completeness . 
A. Fill in and/or re-wri te your anS\vers \vherever 

necessary (use a new'set of fonns). 
B. ,Revise or clean up 'the flow diagrams. 
C. Have all of these complei:ed forms typed • 

Write a short narrative summary of your findings, 
using the format in the attached outline. Include 
the section headings in the body of the narrative. 

Send a thank-you letter to the project vis~ted 
A. Mention the name of each person interviewed. 
B. Carbon copy to Agency heads. 

Return the completed forms, the narrative overview, 
copies of letters, and other project materials to 
Allen. 
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Site Visit Summary Report 

CITY: 

STATE: 

SURVEY NUMBER: 

PROJECT NAME: 

DATE(S) OF VISIT: 

PERSONS INTERVIEWED: 

A. 

(list name, tItle & agency) 

1. 

2. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES: 

1. List the,stated objectives of the" project. 
2. What seems to be the real value of the project to 

the implementing agencY?T 

B. DISCREPANCIES WITH PHONE SURVEY: -, 

1. Were there major discrepancies between the phone 
survey information and what you found during the 
visit? If so, describe these. 

C. MAJOR FACTORS IN PROJECT OUTCO~mS: 

1. viliat are the major contributing factors to the 
project's success or failure in meeting its 
objectives? 

D4 PROJECT IMPACT: 

1. Does the project seem to have had any lasting impact ~ 
upon the local law enforcement system or the 
community at large? If so, describe vlhat is 
changed because of the project. 

2. What brought about these changes? 
3. What evidence is there to sUbstantiate this? 

E. UNIQUE ASSUMPTIONS: 

1. 

2. 

Are there any unique 
project's operation? 
Has the project made 
assumptions? 

86 

assumptions inherent in the 
If so, list them. 

any attempt to verify these 
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.F. 

G. 

H. 

EVALUATION CAPABILITY: 
1. Give your assessment of the capability of the 

project to evaluate each of its major tasks and 
objectives. 

2. Describe major difficulties which the project has 
or would have in evaluating its tasks and objectives. 
(Difficulties such as procedures, records kept, 
attitude, training.) 

3. What would it take to overcome these difficulties? 

PHASE II POTENTIAL: 
1. What specific knowledge gaps does the project have 

a sufficient data base to test? (Including knowledge 
of effectiveness and verification of assumptions.) 

2. Are there other characteristics or featu.res in the 
project that warrant detailed study? 

OTHER CO~1MENTS: 
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TITLE: An Evaluation of "Operation Identification" As Imple

mented In Illinois 

AUTHORS: Hans W. Mattick, C. Kavanagh Olander, David G. Baker, 

Harold E. Schlegel 

DAT~ OF REPORT: September 30, 1974 

PURPOSg: The purp?se of the report is to present the findings 

of a 13 r,lonth evaluation study of Operation Identification 

programs operating in Illinois. The authors were the principal 

researchers for the study which was funded by the Illinois Law 

Enforcement Conunission (ILEC), an agency interested in th8 

effectiveness of such programs because of past and possihle 

future ILEC funding of Operation Identification. 

GENERAL CONTENT: The report covers the following areas regarding 

the implementation and effectiveness of OperatiDn I~entification 

programs in Illinois: 

History of Operation Identification; 

Publicity given to the projects and the Gffer.t of 
that pUblicity; 

Distribution of project materials ana services: 

Participation in the projects; 

Perception of Operation Identification by convicted 
property offenders; 

An analysis of crime statistics relatinq to OpBration 
Identification. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

(1) Project Description! 

(a) Nethod!:; Used: l-1ost projects operc''l.ted OU1: of 

local law enforcement agencies in Illinois 

communities. The amounts o-F fl1nc1~ c.istri;"'lted 

to these grantees were based on the population 
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of the grantees' jurisdictions. ILEC guidelines 

., on how the money should be spent were also 

promulgated to the grantees. 

Cb) "project Goals.: Specific goals of the local 

Operation Identification proqrams are not mentic~~d 

in the study; however, the ev~~uation addresses 

(e) 

the goal of burglary reduction in the participating 

communi ties. as \'7ell as closely related programmatic 

measures such as levels of participation and 

publicity. 

Assumpti0l!s: '1'he evaluation couches the assumptions 

of the local projects in terms of effort.s of the 

local projects being tran~lated into elements of 

" 
r 

r " ,..I 

I 

"1 

a property identification prog'ram and at subsequent r' 'I 
theory of burglary deterrence for the communities. 

(2) Evaluation 

(a) Methods Used: Surveys of the following organizations 
~-. ' 

and types of people~ 

• 

• 

Primary implementing organizations; 

Secondary implementing organizations; 

Electronic media organizations; 

Printed media organizations; 

~ . Individual partj.cipants; 

Indi vidua 1 non ~·participants i 

Convicted property offenders; 

and, an analysis of available burglary statistics were performed. 

(b) pata Availa.ble: Data collected relate specifically 

to 2(a). 
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(c) Conclusions: The main conclusion is that no 

burglary reduction od~uxred which could be 

attributed to the program, and that the local 

projects failed to implement the pr.ogram as 

designed by ILEC. 

(d) Problems: The study clearly 5hm'1s the failure 

of the projects to implement the designed program. 

The question of whether the theory of deterrence 

can work is still open. 
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TITLE: Burglary Reduction Program (City of Seattle) - Final 
Report 

AUTHORS: Harry Springer, Ph.D. and Kenneth Mathews, Ph.D., 
Researcher/Evaluators for the Law and Justice 
Planning Office, City of Seattle 

DATE: February 24, 1975 

PURPOSE: This report summarizes the objectives, personnel, 

operations, and evaluation results of the first year of opera-

tion of the Seattle Burglary Reduction (BR) Program. The 

project was initiated in October 1973 with a $250,000 grant 

from the Law and Justice Planning Office for the State of 

Washington. 

GENERAL CONTENT: The report presents a comprehensive review 

of the Seattle Burglary Reduction (BR) Program. Specific con-

-ten ts include: 

o Program Description: General (pp 1-2), 
o Program Description: Goals and Objectives (pp 3-13), 
o Operations (pp 13-50), and 
o Evaluation (pp 51-133). 

The BR Program consisted of four program elements: 

1. Target Hardening Actions by Citizens. Citizen action 
facilitated by the deployment of civilian community 
Organizers. Specific actions included: 
a. property identification, 
b. establishment of citizen "block watchers", 
c. horne security surveys, and 
d. information dissemination. 

2. Target Hardening Actions: Police Tactics. Actions 
included: 
a. development of "vulnerability" forecasting to 

identify high-risk homes, 
b. team policing, and 
c. new patrol tactics. 

3. Increased Criminal Apprehension: Residential Burglary. 
Four strategies were used: 
a. improved deployment of police manpower, 
b. increased investigative work by patrol officers 

and detectives, 
c. establishment of a computerized single fingerprint 

file, and 
d. use of electronic tracking devices to identify 

fences. 
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4. Increased Criminal Apprehension: Non-residential 
Burglary. Specific actions included: 
a. use of portable stakeout alarms, and 
b. improved forecasting of high risk commercial areas . 

The initial overall objective of the Seattle program was a 

10 percent reduction in predicted burglary rates in three out of 

a total of 10 police sectors in the City of Seattle. The report 

discusses the revised objectives that were later adopted and the 

numerous difficulties encountered in evaluating the effective

ness of the program. The enti~e last half of this report is 

devoted to a discussion of the evaluation findings for both the 

intermediate and ultimate objectives of the program. The author 

candidly highlights both the strengths and weaknesses of the 

evaluation methods and analysis procedures used. 

The major conclusions of the report were: 

(1) target hardening efforts appeared to reduce the burslary 
risk for participants; 

(2) increased investigative efforts led to an increase in 
the number of arrests; 

(3) the computerized fingerprint file aided in the iden
tification of burglary suspects; 

(4) forecasting methods to identify specific targets were 
not useful; 

(5) deployment strategies which spread limited police man
power over wide areas were not useful; and 

(6) citizen recruitment strategies based on media-oriented 
approaches were not effective. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION (pp 13-28) 

Operation Identification was only one part of the first 

program element identified above (Target Hardening Activities 

by Citizens). The final report describes the organization and 

effort objectives for this element without a detailed description 
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of the O-I project itself. Consequently, the presentation 

below relates to project efforts directed at four activities: 

O-I, "block watchers", home security surveys, and information 

dissemination. 

a. METHODS USED: 

The project hired five community organizers to "locate, 

energize, and assist. neighborhood volunteer leadership to reduce 

burglary" in three police sectors containing roughly one-third 

(84,000) of the cities 222,000 households. It was quickly 

decided that the project would not be able to achieve the 

effort objectives of the grant (see PROJECT GOALS below) in 

all three areas. As a result, four of the organizers continued 

the originally planned activities in two of the sectors and one 

organizer coordinated an "en masse" approach in the third sector. 

In the first two sectors, citizen recruitment for the target 

hardening activities was done almost exclusively with an ex

tensive door-to-door campaign by project staff and unpaid volun

teers. No mass media techniques were used. In the third sector, 

the community organizer set up a storefront office and sought 

citizen recruitment with mass mailings, community newspaper 

advertising, and presentations to community groups. 

Engraver services were provided by project staff using pens 

, purchased by the Block Watchers groups. No distribution centers, 

offering free use of the engraving pens, were used. 

b. PROJECT GOALS: 

The" BE project had an ambitious set of effort objectives 

for the target hardening activities. The target population 

included all of the households within two police sectors 

plus 25 percent of the households within the rest of the 
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city. The specific goals were: 

(1) dist.ribution of crime prevention information to J.O 
percent of the households, 

(2) home security inspections in 20 percent of the households, 

(3) p~operty marking efforts in 60 percent (about 38,000 
total), and 

(4) organization of Block Watchers ° groups encompassing 25 
percent of the target households. 

c. ASSUMPTIONS: 

The major assumptions of the projec·t relevant to 0-1 were: 

(1) greater numbers of 0-1 participants could be obtained 
by having each Block Watchers group purchase its 
own pen for use by the group members rather than 
allowing free use of pens through distribution centers 
established by the project; and 

(2) greater numbers of 0-1 participants could be obtained 
with door-to-door canvassing rather than by "en masse" 
methods. 

d. PROBLEMS: 

The major continuing organizational problem of the project was 

the conflict between two concepts of community development: "10-

cality developmen·t" and "social planning." Locality development 

is used to describe the development of community services based 

on "initiative, voluntary cooperation, self-help, and indigenous 

leadership". Ideally, the services introduced (crime prevention 

in this case) would continue after the BR project itself has ter-

minated. While highly desirable in the long run, the immediate 

payoff from this approach may be very difficult to measure. Social 

planning, on the other hand, stresses "the provision and ordering 

of goods and services to people who need them; building community 

capacity does not playa central part". Under this philosophy, 

the primary objective is the deliverance of goods or services with

out reliance on the voluntary cooperation of the community. In the 
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O-I project, for example, locality development would stress the 

establishment of community groups for the distribution of O-I 

materials. The social planning approach, however, would pro-

vide for trained personnel to contact citizens and offer engraving 

services. (The Seattle project was a compromise between both 

philosophies.) 

2. EVALUATION (pp 51-133) 

The major sections within the evaluation portion of this 

report are: 

(a) Introduction 
(b) Overall Effectiveness 

(1) IPS Findings 
(2) LJPO Findings 
(3) Summary 

(c) Element I: Target Hardening 
Actions by Citizens 
(1) LJPO Findings 
(2) IPS Findings 
(3) Summary 

(d) Element II: Target Hardening 
Actions by Police 

(e) Element III: Criminal Appre
hension (Residential Burglary) 

(f) Element IV: Criminal Appre
hension (Non-residential 
Burglary) 

(g) Crime Displacement 
(h) Summary and Conclusions 

page 
51 
53 
53 
65 
68 

74 
74 
91 

101 

107 

112 

124 
125 
130 

The discussion to follow will only include the O-I related topics 

presented within each of the eight sections identified above. 

,...-

\ 
... ,,~,' 

f~~----

--'---
a. Introduction (p. 51). This report is unusual because it ~-

presents the findings of two evaluations of the same project. 

During its first year of operation, the Seattle BR Program was 

evaluated by both the Inspection and Planning Section (IPS) of 

the Seattle Police Department and also by the Law and Justice 

Planning Office (LJPO) for the City of Seattle. 

The author of this report, Dr. Kenneth .~athews, was the third 

evaluation analyst from the LJPO to work on the BR program. The 
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lack of personnel continuity within the LJPO hampered their 

evaluation efforts. Surprisingly, the same personnel in

stability also occurred at the IPS; three different evaluation 

analysts worked on the project during the first year of opera

tion. In this report Dr. Mathews attempts to review all of the 

evaluation work and findings about the project and to synthesize 

the results wherever possible. 

b. Overall Effectiveness of the BR Project 

IPS Findings (p. 53). The IPS evaluation of the overall 

effectiveness of the BR program was based on the original 

project objective of a 10 percent reduction in the Eredicted 

burglary rates for the three experimental sectors (Boy, Charlie, 

and George). The 1974 burglary rates were estimated from monthly 

reported burglary totals for 1973. Using a projected 6.3 per-

cent increase in reported burglary for the three sectors, the 

net objective for the BR program was defined to be a 3.7 percent 

reduction in the 1974 burglary rate. 

To detect and measure any change in the burglary rates for the 

three experimental sectors, monthly reported burglary totals for 

1973 and 1974 were obtained for each sector. The burglary totals 

were matched by month (e.g., January 1973 with January 1974) and 

the paired data was analyzed using the non-parametric, signed 

rank Wilcoxon test. This analysis produced the following results: 

(1) no significant change was observed within the three 
experimental sectors from 1973 to 1974 (see Table 1, 
p. 56), 

(2) a significant increase in burglary from 1973 to 
1974 was found for the seven control sectors (see 
Table 2, p. 58), and 

(3) a significant change in the burglary rates between 
the experimEmtal and control sectors was discovered 

9 



based on the test ratio computed for each month in 
1973 and 1974: 

no. of burglaries (3 expo sectors) 
no. of burglaries (7 cont. sectors) 

(see Table 3, p. 60). 

During th~ first year of the project, reported burglary 

increased more than 23 percent in the seven control sectors and 

'.,.,. I 
---..... -~ 

. , 

only 7 percent in the three experimental sectors. The remainder ., I 

of this section of the report discusses the changes in the bur-

glary rates within the individual sectors and the car beats 

within each sector. The overall conclusion of the IPS evalu-

ation was that "the project (had) achieved its primary objec

tive" (i.e., a 10 percent reduction in predicted burglary). 

LJPO Findings (p. 65). The LJPO evaluation was based on 

a revised statement of the overall objective of the BR Program. 

The modified objective used by the LJPO for evaluation was that 

the BR program would produce "a statistically sign.ificant reduc

tion in residential burglary . .. " (based on comparisons of 1973 

and 1974 burglary rates). Also different from the IPS evaluation, 

the LJPO used the parametric t-test (differences between paired 

monthly burglary data) to determine whether any significant re-

duction in burglary rates had occurred. Since the number of 

reported burglaries actually increased in 1974, no significant 

decrease was found {see Table 4, p. 66). 

To measure the significance of any change in burglary rates 

between each of the experimental sectors and the rest of the city, 

a one-way analysis of variance table was constructed (see Table 

5, p. 69); a significant difference in burglary rates was found 
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for only one of the three experimental sectors. 

Summary (p. 68). Both the IPS and LJPO evaluations 

generally reached the same conclusions despite different methods 

of analysis (" ... the project did have a favorable over-all 

impact when compared with the remainder of the City of Seattle") . 

This section contains an excellent discussion of the numerous 

data and methodological problems that hindered both evaluations . 

Specific problems discussed include: 

(1) the accuracy of projected burglary rates, 

(2) the weaknesses and strengths of the Wilcoxon and 
t-tests, 

(3) the absence of an equivalent control group, and 

(4) the presence of a "regression artifact" . 

c. Program Element I: Target Hardening Actions by Citizens 

LJPO Findings (p. 74). The initial project objectives 

for this element were very unrealistic and poorly defined (e.g., 

one objective was to involve 70% of all of the households in the 

experimental sectors in an "organized crime control program"). 

During the first year of operation, these objectives were more 

clearly operationalized and progressively narrowed. The reported 

results of this program element at the end of the first year 

included: 

o 1656 home inspections, 
o 1910 0-1 participants, and 
o 1872 families in 195 Block Watchers' groups. 

The major observations of the LJPO evaluation were: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

expected citizen response had been grossly over-es
timated (only one percent of all households in the 
Band G sectors requested home security checks) , 

mass mailings were not useful at all, and 

better citizen response in Sector C was probably due 
to 'intensive door-to-door canvassing efforts. 

11 
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To determine what proportion of the crime reduction in Sec

tor C (a 6 percent decline in reported burglary from 1973 to 

1974) waS due to civilian target hardening efforts (instead of 

other program activities) the percent change in the burglary rate 

in the 24 census tracts in sectors C and G was correlated with 

the number of block watchers groups, O-I participants, and home 

security inspections tha't occurred in each. tract. No significant 

correlations were obtained for any of the individual activities 

or for all three activities combined (see Table 8, p. 81.). 

To obtain more accurate information about the target hardening 

benefits for project participants (O-I, block watchers, and home 

inspections), two surveys were conducted to obtain the following 

information: 

(I) Pre-victimization burglary data. Participating 
families were requested to indicate their burglary 
history for the six-month period prior to joining 
anyone of the three project activities, and 

(2) Pos~-victimization burglary data. Each participating 
f~IiUly was asked to complete a second burglary 
hlstory form based on the first six months since 
joining project. 

These surveys were used to make several tests. These included: 

(1) A.c~mparison of pre and post burglary rates for par
tlclpants 

(a) unadjusted data (see Table 9, p. 83) . 

Pre Post ---
Surveyed 2667 685 
Burglarized 147 24 

rate* 5.51 3.50 

(b) adjusted data (see Table 10, p. 86). These 
results are based on pre and post survey data 
obtained during the same four month pe~iod. 
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(2) 

(3 ) 

Surveyed 
Burglarized 

rate* 

Pre Post 

921 
48 
5.21 

685 
24 

3.50 (33% decrease) 

* - number of burg1aries/100 households/six months 

Detection of a regression artifact (see Table 10, p. 
86). If project participants join because they have 
recently been victimized, a reduction in the burglary 
rate among participants may be due to a "regression" 
effect rather than any project effect. To test this 
hypothesis, the pre-victimization burglary rates for 
project participants were compared lid th burglary rates 
obtained from an earlier victimization study for the 
entire city. No significant differences were found 
between the twO-rates. 

Examination of burglary reporting rates. The pre 
and post survey results were'compared with police 
reports to test the hypothesis that project partici
pants are more likely to report crime after joining 
the project. If ~~ue, increased crime reporting by 
participants could screen some burglary reduction 
effects of the project. No significant differences 
were found between pre andpost rates of crime 
reporting. 

The major cGnclusions of the L,JPO evaluation of the target 

hardening activities by citizens were: 

(1) 

( 2) 

(3) 

burglary risk was significantly reduced for partici
pating households (vi:timization data indicated a 
decrease of 32.8 percent), 

the individual contribution of each project activity 
could not be determined, 

the adequacy of the project was questionable (best 
sector only had a seven percent participation rate) , 
and 

(4) the effects of these activities were confounded by 
the presence of other project activities in the 
same sectors. 

IPS Findings (p. 9l.). The IPS evaluation of the target 

hardening activities by citizens component was based on changes 

in three measures: 

(l) the proportion of forced entry burglaries, 

13 
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(2) the amount of recovered stolen property; and 

(3) the ratio of the amount of recovered property to the 
amount of stolen property. 

Use of tne first measure was predicated on the belief that in-

creased target hardening efforts WQuld decrease the proportion of 

"no force" burglaries. The actual measure used was the ratio of 

the number of reported no force entries to the total number of 

reported burglaries. The Wilcoxon test was applied to monthly 

burglary data for 1973 and 1974 on both the police sector and 

beat level. The tests indicated a significant decrease in no 

force entries in two of the three eXperimental sectors and in 

only one of the seven control sectors. 

The two measures of property recovery indicated above were also 

based on monthly police reports, on both the sector and beat levels. 

No significant results were obtained. Both the amount of re-

covered property and the ratio of recovered to stolen property 

increased in one of the experimental sectors and in two of the 

control sectors. 

The IPS evaluation claimed that no definitive conclusions could 

be reached about the effectiveness of this project element be-

cause of the confounding effects introduced by other project 

activities operating in the same sectors. 

Summary (pu 101). In a summary of both evaluations, the 

author cites several methodological difficulties including: 

(1) imprecise objectives, 

(2) overambitious goals, 

(3) poor research design, and 

(4) lack of operational definitions. 

14 
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The author's overall summary for this activity includes the 

following observations: 

(1) The LJPO evaluation appeared to confirm the use
fulness of the project for participants. 

(2) The overall community benefits of the project were 
still uncertain. 

(3) Media oriented recruitment campaigns were not 
effective. 

(4) The civilian element of the project cost $127,000 
for an average cost of $17 per participant for any 
one of four activities (0-1, block watcher, home 
inspection, and group meeting) . 

(5) The project appeared to improve police-community 
relations. 

d. Program Elements II, III, and IV 

The next three sections in the evaluation portion of the 

report present the activities and findings for the other major 

elements of the BR project. These were: 

(1) Target Hardening Actions By Police, 

(2) Criminal Apprehension (Residential Burglary), and 

(3) Criminal Apprehension (Non-residential Burglary) . 

None of these sections include any discussions directly related 

to Operation Identification. 

e. Crime Displacement (p. 125). 

report: 

Three types of crime displacement are addressed in this 

(I) crime type displacement: a shift from burglary to 
ether crime typf,\S; 

(2) target displacement: a shift from residential to 
non-residential targets; and 

(3) ~eographic displacement: a shift from one geographic 
area to another. 

!-1easurement of crime type displacement was attempted by the IPS 

15 
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office by examining the changes in the ratio of non-burglary 

crimes to burglary crimes in each of the experimental sectors. 

Although some changes were noted for particular crimes in some 

of the sectors, the IPS evaluation concluded that no significant 

level of crime type displacement was present. To test for the 

presence of ·target displacement, the IPS examined the ratio of 

the total number of non-residential burglaries to the number of 

resident.ial burglaries within each experim0ntal sector. Again I 

no significant changes were observed. Neither the IPS or LJPO 

evaluation reports presented any evidence about the existence or 

extent of geographic crime displacement induced bv .... the BR proj-

ect·c 

f. ReEort Summary and Conclusions (p. 130) . 

J. 

'I 
-" , 

In this section, the author attempts to summarize all of ,I 
the significant findings of both evaluation studies. Br.iefly, 

his major observations and conclusions relating to 9peration Iden

tification are: 

(1) adequate evaluation of large crime reduction proj
ects requires substantial amounts of advance 
planning in order to: 

(a) 

(b) 

( c) 
(d) 

prepare evaluation designs to adequately measure 
trie effectiveness of each project component, 
incorporate changes into police operations and 
records, 
set realistic program objectives, and 
test new equipment; 

(2) more cost effectiveness analyses are needed to com
pare intervention strategies; 

(3) community organizers need to concentrate their 
efforts in small areas to produce adequate citizen 
responses; 

(4) the target hardening activities worked for citizens 
who used them; 

(5) the citizen response to the media oriented recruit-
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ment campaign was very poor; and 

(6}no evidence was found of either target or crime 
'type displacement (geographic displacement was not 
tested) . 

17 
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TI'l'LE: CRI~m AND HOUSING IN A METROPOLITAN AREA: A 

STUDY OF THE PATTERNS '0F RESIDENTIAL CRIME 

AUTHOR: Thomas A. Reppetto 

DATE OF REPORT: June, 1973 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study ~"as to research the 

nature and patterns of stranger-to-stranger 

crimes committed on residential premises. The 

crime tvpe, residential burglary, was investigated .L_ 

in considerable detail so that results pertaining 

to residential burglary are presented and broken 

down by many variables. 

GENERAL CONTENT: The study is very detailed. Research methods 

included: (1) a search of literature; (2) an 

analysis of 2500 stranger-to-stranger crimes; 

(3) interviews with nearly 1,000 victims and 

non-victims of stranger~to-stranger crimes; (4) 

a field study of selected geographic areas; and, 

(5) ~nterviews with 100 burglars. These methods 

yielded data which was used to test various 

hypotheses and trends concerning stranger-to-

stranger crimes. Along with the results of the 

interviews and general referenced information, 

a regression model is used to test and high-

light relationships between socio-economic 

characteristics and burglary incidence. All 

data was collected in Boston. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

None. 
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TITLE: crime Prevention Evaluation: 
J~ne.1971-June 1973 (Wichita, 

AUTHOR: Wlchlta Police Department 
_D_A_T_E __ O_F __ R_E~'P~O~R~T~: (none given) 

Operation Identification, 
Kansas) 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this report is to summarize the 

experience of the Wichita Police Department in its imple

mentation of Operation Identification during the 2-year 

period from June, 1971 to June, 1973. 

GENERAL COMMENT: This is more of a general progress report 

than an evaluation. It is loosely written around the program's 

goals, and gives little detailed information on methodology and 

little specific data . 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

(I) PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

(a) METHODS USED: In addition to the usual methods, 

Welcome Wagon has helped publicize the program to new resi-

dents. Engraving tools were distributed at 53 locations: 

the Police Department plus 52 Independent Insurance .Agents. 

Later, large super markets and other businesses were added 

as distributiorrpoints. The project investigated using non

electric etching pens with diamond tips, but decided against 

their use because Americans are "gadget-minded" and are drawn 

to the program by the free use of an electric device. The 

number of participants in the program is estimated by the 

number, of decals distributed, due to problems with citizens 

sharing tool use or buying their own engraving tools. Large 

companies havE'.! also purchased tools. An estimated minimum of' 

15,000 parti~ipants is claimed as of ,Tune, 1973. 
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(b) PROJECT GOALS: citizen participation; public 

awareness; reduction of burglary; public support for police; 

apprehension of ,criminals. 

(c) ASSUMPTIONS: People who request decals have 

marked their property. 

(d) PROBLEMS: Persons who check out a pen have been 

known to loan it to as many as 30 friends, making pen-use a 

very unreliable measure of level of par~icipation. Police 

Department a~d insurance agents were found to be unsatisfac

tory distribution points since people seldom visited these in 

person. 

(2) EVALUATION 

(a) METHODS USED~ Each goal was evaluated separately 

using one or two measures of attainment. These measures, how-

ever, were often quite sUbjective and little substantive data 

is given. Citizen participation was judged a success due to 

the estimated 15,000 participants and waiting lists for tool 

use through super markets. Public a.warenes s was judged 

achieved on the basis of the amount of requests for decals by 

persons not checking out tools plus the fact that many groups 

have volunteered to assist. Public support for the police has 

increased on the basis of letters received and number of re-

quests for speakers. No claims of increased'apprehensions are 

made; a sample of 100 households were monitored to see if those 

burglarized were cleared by arrest, but none were burglarized. 
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.A r~duction in actu~l numR~* of burglaries is claimed, but 

supportive data is not given. 

(b) DATA AVAILABLE: No actual burglary data given. 

150,000 instruction brochures handed out. 125 tools pur-

chased. 30,000 decals handed out (average 2 per household). 

(c) CONCLUSIONS: The study does not claim that O-I 

is alone responsible for the results claimed. It is part of 

a package of prevention programs, all of which have contribu-

ted to the successes cited. However, the report does say 

that O-I has helped a great deal because it provides an avenue 

for citizen involvement in crime prevention. 

IHBLIOGRAPHY: None 
" . ...,. ......... } 
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TITLE: Evaluation of Crime Control Programs in California: 

A Review 

AUTHORS: California Council on Criminal Justice 

PURPOSE: The purpose of the report is to present the find-

ings of evaluations conducted of projects which were funded 

by the California Council On Criminal Justice. There are 

10 categories of projects covered by the report. 

GENERAL CONTENT: Descriptions of the projects are given along 

with a summary of the evaluation techniques employed to measure 

their specific objectives. Finally, the results of the evalu-

ation are summarized. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION "IDENTIFICATION "INFORMATION 

(1) Project Descriptions 

(a) Methods Used: Two engraving programs are 

described; both projects operate as part of public aware-

ness campaigns (San Diego and San Francisco) . 

(b) Project Goals: To reduce burglary in target 

areas and to determine the most effective techniques for re

ducing the incidence of burglary are the goals of the crime 

specific burglary prevention projects. Specific goals relat-

ing to property engraving are: (1) decrease the receiver 

market for stolen goods and (2) improve property recovery. 
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(c) Assumptions: None are stated. 

(2) Evaluation 

(a) !1ethods Used: Quantitative measures of 

(1) the increase in property recovered, (2) the increase 

in citizens participating in the project, and (3) the 

increase in arrests for possession of stolen goods, are 

employed. 

(b) Data Available: Insufficient data relat-

ing to (2). (a) . (1) and (2). (a) . (3) were available to 

assess the impact of the program. 

(c) Conclusions: Very little is stated about 

the engraving projects in particular. The evaluation made 

some conclusions regarding the overall burglary situation, 

but little relating specifically to property engraving . 
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F ' 1 IINo Questl' ons Asked" ,. 2. TITLES: enclng: . IIReceivinq Stolen 

Property - The Need for Systematic Inquiry into the Fencing Pro-

cess"; 3. "Operational Parameters In The Stolen Property System"; 

4. "Hearings on Criminal Redistribution Systems H 

AUTHORS: Duncan ~happell and Marilyn Walsh 

DATES OF REPORTS: l. April, 1974 

2. February, 1974 

3. November 12-14, 1973 

4. May 1-2, 1973 
April 30 and f1ay 2, 1974 

PURPOSES: The first three articles are results of research into 

fencing, and the latter is testimony before Congress on the subject. 

GENERAL CONTENT: 

1. This is an excellent and interesting article on the history 

of fencing, including a summary of legislation passed to 

combat it. I Parallels are drawn between todays fences and 

Johnathan Wild, an underworld figure of eighteenth century 

England" 

2. The results of previous research on fencing are summarized 

andS01CIe Corrtr£1ents are made regarding the feasibility of 

mor~ research being done in -t.his area. 

:3. 'this very detai.led article considers the Stolen Property 

System {SN'n U£.j ons composed of the following modes: 

tJ. # the resoarch anc1 plarlningmodei 
b ~ -t~hs o~trttC!'!;ion mode; 
01 t.ne BY.'chGtrlg~ moc1c) 
(1 ~ th~ fl'w:rh(::d;;.:1ng modo; 
fj~ thFJ f'edtwt:.ribu,t.ion mode; and 
f~ tbe @valuntion mode. 

l?nt·tJ.uular att:ett't;ib.fi ;ta pEttd ,to 'I::h~ role of the fence in the 
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SPS. Variations on and special models of the SPS are 

presented with supporting evidence from actual case studies. 

4. Testimony before Congress relating to fencing is presented. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFOIDiATION 

1. Page 168. A statement is made to the effect that the use 

of identifying marks may be of limited value in dealing with 

the fence . 

2. Page 490. Property identification could facilitate the 

return of stolen property to its original owner. 

3. None. 

4. Mention of Operation Identification is made in: 

a. Part I, page 55. 
b. Part 3, pages 522-523 and 543. 
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TITLES: Progress Report To Law And Justice Planning Office; and 

Ev~luation Of First-Year Results Of Community Crime 

Prevention--Burglary Reduction 

AUTHORS: Progress Report.: Edward Good, Proj ect Director 

Evaluation: Dr. Kenneth Mathews 

~: December, 1974 

PURPOSES: The Progress Report was submitted by the project to the 

State Planning Agency for the purpose of summarizing project 

activities. The Evaluation Report was prepared by the Planning 

Office of the State Planning Agency for the purpose of assessing 

whether projeot activities met grant objectives. 

GENERAL CONTENT: The Progress Report and Evaluation Report detail 

the activities and effectiveness of the Community Crime Prevention 

r 

Program which operates in the City of Seattle. Specific projects lit 

included are Neighborhood Watch, security surveys, crime prevention 

information dissemination, and Operation Identification. Both 

reports address the overall program rather than being organized 

by each of the above projects. 

::;PECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 
---.--------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
. "' 

(a) METHODS USED: public information campaign; police 

r.mpportJ community Organizers (5 full-time staff) doing engravings 

D.l1d il'wt.ruc·ting oi tizens to engrave; specific target areas i citizen 

1nt<~:t'v~,~Wfj l)!;)fo.l;'() emd ai,ter joining program; low visibility in non

t.ax~9'0t~ ar(:'H'.U'J. 

(h) 

]I. tJtutiatioally significant decrease in the number 

of rcoidBntial bu~ulfi~iao in tho target areas as compared to the 

~"_,J 



City minus these target areas. 

A statistically significant increase in the 

number of burglary-in-progress calls will be demonstrated. 

(c) ASSUMPTIONS: Citizen involvement in the program 

will lead to increased reporting of crimes. 

(d) PROBLEMS: The attempt to get citizens in the census tract 

involved was a disaster. A block by block approach along with the 

public information campaign seems to be the best approach. Also, 

a certain amount of doing the engraving for people is required for 

only minimally interested citizens. Some citizens prefer not to 

post decals for fear of reverse effects of the program. 

(2) EVALUATION: 

(a) METHODS USED: 

· Analysis of variance of burglary 

incidence changes in target areas 

versus city minus the target areas. 

· Correlation analysis: Participation 

in the program versus changes in 

burglary incidence in the target areas. 

· Victimization survey used to measure 

regression to the mean (artifact). 

(b) DATA AVAILABLE: 

Reported burglary data. 

· Operational measures of participation 

(e. g., number of engravings, Neighbor

hood Watch participants, etc.). 

· Survey data. 

27 

i ,-



(c) CONCLUSIONS: Definite reduction in burglary rate 

for participants in the Community Crime Prevention 

Program. Success in target area should be considered 

only in light of the many evaluation problems discussed. I 
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TITLE: Report On A study Of Property Numbering Systems Used In 

"Operation Identification" 

DATE: December, 1973 

AUTHORS: Kai R. Martensen and Jerry W. Greene 

PURPOSE: The purpose of the report is to uncover relevant 

problems associated with the various numbering systems used in 

Operation Identification programs, and to make recommendations 

regarding their use. 

GENERAL CONTENT AND SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

By reviewing existent literature and contacting agencies and 

experts knowledgeable about Operation Identification and its 

numbering systems, the authors have delineated the advantages 

and drawbacks of each system. While many of their findings are 

widely known, some, such as the fact that 30 states change 

citizen driver's license numbers yearly, are quite surprising. 

The major recommendation made in the report is that LEAA continue 

t.o recommend the use of State Driver's License Numbers pre.fixed 

wit.h the State two letter abbreviation. 
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TITLES: San Jose Police Department Burglary Hethodology Grant: 

Four Quarterly Reports 

DATES: l. January 31, 1974 

2 • April 30, 1974 

3 .. July 31, 1974 

4. October 31, 1974 

PURPOSE: The reports are summar.i+f:-s of the evaluation \lI7ork done 

the Burglary Methodology Grant unit l"vhich is funded to develop 

burglary prevention methodology by burglary offense analysis. 

by 

GENERAL CONTENT,: All reports relate to the specific Operation Identi-

fication information outlined below. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

(1) Project Description 

(a) Methods Used: Target areas within the City of San Jose 

were selected with the plan to saturate them with Operation Identifi-

cation participants. A letter explaining the program was hand 

delivered to each residence in the areas, and was followed by door-

to-door campaigns to solicit participants. When a citizen ,expressed 

interest in participating, the Field Interviewer (solicitor) engraved 

the property and enrolled ·the citizen in the program. 

I' 
I 

(b) Project Goals: Project goals are to assist in return- ~--

ing recovered property items to their rightful owner and to deter 

residential burglaries. 

(c) Assumptions: None are identified. 

(2) Evaluation 

(a) Methods Used: In order to gather together program

matic and evaluative material relating to project objectives and 

the goals of the Grant Unit, information collected by the Field 
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Interviewers was analyzed in gr.eat detail. The methods used to 

process this information were: (1) presentations of the data 

collected by Field Interviewers and (2) comparison of burglary 

data with data collected by Field Interviewers . 

(b) Data Available: 

Number of attempts and premises contacted. 

Percentage of total residences contacted by average number of 

attempts per contacted premise. 

Interest level by percentage of total residences contacted and 

time of day. 

Data on premises engraved. 

Burglary data. 

Data on sticker display field check. 

(c) Conclusions 

For the saturated areas preliminary analysis indicated that: 

Operation ID succeeded in decreasing burglaries; 

Stickers acted as a deterrent; and 

There was a shift from engraveable to non-engraveable 

property targets. 

Analysis of areas falling within the target area of a 1973 program 

run out of the Crime Prevention Section of the San Jose Police 

Department (and later included in the saturation program) indicated 

little success of that program in reducing burglaries. 
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TITLE: 
AUTHOR: 

Selected Crime Prevention Programs in 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning, 
Council on Criminal Justice 

~D~A~T=E~OF~~R~E~P~O_R_T_: March 1973 

California 
California 

PURPOSE: The purpose of" the report is to discuss specific 

crime prevention programs from the standpoint of project 

objectives, implementing procedures, and problem areas. These 

discussions serve as guidelines for communities within the 

California Criminal Justice System in initiating 'the proqri'lP1s. 

GENERAL CONTENT: Two crime prevention progl~arns are presented -

Operation Identification and Security Inspections. Results of 

a mail survey of California law enforcement agencies (conducted 

in February 1972) are reported which indicate that 89 of 

approximately 280 responding departments had Operation Identi-

fication progr'ams, while six departments were interested in 

starting one. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

(a) METHODS USED: The recommended method of imple-

mentation includes the engraving of a California driver's 

license number by either police department personnel in a pre-

publicized door-to-door campaign or by citizens themselves. 

Presentations at neighborhood meetings sponsored by burglary 

victims, the use of decals, and the use of personal property 

inventories are also recommended. 

(b) PROJECT GOALS: Prevention of burglaries and the 

disposal of stolen property, and aid in the apprehension of 

burglars and fences, and in the return of stolen property. 
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(c) ASSUMPTIONS: None identified . 

(2) EVALUATION 

(a) METHODS USED: Comparison of burglary rates for 

participants versus non-participants and the interview (form 

included) of project staff. 

(b) DATA AVAILABLE: None 

(c) CONCLUSIONS: Fewer burglaries among participating 

residences than among non-participating ones (based on the 

experience of an unidentified jurisdiction, presumably Monterey 

Park) . 

(d) PROBLEMS: Transportation of stolen property to 

other states where California driver's license number is not: 

readily accessible, unmarked property purchased after the initial 

engraving, and low participation rate without ~irect solicitation. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY: 

33 



TITLE: Transfer Candidate Report - Project Crime TRAP 
AUTHOR: Robert Pfefferkorn, Mitre Corp. 
DATE OF REPORT: February 12, 1974 

PURPOSE: TBe purpose of t~~ ~~rort is to discus3 the Indianapolis 

police Department's Crime TRAP (Total Registration of All 

property) project, with emphasis on its transferability to 

other jurisdictions. 

GENERAL CONTENT: Crime TRAP is described, project materials are 

included, and the effect of the program on burglary deterrence 

and prevention, and the project's achievement of Mitre's 

"transfer criteria" (goal achievement, replicabillty, measure-

ability, cost-benefit, sustainability, and accessibility of 

program information) are discussed. 

SPECIFIC OPERATION IDENTIFICATION INFO~1ATION 

(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

(a) METHODS USED: Kits, including inventory forms and 

decals, are provided by insurance companies or at 

fire stations. Engraving tools borrowed from 

businesses such as banks, or household items such 

as nails are recommended for marking a social 

security number on personal property. Inventory 

forms, which contain the identifying number, are 

given to police in the event of a burglary, the 

information is entered in the police compu'!:er, and 

a comparison is made to the police file of recovered 

property. 

(b) PROJECT GOALS: Burglary deterrence and reduction, 

and aid in the recovery of stolen property. 
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(c) ASSUMPTIONS: (i) Burglars and fences avoid 

property that can be identified by its owner, 

(ii) possession of marked property proves theft, 

and (iii) decals placed near the front and back 

door will be seen by burglars. 

(2) EVALUATION 

(a) METHODS USED: Comparison of burglary rates for 

participants versus non-participants and testimony 

of convicted burglars . 

(b) DATA AVAILABLE: Burglary rates, participation 

rates, project costs . 

(c) CONCLUSIONS: The program is a deterrent to 

burglary; its effect.iveness as a method of crime 

prevention is limited only by the extent of public 

participation; the program produces a "mercury 

effecth~ the program is replicable and cost-

effective~ and data on existing programs is readily 

available. 

(d) PROBLEHS: Public apathy, lack of full-time 

personnel to direct programs, displacement to 

theft of unmarkable items, need for computer support 

in large cities, and the inability to measure 

preventive effects. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY: 
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) ..• 1. Report of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 

Justice Standards and Goals -

a. Community Crime Prevention - NCJ-OI09l1. 

b. A National Strategy to Reduce Crime - NCJ-OI0697. 

c. Police - NCJ-OI0858. 
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A REPORT OF.THE EVALUATIVE SERVICES 
OF THE" GOVERNMENTAL" RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

In Connection With 

PHASE I EVALUATION OF OPERATION IDENT IF I'CAT ION 

And Prepared For 

The Institute For Public Program Analysis 

Governmental Research Institute 
1016 Arcade Building 
st. Louis, Mo. 63101 

June 1975 



Introduction 

This report by the Governmental Research Institute pre-

sents a description of its activities in connection with the 

project IIPhase I Evaluation of Operation Identification," funded 

by Grant No. 75NI-99-0046 of the National Institute of Law En-

forcement and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration. 

The Institute's assignment was carried out under a contract 

with The Institute for Public Program Analysis, her~aft.er re-

ferred to as TIPPA. At the beginning of the project, it was in-

tended that the Institute would be employed, in the language of 

the TIPPA proposal, " ... to evaluate the present study and provide 

continuous feedback to the research team regarding its planning, 

operations, analyses, and report evaluation .•. " 

As the project proceeded, however, this role of the Insti-

tute changed to the extent that it provided critical evaluation 

and editorial service to TIPPA in connection with reports sched-

uled for pUblication. At the request of TIPPA, the Institute 

reviewed pUblication drafts, called attention to questionable 

logic and those perspectives of the criminal justice system 

which appeared to be at variance with Institute experience, and 

performed other usual editing functions. A major share of its 

contract time was devoted to such service for two major project 

publ:ications, that on "Operation Identification: A Review of 
/ . 

Ge1ral K.nowledge and Past Findings;" and the project paper 

"A7JseSsmf:nt of Effectiveness," whit.:~h presents the TIPPA assess-
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ment of the 0-1 concept as practiced in projects around the 

country. The Institute also assisted in preparation of the Tel~

phone and Field survey instruments and review of successive 

drafts of these instruments. 

In the course of performing these services, the Insti t;:llte 

observed and participated in TIPPA project activities to a 

sufficient degree that it feels qualified to comment about the 

following selected project areas. 

Planning 

Both in the initial planning stages and as the project 

progressed, the Insti.tute was impressed with the thoroughness 

of steps taken, the attention to detail, and the follow·-up made , 
I 

to assure that needed information was secured, then tabulated 

and recorded. This was evident from the project's start, when 

a thoroughgoing effort was made to determine the scope, in num-

bers, of 0-1 projects around the country, and available litera-' 

ture on 0-1 was carefully abstracted. The desire to learn as 

much as possible from other sources undoubtedly motivated a 

TIPPA conference meeting early in the project's life. It was 

attended by persons knowledgeable about 0-1 either because of 

their present or past participation in on-going projects or be

cause of their role in evaluating such projects. 

The Telephone and Field survey instruments went through 

several drafts. The careful revision, winnowing, and adding to, 

in Hhich the Institute participated, led to highly useful data 

sources--basic ones, in fact, on which the remainder of the 

project largely was ba.sed, especially the all-importanJc portion 

J. 
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dealing with the !Jverall assessment of 0-1. Data col.lection 
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was so st.1J,/uctur.;t!a. as to penni t comparatively easy coding and 
,I I 
Y / 

subseque:n,I~IC. computer utilization to provide a va.rie.ty of analyses 
H / 

on the e(!£u2i.1ly varied number of questions contained in the Tele-
I I 

phone sufJIvey. 

I' 

I ~f " 
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Ae Institute views the two survey instruments as worth-

whilf'1 c/nd valid means by which to at.b.=!mpt to gather large amounts 

of infLrraation relatively quickly I and from a valid source. The 

I Ttfeleprt,one Survey instrument was us(=d to assure that the inter-

; Viewet: was talking to a pers'On knowledgeable about 0-1 or, if 
/ 

i not, that he was transferred to the proper person. 
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An important by-product of the Te.lephone Survey was that 

the, information secured was used ·to determine I in large part I 

Wh~r::h cornrnuni1::ies warrqnted personal visitation by project 

st.:Jff. Although su.ch 'FisitatioIls revealed numerous inaccuracies 
I 

ir4 the information originally provided during the telephone sur-
I ' 

vEfys lit is doubtful, that any 'Other information source would 
l . 

l
kve produced more J.:eliable j·udgments as to which cities to 

, isit. 

,)ata Availabili t.:Y. 
1 

/

' Answf,~rs to literally hund.reds of questions were solicited 

J through ~he two major survey instruments. The quest.:ions were 

I asked of 0-1 project personnel in almost 100 communities, large 

J and sma;ll, across the nation. A computer was used to analyze 

the r6~sulting' information. 

It is disappointing that numerous projectfl were unable to 
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provide the information sought. As a result, some analyses 

cited throughout the TIPPA reports are necessarily based on the 

experience of the relatively few projects which maintained good 

records. 

This comparative paucity of information from a broad 

spectrum of sources may leave the reader of all the project pub

lications with the impression that tbe sa.rne information about 

0-1 projects has been repeated several times. In fact, however, 

it is generally not the same information--merely the same proj

ects being cited so many times. 

An Overvie\v of the Project 
/ 

Based primarily on observation and editorial review 9f~ 
/ 

TIPPA publications on the 0-1 project, the Institute ha~con-
/// 

cluded that the TIPPA evaluation of 0-1 is a credible/effort. 

The research plan proposed to be foIlowed during the project's 

life has, with few exceptions, been pursued. Most of the proj-

ect's objecti.ves and ways to achieve them appear to have been 

met. 

The exceptions did not involve a basic failure to perform 

promised tasks, however, but rather in not providing as much 

information in specific areas as had been promised. As examples, 

a judgmental assessment of 0-1 was developed which included the 

promised outline of " ... gaps in present knowledge ... " but which, 

omitted in some instances promised " .•. comm~ntary on their sig-

nificance in making an authoritative assessment of s~ccess or 

failure ..• " Again, a sampling' of the' narrative portion of the 



r;':Lold GuX'voy J'Sit.a Vif.Jil; Nu:r.;r.ative ll showed that the contents 

fell short of promised information relating to D ••• cost, method, 

and amoun'\.:: of offor'!; involved in each stage of the project 

opera.tiona ... ,I (dua, according to the research team, to inade

quaoy <:md complexi'l:y of field site data in these areas) . 

Xn 'che course of the present assignment, the Institute has 

considered carefully the evidence accruing from the evaluation 

of O-I by TIPPA. On the basis of this information, there appears 

to be considerable doubt as to the overall effectiveness of the 

O-I program thus far. Recruitment of participants around the 

country has been disappointing, and a satisfactory level of par-

ticipation apparently will require increased expenditure of both 

money and time. 'There is evidence that 0-1 has deterred bur-

glaries r the prime objective of most 0-1 projects, among 0-1 

participants; but there is no similar convincing evidence of 

community-wide reductions in burglary rates. There appears to 

be no documented evidence that any appreciable recovery and re

turn of stolen property are attribu~able to the results of 0-1 

projects. 

It should be noted, however, as TIPPA has, that there 

are public education and police-community relations benefits 

closely identified with 0-1 projects. The value of 0-1 is 

recognized as one of many tools which a police department can 

use to d\~ter crime through improved pOlice-community relations. 

O-I projects also foster increased public awareness of the need 

for citizens to take all possible steps to prevent burglaries. 
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