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FOREWORD 

This report describes the results of an evaluation of three approaches to 
criminal apprehension tested by the Kansas City Police Department with the as­
sistance of the Police Foundation. The report shows that regularly providing 
data on known serious offenders to patrol units through a Crime Information 
Center (CIC) clearly produced increased arrests among those offenders. This 
seems a clear gain and the department has institutionalized the CIC approach. 

The other two approaches were Location-Oriented Patrol (LOP}, surveil­
lance of areas with notably high crime rates, and Perpetrator-Oriented Patrol 
(POP), surveillance of selected groups of potential criminal perpetrators . 
The report shows that, although Location-Oriented Patrol by the department's 
tactical unit appeared to be somewhat more effective than Perpetrator-Oriented 
Patrol, neither (as tried in Kansas City) represented a substantial improve­
ment over the more usual mix of tactical unit activities. Since the experi­
mentation with the three approaches was completed, tactical unit resources 
have been decentralized to district patrol stations. 

This report contains substantial information about the problems encoun­
tered in attempting experiments in apprehension methods and prescriptions for 
avoiding these problems to the extent that circumstances may allow. A major 
purpose for publishing this report is to share the lessons lear ned in Kansas 
City with all who want to test whether what they do improves policing. 

Joseph D. McNamara 
Chief of Police 
Kansas City, Missouri 

Patrick V. Murphy 
President 
Police Foundation 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Special Operations Division Task Force of the Kansas City, Missouri, 
Police Department created a Criminal Information Center (CIC) to serve as a 
departmental clearinghouse for information about criminal activities and sus­
pects. The task force also developed an Apprehension-Oriented Patrol project 
consisting of two patrol strategies: Location-Oriented Patrol (LOP) and Per­
petrator-Oriented Patrol (POP). The LOP strategy was to surveil areas with 
particularly high crime rates, while the POP strategy was to surveil a selected 
group of perpetrator subjects. The goal of both strategies was to arrest 
suspects in the act of committing offenses, particularly the target crimes of 
robbery and burglary. 

This report contains results of the evaluation of the Criminal Informa­
tion Center and the Apprehension-Oriented Patrol project for both the original 
program year and the extension phase.l/ Comparisons among LOP, POP, and 
regular preventive patrol strategies of the department 1 S South Patrol Divi­
sion (SPD) were made for the program year.~ 

One should take certain precautions in analyzing these comparisons. 
First, a comparison involving the two apprehension strategies and any regular
patrol strategy must be tempered by the fact that the latter did not focus 
exclusively on apprehension of criminal suspects. Second, the choice, by de­
fault, of the SPD as a patrol comparison for the program year means that 
general inferences to all three Kansas City patrol divisions must be made 
with caution. In addition, during the extension phase, the emphasis of the 
POP strategy was changed from apprehending target subjects to generating in­
formation about s uspects so that other units could make arrests. Finally, 
problems of coordination between departmental and evaluation elements resulted 
in data yielding conclusions that were less definitive than anticipated about 
the impact, and thus the value, of the Apprehension-Oriented Patrol strategies. 

1The program year for the LOP and POP patrol strategies ran from Au­
gust 1972 through July 1973. The extension phase for these strategies was 
from August 1973 through January 1974. The CIC operation was evaluated for 
a two-year period, with August 1972 through July 1973 as the program year and 
August 1973 through July 1974 as the extension phase. 

2Data for SPD target arrests were not collected during the extension 
phase; therefore, comparisons only between LOP and POP were made during the 
extension period. 



With these precautions, the following results of the evaluation of the 
Special Operations Division's programs are presented. 

CRIMINAL INFORMATION CENTER 

The CIC prepared and distribut~d notebooks to all units wi thin the Kan­
s as City Police Department containing information (mug shots, addresses, auto­
mobile license numbers, names of associates, and so forth) about 53 sus­
pected robbery and burglary offenders (target subjects). The goal was to de­
termine whether providing the information about these target subjects result­
ed in their apprehension at a greater rate than comparable suspects about 
whom no information was actively distributed. 

The results revealed that providing the information in the notebooks to 
units other than the tactical unit did have an effect; a significantly great­
er arrest rate occurred for the subjects about whom information was distribu­
t ed than occurred for subjects about whom information was not distributed. 
This difference was noted in the analyses of all crimes combined and for 
crimes other than robbery and burglary; however, no significant difference 
was noted between the arrest rate of the assigned subjects and those about 
whom information was not distributed for the crimes of robbery and burglary. 

Prov i ding info rmation about target subjects to the tactical unit did 
no t have an impact . The tactical unit's arrest rate of target subjects about 
whom information was distributed did not differ from their arrest rate of 
subject s about whom no information was supplied, regardless of the crime cate­
gory cons idered . 

Providing information about target subjects to units other than the tac­
tical unit had no significant impact on the information provided to the ere 
about these subjects by those units . However, providing information about 
target subjects to the tactical unit did result in a greater percentage of as­
signed target subjects about whom inputs were made to the ere than for target
subjects about whom no information was distributed . 

APPREHENSION-ORIENTED PATROL 

To evaluate the Apprehension -Oriented strategies, six main criteria , with 
respective indicators, were selected. The six criteria were: 

A rehension effectiveness . Results were varied. LOP produced more 
target cr ime robbery and burglary) arrests per officer-hour expended than 
did POP; however, there was no substantial difference between the two Appre­
hension-Oriented strategies in their rates of intercepting suspects in the 
act of committing target crimes. 

Techniques involved in making arrests. POP was different from LOP in 
this matter . A greater percentage of POP arrests for target crimes resulted 



from officer-initiated activities (car checks and pedestrian checks) and from 
undercover operations (stakeouts and surveillances) than target crime arrests 
made by LOP. 

Arrest quality. Results varied. LOP made a greater percentage of its 
target crime arrests for the more serious crimes of robbery; however, there 
was no substantial difference between LOP and POP in their percentages of 
robbery arrests made for armed robbery. POP made target crime arrests of 
suspects with a greater median number of prior felony arrests than those ar­
rested by LOP. 

Disposition of target arrests. Evidence revealed that LOP target crime 
arrests resulted in 3 greater percentage of charges filed as target crimes 
than those made by POP; however, there was no substantial difference between 
the two Apprehension-Oriented strategies in terms of conviction rates for 
target crimes. Considering officer-hours expended per charge filed and of­
ficer-hours expended per conviction for target crimes, LOP expended fewer of­
ficer-hours per charge filed as a target crime and fewer officer-hours per 
conviction than did POP. 

Information generation. POP was superior to LOP. POP produced more in­
puts to the CIC than LOP~ controlling for time expended. 

Citizen complaints. The evidence shows that of the two Apprehension-Ori­
ented strategies, POP received fewer citizen complaints than did LOP, control­
ling for time expended; however, results were inconclusive when the indicator 
was arrest per complaint. 

In comparing LOP and POP to the SPD (taken as representative of regular 
patrol), the Apprehension-Oriented strategies were superior to regular patrol 
during the program year on all but two of the criteria, disposition of target 
crime arrests and citizen complaints. The SPD made a greater percentage of 
target crime arrests for which charges were filed than either LOP or POP; 
there was no substantial difference among LOP, POP, and t he SPD in terms of the 
conviction rate for target crimes. This comparison is unfair with respect to 
overall effectiveness, however. Both LOP and POP expended fewer officer-hours 
per charge filed as a target crime and fewer officer-hours per conviction for 
a target crime than did the SPD. The citizen complaint rate for the SPD was 
considerably lower than that experienced by either LOP or POP. 

After controlling for corresponding trends of the SPD, the available 
data indicate that the Apprehension-Oriented strategies seemed to have had 
only a negligible impact on the tactical unit's performance during the pro­
gram year. However, it should be noted that for several important effective­
ness criteria (officer-hours expended per arrest, charge filed, and convic­
tion) no trend analyses could be obtained. During the extension period, both 
LOP and POP dropped on almost all performance criteria compared to the pro­
gram year. 



SUM~~ARY OF SPECIAL OPERATIONS PROGRA~1S 

The evaluation of the CIC indicates that providing information about 
suspected perpetrators increased the patrol units• arrest rates of those in­
dividuals, but made no difference in the tactical unit's arrest rate for 
those suspects . 

While results varied, when considering the program focus on arresting 
suspects for robbery and burglary, the Location-Oriented strategy was slight­
ly superior to the Perpetrator-Oriented strategy. This technique produced 
more target crime arrests per officer-hour expended, with a greater percen­
tage of these arrests for the more serious crime of robbery, and a greater 
percentage of arrests resulting in charges being filed for target crimes. 

Location-Oriented Patrol was found to be superior to both Perpetrator­
Oriented Patrol and SPD in terms of overall effectiveness on the majority of 
the more important criteria . POP was superior to th~ regular patrol strat­
egy on most of these important criteria . The criteria considered to assume 
heavier weighting for the evaluation were arrest effectiveness, the strategies• 
effectiveness in the disposition of these arrests, the 11 removal 11 effectiveness 
of the strategies, and the officer-citizen conflict produced by the strate­
gies . 

LOP expended fewer officer-hours per target arrest, fewer officer-hours 
per charge filed as target crimes (robbery or burglary), and fewer officer­
hours per conviction for target crimes than either POP or the SPD during the 
program year. All of these indications point to the superiority of the Loca­
tion-Oriented strategy; however, LOP did produce more officer-citizen con­
flict (fewer officer-hours expended per citizen complaint) than either POP or 
SPD. 

POP was also found to be superior to the SPD in terms of officer-hours 
expended per target arrest, officer-hours expended per charge filed as a tar­
get crime, and officer-hours expended per conviction. Nevertheless, the mag­
nitude of difference was observed to be considerably less than that between 
LOP and the SPD. 

Although it was impossible to assess t~e impact of the Apprehension­
Oriented strategies on the tactical unit, the general conclusion is that LOP 
produced substantially better apprehension and 11 remova111 results than either 
POP or the SPD. It also produced more officer-citizen conflicts. 

Only the individual police administrator can assess the worth of these 
findings. Specialized apprehension strategies divert usually scarce resources 
from generalized functions to specialized ones, and incur unusual expenses for 
equipment such as rental cars, special detection devices, cover apartments, 
and so forth . These costs should be weighed carefully against the need for 
such specialized approaches, and provision made for the increased officer­
citizen conflict that seems naturally to evolve from these proactive strate­
gies. 



I. THE SPECIAL OPERATIONS DIVISION TASK FORCE PROGRAMS: 

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION 


Tactical units are a relatively recent innovation in American policing, 
having been established in most large police departments only in the last 
twenty years. The tactical unit of the Kansas City, Missouri, Police Depart­
ment was formed in February 1966 to perform functions similar to those de­
scribed by 0. W. Wilson: 

In addition to the routine preventive patrol which is basic to 
all good police service, many departments need auxiliary mo­
bile striking forces which can be called upon to meet the un­
usual situation or the concentration of criminal activity.
These forces can be sent rapidly in the case of an emergency 
or their activities may be planned ahead as a result of study
of incidents which because of their repetitive pattern may be 
expected to recur.lf 

Kansas City tactical unit officers were specifically trained and equipped to 
respond to the 11 Unusual situation 11 --a riot or disorder, a large crowd, an 
armed and barricaded person, traffic at large gatherings, or protective se­
curity for a dignitary. The usual function of the Kansas City tactical unit, 
however, was to address 11 concentrations of criminal activity 11 in ways that 
were not possible for the average officer on patrol. 

Since its creation, the tactical unit in Kansas City has varied in com­
position from 43 to 64 officers, usually grouped into six or seven squads, 
each supervised by a sergeant. Organizationally, the tactical unit was part
of the Special Operations Division. The· unit spent most of its time assisting
either the patrol divisions or the Investigations Bureau in crime-related mat­
ters, and a minimal amount on special assignments unrelated to crime. Because 
of the unit's special needs, tactical unit personnel were carefully selected 
on the basis of their past departmental performance records, special capabili ­
ties, experience, demeanor, and professional attitude. Unit personnel re­
ceived at least two weeks of special training each year, studying such topics 
as surveillance, use of special weapons, hostage negotiations, and armed and 
barricaded individual situations. 

10. W. Wilson, Police Administration (2d ed.), New York: McGraw-Hill, 
1963. p. 249. 

http:recur.lf


When the Kansas City Police Department began its association with the 
Police Foundation in early Fall, 1971, initial plans called for the estab­
lishment of a task force in each of the three patrol divisions. A representa­
tive from the Special Operations Division was to be attached to eath of the 
task forces. 

This original plan was altered in November 1971, because of the decision 
to form a Special Operations Division Task Force. The original members in­
cluded the Special Operations Division commander, a captain, a sergeant, and 
two patrol officers. Additionally, the task force included a planning and re­
search unit representative and a Police Foundation consultant as resource per­
sons. At that time, the Special Operations Division included the traffic, 
tactical, canine, helicopter, and reserve units. Because the problems of the 
traffic unit were distinctively different from those of other units in the 
division, two separate task forces were formed, one for traffic unit personnel
and the other for tactical unit officers. The helicopter and canine units 
were engaged in specialized programs and were not included in either task 
force. In January 1972, the traffic unit was removed from Special Operations 
and given divisional status. The remaining Special Operations Division Task 
Force, therefore, was composed exclusively of tactical unit officers who con­
cerned themselves only with that unit's operations. 

One of the early goals of the task force was to develop improved methods 
for identifying criminal suspects. To achieve this goal, the members proposed
that a central clearinghouse be established to collect and analyze data about 
suspects. The task force believed that such a capacity would fulfill an imme­
diate need, inasmuch as there was no formal departmental capacity for informa­
tion-sharing among units and/or individual officers. In discussing the pro­
posal, some task force members expressed reluctance to assign sole responsi­
bility to the tactical unit for a department-wide function, believing that the 
implementation and administration of such a center would require considerable 
expenditure of time and manpower. They argued that a separate unit could han­
dle such an operation more adequately. Task force members concluded, however, 
that in the absence of any current system of collecting, analyzing, and dis­
seminating information, the tactical unit should develop a Criminal Informa­
tion Center (CIC) as a model for the department, instituting the model on a 
small scale and then gradually expanding it. By taking the lead in creating 
such a capacity, the task force thought, the tactical unit might also be able 
to improve its occasionally strained relations with other units. 

As the range of issues being considered by the task force narrowed, its 
members decided to concentrate their time and resources on those problems with 
which they felt the tactical unit could most effectively deal: street crime 
and the surveillance of criminals . The Police Foundation consultant working
with the task force began assisting members in developing a project addressing
these two problems. 

The tactical unit had recently used surveillance techniques in an opera­
tion focusing on suspected burglars. Although the operation had been success­
ful, there had been no systematic attempt to determine whether results were 
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the consequence of the tactical unit•s strategy. The task force decided, 
therefore, that a similar strategy, focusing on the surveillance of suspected 
perpetrators would be worthy of careful testing. 

In addition, the tactical unit had occasionally used a location-deploy­
ment strategy in certain areas of the city to combat problems of street crime, 
especially robbery and purse snatching. Although location-deployment strate­
gies also had been successful, again, no systematic evaluation existed. Since 
the usual criterion for the tactical unit•s leaving an assigned location was a 
decline in the rate of reported crime, the strategy had always seemed to work. 
This procedure did not take into account, however, the possibility of crime 
fluctuations independent of police operations. The members of the task force 
therefore decided that Location-Oriented strategies needed a more conclusive 
examination. 

The task force decided to focus their attention on robbery and burglary
offenses, which accounted for approximately 38 percent of all reported Part I 
offenses in Kansas City in 1971.2/ By using the CIC to compile data about 
suspects and locations frequently associated with robberies and burglaries,
police could plan more precisely the activities to combat these target crimes, 
and could make comparisons between location-deployment and perpetrator-sur­
veillance strategies and ordinary preventive patrol to determine their rela­
tive success. 

Out of this developmental process came a proposal for an Apprehension­
Oriented Patrol Project with two components: Location-Oriented Patrol (LOP)
and Perpetrator-Oriented Patrol (POP). Whereas the traditional police model 
emphasizes the crime deterrence effect of high visibility, both LOP and POP 
would emphasize low visibility, and concentrate on apprehending criminals 
during the commission of felonies. 

The task force proposal defined Location-Oriented Patrol as the assign­
ment of tactical unit officers to specific geographical areas. The areas 
would be those having unusually high crime problems as identified by the CIC . 
The object of the strategy was to arrest suspects in the act of committing the 
target crimes of robbery and burglary at these preselected locations. Perpe­
trator-Oriented Patrol was defined as the assignment of tactical unit officers 
to continuous surveillance of certain criminal suspects identified by the CIC.1f 

2Part I offenses, as defined by the FBI, include murder, manslaughter, 
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, nonaggravated assault, burglary , larceny, 
and auto theft. 

3Giancana v. Johnson (U. S. District Court, Northern District, Eastern 
Division No . 63C 1145, unreported, July 22, 1963, cert . den . 379 U. S. 1001, 
85 S.Ct. 718 [1964]), held that within li mits, law enforcement authorities 
could conduct a continuous surveillance. 
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Task force members were generally enthusiastic about this proposal and 
anxious to implement it . Two of the unit's patrol officers were relieved of 
regular duties and assigned t o work full time on the final development and 
implementation of task force projects . Details for specific projects were 
developed, an d in May 1972 a formal grant proposal outlining plans for a 
Criminal Infor mation Center, Perpetrator-Oriented Patrol, and Location-Ori­
ented Patrol was submitted to and subsequently funded by the Police Founda­
tion. The CIC, POP, and LOP were initiated in August 1972 and were scheduled 
to cont inue until the end of July 1973. Subsequently, the CIC was funded for 
an additional year (August 1, 1973, through July 31, 1974), and POP and LOP 
for an additional six months (August 1, 1973, through January 31, 1974) . 

CRIMINAL INFORMATION CENTER 

The CIC was established by the Special Operations Division Task Force to 
serve the patrol officer in the field. The CIC began operation on August 1, 
1972, as a component of the Special Operations Division. On February 8, 1974, 
the CIC was transferred to the crime analysis unit, where it is now function­
ing . The CIC staff included two full-time patrol officers, a civilian crime 
analyst, and four civilian clerks. The CIC remained open 24 hours a day, 
Tuesday through Sunday, and between 8:00 A.M. and midnight on Mondays. The 
goal of the CIC was to receive, analyze, and distribute information about 
criminal activity and criminal suspects. This information was to be received 
from and provided to units of the Kansas City Police Department, as well as 
other area law enforcement agencies. 

An important source of information for the CIC was the Field Interview 
Card, filled out by patrol officers who made car or pedestrian checks of known 
felons. The officers recorded information about the felons' associates, 
dress, and changes in appearance. Much of this information was subsequently 
programmed into the police department computer, thus ensuring rapid availa­
bility. However, because the Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department does 
not have a policy of computerizing information about the associates of known 
felons, that information was filed in the CIC office. 

The CIC also handled "soft intelligence" files, containing hearsay infor­
mation or rumors indexed by subject's name and address, and files on the makes 
of cars and license numbers that the tactical unit obtained from car and pedes­
trian checks. Although separate files of information about stolen property 
and informants were establi shed , they were eventually discontinued . 

CIC personnel collected, stored, and distributed this information to any 
law enforcement agency requesting it . Ag~ncies recP.iving information included 
all units of the Kansas City Police Department, police departments of all 
nearby municipalities, federal marshals, and the FBI. In addition, the CIC 
identified high-crime areas to which LOP squads could be assigned, and pro­
vided POP squads with information about perpetrator subjects. 
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Information collection and dissemination programs such as the Criminal 
Information Center are not new. Cincinnati, Ohio, developed 11 Collator Offi­
cers11 for the purpose of collecting and disseminating a wide variety of in­
formation. Included in the information-gathering are daily reviews of of­
fenses, field interrogations, and arrest reports. The Collator Officer also 
distributes analyses of crime patterns. The Dallas, Texas, Police Department 
established the Intelligence Liaison Section (ILS) in 1971, as a part of the 
Intelligence Division, to provide better data collection and dissemination. 
As a part of the system, the ILS established the Known Offenders Identifica­
tion File in June 1972. This file contains such information as description, 
address, past record, and so forth. Miami, Florida, has also developed a 
Criminal Information Center. One of the functions of the Miami CIC is to 
aid in identifying known recidivists, and collating and distributing field 
books, certain mug shots, and pertinent information for use by their tactical 
squad. 

PERPETRATOR-ORIENTED PATROL 

The underlying philosophy of POP was that certain individuals or loosely
associated groups of individuals suspected of being active criminals warranted 
surveillance by a selected group of police officers. This strategy was simi­
lar to that employed by a specialized squad of six men established in New 
Brunswick, New Jersey. Using a strategy similar to New Brunswick's, POP placed 
under systematic surveillance certain individuals suspected of criminal activi­
ty in Kansas City. 

Similar programs emphasizing individuals as the primary focus have been 
instituted in other major cities in the United States. Examples of such pro­
grams are the Miami, Florida, Police Department's Juvenile Slide, and Stra­
tegic Target-Oriented Project (STOP) directed against burglary and robbery.
The Juvenile Slide program consisted of making color slides of known juvenile 
offenders, with accompanying pertinent information. The two STOP programs in­
volved the distribution of field books containing mug shots and relevant in­
formation about robbery and burglary suspects to their respective STOP tac­
tical units in hopes of reducing these target crimes and increasing at-the­
scene arrests. 

The Wilmington, Delaware, Police Department established a six-officer 
Robbery Squad that focused on robbery suspects rather than on individual in­
cidents of robbery. Their strategy included stakeouts and infiltration of 
robbery suspects' hangouts. Departmental figures indicate that the squad made 
many firearm arrests; at one point in 1971, 210 out of 418 persons lodged in 
the Delaware Adult Prisons had been arrested by the Robbery Squad or its 14­
officer support group. 

As POP became operational in Kansas City, several problems were apparent.
One problem resulted from the squad assignment procedure. During the program 
year, the tactical unit consisted of six squads, each composed of five or six 
officers and one sergeant. Two squads were assigned to POP, two squads to 
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LOP, and two squads to more traditional tactical unit duties, and all squad 
ass ignments rotated on a monthly basis. This rotation caused communications 
problems between POP squads, since much of the information about assigned sub­
jects was the result of impressions, and not amenable to oral or written 
transfer. Additional dissatisfaction with the rotation system developed be­
cause some officers preferred either LOP or POP assignment. To address these 
problems, the squad assignments were frozen in January 1973. These longer­
term assignments were made on a voluntary basis after consultation with squad 
supervisors. 

An unforeseen aspect of the subject assignment procedure was that some of 
the target subjects associated close ly with each other; some were even re­
lated. Consequently, members of the two POP squads often met during the 
course of their assignments, with resulting misunderstandings. These misun­
derstandings were reduced in January 1973, when squad members established 
closer lines of communcation . 

Another problem with the POP model developed because of the large number 
of perpetrator subjects who used narcotics . While surveilling subjects, of­
ficers often developed pertinent information concerning narcotics activity,
resulting in a dilemma for the POP squads. Although they did not have pri­
mary responsibility for narcotics control, POP squads tended to follow nar­
cotics leads, which sometimes diverted them from their assigned subjects. 

The design did not take into account the craftiness of some of the sub­
jects, many of whom quickly became 11 tail conscious . .. Although they may lack 
exterior markings and red lights, 11 Unmarked 11 police vehicles are readily 
identifiable if subjects know what to look for, and many did know. The use of 
rental vehicles reduced the likelihood of recognition, but, unfortunately, the 
only provision for obtaining fuel was at the police garage. A particularly 
resourceful group of suspects watched the garage and recorded the license num­
bers of rental cars observed there. Some subjects eventually became quite 
adept at identifying the officers assigned to POP squads. On one occasion, in 
order to allow a subject time to elude surveillance, the subject 1 S girl friend 
drove her car into a private vehicle driven by a POP officer. 

An operational difficulty during the program year was that POP squad mem­
bers were still responsible for other tactical unit duties such as crowd and 
traffic control at sporting events and other large gatherings. These duties re­
quired officers to maintain a neat appearance, because the department superiors 
oelieved that unshaven uniformed officers with unkempt hair would damage rela­
tions with the pub lic. Because of these grooming regulations, POP squads of­
ten had difficulty blending comfortably into the subjects 1 surroundings. 

During July 1973, the last scheduled month of the program year for Appre­
hension-Oriented Patrol, unusually intense criminal activity . developed in a 
particular area of the city and all tactical unit squads were assigned to LOP 
in that area. As a result, POP was conducted for only eleven months during 
the program year, from August 1972 through June 1973. 
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During the extension phase, an organizational change occurred in the tac­
tical unit which resulted in the assignment of only one squad to POP and the 
remaining five squads to LOP. The POP squad was not expected to receive spe­
cial assignments such as traffic control at sporting events. The chief of the 
Special Operations Division also changed the primary objective of POP from 
making arrests to gathering information to aid other units in making arrests. 
This important change in focus meant that POP officers had to obtain enough 
information to make arrests of suspected perpetrators and then contact other 
units that would actually effect the arrest. Unfortunately, although a system 
of crediting arrests made by other units to the POP squad was proposed, such a 
system was never implemented. Therefore, it was impossible to evaluate POP 
performance effectively during the extension period, in terms of assisting 
other units in making arrests. 

POP officers had more freedom in deciding whom they would surveil and 
more latitude in dress and general appearance during the extension period. 
Squad members believed this new freedom was necessary because of the revised 
POP strategy of infiltrating criminal cliques as well as conducting regular 
stakeouts. The squad became less obtrusive in other ways. They made more 
frequent use of rental cars, school buses, and specially equipped vehicles. 
They rented an apartment to assist the POP officers in developing contacts and 
informants. To reduce the risk that their true identities would be revealed, 
squad members were given false identification. 

POP officers extended their attention beyond the original group of target 
subjects, determining surveillance assignments on the basis of what became 
known as the 11 Wheel model 11 of interrelationships among criminals . At the hub 
of the wheel was a person, place, or thing that attracted groups of perpetra­
tors. This hub became the new target of surveillance, and would be the focal 
point of a surveillance assignment. Persons under surveillance usually were 
individuals suspected of having committed major burglaries. Target persons 
were selected even if they were not among the original list of ere subjects. 

A typical POP assignment during the extension period involved the sur­
veillance of a ere subject known to be a hub. The POP officers rented a 
nearby hotel room and maintained intermittent surveillance over a 16-day per­
iod, usually between the hours of 6:00 P.M. and 2:00 A.M. The team made more 
than 150 individual notes and more than 50 photographs of individuals coming 
and going in the area, and they observed six other ere subjects at the loca­
tion. During the period of surveillance, the officers observed narcotic 
transactions, but made no arrests of any kind. 

POP officers also conducted surveillances outside the jurisdiction of the 
Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department. In one case, a surveillance of only 
one night in Overland Park, Kansas, resulted in the arrest of two ere subjects 
for possession of narcotics. Although POP officers developed the information 
for the arrests through informants, they received no formal recognition. 

One problem encountered during the extension phase arose in the attempts 
to infiltrate groups of suspected perpetrators. This particular tactic 
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involved the expenditure of many officer-hours, with an increased risk to the 
officers' safety. After three months, involving two infiltrating officers 
and a backup officer for each at various time intervals, infiltration was 
dropped in favor of using informants to provide intelligence about perpetra­
tor groups . 

To enhance the use of informants, the CIC office had a private phone in­
stalled on August 15, 1973, for incoming calls from informants. During the 
nine months for which data were available, the CIC received 584 informant 
calls for an average of 64.89 calls per month. 

From December 7 through December 31, 1973, all tactical unit personnel 
were removed from their regular assignments to assist in Operation Robbery 
Control, a concerted departmental program designed to reduce the nu~ber of 
outside robberies during the Christmas holiday season. Consequently, during 
the proposed six-month extension period (August 1, 1973, through January 31, 
1974), only five months were actually allotted to the LOP and POP strategies. 

LOCATION-ORIENTED PATROL 

The objective of LOP was to place officers in particularly high-crime 
areas with the primary goal of making arrests for robbery and burglary, in 
hope of intercepting criminals in the act of committing a crime. Programs 
similar to LOP have been instituted in other municipalities. For example, in 
1965, the New York Transit Police were nearly tripled in number and deployed 
to spec ific areas at times when subway robberies most frequently occurred. 
Such specific deployment resulted in a "decrease in the felony crime rate 
[that] was genuine and substantial. 11 4/ The previously mentioned Wilmington, 
Delaware, Robbery Squad employed not-only the Perpetrator-Oriented strategy, 
but also a Location-Oriented strategy through the use of stakeouts of busi­
nesses . Winchester, Massachusetts, created a program to focus on burglary con­
trol. As a part of the program, a special surveillance unit focusing on bur­
glary was created and deployed to high-incidence neighborhoods at times when 
burglaries most frequently occurred. 

In Kansas City the CIC was responsible for identifying areas with serious 
crime problems, as indicated by a compilation of daily reports of all burglary
and robbery offenses. The tactical unit's crime analyst was to check these 
reports daily for indicati ons of crime trend s. After identifying a pattern, 
the analyst would review all relevant data for t he area, including such sup­
porting information as recent tactica l unit car and pedestrian check reports.
The information went into a folder containing lists of possible suspects, 
their vehicles, their modus operandi, probable time of occurrence of crime, 
and other relevant information. Geographical boundaries were established for 

4Jan M. Chaiken et al., The Impact of Police Activity on Crime: Rob­
beries on the New York Subway System, New York: The New York City Rand Insti­
tute, 1974. P. v. 
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the problem area and the information folder was given to a tactical unit 
squad. 

Once the squad received a LOP assignment, they decided how they would 
work in that location. Dress could vary from police uniforms to business 
suits, casual clothes, or service worker uniforms. Vehicles might be police 
cars, rental cars, or such novel vehicles as soft drink, phone company, or 
pollution control trucks. Tactics might include frequent car and pedestrian 
checks, roving surveillance, or stationary surveillance from places as bi­
zarre as the top of a telephone pole. The area of assignment might be a spe­
cific address, several blocks along a major thoroughfare, an area several 
blocks square, a single beat, or an entire sector . The level of attention 
given to an area would vary according to the officers' perceptions of current 
criminal activity. If, during a shift, such activity was not apparent, offi­
cers might temporarily leave the area, returning periodically to their assign­
ment . 

When a LOP assignment began in a selected area, the tactical unit crime 
analyst was to monitor trends in that location as well as in surrounding areas 
in an attempt to detect any displacement, i.e., criminal activity shifting
from designated to adjacent areas. When the crime level declined or the pat­
tern changed, the squad would be removed from the area.~ This strategy con­
tinued during both the program year and the extension phase without major mod­
ification. The only modification made during the extension period was that 
five, instead of the original two, squads were assigned to this strategy. 

An example of a LOP assignment involved residence burglaries on one par­
ticular beat. From September 1 to October 8, 1972, there were 28 residence 
burglaries in this area. On October 10, 1972, a squad assigned to LOP was de­
ployed to the problem area. Included in their assignment folders were copies 
of the offense reports relating to the 28 burglaries; a list of suspects, 
their vehicles, and pertinent descriptive information; and a photo-reduced map
indicating the locations of the 28 burglaries. The squad began working the 
assigned area on October 10, 1972, and made two arres ts of suspects in connec­
tion with burglaries. The squad temporarily left the target area for a week 
on another assignment, but returned on October 17, 1972 . Two officers working 
in plain clothes learned that persons responsible for the burglaries frequen­
ted a restaurant in the area. In making car checks of selected individuals 
leaving the restaurant, the officers arrested three persons for possession of 
narcotics from one car check . Using a pollution control truck and uniforms, 

5 ro attribute a reduction of crime to a particular strategy would have 
been difficult because of the "regression effect." See Donald T. Campbell and 
Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research, 
Chicago: Rand-McNally &Co., 1963. Pp. 10-11. For specific research, see 
Denise Corcoran and Nelson B. Heller, Control of Regression Artifact Error in 
Evaluating the Effectiveness of Crime Reduction Programs, A Report to Missouri 
Law Enforcement Assistance Council, Region 5, 1974. 
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two other officers went to an address obtained from an earlier car check and 
learned that a person residing there was wanted on a parole violation. They 
called other units to arrest the person on that charge. When the sergeant of 
the squad was satisfied that the burglaries in the target area had ceased, he 
terminated the assignment on October 21, 1972 . 

SUMMARY 

A task force composed of members of the tactical unit of the Kansas City, 
Missouri, Police Department created a Criminal Information Center (CIC) and an 
Apprehension-Oriented Patrol project with two components, Location-Oriented 
Patrol (LOP) and Perpetrator-Oriented Patrol (POP) . 

The CIC was designed to serve the entire Department as a central clear­
inghouse for information about criminals and criminal activity . In addition 
to this overall function, the CIC provided specific support to the LOP and POP 
squads (identifying target locations for LOP, and developing, updating, and 
distributing subject information for POP). 

LOP involved the assignment of tactical unit officers to designated high­
crime areas, with the goal of intercepting and arresting criminals in the act 
of robbery or burglary. 

POP involved the surveillance of specific individuals suspected of crim­
inal activity. Here, too, the goal was to intercept and arrest perpetrators 
committing the target crimes of robbery and burglary during the program year;
however, during the extension period, the objective was changed from arrest­
oriented to information-generating activities . 
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II. EVALUATION ENVIRONMENT 

The process of obtaining the results of this study must be considered as 
important as the results themselves. The effects of the environment in which 
the Special Operations programs and their evaluation took place provide impor­
tant lessons~ applicable beyond the Kansas City experience. Furthermore, be­
cause the environmental effects had such an impact on the final product, it 
seems appropriate to devote this chapter to a discussion of these effects be­
fore presenting the actual evaluation of the programs, with the hope that this 
discussion will place the findings in better perspective. 

ORGANIZATION GOAL CONFLICTS 

The interaction of a problem-oriented organization, such as a police de­
partment, with a research-oriented evaluation staff, produced certain con­
flicts of perspectives which had impact on the nature of the programs and 
their evaluation. Many problems resulted because members of both organiza­
tions seemed to misunderstand the point of view of the other organization. 

Few members of either organization fully understood the goals and needs 
of the other. The evaluation staff personnel, although possessing varieties 
of research experience, had had limited involvement with police departments in 
general and with the Kansas City department itself. The evaluators were still 
in the early stages of organizing and adjusting to the local environment. The 
department had had relatively limited contact with persons possessing the 
evaluators• point of view. As a result of this lack of fa miliarity, neither 
organization could anticipate the needs and problems of the other. The eval­
uators were concerned with rigorously testing hypothes es , preferably under 
controlled conditions. Such testing requires explicit formulation of pro ­
grams, specification of their anticipated consequences, rigorous implementa­
tion of programs as designed, exact measurement of outcomes, and careful analy­
sis of data to determine specific effects. The department, on the other 
hand, sought to obtain solutions to practical problems as quickly as possible, 
so as to be able to modify program implementation to alleviate those problems . 
To solve such problems would require nearly continuous revision of programs 
and constant feedback about their status. The more abstract goals of the 
evaluators caused some consternation and suspicion on the part of somewhat 
cynical department representatives, with regard to the motivations of the 
evaluation staff. Occasionally, this suspicion led to excessive caution con­
cerning evaluators• access to and use of information . 
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The evaluators often saw the department•s perspective as one of a rush 
to judgment before the evaluators could analyze sufficient evidence . The de­
partment, however, saw the cautionary stance of the evaluators as dilatory 
and conservative. The police officers who devised and implemented programs 
were understandably eager to see those programs labeled as successful; un­
fortunately, the criteria applied by the officers and the evaluators for such 
a label were in basic conflict. Only thorough, systematic data analysis
would prove the merits of a program to the evaluators. Police officers, how­
ever, believed they could 11 sense 11 the value of their programs, and on that 
basis felt compelled to broaden the programs to encompass the entire depart­
ment. A constant conflict between the desire to expand programs and the need 
for control groups characterized relations between the two organizations. 

The needs of the two organizations are in conflict to a large extent. 
The department often could not provide the personnel to specify and supervise
implementation of programs, the data necessary to measure results, or the 
time required to wait for outcomes to become clear. The evaluation personnel, 
on the other hand, could not produce answers to questions that had not been 
clearly articulated before the data collection, or which were constantly being 
revised as a result of the latest findings . Such differences all too fre­
quently led to false expectations. Each organization projecting, in the face 
of ignorance, its own nature onto that of the other, frequently made plans
based on erroneous assumptions. The department was disappointed when results 
were not immediately forthcoming or when the results provided did not specif­
ically provide answers to practical questions . The evaluators often were 
dismayed at the difficulties they faced in obtaining appropriate data, and 
were discouraged by the frequent requests to interrupt their data-gathering 
efforts to present incomplete results to the department. As a result of these 
differences, the personnel of the department and the evaluation staff devel­
oped to some extent an attitude of mutual suspicion, an atmosphere hardly 
conducive to cooperation. 

The evaluation of the Special Operations programs, particularly, suffered 
acute damage as a result of this mutual lack of understanding. The failure to 
articulate and supervise the implementation of the patrol strategies was due 
partially to a lack of systematic contact and understanding between evaluation 
and program personnel . The deterioration of the original LOP evaluation de­
sign occurred partly because of the failure of program personnel to understand 
the demands of evaluation, and partly because of the failure of the evaluators 
to understand the pressures of operational concerns and the need to plan for 
them. The frequent changing of the goals and tactics of POP occurred without 
sufficient concern for the impact of these changes on evaluation efforts. 

ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE CONFLICTS 

The structures, as well as the goals, of the department and the evalua­
tion staff were strikingly different . Organized hierarchically, the depart­
ment placed a great deal of importance on status, proper channels of communi­
cation, and strict scheduling. The evaluators, on the other hand, were only 
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loosely organized, had little respect for bureaucratic niceties, and main­
tained sporadic working schedules. Even the physical appearance of the evalu­
ators, for the most part young and, by department standards, unkempt, violated 
the strict concern for discipline and order of certain department personnel. 
These structural differences led to various conflicts. Department requests 
for evaluation information were routinely made through the organizational 
structure, delaying their receipt by the evaluators. Evaluation personnel 
frequently attempted to circumvent this channeling process, only to find that 
requests for information would be lost and that information provided would be 
unnoticed for weeks on the wrong desk. 

The evaluation group was particularly affected in the early stages by its 
lack of internal coordination. A small staff assumed the awesome task of si­
multaneously evaluating several programs, maintaining contact with department 
personnel, hiring and training support staff, and integrating itself as a 
functioning organization. Until a viable evaluation organization could be 
created, diffusion of focus led to insufficient attention to any single prob­
lem. 

The Special Operations project and its evaluation was also seriously af­
fected by the difference in operational styles of the two interacting organi­
zations. The director of this evaluation typified the young, casual image
already associated with the evaluation staff in general. That the director 
did not have such status symbols as numerous academic degrees, a business 
suit, or well-trimmed hair hampered him in successfully prosecuting his argu­
ments in meetings with department spokespersons. Department representatives, 
when problems arose, were reluctant to circumvent the chain of command to 
contact other members of the evaluation staff. Evaluators, on occasion, 
found that failure to treat a command staff response as final was perceived to 
be tantamount to rebellion. One result of these differences was that the 
evaluation staff felt constrained and frustrated in trying to deal spontan­
eously with the department, while members of the police department, on the 
other hand, already somewhat suspicious of dealing with civilians in general, 
believed that the evaluation staff was disorganized and, sometimes, disre­
spectful of authority. 

INADEQUATE ATTENTION GIVEN TO PROGRAM EVALUATION 

At the same time that the Special Operations programs were being imple­
mented, other important programs were also being conducted in Kansas City.
The Preventive Patrol Experiment, a rare example of a social experiment, was 
receiving nationwide attention from criminal justice experts. An Action Re­
view Panel, designed to reduce officer-citizen conflict, and a Directed Pa­
trol Program, to improve interofficer communication, were also being examined. 
In addition, a program to improve police-community relations was being de­
signed. The Preventive Patrol Experiment was the inducement for the original
evaluation staff to work in Kansas City; the obvious importance of that study 
overshadowed all others. The staff next assumed responsibility for the evalu­
ation of the Action Review Panel and the Directed Patrol programs. Concern 
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for these programs preceded and surpassed that for the Special Operations pro­
grams. 

At this time, the Special Operations program evaluation was under the 
auspices of a contracted research organization. Members of that research or­
ganization responsible for the Special Operations evaluation were already pre­
occupied with research interests of their own. Concern for the Special Opera­
tions evaluation and the integration of that evaluation with program develop­
ment was confined to the time not spent on other projects . Thus, during the 
crucial beginning of the program, the evaluation perspective was only sporad­
ically represented. Eventually, disenchantment with this lack of attention 
led to the termination of the contract with the research organization. The 
head of the evaluation staff decided to hire a new member to assume responsi­
bilities for evaluating the Special Operations programs. The existing evalu­
ation staff's many commitments, and difficulties in finding a suitable project 
director, meant that the Special Operations task force operated in virtual 
isolation from evaluation personnel for several months. 

The decision was made to hire a part-time director for the first few 
months. There were many reasons for this decision, some explicit and some im­
plicit. First, the tactical unit itself was quite small, and therefore the 
evaluation staff viewed its programs as less important than those of the much 
larger patrol divisions. The evaluators also believed they could obtain most 
necessary data from the department's computer and that, therefore, little ex­
penditure of effort would be necessary immediately. Second, compared to the 
programs of the patrol divisions, the Special Operations Division's project 
appeared to be a potentially less fruitful research enterprise, an important 
concern for a young, publication-hungry staff. Third, the evaluators' concern 
for constitutional rights produced some hesitancy about endorsing a program
explicitly designed to place "suspects" under nearly continuous surveil lance. 

The decision to hire a part-time evaluation project director implied that 
the search for staff for that position would be limited to persons available 
in the Kansas City area. Over a period of several weeks, police officers and 
the evaluation staff conducted many interviews with job applicants. Appli­
cants were, essentially, of two types: a) young, relatively inexperienced 
graduates of local educational institutions, and b) older individuals whose 
experience did not particularly equip them to perform contemporary types of 
analysis in the subject area. After deliberation, the consensus was to hire 
the best qualified applicant of the former type. 

The existence of a part-time director led to several serious conse­
quences. Working only part-time, the director was, to some degree, isolated 
from the remainder of the evaluation staff, and his opportunity to interact 
with the closely knit professional fraternity of tactical unit officers was 
limited. Even when, a few months later, the director was placed on full-time 
status, he spent much of his time collecting data in the tactical unit office 
at night to avoid interrupting daily office activity. As a result, the direc­
tor became even more isolated from the rest of the evaluation staff. The 
"team" approach the evaluators had adopted made this isolation particularly 
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critical. Discussions between this project director and other staff members 
about evaluation issues were infrequent and few possibilities existed to pro­
vide intellectual and social support. 

During this period of isolation from the rest of the evaluators, the 
project director spent most of his working days with members of the tactical 
unit. Separation from the remainder of the evaluation staff, plus the sheer 
seductiveness of tactical unit officers' lifestyle, combined to produce a 
greater sense of identification with the program than with the requirements 
for evaluating it. Such identification led to a less than objective evalu­
ation stance, and to a reluctance to convey negative information about the 
program to supervisors in the evaluation staff. At the same time, the program
staff received unrealistic assurances about the capacities of the evaluation 
effort. 

The tolerant management style of the evaluation staff, ordinarily quite
productive, failed in this instance. It was typically assumed that each proj­
ect director would bear individual responsibility for the evaluation of a 
particular program, but would consult with other members of the staff when 
problems arose. This director's lack of contact and identification with the 
evaluation staff meant that programmatic diffi cul ties often went unnoticed and 
unattended. 

SUMMARY 

Because of differences in organizational goals and structures, ~nd inade­
quate attention paid to the programs' evaluations, the Special Operations pro­
grams and their evaluation have been noticeably affected by suspicion, isola­
tion, and neglect. This climate resulted in programs that were conceived and 
implemented without sufficient thought to either operat iona l or evaluational 
ramifications. Compared to the other Kansas City programs funded by the Po­
lice Foundation, evaluation personnel had little opportunity to receive infor­
mation from, and provide advice to, task force personne l responsible for the 
,conduct of Special Operat ions programs. This severe problem produced delays 
in data collection, misunderstandings, and a failure to develop a relation­
ship generally conducive to mutual learning. 

Data and the analysis thereof are developed in a symbiotic relationship
between those individuals involved in the day-to-day operation of a program
and those involved in its evaluation; when that relationship is strained, both 
the program and its evaluation must suffer. 
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III. THE CRIMINAL INFORMATION CENTER 

The evaluation staff used three methods of assessing the Criminal Infor­
mation Center. First, they conducted an experiment to test the effectiveness 
of distributing information compiled by the CIC about persons suspected of 
criminal activity. The second form of evaluation involved an examination of 
the actual contributions to and requests for CIC information by units of the 
Kansas City Police Department. Finally, they surveyed users of the CIC to as­
certain their satisfaction with its services. These evaluations are presen­
ted below. 

EFFECTIVEf~ESS OF DISTRIBUTING INFORMATION ABOUT CIC SUBJECTS 

The CIC compiled a master list of perpetrator subjects suspected of bur­
glary and robbery activity. To develop this master list, the CIC first ob­
tained a list of 25 robbery suspects from the Crimes Against Persons Unit and 
a list of 30 burglary suspects from the Crimes Against Property Unit. Special 
Operations personnel submitted a list of 50 suspects. The department•s com­
puter system generated 113 names of persons with at least three arrests for 
robbery or burglary in the previous year. Members of the SPD provided a list 
of 142 persons. 

All subjects whose names appeared on more than one list were included on 
the master list, together with the names of those subjects whom the task force 
considered 11 most active .. criminals. The exact sources for all the names are 
unknown. However, the staff did know that the task force members argued that 
the subjects on the computer list were criminals who were more inept than 
those on other lists. The real 11 pros, 11 members suggested, would have been 
able to avoid being arrested three times in the preceding year. Therefore, 
only two names from the computer-generated list were on the final master list. 
As a result of this selection process, the Special Operations task force mem­
bers compiled a final list of 108 subjects. 

A computerized random number routi ne was used to assign each of these 
subjects to one of the four cells of a 2 x 2 factorial experimental design. 
These cell assignments determined which departmental units would receive in­
formation about those subjects. After making the assignments, evaluators dis­
covered that one name had been duplicated. Removing the duplicate subject 
meant that the total number of subjects was reduced to 107. 

Table III-1 presents the experimental design and the distribution of sub­
jects to its four cells. 
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TABLE III-1 


DESIGN FOR DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION 


Information 
Provided to 
Units Other 
than Tactical 
Unit 

Information Provided to 
Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Yes 
A 

N=27 
B 

N=26 53 (A+B) 

No 
c 

N=27 
D 

N=27 54 (C+D) 

Total 54 (A+C) 53 (B+D) 107 (A+B+C+D) 

The ere staff assembled looseleaf notebooks containing information about 
subjects assigned to cells A, B, and D. Each page of the notebooks contained 
a mug shot of one of the perpetrator subjects, as well as the subject 1 s name, 
known addresses, physical description, and any previously known or currently 
suspected criminal activity. At the bottom of each page was blank space for 
entering additional information about such matters as the suspect 1 s current 
vehicle, known associates, and frequented locations . 

Notebooks containing information about the 26 subjects in group B and the 
27 subjects in group 0, but not about the members of groups A and e, were dis­
tributed to all members of the tactical unit. Members of patrol divisions, 
detectives, vice, and other officers received notebooks containing information 
about the 27 subjects in group A and the 26 subjects in group B, but not about 
subjects in groups e and D. 

·An analysis of the list of 107 subjects yielded the following profile:6/ 

58 had felony convictions 105 adults 27 black 
49 had felony arrests without convictions 2 juveniles 80 white 

6source: Midwest Research Institute, Special Operations Evaluation 
Plan, September 1972. Pp. 42-43. 
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The 107 subjects had a total of 1313 felony arrests (a mean of 12.27 fel ­
ony arrests per subject), and a total of 119 felony convictions (a mean of 
8.02 felony arrests for those individuals with no convictions). 

From August 1, 1972, through January 31, 1974, the suspects became target 
subjects. During this 18-month period, a total of 67 of the 107 subjects were 
arrested by units of the Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department. Table 
III-2 presents the number of subjects arrested and the offenses for which 
those arrests were made . 

TABLE III-2 


TYPES AND NUMBERS OF ARRESTS OF CIC TARGET SUBJECTS: 

AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


TACTICAL UNIT OTHER UNITS ALL UNITS COMBINED 

Number of 
Subjects 
Arrested* 

Number 
of 

Arrests 

Number of 
Subjects 

Arrested* 

Number 
of 

Arrests 

Number of 
Subjects 

Arrested* 

Number 
of 

Arrests 

Target Crimes 20 26 25 36 32 62 
(Robbery or 
Burglary) 

(54.05) (42.62) (48.08) (32.73) (50.79) (36.25) 

Other 14 20 19 23 26 43 
Felony (37 .84) (32.79) (36.54) (20.91) (41.27) (25.15) 

Ordinance 9 9 20 30 23 39 
(24.32) (14.75) (38.46) (27.27) (36.51) (22.81) 

Traffic 2 2 12 17 14 19 
(5.40) (3.28) (23.08) (15.45) (22.22) (11 .11) 

Other** 4 4 3 4 6 8 
(10.81) (6.56) (5.76) (3.64) (9.52) (4.68) 

Total 37 61 52 110 63 171 
Number Arrested* (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

*Because multiple arrests of individual target subjects occurred, the total is not the sum of the individual 
columns. Percentages are based on the percent of subjects arrested for a specific offense of all those arrested; 
therefore, because of multiple arrests, percentages also do not sum to 100.00 percent. 

**Includes state warrants and parole vi olat ions. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

Number of Arrests 

Tactical Unit-
Other Units 

x2 = 11.909 4 .005 < p .:;: .01 <I>= .264 
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The data indicate that the tactical unit made a significantly greater 
percentage of its arrests of target subjects for the more serious offenses 
(target crimes and other felonies) than did the other units. The data also 
indicate that a number of multiple arrests occurred. Table III-3 presents 
the data on the number of times all 107 of the CIC subjects were arrested. 

TABLE III -3 

NUMBER OF TIMES CIC SUBJECTS ARRESTED FOR ALL CRIMES COMBINED, 
BY UNIT:* AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 

Number 
of Times 
Arrested 

Unit 

Tactical Unit' Other Units All Units Combined 

Subjects 
Arrested Arrests 

Subjects 
Arrested Arrests 

Subjects 
Arrested 

Arrests 

N % N %" N % N %** N % N %** 

0 70 (65.42) 0 (0.00) 55 ( 51.40) 0 10.00) 44 (41.12) 0 (0.00) 

1 24 (22.43) 24 (39.34) 34 (31.78) 34 (30.91) 30 (28.04) 30 (17.54) 

2 8 (7.48) 16 (26.23) 3 (2.80) 6 (5.46) 12 ( 11.22) 24 (14.04) 

3 2 (1.87) 6 (9.84) 4 (3.74) 12 (10.91) 8 (7 .48) 24 (14.04) 

4 1 (0.94) 4 (6.56) 3 (2.80) 12 (10.91) 2 (1.87) 8 (4 .68) 

5 1 (0.94) 5 (8.20) 5 (4.67) 25 (22.73) 2 (1.87) 10 (5.85) 

6 1 (0.94) 6 (9.84) 1 (0.94) 6 (5.46) 2 (1 .87) 12 (7.02 ) 

7 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 1 (0.94) 7 (6.36) 1 (0.94) 7 (4.09) 

8 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 1 (0.94) 8 (7.27) 1 (0.94) 8 (4.68) 

9 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 3 (2.80) 27 (15.79) 

10 0 (0.001 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 1 (0.94) 10 (5.85) 

11 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 1 (0.94) 11 (6.43) 

Total 107 (100.02) 61 (100.01) 107 (100.01) 110(100.01) 107 (100.3) 171 1100.01) 

*Because of the possibility of a CIC subject being arrested by both the tactical unit and by other units, the two 
do not sum to the numbers of arrests made by all units combined. 

**Percentages are greater than 100.00 percent b ecause of rou nd-offs. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Significance 

Number of Subjects Arrested 

Tactical Unit - Other Units x2 = .002 1 p > .25 
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The data indicate that there is no significant difference between the 
tactical unit and other units in terms of the number of subjects arrested 
once as opposed to those arrested more than once for all crimes combined. 
Examining subjects arrested by all units combined, 33 of the 63 subjects ar­
rested during the 18-month experimental period were arrested more than once. 

Data about arrests of CIC target subjects were collected from three 
crime categories: 

All crimes combined 

Crimes of robbery or burglary (target crimes) 

Crimes other than robbery or burglary (nontarget crimes). 

These three crime categories resulted in seven data sets. These sets of data 
pertain to the number of target subjects arrested by: 

1. All units combined for all crimes combined; 

2. Units other than the tactical unit for all crimes combined; 

3. The tactical unit for all crimes combined; 

4. Units other than the tactical unit for robbery or burglary; 

5. The tactical unit for robbery or burglary; 

6. Units other than the tactical unit for nontarget crimes; and, 

7. The tactical unit for nontarget crimes. 

Because of multiple arrests, the data sets are not mutually exclusive. 
For example, arrests of target subjects by units other than the tactical unit 
and the tactical unit for all crimes combined (items 2 and 3 above) do not 
sum to arrests of target subjects by all units combined for all crimes com­
bined (item 1 above) because some subjects have been arrested by both types 
of units but would be counted only once in item 1. 

The staff also collected data on target subjects about whom the CIC re­
ceived inputs. Because only two target subjects were not subjects of inputs
from some unit during the 18 months under consideration, only two data sets 
were collected. The sets of data concerned the number of target subjects 
about whom inputs were made by: 

Units other than the tactical unit, and 

The tactical unit. 
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Using the 2 x 2 factorial design, it was possible to evaluate three ef­
fects of providing ere information about subjects to various units of the de­
partment. The three effects to be examined are the following: 

1. 	 The effect of providing information about subjects to units other 
than the tactical unit. 

This effect is determined by comparing two proportions: 

The proportion arrested or about whom the ere received inputs 
of the 53 ere subjects whose descriptions appear in the note­
books distributed to units other than the tactical unit (A+B
in Table rrr-1); and 

The proportion arrested or about whom the ere received inputs 
of the 54 subjects whose descriptions do not appear in the 
notebooks given to nontactical units (e+o-rn Table rrr-1). 

The difference between these two proportions is tested to see if it is 
significantly different from zero. 

2. 	 The effect of providing information about subjects to the tactical unit. 

This effect is determined by comparing two proportions: 

The proportion arrested or about whom the ere received inputs 
of the 53 ere subjects whose descriptions appear in the note­
books distributed to the tactical unit (B+D in Table rrr-1);
and 

The proportion arrested or about whom the ere received inputs 
of the 54 subjects whose descriptions do not appear in the 
tactical unit notebooks (A+e in Table rrr:r). 

The difference between these two proportions is tested to see if it is 
significantly different from zero. 

3. 	 The interaction effect between providing information to the tactical 
unit and to other units. 

The issue here is whether the effect of providing information to the tactical 
unit is affected by providing information to other units. This answer is de­
termined by calculating two effects: 

The effect of providing information to the tactical unit on 
the proportion arrested or about whom the ere received in­
puts of the 54 subjects whose descriptions were not distrib­
uted to nontactical units (e+D in Table rii-1); and 
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The effect of providing information to the tactical unit on 
the proportion arrested or about whom the CIC received in­
puts of the 53 subjects whose descriptions were distributed 
to nontactical units (A+B in Table II I-1). --

Finally, the difference of these two effects is calculated. This test 
for interaction effect is actually a test of the difference of two differ­
ences; if this difference is significantly greater than zero, one can conclude 
that the effect of providing information about subjects to the tactical unit 
is affected by whether information about those subjects is given to other 
units. 

Because the dependent variables under study (whether CIC target subjects 
were arrested or not) are dichotomous, analysis by standard linear models is 
not appropriate.?/ Use of a program for analyzing categorical data by linear 
models8/ achieved an approximation of analysis of variance to measure three 
effects: providing information to the tactical unit; providing information to 
other units; and the interaction between those two effects. Initially, the 
percentages of those arrested were subjected to a logit transformation; a lin­
ear model was then fitted to this data by the least squares criterion. The 
test of the significance of each effect is provided by the minimum logit chi­
square, which Berkson has shown to provide estimates and test statistics es­
sentially identical to those provided by maximum likelihood and Pearson's chi­
square.9/ The .05 level of significance will be applied as a criterion for 
statist1cal significance. 

The hypotheses and rationales for those situations in which a significant 
effect is expected are presented below. 

7For a brief description of some of the problems inherent in the analy­
sis of dichotomous variables, see John B. Lansing and James N. Morgan, Eco­
nomic Survey Methods, Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, 1973. ~ 
296-300. 

8James E. Grizzle, C. Frank Starmer, and Gary G. Koch, "Analysis of 
Categorical Data by Linear Models," Biometrics, 25(3), 1969, 489-504, pro­
vides the rationale for the analysis. More specific details of the program
itself are provided in Ronald N. Forthofer, C. Frank Starmer, and James 
Grizzle, "A Program for the Analysis of Categorical Data by Linear Models," 
Journal of Biomedical Systems, 2(6), 1971, 3-48. 

9Joseph Berkson, "Maximum Likelihood and Minimum x2 Estimates of the 
Logistic Function," Journal of the American Statistical Association, 50 , 
1955, 130-152; and Joseph Berkson, "Application of ~1inimum Logit x2 Estimate 
to a Problem of Grizzle with a Notation on the Problem of No Interaction," 
Biometrics, 24, 1968, 75-95. 
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Hypothesis III-A: Providing information about target subjects to 
units other than the tactical unit will produce : 

Hypothesis III-Al: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by all units com­
bined for all crimes combined. 

Hypothesis III-A2: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by units other 
than the tactical unit for all crimes combined. 

Hypothesis III-A3: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by units other 
than the tactical unit for target crimes (robbery and 
burglary). 

Hypothesis III-A4: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by units other than 
the tactical unit for nontarget crimes. 

Rationale: Having information about target subjects should make 
officers in nontactical units more aware of the actions of those 
subjects; this heightened awareness should produce a greater 
likelihood of arrest for those subjects in nontactical units for 
all crimes combined, as well as for target and nontarget crimes. 

Because of limited contact and communication between the tactical unit 
and nontactical units, information received by units other than the tactical 
unit is not expected to have a significant effect upon arrests made by the 
tactical unit. 

Hypothesis III-B: Providing information about target subjects to 
the tactical unit will produce: 

Hypothesis II I -Bl: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by all units com­
bined for all crimes combined. 

Hypothesis III-82: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by the tactical 
unit for all crimes combined. 

Hypothesis III-83: A significant positive effect on the 
percentage of target subjects arrested by the tactical 
unit for target crimes. 

Hypothesis III-84 : A significant effect on the percentage 
of target subjects arrested by the tactical unit for non­
target crimes. 
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Rationale: Having information about target subjects should make 
the tactical unit more aware of the actions of those subjects; 
this heightened awareness should produce a greater likelihood of 
arrest for those subjects by the tactical unit for all crimes 
combined, target crimes and nontarget crimes. 

Because of limited contact and communication between the tactical unit 
and nontactical units, information received by the tactical unit is not ex­
pected to have a significant effect upon arrests made by nontactical units. 

In summary, a positive effect on the percentage of target subjects ar­
rested by a unit is expected only when information is provided to that unit. 

In order to test the hypotheses, evaluators analyzed the seven data sets 
to estimate the two main effects and the interaction effect. These analyses 
are presented below. 

1. CIC Subjects Arrested for All Crimes Combined 

The data collected for the first test of hypotheses represent all arrests 
(felony, ordinance, traffic, and other) of the CIC target subjects by all 
units of the Kansas City Police Department. Table III-4 presents the data on 
CIC subjects arrested by all units combined for all crimes combined. 

The results support Hypothesis III-Al. The effect on the arrest rate of 
providing information to units other than the tactical unit is significant at 
the .0008 level, well below the .05 criterion applied here. Figure III-1 por­
trays this effect graphically. 

Approximately 75.5 percent of the subjects about whom information was 
provided to units other than the tactical unit were arrested, while only 42.6 
percent of the other subjects were arrested. Therefore, providing informa­
tion to nontactical unit personnel resulted in a difference of 32.9 percent 
of subjects arrested. 

The results do not support Hypothesis III-B1. The effect of providing 
information to the tactical unit is significant at only the .3315 level, and 
therefore fails to meet the .05 criterion. 

The finding that the effect associated with providing information to the 
tactical unit was not statistically significant may have resulted in part 
from the fact that members of the tactical unit knew many of the 107 subjects 
even before information was distributed. Having information about some sub­
jects in all four groups, tactical officers might not have given particular 
attention to those in their looseleaf notebooks; such relatively equal atten­
tion might have reduced the expected effect of providing information. 

As expected, the data in Table III-4 indicate that no significant inter­
action occurred . 
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TABLE II I -4 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY ALL UNITS 

COMBINED FOR ALL CRIMES COMBINED 


Yes 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Total 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes 

Arrested 21 (77.78%) Arrested 19 (73.08%) Arrested 

Not Not Not 

Arrested 6 (22.22) Arrested 7 (26.92) Arrested 

Arrested 8 (29.63) Arrested 15 (55.56) Arrested 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 19 (70.37) Arrested 12 (44.44) Arrested 

Arrested 29 (53.70) Arrested 34 (64.15) Ar rested 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 25 (46.30) Arrested 19 (36.85) Arrested 

Total 

40 (75.47%) 

13 (24.53) 

23 (42.59) 

31 (57.41) 

63 (58.88) 

44 (41.12) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi-Square Significance Level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 
unit 11.351 p = .0008 

Information provided to 
tactical unit .943 p=.3315 

Interaction Effect 2.4437 p = .1180 
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FIGURE II I-1 

PERCENTAGE OF TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTE D BY 
ALL UNITS COMBI NED FOR ALL CRIMES COMB INED 

AS A FUNCTION OF PROVIDING INFORMATION 
TO UNITS OTHER THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT 
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Q.ll:w' than Tactical Unit 

To clarify the results obtained in testing the hypotheses concerning ar­
rests for all crimes combined by all units combined, it was necessary to con­
sider the percentage of target subjects arrested by units other than the tac­
tical unit for all crimes combined. This analysis permits testing of the ef­
fect of providing CIC information to nontactical units . Table III-5 presents
the data necessary for testing the hypotheses. 
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TABLE III-5 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY UNITS OTHER 

THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT FOR ALL CRIMES COMBINED 


Information 
Provided to 
Units Other 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Yes 
Arrested 

Not 
Arrested 

18 

9 

(66.67%) 

(33.33) 

Arrested 17 (65 .38%) 

Not 
Arrested 9 (34.62) 

Arrested 35 

Not 
Arrested 18 

(66.04%) 

(33.96) 

No 
Arrested 

Not 
Arrested 

6 

21 

(22.22) 

(77.78) 

Arrested 11 (40 .74) 

Not 
Arrested 16 (59.26) 

Arrested 17 

Not 
Arrested 37 

(31.48) 

(68.52) 

Total 
Arrested 

Not 
Arrested 

24 

30 

(44.44) 

(55. 56) 

Arrested 28 (52.83) 

Not 
Arrested 25 (47.17) 

Arrested 52 

Not 
Arrested 55 

(48.60) 

(51.40) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi-Square Significance Level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 
unit 12.4116 p = .0004 

Information provi ded to 
tactical unit .9568 p = .3280 

Interaction Effect 1.2419 p = .2651 

The data support Hypothesis III-A2. The effect of providing information 
to nontactical units is significant at the .004 level, below the .05 crite­
rion. The effect is presented in graphic form in Figure III-2 . 
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FIGURE III-2 

PERCENTAGE OF TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY UNITS OTHER THAN 
THE TACTICAL UNIT FOR ALL CRIMES COMBINED AS A FUNCTION OF 
PROVIDING INFORMATION TO UNITS OTHER THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT 
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Sixty-six percent of the subjects about whom information was distributed 
to units other than the tactical unit were arrested by those units. Only
31.5 percent of the other subjects were ~rrested by nontactical units. Pro­
viding information resulted in a 35.5 percent difference in the arrest rates 
of target subjects. 

As expected, providing information to the tactical unit had no signifi­
cant effect on the percentage of arrests made by units other than the tacti­
cal unit and evaluators detected no significant interaction. The difference 
was significant at only the .3280 level, well above the .05 criterion. The 
interaction effect was significant at the .2651 level, which also fails to 
meet the .05 criterion. 

To clarify the results obtained heretofore, it was necessary to consider 
the percentage of target subjects arrested by the tactical unit for all 
crimes combined. Such an analysis allows tests of the effect of providing 
ere information to the tactical unit. 

Table III-6 presents the data for testing the hypothesis concerning the 
expected positive effect. 
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TABLE III-6 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY THE 

TACTICAL UNIT FOR ALL CRIMES COMBINED 


Yes 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Total 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes 

Arrested 14 {51.85%) Arrested 9 {34.62%) Arrested 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 13 {48.15) Arrested 17 {65.38) Arrested 

Arrested 7 {25.93) Arrested 7 {25.93) Arrested 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 20 {74.07) Arrested 20 {74.07 ) A rrested 

Arrested 21 {38.89) Arrested 16 {30.19) Arrested 

Not Not Not 
Arrested ·33 {61.11) Arrested 37 {69.81 ) Arrested 

Total 

23 {43.40%) 

30 {56.60) 

14 {25.93) 

40 {74.07) 

37 {34.58) 

70 {65.42) 

log linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi·Square Significance level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 
unit 3.3590 p =.0668 

Information provided to 
tactical unit .7162 p = .3974 

Interaction Effect .7162 p = .3974 

Hypothesis III-B2, th at providing information to the tactical unit would 
produce a positive effect on the percentage of target subjects arrested by 
the tactical unit for all crimes combined, is not supported. A difference of 
8. 7 percent was observed. This difference is significant at only the .3974 
level, greater than the .05 criterion. 

As expected, no significant effect on arrest of subjects by the tactical 
unit for all crimes combined was obtained from providing information to units 
other than the tactical unit. The effect was significant at the .0668 level, 
slightly greater than the .05 criterion. Also, no significant interaction 
was observed . The effect was significant at only the .3974 level and thus 
does not meet the .05 criterion. 
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2. 	 CIC Target Subjects Arrested by Units Other Than the Tactical 
Unit for Robbery and Burglary 

Again, to supplement the results obtained from all crimes combined, it 
was useful to consider arrests for the offenses of robbery and burglary (the 
target crimes of the Special Operations projects). 

Table III-7 presents the data to test the hypothesis that pertains to 
providing information to units other than the tactical unit. 

TABLE III-7 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY UNITS OTHER 

THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT FOR ROBBERY OR BURGLARY 


Yes 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Total 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Arrested 9 (33.33%) Arrested 6 (23.08%) Arrested 15 (28.30%) 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 18 (66.67) Arrested 20 (76.92) Arrested 38 (71.70) 

Arrested 5 (18.52) Arrested 5 (18.52) Arrested 10 '(18.52) 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 22 (81.48) Arrested 22 (81 .48) Arrested 44 (81.48) 

Arrested 14 (25.93) Arrested 11 (20.75) Arrested 25 (23.36) 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 40 (74.07) Arrested 42 (79.25) Arrested 82 (76.64) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi-Square Significance Level 

Informat ion provided to 
units other than tactical 
unit 1.3000 p = .2542 

Information provided to 
tactical unit .2985 p = .5848 

Interaction Effect .2985 p = .5848 

The data do not support Hypothesis III-A3, which predicted a significant 
positive effect on the percentage of target subjects arrested for target 
crimes by units other than the tactical unit when information is provided to 
these units. The significance level of .2542 achieved by the effect of 
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providing information to nontactical units does not reach the criterion of 
.05. This failure to produce a significant effect may result because rob­
bery and burglary arrests account for a relatively small percentage of total 
arrests, and because the tactical unit had selected these offenses as target
crimes. 

The effect of providing information to the tactical unit on arrests 
made reached a level of significance of only . 5848, Which does not meet the 
.05 criterion . 

The fifth set of data to be examined is that which indicates whether or 
not target subjects were arrested by the tactical unit for robbery or bur­
glary . 

Table III-8 presents the data necessary to test the hypothesis. 

TABLE III-8 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY THE TACTICAL 

UNIT FOR ROBBERY OR BURGLARY 


Yes 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Total 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Arrested 7 (25.93%) Arrested 6 (23.08%) Arrested 13 (24.53%) 

Not · Not 

Arrested 20 (74 .07) Ar rested 20 (76.92) 

Arrested 5 (18.52 ) Arrested 2 (7.41) 

Not Not 
Arrested 22 (81.48) Arrested 25 (92.59) 

Arrested 12 (22.22) Arrested 8 (15.09) 

Not Not 
Arrested 42 (77 .78) Arrested 45 (84.91) 

Not 
Arrested 40 (75.47) 

Arrested 7 (12.96) 

Not 
Ar rested 47 (87.04) 

Arrested 20 (18.69) 

Not 
Arrested 87 (81.31) 

log linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi·Square Significance level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 

unit 2.5732 p =. 1087 

Information provided to 
tactical unit 1.2016 p = .2730 

Interaction Effect .6628 p = .4156 
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Hypothesis 111-83 is not supported. The effect of providing information 
about subjects to the tactical unit was significant at only the .2730 level. 

A difference of only 7.1 percent in arrest rates existed between those 
subjects about whom information was or was not provided to the tactical unit . 
Such a small difference was found to be statistically insignificant. 

As expected, providing information to units other than the tactical unit 
had no significant effect on the arrest rate of the tactical unit. The ef­
fect was significant at only the .1087 level. The interaction effect was 
also insignificant, reaching a level of only .4156. 

3. CIC Target Subjects Arrested for Nontarget Crimes 

These two sets of data concern arrests made by nontactical units or by 
the tactical unit for crimes other than robbery and. burglary. 

Table 111-9 contains the data concerning target subjects arrested by
units other than the tactical unit for nontarget crimes. 

The data support Hypothesis 111-A4. The effect of providing CIC infor­
mation about target subjects to nontactical units is significant at the . 0007 
level. Figure 111-3 depicts this effect graphically . 

More than 52.8 percent of target subjects about whom information was dis­
tributed to units other than the tactical unit were arrested by those units 
for crimes other than robbery or burglary. Only 20.4 percent of the other 
subjects were arrested by nontactical unit personnel fo r nontarget crimes. 
Thus, providing CIC .information resulted in a 32.4 percent difference in the 
arrest rate of target subjects for nontarget crimes. This striking effect, 
as compared to the insignificant effect on arrests for robbery and burglary, 
may result from the fact that nontarget crimes constitute a much larger pro­
portion of all crimes than do the two target crimes. 

As expected, neithe r the interaction effect nor the effect of providing 
information to the tactical unit on the percentage of arrests of target sub­
jects by other units for nont arget crimes was statistically significant.
The effects were significant at the . 2994 and .5921 levels, respectively,
neither of which meets the criterion of . 05. 

The final set of data is that which indicates whether or not target sub­
jects were arrested by the tactical unit for crimes other than robbery and 
burglary. 

Table 111-10 contains the data to test the hypothesis. 
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TABLE III-9 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY UNITS OTHER THAN THE 

TACTICAL UNIT FOR CRIMES OTHER THAN ROBBERY OR BURGLARY 


Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Arrested 15 (55.56%1 Arrested 13 (50.00%1 Arrested 28 (5 2.83%1 

Yes 
Not 
A rrested 12 (44.441 

Not 
Arrested 13 (50.001 

Not 
Arrested 25 (47.171 

Information 
Provided to 

Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Arrested 

Not 
Arrested 

4 

23 

(14.811 

(85. 191 

Arrested 

Not 
Arrested 

7 

20 

(25.931 

(74 .071 

Arrested 

Not 
Arrested 

11 

43 

(20.371 

(79 .631 

Arrested 19 (35.191 Arrested 20 (37.741 Arrested 39 (36.451 

Total 
Not 
Arrested 35 (64.81) 

Not 
Arrested 33 (62.26 1 

Not 
Arr ested 68 (63.551 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi·Square Significance Level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 
unit 11.5587 p 2 .0007 

lnfol'mation provided to 
tactical unit .2870 p =.5921 

Interaction Effect 1.0770 p =.2994 

FIGURE III-3 

PERCENTAGE OF TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY UNITS 

OTHER THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT FOR CRIMES OTHER THAN 


ROBBE RY AND BURGLARY AS A FUNCTION OF PROVIDING 

INFORMATION TO UNITS OTHER THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT 
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TABLE II I-1 0 


CIC TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED BY THE TACTICAL 

UNIT FOR CRIMES OTHER THAN ROBBERY AND BURGLARY 


Yes 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

!Total 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Arrested 10 (37.04%) Arrested 6 (23.08%) Arrested 16 (30.19%) 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 17 (62.96) Arrested 20 (76.92) Arrested 37 (69.81) 

Arrested 5 (18.52) Arrested 5 (18.52) Arrested 10 (18.52) 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 22 (81.48) Arrested 22 (81.48) Arrested 44 (81.48) 

Arrested 15 (27.78) Arrested 11 (20.75) Arrested 26 (24.30) 

Not Not Not 
Arrested 39 (72.22) Arrested 42 (79.24) Arrested 81 (75.70) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi·Square Significance Level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 
unit 1.7422 p=.1869 

Information provided to 
tactical unit .5233 p = .4694 

Interaction Effect .5233 p = .4694 

Hypothesis III-B? i s rejected. The effect of providing information to 
the tactical unit was significant at only the . 4694 level. Again, failure to 
achieve a significant effect may be due to the generally high level of knowl­
edge about target subjects among tactical unit officers . Slightly more sub­
jects were arrested in the group about which the tactical unit was not in­
formed than in the group about which information was provided. 

The effect of providing other units information on the percentage of 
target subjects arrested by the tactical unit for nontarget crimes was not 
statistically significant, reaching a level of only .1869. The interaction 
effect, as initially expected, was also not statistically significant. 

In summary, the analyses of the seven data sets show that providing in­
formation to units other than the tactical unit did have a significant 
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positive effect upon the percentage of target subj ects arrested by these 
units for all crimes combined and for nontarget crimes; however, providing in­
formation to these units did not produce a significant i mpact on arrests of 
target subjects for target crimes. 

Providing information to the tactical unit did not produce a significant 
positive effect in any of the different sets of data that were analyzed. This 
result may be explained by the fact that the tactical unit perhaps knew many 
of the ere subjects prior to the experiment and there f ore did not pay partic­
ular attention to those subjects whose information was contained in their ere 
notebooks. 

No significant interaction effects were detected in any of the seven sets 
of data; thus, providing information to one type of uni t produced no signifi ­
cant impact on the arrests made by another type of unit. 

4. 	 Effects of Distributing Information About Target Subjects: Percentage
of Target Subjects About Whom the CIC Received Inputs 

The CIC, as discussed in Chapter I, was des i gned as a body fo r col l ect­
ing, collating, and disseminating information about criminals and criminal ac­
tivity. As such, it depended on information pr oduced from police contacts 
with the criminals. It seems plausible that if data ar e provided to police of­
ficers about a group of individuals, more information will, in turn, be gener­
ated about these individuals because of the officers' heightened awar eness. 
The CIC developed an input form at the beginning of the program year which 
they used as a model for collecting information about criminal suspects. An 
input was defined by the ere personnel as a contact that pr oduced information. 
The evaluation staff collected, coded, and analyzed inpu t forms that contained 
specific information about persons. 

The same 2 x 2 experi mental design and log-linear analysis will assist in 
determining whether providing information about subjects t o police officers 
had any effect on generat ing further information about t hese subjects. The 
only difference is t hat t he dependent variable is changed from target subjects
arrested to target subj ects about whom the CIC received inputs. 

Only two of the 107 original subjects had no inputs made about t hem by 
some unit during the 18-month period; therefore, to consider all un i ts com­
bined would reveal nothing. However, the analysis can be useful if it in­
cludes target subjects about whom units other than the tactical unit made in ­
puts and subjects about whom the tactical unit made inputs. 

The hypotheses concerning these two data sets and t he three effects are 
presented below: 

Hypothesis III-C: Providing information to units other tha n the 
tactical unit will produce a significant positive effec t on the 
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percentage of target subjects about whom units other than the 
tactical unit make inputs to the CIC. 

Rationale: Providing units other than the tactical unit with in­
formation about target subjects should heighten their awareness 
of these individuals. This heightened awareness should produce 
a greater likelihood of contact with those subjects, and thus, 
inputs to the CIC from these units. 

Because of minimal communication between these units and the tactical 
unit, providing information to these units should have only a slight impact 
on inputs made by the tactical unit. 

Hypothesis III-D: Providing information to the tactical unit 

will produce a significant positive effect on the percentage 

of target subjects about whom the tactical unit makes inputs. 


Rationale: Providing the tactical unit with information 

about target subjects should also heighten their awareness 

of those individuals. Such heightened awareness should pro­

duce more contacts and inputs to the CIC. 


Because of minimal communication beteen the tactical unit and other 
units, providing information to the tactical unit should produce only a 
slight effect on the inputs made by units other than the tactical unit . 

Tactical unit operations are essentially independent of, and different 
from, those of other units. Therefore, providing information to the tactical 
unit and to other units should produce no significant differential effect on 
inputs from nontactical units. 

To summarize the hypotheses, providing information to particular units 
about target subjects is expected to result in a significantly greater per­
centage of inputs about the target subjects from these units. However, pro­
viding information to one type of unit will not be expected to affect the 
inputs made by other units. nor will a differential effect occur. 

1. 	 Target Subjects About Whom Units Other than the Tactical Unit Made 
Inputs to the CIC 

The first data set concerns the target subjects about whom units other 
than the tactical unit made inputs to the CIC. 

Table III-11 presents the data to test the hypotheses about the three 
effects. 
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TABLE I II -11 

TARGET SUBJECTS ABOUT WHOM INPUTS WERE MADE 
BY UNITS OTHER THAN THE TACTICAL UNIT 

Yes 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other No 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

Total 

No 

Inputs 22 

No 
Inputs 5 

Inputs 14 

No 

Inputs 13 

Inputs 36 

No 
Inputs 18 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

Yes Total 

(81.48%) Inputs 14 (53 85%) Inputs 36 (67.92%) 

No No 
(18.52) Inputs 12 (46.15) Inputs 17 (32.08) 

(51.85) Inputs 16 (59.26) Inputs 30 (55. 56) 

No No 
(48.15) Inputs 11 (40.74) Inputs 24 (44.44) 

(66.67) Inputs 30 (56.60) Inputs 66 (61.68) 

No No 
(33.33) Inputs 23 (43.40) Inputs 41 (38.32) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi-Square Signif icance Level 

Information provided to 

units other than tactical 

unit 2.0070 p = . 1566 

Information provided to 
tactical uni t 1.5021 p = .2203 

Interaction Effect 3.7758 p = .0520 

Hypothesis III-C, which predicated that providing nontactical units with 
information would produce a significant positive effect on the percentage of 
target subjects about whom those units made inputs, is rejected. The effect 
was significant at only the .1566 level, greater than the .05 criterion re­
quired. 

The lack of the expected significant difference could have resulted from 
the fact that many of the CIC subjects were associates or relatives. Eight 
pairs of relatives were among the subjects, and in seven of these cases, the 
subjects were assigned to different groups. Also, on several occasions, in­
dividual CIC subjects were observed with other subjects; and on one rather 
unusual occasion, eight CIC subjects were noted as being present at the same 
location. Because such cross-group associations existed, unassigned target 
subjects easily could have become known to officers in units other than the 
tactical unit. 

- 37 ­



As was expected, pro viding information to the tactical unit had no sig­
nificant effect on the per centage of target subjects about whom they made in­
puts to the CIC . The effect was significant at only the .2203 level, greater
than the . 05 criterion. The interaction effect was signifi cant at the .0520 
level, just slightly greater than the . 05 criterion . 

2. Target Subjects About Whom the Tactical Unit Made Inputs to the CIC 

The second set of data concerns target sub j ects about whom the tactical 
unit made inputs to the CIC. Table III-12 presents the data to test the hy­
pothesis. 

TABLE III-12 


TARGET SUBJECTS ABOUT WHOM THE TACTICAL 

UNIT MADE INPUTS TO THE CIC 


Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Yes 
Inputs 

N o 
Inputs 

14 

13 

(51.85% ) 

(48.15) 

Inputs 21 

N o 
Input s 5 

(80.77% ) 

(19 .23 ) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

3 5 

18 

(66 .04%) 

(33.96) 

Information 

Pro vided to 
Units Other 
than the 
Tactica l 
Unit 

No 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

9 

18 

(33.33 ) 

(66.67) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

2 1 

6 

(77.78 ) 

(22. 22) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

30 

24 

(55. 56) 

(44.44 ) 

Inputs 23 (42 .59) I nputs 42 (79.24) Inputs 65 (60.75) 

Total No 
Inputs 3 1 (57.41) 

No 
Inputs 11 (20.76 ) 

No 
Inputs 4 2 '(39. 25) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of V ariance 

Source Chi-Square Significance Level 

I nf ormation provided to 

uni t s other than tact ical 
unit 1.1606 p ; .2813 

I nformation provided to 
tact ical unit 14.0 754 p ; .0002 

I nterac t ion Effect .4404 p ; .5069 
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The data support Hypothesis III-D, which predicated a significant posi­
tive effect on the percentage of target subjects about whom the tactical unit 
made inputs to the CIC. This effect is significant at the .0002 level and is 
graphically portrayed in Figure III-4. 

FIGURE III-4 
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The difference of 36.6 percent between the percentage of target subjects
about whom inputs were made when no information was provided (42.6 percent) 
and when information was provided (79.2 percent) indicates that the tactical 
unit was effective in developing information about their assigned subjects. 

Providing information to units other than the tactical unit had no sig­
nificant effect on the percentage of target subjects about whom the CIC re­
ceived inputs from the tactical unit. The effect was significant at only the 
.2813 level. The interaction effect was significant at only the .5069 level, 
which does not meet the .05 criterion. 

To summarize, providing information to other units produced no signifi ­
cant effect on the percentage of target subjects about whom the ere received 
inputs from those units. However, providing information to the tactical unit 
did produce a significant positive effect on the percentage of target subjects
about whom that unit made inputs. Information provided to one group had no 
significant effect on the percentage of target subjects about whom the other 
group made inputs. No significant interaction effects were obtained . 

Comparing the results from target subjects arrested to those of target
subjects about whom the CIC received inputs produced opposite effects. Using 

79.2 
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arrest data, evaluators found significant positive effects only when informa­
tion was provided to units other than the tactical unit; however, they found 
the significant effect on inputs when information was provided to the tactical 
unit. 

These seemingly paradoxical results can be explained by looking at the 
ratio of target subjects arrested to target subjects about whom inputs were 
made, by experimental group, for the units other than the tactical unit and 
for the tactical unit. Table 111-13 presents the ratios. 

TABLE III-13 


RATIO OF TARGET SUBJECTS ARRESTED TO TARGET SUBJECTS 

ABOUT WHOM THE CIC RECEIVED INPUTS BY 


EXPERIMENTAL GROUP BY UNIT (AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974) 


~t 

A 

Other Only 

B 
TAC/Other 

c 
Control 

D 
TAC Only Total 

Units Other 

Than the 

Tactical Unit 

Arrested 18 
Inputs 22 
Ratio = .818 

Arrested 17 
Inputs 14 
Ratio= 1.21 

Arrested 6 
Inputs 14 
Ratio= .429 

Arrested 11 
Inputs 16 
Ratio= .688 

Arrested 

Inputs 

Ratio= 

52 
66 

.788 

Tact ical 

Unit 

Arrested 14 
Inputs 14 
Ratio = 1.00 

Arrested 9 
Inputs 21 
Ratio= .429 

Arrested 7 
Inputs 9 
Ratio= .778 

Arrested 7 
Inputs 21 
Ratio= .333 

Arrested 

Inputs 

Ratio= 

37 
65 

.569 

The data indicate that the units other than the tactical unit produced
higher arrest-to-input ratios in the experimental groups about whom they re­
ceived information (Groups A and B) than in the experimental groups about 
whom no information was provided (Groups C and D). However, for the tactical 
unit, just the opposite occurs . The tactical unit produced higher arrest-to­
input ratios for groups about whom no information was provided (Groups A and 
C) but lower arrest-to-input ratios in the groups about whom it had received 
information (Groups Band D). This difference for the tactical unit occurs 
because POP squads were assigned to surveil groups B and D, and would be ex­
pected to produce inputs about many of the subjects. Such concentrated ef­
forts by POP would thus reduce the arrest-to-input ratios for Groups B and D 
because of their contacts with many of the subjects . 

USE OF CIC SERVICES 

An important component of the evaluation of the Criminal Information 
Center was examining the extent to which police departments used its services. 
Inputs of, and requests for, CIC information came from all units of the Kansas 
City Police Department and from more than 20 neighboring police departments . 
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CIC personnel defined an 11 input" as a contact that produced information. A 
11 request'' was defined as a contact in which information was requested from the 
CIC. Table III-14 illustrates the inputs to the CIC about individuals during 
the two years of the program.lQJ 

TABLE I II-14 


INPUTS ABOUT CIC SUBJECTS AND NON-CIC 

INDIVIDUALS (JAN. 1972 - JAN. 1974) 


Inputs About 
ere Subjects 

Experimental 
Group N % 

A 

B 

e 

D 

Total 

391 

368 

122 

140 
- ­
1021 

18.30 

17 .23 

5.71 

6.56 
- ­
47.80 

Inputs About Non-eiC Individuals 1115 52.20 

Total Inputs About Individuals 2136 100.00 

The data indicate that of the 2,136 inputs analyzed, 47.80 percent were 
about CIC subjects. Only two of the 107 CIC subjects did not produce at least 
one input during this period. One subject was noted in 63 inputs during the 
two-year period (49 during the program year and 14 during the extension year). 

Table III-15 presents the various types of information the CIC received 
about individuals. 

10Not all inputs to the CIC could be coded for computerized data analy­
sis. Complete information was not available when several Field Interview 
Cards were returned at one time and were entered on only one input form. 
Other inputs, such as the holdover sheets from the Johnson County Jail, ·were 
also incomplete and could not be coded. In some cases input forms may not 
have indicated the type of information entered or about whom the information 
was obtained. Such cases were considered missing data. 
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TABLE III-15 


TYPES OF INFORMATION ABOUT INDIVIDUALS SUPPLIED 

AS INPUTS TO THE CIC* (AUG. 1972 - JAN . 1974) 


Types of Information About 
Individual Who Was Subject 

of Input 

Automobile 

Address 

Associates 

Arrested 

Suspect of Crime 

Wanted for Crime 

Atypical Appearance . 

Imprisoned 

Suspicious Behavior 

Released from Jail (Prison) 

Other*** 

Total 

N 

860 

614 

586 

412 

156 

120 

80 

79 

77 

68 

614 

3666 

%** 

23.46 

16.75 

15.98 

11 .24 

4.26 

3 .27 

2.18 

2.15 

2.10 

1.85 

16.75 

99.99 

*When inputs about individuals were coded, space was allowed for three 
different pieces of information per individual; therefore, 3666 pieces of 
information were received as 2136 inputs. 

**Percentages do not sum to 100.00 percent because of round-offs. 

***"Other" incl uded shot or killed, escaped, on-trial, wanted for questioning, 
and miscellaneous. 
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The data indicate that most inputs concerned general information such as 
automobiles, addresses, and associates. Arrests of individuals also accounted 
for a substantial percentage. Information that would be helpful in the clear­
ance of crimes (suspected of cr ime, wanted for crime , and suspicious behavior) 
accounted for less than 10 percent. 

The extent to which various units used the ere was also considered impor­
tant . Assuming that information generation (inputs) and requests for informa­
tion are desirable , if usage level varied signifi cantly among divisions or 
units, some factor(s) could possibly be isolated which would plausibly explain 
the reason for greater usage. Tables rrr-16 and III-17 illustrate the sources 
and number of inputs and requests per month for the program and extension 
years. 

TABLE III -16 

MONTHLY ere INPUTS 

Unit 

Program Year 

1972 1973 

Month 

Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Fe b . Mar. Apr. May June July 
Unit 

Total 

NEPO 

SPO 

CPO 

TAC 

Other 

11 

8 

12 

3 

12 

23 

17 

11 

18 

39 

16 

12 

6 

18 

53 

13 

26 

9 

23 

29 

13 

17 

7 

15 

36 

9 26 128 

18 8 31 

9 31 38 

80 40 22 

69 87 93 

62 46 

19 25 

16 23 

35 31 

62 78 

51 

22 

29 

23 

85 

80 

12 

38 

28 

78 

478 

215 

229 

336 

721 

Monthly Total 46 108 105 100 88 185 192 312 194 203 210 236 1979 

Extension Year 

19741973 

Month 

Unit 
Jan . Feb. Mar. Apr. May June JulyAug. Sept. Oct. Nov . Dec.Unit 

Total 

NEPO 39 15 11 4 11 18 11 2 16 12 3 10 152 

SPD 14 4 14 18 11 13 13 11 14 7 3 2 124 

CPO 33 4 25 12 9 11 7 12 7 3 3 2 128 

TAC 8 16 16 16 6 8 9 3 9 6 7 2 106 

Other 60 29 51 35 25 35 49 36 53 44 52 56 525 

Monthly Total 154 68 117 85 62 85 89 64 99 72 68 72 1035 
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TABLE II I-17 


MONTHLY CIC REQUESTS 


Unit 

Program Year 

1972 1973 

Month 

Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July 
Unit 

Total 

NEPO 

SPO 

CPO 

TAC 

Other 

3 

1 

3 

2 

2 

1 

2 

3 

6 

12 

5 

1 

5 

2 

17 

6 

8 

4 

3 

20 

11 

7 

5 

31 

37 

12 26 78 

12 22 14 

14 28 58 

68 76 51 

45 55 82 

43 55 

17 33 

24 22 

62 59 

70 74 

70 

34 

32 

162 

94 

19 

16 

39 

72 

73 

329 

167 

237 

594 

581 

Monthly Total 11 24 30 41 91 151 207 283 216 243 392 219 1908 

Extension Year 

1973 1974 

Month 

Unit Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July 
Unit 
Total 

NEPO 31 20 30 24 15 37 31 34 25 27 23 20 317 

SPO 26 19 43 46 32 34 51 46 41 13 16 19 386 

CPO 36 15 32 28 9 13 15 16 11 4 8 27 214 

TAC 111 49 79 64 30 40 35 205 39 59 21 35 767 

Other 85 64 71 81 69 74 90 75 105 123 159 75 1071 

Monthly Total 289 167 255 243 155 198 222 376 221 226 227 176 2755 

These data are presented graphically in Figures III-5 and III-6. 
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FIGURE III-5 


INPUTS OF INFORMATION TO CIC (1972 - 1974) 
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Figures III-5 and III-6 indicate that inputs generally exceeded requests 
for the first five months of the program year. During this period, CIC per­
sonnel were actively soliciting information for their files . From the fifth 
through the eighth month, the level of requests was very close to the level of 
inputs . Thereafter, requests generally exceeded inputs. By September of the 
extension period, both inputs and requests had leveled off, with requests con­
sistently higher than inputs. Both inputs and requests rose for the NEPD and 
CPO between February and March of 1973. The SPD increased inputs during this 
period, but not requests. These effects appear to be the result of CIC per­
sonnel making presentations to officers of both CPO and NEPD about the CIC's 
operation during the month of February. Furthermore, Cie personnel made a 
presentation to ten NEPD officers assigned to a new position called Patrol 
Technician. These technicians, operating as part of the NEPD's Directed Pa­
trol program, were able to follow leads to an extent not possible for the nor­
mal patrol officer. The patrol technicians toured the ere facilities during
February; hence, they were probably more familiar with CIC services than any 
other group of patrol officers. The special attention paid patrol techni­
cians, and the extensive use of Field Interview Cards as requested by the com­
mand staff in that division probably accounts for the sharp rise in CIC inputs
and requests from the NEPD. 

The dramatic rise in requests from the tactical unit in March 1974 was 
apparently partially the consequence of a change in the CIC staff. The tacti­
cal unit always maintained close ties with the CIC office because of physical 
proximity . According to the civilian crime analyst in the CIC, he frequently
exchanged information with tactical unit officers on an informal basis. Con­
sequently, tactical unit officers often received information without a request 
being recorded . Immediately after the departure of that crime analyst in Feb­
ruary, the new staff began recording all tactical unit requests on a formal 
basis. At that time, the staff lacked familiarity with the tactical unit of­
ficers and with data available in the CIC . By April, the informal relation­
ship that had previously existed between the ere and tactical unit personnel 
had been reinstated and, as a result, many requests were not recorded. 

Table III-18 presents comparisons of the average monthly inputs to the 
ere from the three patrol divisions and the tactical unit during the program
and extension years. 

During the program year the high level of inputs from the NEPD was prob­
ably due to the activity of the patrol technicians in that division and the 
extensive use of the Field Interview Cards as requested by the command. The 
tactical unit itself was highly aware and supportive of the CIC because that 
center was a recent product of the tactical unit task force. Because consid­
erable differences existed among the monthly inputs of these four units, F­
tests on these means were computed. The results are presented in Table 
III-19. 
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TABLE III-18 

COMPARISONS OF AVERAGE MONTHLY INPUTS TO THE CIC 
FROM PATROL DIVISIONS AND THE TACTICAL UNIT FOR 
THE PROGRAM YEAR AND EXTENSION YEAR (1972 - 1974) · 

Unit Means: Extension Year 

Year NEPD CPO SPD TAC 

Program 
1972-73 

x = 39.83 
s.d. = 36.06 

N = 12 

x = 19.08 
s.d. = 12.12 

N = 12 

x = 
s.d . = 

N = 

17.92 
7.22 

12 

x = 28.00 
S.d. = 19.04 

N = 12 

Extension 
1973-74 

X = 12.67 
S.d. = 9.71 

N = 12 

x = 10.67 
S.d. = 9.41 

N = 12 

x = 
s.d . = 

N = 

10.33 
5.12 

12 

x = 8.83 
s.d. = 9.41 

N = 12 

TABLE III -19 


ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 

AVERAGE MONTHLY CIC INPUTS BY UNIT 


Program Year 

Source ss df MS F Significance Level 

Between 
Within 
Total 

3,700.417 
20,481.500 
24,181 .917 

3 
44 
27 

1,233.472 
465.489 

2.650 .05 <p < .10 

Extension Year 

Source ss df MS F Significance Level 

Between 
Within 
Total 

89.583 
2,555.667 
2,645.250 

3 
44 

29.861 
58.083 

.514 p> .25 
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The overall F-test for comparisons among the four unit means for both the 
program and the extension year did not reach the .05 level of significance . 
The lack of differences among the means is attributable to the fluctuation of 
inputs on a monthly basis. Also, such results do not control for the number 
of officers assigned to each unit; however, further analysis later in this 
paper will provide such a control. 

All extension year average monthly inputs for all units were lower than 
during the program year. Possibly because inputs were not so actively so­
licited during the extension phase as they were during the program year, they
dropped to a lower, but steady level. 

Table III-20 presents comparisons among the average monthly requests for 
ere information from the patrol divisions and the tactical unit. 

TABLE III-20 


COMPARISONS OF AVERAGE MONTHLY REQUESTS FROM THE 

CIC BY PATROL DIVISIONS AND THE TACTICAL UNIT FOR THE 


PROGRAM YEAR AND EXTENSION PHASE (1972 - 1974) 


Unit Means 

Year NEPD CPO SPD TAC 

1972-73 
X = 27.42 

S.d. = 27.32 
N = 12 

x = 19.75 
s.d. = 17.46 

N = 12 

x = 13.92 
S.d. = 11.32 

N = 12 

x = 49.50 
s.d. = 46.09 

N = 12 

1973-74 
x = 26.42 

S.d. = 6.44 
N = 12 

x = 17.83 
S.d. = 13.31 

N = 12 

x = 32.17 
S.d . = 13.31 

N = 12 

x = 63.92 
s.d. = 50.86 

N = 12 

As with inputs, the NEPD and the tactical unit made the most requests of 
the ere. 

Evaluators performed an analysis of variance to provide a measure of the 
significance of the differences among those means. Table III-21 contains the 
results . 
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TABLE II I -21 


ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 

AVERAGE MONTHLY CIC REQUESTS BY UNIT 


Source --
Between 

Within 

ss 

8,746.896 

30,337.083 

df 

3 

44 

MS 

2,913.65 

825.843 

F 

3.528 

Significance level 

.01 < p < .05 

Source 

Between 

Within 

ss 

14,550.500 

32,033.167 

df 

3 

44 

MS 

4,850.167 

728.026 

F 

6.662 

Significance Level 

p < .001 

Total 46,583.667 

Because the overall F-tests for comparisons among these means were sig­
nificant at below the .025 level, evaluators used Scheffe's method of multi­
ple comparisons to determine the exact source of this difference. Table 
III~22 contains the results . 
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TABLE III-22 


SCHEFFE'S MULTIPLE COMPARI SON TECHNIQUE (S-METHOD) 

AVERAGE MONTHLY CIC REQUESTS BY UNIT 


Program Year 

Comparison 

TAC- Patrol (Co mbined) 

TAC- NEPD 

TAC- SPD 

TAC- CPD 

NEPD- SPD 

NEPD- CPD 

SPD- CPD 

Comparison 

TAC - Patrol (Co mbined) 

TAC- NEPD 

TAC -SPD 

TAC- CPD 

NEPD- SPD 

NEPD- CPD 

SPD- CPD 

F 

2.484 

1.882 

2.536 

2.484 

1.151 

.654 

.497 

Extension Year 

F 

4.275 

3.404 

2.882 

4.184 

.522 

.780 

1.302 

Significance level 

.10 < p < .25 

p > .25 

.025 < p < .05 

. 10 < p < .25 

p > .25 

p > .25 

p > .25 

Significance level 

.001 < p < .005 

.01 < p < .05 

.05 < p < .10 

.001 < p < .005 

p > .25 

p > .25 

p > . 25 

The two years demonstrate rather different results . During the program 
year, the only significant difference observed was that the SPD made s i gnifi ­
cantly fewer requests than the tactical unit; however, during the program 
year , the tactical unit was significantly greater in average monthly requests 
than any patrol division except the SPD. This discrepan cy is attributable to 
the activity of the tactical unit and of the crime analyst at SPD during the 
extension period. No significant differences were noted among the three pa~ 
trol divisions in either the program or the extension year . 

During the extension year, NEPD and CPO showed only slight decreases in 
requests . Thus, all request levels remained relatively high during the 
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extension year, unlike inputs, which experienced a marked decrease. These 
different patterns are probably attributable to the fact that requests had 
the higher potential of producing immediate benefit to an officer. 

Because each of the patrol divisions contains more officers than the tac­
tical unit, a more productive comparison may be made on the basis of a ratio 
of inputs or requests to officers. Table III-23 compares the tactical unit 
with the three patrol divisions on the basis of monthly inputs per officer.llf 

TABLE II I -23 

CIC MONTHLY INPUTS PER OFFICER 

Unit 

Program Year 

1972 I 1973 
Inputs 

Mean/ Mo . 
Officer 

Inputs 
Officer/ 

Year 

Month 

Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July 

NEPD .052 .109 .076 .062 .062 .043 .123 .607 .294 .218 .242 .379 .189 2.26 5 

SPD .036 .077 .054 .1 18 .077 .082 .036 .141 .086 .134 .100 .054 .081 .977 

CPO .051 .046 .026 .038 .030 .038 .132 .161 .068 .098 .123 .162 .081 .974 

TAC .064 .383 .383 .489 .318 1.702 .85 1 .469 .745 .660 .489 .596 .596 7.149 

Monthly Mean 
(of above) 

.048 .097 .073 .1 00 .073 . 163 .147 .307 .185 .175 .175 .222 .147 1.764 

Extension Year 

1973 1974 
Inputs Inputs

Month Mean/Mo. Officer/ 
Unit Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov . Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Officer Year 

NEPD .183 .070 .052 .019 .052 .084 .052 .009 .075 .056 .014 .047 .059 .7 14 

SPD .064 .018 .064 .082 .050 .059 .059 .050 .064 .032 .014 .009 .047 .564 

CPO .148 .018 .112 .054 .040 .049 .031 .054 .031 .013 .013 .009 .048 .574 

TAC . 160 .320 .320 .320 .120 .160 .180 .060 . 180 .1 20 .140 .040 .177 2.120 

Monthly Mean 
(of above) 

.133 .055 .093 .071 .052 .071 .057 .040 .065 .040 .023 .023 .060 .722. 

11 0fficer-power figures were based on data obtained from the Kansas City
Police Department•s Annual Report, 1972, p. 10 and Annual Report, 1973, p. 14. 
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These figures include all law enforcement personnel of all ranks and all as­
signments. Officer-power figures derive from assignments existing on December 
31 of the appropriate year. The 1974 annual reports are not yet available; 
therefore, 1973 officer-power levels were used to calculate the ratios for the 
first seven months of 1974. Because no major reassignments have occurred, 
these calculations should result in basically sound estimates. 

1972 1973 

NEPD 211 213 
SPD 220 220 
CPO 235 223 
TAC 47 50 

Evaluators performed an analysis of variance to provide a measure of the 
significance of the differences among the mean monthly requests per officer. 
The results are presented in Table III-24. 

TABLE II I -24 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 
MEAN MONTHLY CIC INPUTS PER OFFICER BY UNIT 

Program Year 

Source ss df MS F Significance Level 

Between 
With in 
Total 

2 .154 
2.167 
4.321 

3 
44 
47 

.718 

.049 
14.653 .001 

Extension Year 

Source ss df MS F Significance Level 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.142 

.151 

.293 

3 
44 

.047 

.003 
13.856 .001 

Because the overall F-tests for comparisons among mean monthly inputs 
per officer were significant below the .001 level, evaluators again employed 
Scheffe•s method of multiple comparisons to determine the source of the dif­
ferences. The results are shown in Table III-25. 
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TABLE III-25 


SCHEFFE'S METHOD OF MULTIPLE COMPARISONS (S-METHOD)

MEAN MONTHLY CIC INPUTS PER OFFICER 


Comparison 

TAC- Patrol (Combined) 

F 

5.382 

Significance Level 

p < .001 

TAC- NEPD 4.573 p < .001 

TAC- SPD 5.787 p < .001 

TAC- CPD 5.784 p < .001 

NEPD- SPD .133 p > .25 

NEPD- CPD .122 p > .25 

SPD- CPD .011 p > .25 

Comparison 

TAC- Patrol (Combined) 

TAC- NEPD 

TAC - SPD 

TAC- CPD 

NEPD- SPD 

NEPD- CPD 

SPD- CPD 

Program Year 

Extension Year 

F 

6.884 

5.227 

5.813 

5.769 

4.830 

4.830 

0.000 

Significance Level 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p > .25 

All comparisons with the tactical unit during both evaluation periods 
were significant at below the .001 level. This result indicates that, during 
both the program and the extension year, the tactical unit had a significant­
ly higher average number of monthly inputs per officer than any of the other 
units. NEPD made a significantly higher number of inputs per officer than 
the other patrol divisions. Mean monthly inputs per officer decreased for 
all units during the extension phase. 
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The number of monthly CIC requests per officer in the four units was also 
examined. Table III-26 presents those comparisons. 

TABLE I II -26 


MONTHLY CIC REQUESTS PER OFFICER 


Program Year 

1972 1973 

Unit Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov . Dec. 

Month 

Jan. Feb. Mar . Apr. May June July 

Hequests 
Mean/Mo. 

Officer 

Requests 
Officer/ 

Year 

NEPO .014 .005 .024 .028 .052 .057 .123 .370 .204 .261 .332 .090 .130 1.559 

SPO .004 .009 .004 .036 .032 .054 . 100 .064 .077 . 150 .154 .073 .063 .759 

CPO .013 .013 .021 .017 .02 1 .060 . 119 .247 .102 .094 .136 .166 .084 1.009 

TAC .043 .128 .043 .064 .660 1.447 1.617 1.085 1.319 1.266 3 .447 1.532 1.053 12.638 

Monthly Mean 
(of above) 

.013 .017 .018 .029 .076 .149 .213 .292 .205 .237 .418 .205 .155 1.861 

Extension Year 

1973 19' 4 
Requests Requests 

Unit Aug. Sept. Oct. I Nov. Dec . 

Month 

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. Ma y June July 
Mean/Mo. 

Officer 
Officer/ 

Year 

NEPO . 146 .094 .141 .113 .070 .174 .146 .160 .117 .127 .108 .094 .124 1.488 

SPO . 118 .086 .195 .209 .145 .155 .232 .209 .186 .059 .073 .086 .146 1.755 

CPO .161 .067 .143 .126 .040 .058 .067 .072 .049 .018 .036 .121 .080 .960 

TAC 2 .220 .980 1.580 1.280 .600 .800 .700 4.100 .780 1.180 .420 .700 1.278 15.340 

Monthly Mean 
(of above) 

.289 .146 .261 .229 .122 .176 .1 87 .426 .1 64 .1 46 .167 .1 43 .1 99 2.385 

The F-tests of significance for the means are presented in Table III-27 . 
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TABLE I II -27 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 
MEAN MONTHLY REQUESTS PER OFFICER 

Program Year 

Source ss df MS F Significance Level 

Between 
Within 

Total 

8.344 
10.853 
19.197 

3 
44 
47 

2.791 
.247 

11 .259 p< .001 

Extension Year 

Source ss df MS F Significance Level 

Between 
Within 

Total 

12.172 
11.455 
23.627 

3 
44 
47 

4.057 
.260 

15.584 p < .001 

Because the F-tests for both years were significant below the .001 level, 
evaluators used the Scheffe method of multiple comparisons to determine the 
source of variation. The results are presented in Table III-28. 
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TABLE III-28 


SCHEFF~'S METHOD OF MULTIPLE COMPARISONS (S-METHOD) 

MEAN MONTHLY CIC REQUESTS PER OFFICER 


Comparison 

TAC- Patrol (Combined) 

TAC- NEPD 

TAC- SPD 

TAC- CPD 

NEPD- SPD 

NEPD- CPD 

SPD- CPD 

Program Year 

F 

4.757 

4.579 

4.797 

4.981 

.330 

.227 

.104 

Significance level 

p < .001 


p < .001 


p < .001 


p < .001 


• p > .25 


p > .25 


p > .25 


Comparison 

TAC - Patrol (Combined) 

TAC - NEPD 

TAC- SPD 

TAC-CPD 

NEPD- SPD 

NEPD- CPD 

SPD - CPD 

Extension Year 

F 

6.833 

5.544 

5.438 

5.753 

.106 

.211 

.317 

Significance level 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p < .001 

p > .25 

p > .25 

p > .25 

As with inputs, the tactical unit made notably more monthly requests per 
officer than any of the patrol divisions. The SPO, probably as a result of the 
activities of its crime analyst, greatly increased its requests per officer 
during the extension year. 

Increased use of CIC services by units other than the tactical unit 
probably resulted from the cooperation of the command staff and the activities 
of either a patrol technician or a crime analyst in those units. 
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SATISFACTION WITH CI C SERVICES 

To measure user satisfaction, the evaluation staff designed and the CIC 
personnel mailed a brief quest ionnaire to those who had made requests for in­
formation during the final six months of the project year. The CIC attempted 
to contact all officers who had requested information during the preceding 
month. Each questionnaire referred to a particular occasion when the officer 
had requested information. If, as was often the case, an officer had made 
use of the Center's services more than once during the previous month, the 
questionnaire mentioned only one request, without systematic criteria to de­
termine which particular request. Consequently, there can be no assurance 
that responses to the questionnaires represent a random sample of requests for 
information. Each instrument contained only two questions . Table III-29 pre­
sents return rates and item results. 

TABLE III-29 

SURVEY OF CIC USER SATISFACTION DURING THE PROGRAM YEAR 

1973 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Total 

Number of Questionnaires Sent 87 97 98 114 99 107 602 

Number of Questionnaires Returned 70 91 74 84 77 83 479 

Percent of Questionnaires Returned 80.5 93.8 75.5 73.7 77.8 77.6 79.6 

1. Was the 
A. Yes 

61 70 61 75 62 69 398 
information (87.1%) (76.9%) (82.4%) (89.3%) (80.5%) (83.1%) (83.1%) 
provided by 
the CIC 

B. No 
9 20 12 9 11 14 75 

useful? (12.9) (22.0) (16.2) (10.7) (14.3) (16.9) (15.7) 

No Response 0 1 1 0 4 0 6 
(0.0) (1 .1) (1 .4) (0.0) (5.2) (0.0) (1 .3) 

Total 70 '91 74 84 77 83 479 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 

2. Would you A. Yes 69 90 74 84 76 83 476 
use the CIC (98.6) 199.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (99.4) 
office again? 

B. No 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 
( 1.4) (0.0) 10.0) (0.0) 11.3) 10.0) (0.4) 

No Response 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
(0.0) (1.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.2) 

Total 70 91 74 84 77 83 479 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 1100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 

The brevity of the questionnaire probably contributed to the unusually 
high average monthly return rate (79 .6 percent). Responses indicated a 
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positi ve attitude toward the CI C and the i nformati on it had provided . How­
ever, given the nonrandom basis for se l ecting requ ests , the l imited respon se 
categories allowed by the questionna i re, and the narrow focus of th e ques ­
tions, firm conclus i ons based on this evidence would not be justifiable . 

During the extension phase the CIC s t aff ma i led a slightl y more compli­
cated questionnaire to 
Table III-30 . 

users . Results f r om this quest i onnai r e appear in 

TABLE II I-30 

SURVEY OF CIC USER SATISFACTION DURI NG TH E EXTENSION YEAR 


19 73 1974 

A ug. Sept. Oct . Nov . Dec. Jan. Fe b. Mar. Apr. May J une July Tota l 

Numb er o f Qu estionnaires Se nt 120 99 122 140 11 5 126 125 115 120 110 89 88 1,369 

N umber of Questionnair es Returned 82 55 85 85 66 85 81 59 74 58 4 8 46 824 

Perce nt o f Questi onnaires Retu rned 6 8. 3 55.6 69 .7 60.7 57 .4 6 7. 5 64.8 51.3 61.7 52.7 53.9 52.3 60.2 

1 Wa ~ the 9 15 22 13 10 17 18 16 11 15 10 8 164 
A Not A t All Helpful 

(1 1.0%) 127.3 %) (25.9%1 11 5.3" 1 (15.2%1 120.~. 1 (22.2 "i) {27 .0q0) (14.9 <loo) 125.9) 1208%) 117.4 "') 119.9%)information 
from the 9 17 11 11 10 13 12 8 12 7 8 7 125 
CICof any B. Slightly Helpful 

(1 1.01 130.9) 11 2.91 112.91 11 5.2) 115.3) 114.8) 113.6) (16. 1 I 11 2.01 116.71 115.21 11 5.21 
auinttnce 

11 20 18 7 13 16 , 9 154 
to vou ? 

10 4 13 20c. Moder ate ly Helpfu l 
112. 11 110.91 11531 123.51 116 7 ) 123.5 1 122 .2) 111.91 117.6) 127.6) 122.9 ) 119.6) (18.7 ) 

50 16 30 4 0 34 34 20 28 31 20 17 20 758 
D Very Helpful 

161.01 129.11 145 .91 147.11 151 .5) 140.0) 135.81 147.5) 141.91 134.5) 135 .4) 143.5) 143.4) 

4 1 0 1 1 1 4 0 7 0 2 2 23 
No Response 

14.91 11.81 1001 11.21 11.5) 11.2) (4.9 ) 10.0) 19.5 1 10.0) 14.2) 14 .3 ) 12.8) 

82 55 85 85 66 85 8 1 59 7 4 58 48 46 824 
Tota l 

11000) 1100.01 110001 1100.0) (100.01 1100.0) 1100.0) 1100.0 ) 1100.0) 1100.0) 1100.0) 1100 .0 1 1100.0) 

2. Did the 26 29 43 49 28 3 8 53 37 29 32 26 2J 41 7 

informat ion 
A. Not At All Helpfu l 

13 1.71 152.7 1 150.61 157.6 1 142.4 1 144.7 1 16541 162.7) 139.11 155.21 154 .11 158.71 150.6) 

received 8 7 7 3 5 3 3 6 7 1 3 5 38 
aid in B. Slightly Helpful 

19.8) 112.71 18.21 13.5) 17.6) 13.51 13 7) 110.11 19.5) 11 .7 ) 16.3 ) 110 .9) 17 .0 1 
making 

9 3 4 9 10 7 7 0 2 5 5 3 6 4 
an arrest? c. Mode r ately Helpfu l 

10.0) 17.81 111.01 15.51 14.71 110.61 11 5.21 13.21 18.61 12.71 18.61 110.41 16 .5) 

26 6 15 17 8 18 10 8 13 13 3 7 144 
0. Ve ry He lpfu l 

131 .7) 110.91 117.6 1 120.01 112.11 121 .2 1 112.31 113.61 11 7.61 122.4 1 16.31 115.21 117.51 

13 10 16 7 15 19 8 8 23 7 " 4 141
No Re spo~s e 

115.91 118.2 1 118.3 ) 18.2 1 122.71 122.4 1 19.91 11 3 .6 1 13 1 1 1 112. 1 I 122 .91 18.71 117 .11 

Total 
82 5 5 85 85 66 85 81 5 9 74 58 48 46 8 24 

(100.01 (100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.DI 1100.01 11 0 0.QI 1100.01 

3. Hav e you 8 6 10 10 9 10 7 2 6 3 3 4 78 

used th e 
A. No 

19.81 110.91 111 .81 111.81 113.61 111.8) 18.6 ) 13.41 18.11 15.2 1 16 .31 18.71 1951 
CIC before? 73 45 74 74 57 73 73 57 59 55 40 42 722 

8 y ,. 
189.0 1 181.81 187. 11 187 .11 136.41 185.91 190.11 196.6 1 179.71 194.81 183.3 1 191.51 187.61 

1 4 1 1 0 2 1 0 9 0 5 0 24 
No Response 

11.2 1 17.31 11.21 11.21 10.01 12.41 11.21 10.01 11221 IO.DI 110.4 1 10.01 12.91 

Total 
82 55 85 85 66 8 5 81 59 74 58 48 46 824 

(100.01 1100.0) (100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.QI 1100.0 ) 1100.01 1100.01 (100.01 1100.01 1100.01 (1 00 .01 

4. I f y es. how 
A. One 

0 1 0 4 1 3 0 2 1 1 2 0 15 
many t imes 10.0 1 11.81 10.01 14.71 (1 .5 ) 13.51 10.01 13.41 11.41 11.71 14.21 10.01 11.81 
have you 3 0 2 3 5 5 1 0 3 1 2 1 26 
use d it? B Two 

13.71 (O.QI 12.41 13. 5 1 17.6 1 15.91 11.21 10.01 14. 1) 11.7 1 14.21 12.21 13.21 

Three or More 
7 1 46 72 71 60 64 72 53 59 53 3 9 4 1 7 0 1 c. 

186.6 1 183.61 184.7) 183.51 190.91 175.31 188.9) 189.81 (79.7 1 191 .41 181.31 189. 11 185.11 

No Response 8 8 11 7 0 13 8 4 , 3 5 4 82 
19.81 114.51 112.91 18.21 10.0 1 (1 5.31 19.91 16.81 11 4.9 1 15.21 110.4) 18.71 11 0.01 

Total 
82 55 85 85 66 85 81 59 74 59 48 46 824 

1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 1100.01 (100.01 1100.01 1100.0) 1100.01 1100.01 I100.QI 1100.01 1100.01 (100.01 

• Percentages ro u n ded to 100.0 percem. 
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This instrument, which required slightly more time to compl ete than the orig­
inal, had an average monthly return rate of 60.2 per cent. Thus , the return 
rate dropped 19.4 percent compared to the first instrument. As with the 
original instrument, the requests were not randomly selected . This practice 
is especially problematic because it is apparent that the users surveyed had 
often used the ere previously. Of those surveyed, 85 . 1 percent claimed to 
have used it three or more times in the past . 

Slightly more than 43 percent of the respondents found the information 
provided by the ere to be 11 Very helpful 11 in assisting them, while only 20 
percent found it to be 11 not at all helpful . 11 More than 77 percent found it to 
be of some assistance. By contrast, only 17.5 percent found the information 
provided by the ere to have been 11 Very he1pful 11 in making an arrest, while 
slightly more than 50 percent felt it was 11 not at all he1pful 11 in this regard. 
Thus, many respondents indicated that ere information was of assistance, but 
only a small percentage believed it had ai ded in making an arrest. Respon­
dents may have found the latter judgment more difficult to make . Comparing 
rates of 11 no response, 11 17.1 percent of the respondents failed to answer the 
question concerning specific assistance in making an arrest, whereas only 2.8 
percent failed to answer the more general assistance question. It may have 
been very difficult for an officer to ascri be a cause -effect relationship be­
tween a particular request and a subsequent arrest. 

Because many officers stated that they had used the CIC three times or 
more, the evaluation staff collated the ques ti onnaires from the extension per­
iod on the basis of the number of times ind i vidual officers responded . Table 
Iri-31 presents the data . 

TABLE III-31 


NUMBER OF TIMES OFFICERS RESPON DED TO THE 

CIC QUESTIONNAIRE DURING THE EXTENSION PERIOD 


Number of Times 
Responded to CIC 

Questionnaire 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Total 

Officers Questionnaires 

N % N % 

225 56.11 225 27.31 
85 21.20 170 20.63 
33 8.23 99 12.01 
22 5.49 88 10.68 
17 4 .24 85 10.32 
4 1.00 24 2.91 
3 .75 21 2.55 
3 .75 24 2.91 
4 1.00 36 4.37 
4 1.00 40 4.85 
0 0.00 0 0 .00 
1 .25 12 1.46 

401 100.00 824 100.00 
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The data indicate that 43.89 percent of those officers responding returned 
more than one questionnaire during the extension year. Furthermore, almost 
three-fourths of the questionnaires returned were completed ·by officers who 
had previously responded to the questionnaire. Because of so many multiple
responses, generalizations should be guarded. 

Additional information was derived from the Human Resource Deve l opment 
questionnaire, administered to the patrol officers and sergeants of the three 
patrol divisions in late December 1974 . Table III-32 presents the officers' 
responses to eight items referring to the use and usefulness of CIC and 
its services. Providing information to the tactical unit produced no signifi­
cant effect on the arrest rate of target subjects in any circumstances. This 
failure to produce differences in arrest rates may be because many of the 
target subjects were already known to the tactical officers before the pro­
gram year began. 

Providing information to units other than the tactical unit had no sig­
nificant effect on the percentage of target subjects ·about whom these units 
made inputs. However, providing information did have a positive effect on 
the percentage of target subjects about whom the tactical unit made inputs. 

With few exceptions, the number of monthly inputs to and requests from 
CIC increased steadily during the program year. The tact1cal unit itself 
made the most frequent use of the Center, especially when one measures use by
inputs and requests per officer. Among patrol divisions, the NEPD was the 
most frequent user of the Center--apparently the result of the activities of 
patrol technicians in that division, as well as the extensive use of Field In­
terview Cards as requested by the command staff there. During the extension 
phase, both inputs and requests leveled off, with requests consistently higher 
than inputs . A marked increase in the SPD's use of the Center occurred during 
the extension period, ·probably as a result of that division's crime analyst. 

Based on questionnaire results, general satisfaction with the Center and 
its informat ion and other services appeared to be rela tively high except for 
the mug shot notebooks. Officers were reluctant, however, to claim that CIC 
information aided them in making an arrest. 

The data indicate that a majority (59.25 percent) of the officers re­
sponded that they were familiar with the CIC. However, less than a majority 
of the officers (42.52 percent) stated that they frequently requested informa­
tion from the CIC, and 62.32 percent of the officers responded that they sel­
dom used the mug shot notebook provided by the CIC. 

A majority of the po,ice officers were positive in their evaluation of 
the CIC. Of the 220 officers rating the va lue of the CIC, 83 . 64 percent gave 
the Center a positive value, compared to 16.36 percent who rated its value 
negatively. Sixty-one percent of the responding officers agreed that the CIC 
made their job easier. When asked about specific services of the CIC, 66.85 
percent of the responding officers agreed that CIC data aided them in 
identifying crime patterns and an almost identical percentage (66. 57) 

- 60 ­



TABLE III-32 

RESPONSES TO HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
CONCERNING THE USE AND USEFULNESS OF THE CRIMINAL INFORMATION CENTER 

USE OF CIC 

Use of CIC 

Question or Statement 1 2 3 4 5 6 Tota l* Mean and 
Very Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Very Standard 

Familiar Famil iar Familiar Unfami liar Unfamiliar Unfamiliar Deviation 

1. How familiar are you with the 
Special Operations Division's 
Criminal Information Center?** 

40 
(11.56%) 

71 
(20.52%) 

94 
(27.17%) 

45 
(13.01%) 

38 
(10 .98%) 

58 
(16.76%) 

346 
(100.00%) 

x • 3.416 
S.d. • 1.606 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

2. I frequent ly request 24 28 90 77 66 49 334 x = 3.838 
i nformation from the CIC. (7.19) (8.38) (26.95) ( 23 .05) (19.76) (14 .67 ) (100.00) s.d. • 1.420 

3. I seldom use the C IC m ug 67 79 79 69 43 24 361 x = 3.039 
shot notebook. (18.56) (21.88) (21.88) (19.11) ( 11.91) (6.65) (99 .99) S.d. = 1.494 

Usefulness of CIC 

Question or Statement 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total** Mean and 

Very Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderatel y Strongly Standard 

Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Negative Deviation 

1. How would you rate the value 44 66 74 21 5 10 220 x ~ 2. 577 
of the Special Operations (20.00) (30.00) (33.64) (9.54) (2.27 ) (4 .55) ( 100.00) S.d. • 1.2 34 
Division's CIC?** 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 

Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

2. The CIC makes my job 26 52 123 64 32 32 329 x =3.365 
easier. (7.90) (15.80) (37.39) (19.45) (9.73) (9.73) (100.001 S.d. • 1.344 

3 . Data from the C_IC are useful 39 81 114 38 53 25 350 x. 3.171 
to me in identifying crime (11. 14) (23.141 (32.57) (10.86) (15.14) (7. 14) (99 .99) S.d. = 1.418 
patterns. 

4 . The CIC has provided me with 44 76 109 48 41 26 344 x = 3.128 
useful information about suspects. (12.79) 122.09) (31.69) (13.95) (11.92) (7.56) (100.00) s:d . • 1.421 

5 . The CIC mug shot notebook 28 48 84 63 75 77 375 x. 3.907 
of criminal suspects has been (7.47) (1 2 .80) (22.40) (16.80) (20.00) (20.53) (100.00) S.d.= 1.558 
quite useful to me. 

• Some percentages do not total to 100 percent because of round·offs. 
• • Of the 331 responding to this question, 111 stated that they could not 

evaluate the value of the CIC. 
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responded that the CIC provided useful information about suspects. However, 
less than a majority (59 . 25 percent) concluded that the mug shot notebooks 
were useful. 

To summarize, except for the items referring to the use or value of the 
mug shot notebooks, officers responding to the Human Resource Development
questionnaire or the questionnaires distributed by the CIC were generally 
positive toward the CIC and its services. 

SUMMARY 

The most significant outcome of providing information about designated 
perpetrator subjects was the increase in the arrest rate of those subjects by
units other than the tactical unit for offenses other than robbery and bur­
glary. This factor, in turn, seems to have caus.ed a significant increase in 
the arrest rate of target subjects by nontactical units for all crimes com­
bined. 
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IV. 	 EVALUATION OF APPREHENSION-ORIENTED PATROL STRATEGIES: 
LOCATION-ORIENTED PATROL AND PERPETRATOR-ORIENTED PATROL 

The modified design for the evaluation of the Apprehension-Oriented Pa­
trol strategies called for comparisons among the performances of LOP, POP, 
and the normal strategy of the three patrol divisions of the Kansas City Po­
lice Department . l2/ The SPD was chosen as the patrol comparison because the 
SPD station had data on the target crimes of robbery and burglary readily 
available. 

The SPD had complete information for approximately one-third of the rob­
bery and burglary arrests that unit made from August 1, 1970, through July 31, 
1973.13/ These arrests constitute a nonrandom sample of all such arrests made 
by the-SPD . 

Given the nonrandom nature of the SPD ar rest data, it is desirable to at ­
tempt to estimate the representativeness of t hese data. One set of data avail ­
able to calculate such an estimate is the perce ntage of burglary and robbery 
arrests. Table IV-1 presents the data for this analysis. 

The only year in which there was a difference significant at the .05 lev­
el among the SPD nonrandom sample, the SPD total, and all patrol divisions, 
was 1970-71. The remainder of the data for the SPD nonrandom sample, includ­
ing the data for the program year, seems to . be represen t ative of the SPD total 
and all patrol divisions using this particular indicator . 

However, other indicators illustrated that the SPD cannot be taken as 
representative of the three patrol divisions. Since 1970 , the SPD has had 
more Part I offenses, but fewer Part I arrests, than ei t her the NEPD or the 
CPO . Of greater importance to the comparisons, the SPD has consistently had 
a lower arrest-per-offense ratio for robbery and burglary t han the other two 
divisions. This ratio is portrayed graphically in Figure IV- 1. 

12 see Appendix A for a discussion of the original evaluation design and 
the reasons for its modification. 

13 some data were available at the central police headquarters for all 
patrol division arrests. The existence of the data at central headquarters 
was discovered too late to permit its use. 
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TABLE IV-1 


PERCENTAGE OF ROBBERY OR BURGLARY ARRESTS 

BY DATA SOURCE: AUG . 1970 - JULY 1973 


~D 
1970-71 1971-72 

Program Year 
1972-73 

SPD Sample .1941 .2312 .2751 

SPD Total .2570 .2635 .2894 

All Patrol 
Divisions 

.2820 .2744 .2813 

Comparison Test Statistic Significance 

1970-71 
SPD (Sample) 
SPD (Sample) 
SPD (Total) 

1971-72 
SPD (Sample) 
SPD (Sample) 
SPD (Total) 

1972-73 
SPD (Sample) 
SPD (Sample) 
SPD (Total) 

- SPD (Total) 
- Patrol (Total) 

- Patrol (Total) 

- SPD (Total) 
- Patrol (Total) 

- Patrol (Total) 

- SPD (Total) 
- Patrol (T ota I) 
- Patrol (Total) 

z = 1.7900 
z = 2.7686 
z = 1.2462 

z = .9480 
z = 1.3872 
z = .5874 

z = .3873 
z = .1835 
z = .4078 

p 

p 
p 

p 

p 
p 

p 

p 

p 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

.0734 

.0056 

.2112 

.3422 

.1646 

.5552 

.6966 

.8592 

.6892 

FIGURE IV-1 


RATIO OF ARRESTS TO REPORTED OFFENSES: 

ROBBERY AND BURGLARY: 1969 - 1973 


Ratio of Arrests 
to 

Reported Offenses 
• -:;,- • .....cl' • 

~-- ·0 
o.•• • o0 Northeast Patrol 
~ Central Patrol 
Oo - 0 South Patrol 

Year 
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Additionally, during the program year in the SPD t here was an experiment 
to test the effectiveness of preventive patrol . Alth ough the evaluation of 
that experiment indicated that no significant differences were produced among
the conditions of the experiment, the division as a whole was under particular 
scrutiny during this period and its behavior may, therefo r e, have been affect­
ed. 

As a result of these distinctive characteristics of the SPD and the non­
random sample of target arrest data, generalizations from comparisons with 
that division should be made with caution. 

Finally, typical patrol activity cannot be undertaken as strictly compar­
able to the operations of the tactical unit. Patrol division officers spend
a considerable amount of their time responding to citizens• calls-for-service . 
Tactical officers, on the other hand, were not r equired to respond to such 
calls and, therefore, could devote more of their time to apprehending sus­
pects. 

Despite all these reservations, it was considered informative to ma ke 
comparisons with patrol activity to be able to put LOP and POP in broader per­
spective. However, because gathering such detailed data would have been ex­
tremely time-consuming, and because no systematic changes in patrol behavior 
were expected, such information was not collect ed for the SPD during the ex­
tension period. 

There were six criteria for evaluating the performance of LOP, POP, 
and SPD: 

1. Apprehension effectiveness 

2. Nature of arrests 

3 . Quality of arrests 

4. Disposition of arrests 

5. Information generation 

6. Citizen complaints 

The evaluation staff formulated indicators of each criterion for evalua­
tion which are discussed in detail below. When possible, the staff used t hese 
indicators to compare the performances of LOP, POP, and t he SPD during the 
program year and LOP with POP in the extension period . Also, when possible,
comparisons were made between the tactical unit and the SPD during the periods 
from August 1970 to July 1971, and from August 1971 to July 1972. Such multi­
ple comparisons over time permit a more thorough evaluation of t he i mpact of 
the LOP and POP strategies on tactical unit performance in the program year 
and the extension period . 
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Tests of significance were computed for those comparison s to which such 
tests were amenable. However, because of the relatively low number of cases 
occurring in some of the comparisons, decisions with regard to support or re­
jection of hypotheses will not rely strictly on results of statistical tests 
of significance.l4/ Another reason for not relying on statistical tests of 
significance for:Support or rejection of hypotheses concerns the nonrandom na­
ture of data collection. In the case of robbery and burglary arrests made by
the tactical unit, data on the entire population of such arrests are available. 
Therefore, no inferences from samples to populations need be made. Data on 
target arrests made by the SPD result from a nonrandom sample. Morrison and 
Henkel comment on the use of tests of significance in these situations: 

There is no basis in the statistical theory on which the tests are 
founded for any view other than that the data must be generated by 
a random procedure (either by random sampling or randomization) 
for the tests to be legitimately used . . .l2f 

Therefore, for those cases in which statistical tests were computed, such re­
sults are presented more for heuristic than for strict decision-making pur­
poses. 16/ In each case for which statistical significance must be questioned 
as a criterion, a definition of 11 SUbstantial 11 differences will also be pre­
sented and applied. 

14support for this position can be found in Hans Zeisel , 11 The Signifi­
cance of Insignificant Differences, 11 Public Opinion Quarterly, XVII (Fall) 
1955, 319-321. 

15oenton E. Morrison and Ramon E. Henkel, 11 Significance Tests in Behav­
ioral Research: Skeptical Conclusions and Beyond, 11 in The Significance Test 
Controversy, Morrison and Henke l (eds.), Chicago: Aldine Publi shing Co., 
1970. p. 305. 

16For those instances for which significance tests were computed, sta­
tistics indicating the strength of a relationship between variables are also 
given because statistical significance can be partially caused by large sample
sizes even though the relationship between variables is weak . Phi coeffi­
cients (~) and Cramer's V are presented. The values of these statistics range 
from 0.00 (indicating no relationship) to 1.00 (indicating a perfect relation­
ship). Generally speaking, values of~ and V less than .400 indicate a 11 Weak 11 

relationship while values greater than . 700 indicate a 11 Strong11 relationship . 
A more detailed discussion of these statistics can be found in Hubert M. 
Blalock, Jr., Social Statistics (2d ed.), New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1973. Pp. 291-298. 
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1. Appre~2nsion Effectiveness 

Both LOP and POP strategies were specifically designed to improve effec­
tiveness in arresting criminal suspects . Therefore, evaluators analyzed three 
indicators of apprehension effectiveness; these analyses are presented below. 

A. Officer-Hours Expended per Robbery or Burglary Arrest 

The first indicator of apprehension effectiveness was the number of offi­
cer-hours expended per robbery or burglary (target) arrest. Given the goals 
of LOP and POP, a ratio of time expended to target arrests was considered to 
be a useful measure of effectiveness. For the purposes of evaluation, the 
most effective strategy would expend the fewest number of officer-hours per 
target arrest. 

The hypotheses about this indicator and their rationales appear below : 

Hypothesis IV-Al(l): The LOP strategy will expend substantially
fewer officer-hours per target arrest than will the POP strategy.llJ 

Rationale: LOP squads were expected to be less restricted by the 
nature of their assignments than POP squads. POP squads were to 
be specifically assigned to surveil a limited group of 53 sub­
jects, while LOP squads would have the information about these 
subjects as well as information about crime patterns in particu­
lar areas and therefore would have a wider range of arrest pos­
sibilities. 

Hypothesis IV-Al(2): LOP and POP will expend substantially fewer 
officer-hours per target crime arrest than will the SPD. 

Rationale: LOP squads were to concentrate on the surveillance of 
high crime locations, while POP squads were to focus on the sur­
veillance of suspected target crime perpetrators. SPD personnel , 
on the other hand , were assigned to specific patrol beats which 
might not have severe target crime problems or contain suspected 
perpetrators . Furthermore, regular patrol officers have many
duties not related to the apprehension of criminals. Therefore, 
SPD officers should be expected to expend more officer-hours per 
target crime arrest than either LOP or POP squads . 

17A 11 substantial 11 difference in this case is at least 40 officer-hours 
(one officer-week) expended per target arrest. 
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Table IV-2 presents the data collected to test these hypotheses.~ 

TABLE IV-2 


OFFICER-HOURS EXPENDED PER CITIZEN COMPLAINT, BY 

ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


1972·73 1973-74 

(Program Yearl (Extension Phase) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 

SPD Unit: Unit: Unit : Unit: Unit: Unit : Unit : Unit : 

Officer-hours 

Total LOP POP Other• Total LOP POP Other•• 

353,284 ... 22,870 18,949 ... 45.408 23,142 6,323 15.933 

Target Arrests 667 274 142 76 47 159 91 9 59 

Officer-hours 
Expended Per Target 
Arrest 

529.66 
... 150.46 249.33 ... 295.85 254.42 7 02.56 270.05 

• Includes regu lar tactical unit patrol, special assignments, and off·duty. 
• • 	 Includes special assignments and off·duty. 

Data not available. 

Tests of significance were not possible because no distributions existed 
for the variables examined in testing these hypotheses. However, the data 
support Hypothesis IV-Al(l), that LOP would be substantially more effective 
than POP in making target arrests . LOP squads expended 150.46 officer-hours 
per target arrest, compared to 249.33 officer-hours per target arrest expended 
by POP squads. Furthermore, although LOP squads made up only one-third of the 
the tactical unit, those squads accounted for 53.3 percent of the target ar­
rests made by the entire unit during the program year. This LOP success 

18The data for the SPD include all target crime arrests made by officers 
of the SPD during the program year. For other analyses of arrests that fol­
low, which examined the specific circumstances of arrests, the data derive 
from the nonrandom sample of target arrests in that division for which such 
information was available. 
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relative to POP might be partially attributable to the alleged tendency of POP 
officers to restrict their use of arrests in order to minimize the instances 
requiring them to reveal their identities as police officers. Officer-hour 
data prior to the program year were not available; therefore, comparisons with 
earlier time periods cannot be made. 

The data also support Hypothesis IV-Al(2), that LOP and POP would expend
substantially fewer officer-hours per target arrest than the SPD. While LOP 
and POP expended 150.46 and 249.33 officer-hours per target arrest, respec­
tively, the SPD averaged one target arrest per 529.66 officer-hours. 

As Table IV-3 indicates, the apprehension effectiveness of LOP and POP 
squads dropped somewhat during the extension phase as compared with the pro­
gram year. Nevertheless, LOP remained substantially more effective than POP 
on this measure. As previously explained, officer-hour data for the SPD for 
this period are not available; hence, they could not be examined. 

TABLE IV-3 


CHANGE IN OFFICER-HOURS PER TARGET ARREST 

EXPENDED BY LOP AND POP AUG. 1972 - JAN . 1974 


Period 

Officer-hours 
Expended per 

Target 
Arrest : 

LOP 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Period: 

LOP 

%Change 
from 

Previous 
Period: 

LOP 

Officer-hours 
Expended per 

Target 
Arrest.: 

POP 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Period: 

POP 

%Change 
from 

Previous 
Period: 

POP 

Program Year 150.46 - - 249.33 

Extension* 
Period 

254.42 +103.96 +69.10 702.56 +463.23 +181.78 

*August 1973- January 1974. 

A plausible reason for the reduction in POP effectiveness during the ex­
tension phase might have been the revision of the objectives for that strat ­
egy. The revised objectives placed less emphasis on the POP officers' obtain­
ing information about criminal suspects so that other units could make ar­
rests. Infiltration and/or surveillance of suspected burglary and narcotics 
users and dealers had high priority. Although infiltration was later judged 
to be ineffective and was abandoned, surveillances and the use of informants 
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by the POP squad produc ed information that contributed to arres ts of individu­
als by the Drug Enforcement Administration, the Federal Bureau of Investiga­
tion, the Kansas Bureau of Investigation and various local authorities.l2f 

In summary, compared to POP, LOP expended substantially fewer officer­
hours per target arrest during both evaluation periods. During the program 
year, both LOP and· POP expended substant i ally fewer officer-hours per target 
arrest than did the SPD. There was a notable decline in the apprehension ef­
fectiveness of both LOP and POP during the extension period compared to the 
program year. 

B. Percent of Robbery or Burglary Arrests Made as Interceptions 

The second indicator of apprehension effectiveness selected was the per­
cent of robbery or burglary arrests which were made as interceptions. An in­
terception was defined as an arrest made while the suspect was present at, or 
was leaving, the scene of a crime . This indicator was chosen because it sug­
gests how close in time to the actual commiss i on of a crime an apprehension 
was made. The hypotheses and rationales follow. 

Hypothesis IV-Bl: Both LOP and POP squads wil l make a substantial­
ly greater percent of robbery or burglary ar res ts as interceptions 
than will the SPD.20/ 

Rationale: SPD officers were expected to have a wide range of re­
sponsibilities other than the apprehension of crimi nals and were 
expected to be assigned to beats which might not have a hi gh prob­
ability of occurrence of crime . On the other hand, LOP and POP 
officers were expected to be assigned to surveil places or people 
likely to be associated with criminal activities . As a result, 
LOP and POP officers would be more l i kely to be in the vicinity of 
criminal activity than would SPD officers, and therefore their in­
terception rate would be expected to be greater than that of the 
SPD. 

Because POP squads were s urveilling suspected perpetrato r s and would be 
nearby if any of these subj ects committed an offense, and because LOP squads 

19As a result of their acti vities from August 16, 1973, to December 4, 
1973, the officers of the POP squad rece i ved individual letters of commenda­
tion from Joseph D. McNamara, Chief of Pol i ce . The main basis of the commen­
dations was that arrests had been made by other units as a result of informa­
tion provided by POP officers . 

2°For all hypotheses in this chapter that compare percentages, a differ­
ence of 5.00 percent is defined as substantial. Because most N's are rela­
tively large, 5.00 percent is considered an important difference. 
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are assigned to high target crime locations , both LOP and POP seem equally
likely to make about the same percentage of target crime interceptions of 
total target crime arrests . 

Table IV-4 presents the data necessary to test these hypotheses about the 
percentage of robbery or burglary arrests which were made as interceptions. 

TABLE IV-4 

PERCENTAGE OF ROBBERY OR BURGLARY ARRESTS MADE 
AS INTERCEPTIONS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT 

1970-71 1971-72 
1972-73 

(Program Year) 

1973-74 
(Extension Phase) 

SPD Tactical 
Unit 

SPD Tactical 
Unit 

SPD 
Tactlcat 

Unit: 

Total 

TacttcaJ 
Unit: 
LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
PDP 

Tacttcat 
Unit: 
Other• 

Tactical 
Unit; 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 

LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
Other•• 

Intercept ions for 
Robbery or Burglary 7 5 1 1 5 16 11 3 2 9 5 0 4 

Total Arrests for 
Robbery or Burglary 170 184 199 169 189 275 152 76 47 159 91 9 59 

Percent of Robbery 
or Burglary Arrests 4.12 2. 72 0.50 0.5~ 2.65 5.82 7.24 3.95 4.26 5.66 5.50 0 .0 0 6.78 
Made ~s Interceptions 

• Inc ludes regular tact ical unit patrol, speci al assignments, and off-duty. 

• • Includes speci al assignments and off-duty. 

Comparison Test Statistic Signiti~.:ance 

LOP- POP (Prog.) % = 1.072 p = .1423 

LOP - SPO % = 2.038 p = .0207 

POP- SPD % = .516 p = .3015 

LOP- POP I Ext. ) % = 2.301 p = .0107 

The data do not support Hypothesis IV-Bl, that there would be a substan­
tial difference between LOP and POP when compared to the SPD. The SPD pro­
duced target interceptions of total target arrests resulting in differences 
of slightly less than 5 percent compared to those of LOP or POP, although the 
difference between LOP and the SPD was statistically significant. 

There was a difference of only 3.29 percent in the interceptions pro ­
duced by LOP and POP; this difference is less than the arbitrary 5 percent 
criterion established for a 11 SUbstantial 11 difference and is not statistically 
significant. Too few interceptions were made in the extension phase to make 
results reliable. 
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Table IV-5 presents the changes in the percent of target interceptions of 
total target arrests for the tactical unit and the SPD. 

TABLE IV-5 


CHANGE IN PERCENT TARGET INTERCEPTIONS OF TOTAL TARGET 

ARRESTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Year 
(August-July) 

1970·71 

Percent Target 
Interceptions of 

Total Target Arrests: 
SPD 

4.12 

Change from 
Previous Year: 

SPD 

-

Percent Target 
Interceptions of Total 

Target Arrests: 
Tactical Unit* 

2.72 

Change from 
Previous Year: 
Tactical Unit* 

-

1971-72 0.50 -3.62 0.59 ' -2.13 

1972-73 2.65 +2.15 6.14 +5.55 

Extension** - - 5.00 -1 .14 

* Du ring the program and extension periods, includes only LOP and POP. 

** August 1, 1973, through January 31,1974. 


All results obtained from the analysis of data about change over time 
should be interpreted with great caution because so few observations of change 
are available. Both the SPD and the tactical unit experienced a decrease in 
their interception rates from 1970-71 to 1971-72 which was less than substan­
tial. During the program year (1972-1973), the tactical unit experienced an 
increase of 5.55 percent in its interception rate compared to the previous 
year. However, when controlling for the 2.15 percent increase in the inter­
ception rate experienced by the SPD during the same time period, the tactical 
unit's improvement in performance is not substantial.21/ A decrease of 1.14 
percent in interceptions occurred during the extension-phase, compared to the 
program year . The SPD also i mproved s lightly in the program year, with an in ­
crease of 2.15 percent in its interception rate compared to the previous year. 

In summary, using percent of target arrests made as interceptions as a 
criterion, LOP was slightly more effective than POP, although this difference 

21A 11 Substantial change 11 for the tactical unit is arbitrarily defi ned as 
a 5 percent increase over and above the increase experienced by the SPD during 
the corresponding time period . Results from data about changes over t ime 
should be interpreted very cautiously because only a limited number of obser­
vations of change are available. 
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was not statistically significant and was not equal to the arbitrary 5 percent 
difference selected as a criterion for 11 Substantial 11 differences. Both LOP 
and POP appeared not to be substantially more effective on this measure than 
the SPD, although the difference between LOP and the SPD was statistically 
significant. Compared to the previous year, the tactical unit's performance 
on this indicator did not improve substantially during the program year. Com­
pared to the program year, LOP and POP declined slightly in target crime in­
terception rates in the extension phase although the decline was not substan­
tia1. 

C. Officer-Hours Expended per Target Subject Arrested for Target Crime 

Information about 53 suspected perpetrators was distributed to the tacti­
cal unit. The third indicator of apprehension effectiveness was the number of 
officer-hours expended for each perpetrator subject arrested by LOP or POP for 
target offenses. As in Chapter II, only within-group comparisons were made 
for the tactical unit; no across-group comparisons with the SPD could be made 
using this measure because of an unequal number of personnel pursuing an equal
number of target subjects. To have made comparable across-group comparisons, 
the 220 law enforcement personnel of the SPD would have to have been assigned 
833 CIC subjects, given that the 14 members of each of the LOP and POP squads 
were assigned 53 subjects. 

The hypothesis and rationale follow: 

Hypothesis IV-Cl(l): POP squads will expend substantially fewer 
officer-hours per target arrest of assigned CIC target subjects 
than will the LOP squads . 

Rationale: Although LOP squads received the information on the 
same 53 ere subjects as POP squads, LOP squads were not direct­
ly assigned to surveil these subjects, as were POP squads. Be­
cause POP squads were following or gathering information on 
these subjects, they should account for more arrests of CIC sub­
jects than LOP squads. 

Table IV-6 presents the data used to test this hypothesis. 

Neither LOP nor POP made more than three arrests of target subjects for 
target crimes during either the program year or the extension phase . If the 
total number of target arrests of assigned ere subjects, rather than the num­
ber of assigned target subjects arrested, were the criterion, LOP produced
five and POP produced only four during the program year. If the evaluation 
criterion were the number of assigned target subjects arrested for all crimes 
combined, the total number for LOP and POP would still be less than 20. If 
the criterion were the total number of arrests assigned target subjects for 
all crimes combined, LOP produced only eight and POP produced six. Therefore, 
regardless of the available criteria, too few arrests were made to allow for 
any systematic comparisons between strategies . The fact that the tactical 
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unit arrested so few target subjects suggests that the Apprehension-Oriented 
strategies performed at a level lower than anticipated. 

TABLE IV-6 

OFFICER-HOURS EXPENDED PER ASSIGNED CIC 
SUBJECT ARRESTED FOR TARGET CRIMES, BY 

ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1971 - JAN. 1974 

1972·73 1973-74 
(Program Year) (Extension Phasel 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: 
Total LOP POP Other• Total LOP POP Other.. 

Officer-hours Ex pended 
... 22,870 18,949 ... 45,408 23,152 6,232 15,933 

Number of Assigned 
Subjects Arrested 6 3 2 1 2 1 1 0 
for Target Crim es 

Officer -hours Expended 
per Target Subject 

Arrest for Target 
... 7,623.33 9,474.50 ... 22,704.00 23,152.00 6,323.00 ... 

Crimes 

• Includes regular tact ical unit patrol, special assignments, and off-duty. 
• • Includes special assignments and off-du tY. 


•• • Data not ava ilable. 


2. Nature of Arrests 

The second criterion of evaluation was the nature of the arrests made by 
LOP, POP, and the SPD. Because each strategy employed somewhat different 
tactics in making arrests, the techniques from which the target arrests de­
rived were considered important indicators. Analyses of two indicators of 
the nature of arrests are presented below . 

A. Percent of Target Arrests Resulting from Covert Techniques 

The first indicator of nature of arrests was the percentage of robbery 
and burglary arrests resulting from covert techniques. Because LOP and POP 
personnel were to have more freedom to employ a wider range of apprehension 
techniques than regular patrol officers, this measure was considered a 
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relevant distinguish i ng feature of the nature of arrests. Task force officers 
and evaluation staff believed that experienced criminals would be able to 
identify 11 Unmarked 11 police vehicles; therefore, patrol in either marked or un­
marked police vehicles would be considered an overt strategy . Stakeouts and 
undercover operations qualify as covert strategies. 

The hypothesis and rationale concerning covertness of strategy are pre­

sented below: 


Hypothesis IV-A2: Both POP and LOP squads will make a substantial ­
ly greater percent of their arrests for target crimes using covert 
techniques than the SPD. 

Rationale: SPD assignments would rarely include stakeouts or un­
dercover operations because traditional patrol strategy emphasizes 
highly visible police presence. Therefore, one would anticipate
that the LOP and POP squads would make more target arrests using
covert techniques than would the SPD. 

Because the POP strategy was designed as a covert operation of surveil ­
ling CIC subjects using stakeouts and undercover techniques, and because LOP 
squads were to be placed in high-crime areas, where they would use covert 
surveillance techniques similar to those of th e POP squads, no difference be­
tween the two strategies in percentage of target arrests made through the use 
of covert operations is to be expected. 

Table IV-7 presents the data for testing this hypothes i s.22/ 

The data support Hypothesis IV-A2, that there would be a substantial dif ­
ference between both LOP and POP compared to the SPD in terms of the percent 
of arrests made through the use of covert strategies. Compared to the SPD, 
both LOP and POP strategies resulted in more target arrests through the use of 
covert strategies. No SPD target arrests resulted from covert operations dur­
ing the program year. 

The POP squads made 22.73 percent of their target arrests using covert 
techniques during the program year, compared to only 9.15 pe rcent for LOP 
squads. This difference is both statistically significant and larger than the 
5 percent criterion for substantial differences. In the extension phase, POP 
made all six of its target arrests using covert techniques. This difference 
might be explained by the fact that POP officers covertly surveilled CIC sub­
jects, while LOP officers frequently patrolled high-crime areas in unmarked 
police vehicles. 

22Because most of the data in this chapter are at the nominal level, 
chi -square is the appropriate test of significance when expected values are 
greater than 5. In those 2 x 2 tables for which expected values are less than 
5, Fisher's Exact Test is applied. 
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Table IV-8 presents the data indicating the changes in target arrests 
made by the tactical unit using covert techniques. 

TABLE IV-7 

ARRESTS FOR TARGET CRIME BY 11 COVERTNESS" OF 
STRATEGY, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: 

AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974* 

1970-71 1971 -72 
1972-73 

(Program Year) 
1973-74 

(Extension Phase) 

SPD 
Tactical 

Unit 
SPD 

Tactical 
Unit 

SPD 
Tactical 

Unit: 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit : 
LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

POP 

Tactical 
Un it: 

Other•• 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 

LOP 

Tactical 

Unit: 
POP 

Tactic al 
Unit: 

Other••• 

Target Arrest 
Made by Covert 
Operations 

2 
(2.941 

3 
(2.97) 

0 
(0.00) 

6 
(4.32) 

0 
(0.00) 

29 
(12 .61) 

13 
(9.15) 

15 
(22.73) 

1 
(4.76 ) 

26 
(28.571 

12 
(17. 19) 

6 
( 100.001 

8 
(50.00 ) 

Target Arrests 

Made by Overt 
Operations 

66 
(97.06) 

98 
(9 7.03) 

200 
(100.00) 

133 
(95.68) 

184 
( 100.00) 

201 
187.39) 

129 
(90.85) 

51 
(77.27) 

21 
(95.24) 

65 
(71.43) 

57 
182.61) 

0 
(0.00) 

8 
(50.00 

Data about covertness were m•ss•ng for approximately 20 percent of the arrests. 
Includes regular tactical unit patrol, special assignments, and off-duty. 

••• Includes special assignments and off-duty. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Assoc iation 

LOP- POP (Prog.) 

LOP- SPD 

POP- SPD 

LOP- POP (Ext.) 

x2 • 7.1 25 

x2 = 17.545 

Fisher's Exact 

Fisher's Exact 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.005 < p < .01 

p < .0005 

p= .0000 

p• .0001 

¢ •.185 

¢ • .232 

_, • .422 

¢ = .525 

TABLE IV-8 


CHANGES IN TARGET ARRESTS MADE BY TACTICAL 

UNIT AS A RESULT OF COVERT TECHNIQUES* 


AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Year 
(August- July) 

1970-1971 

1971 -1972 

1972-1973 
Program 

Extension • * 

% Target Arrests as 
A Result of Covert 
Arrest Tech niques 

2.97 

4.32 

13.46 

24.00 

Change from 

Previous Year 


-

1.35 

+ 9.14 

+10.54 

•ouring Program and Extension periods, includes only LOP and POP 
..August 1973-January 1974 
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The increases of 9 .1 4 perce nt and 10.54 percent targe t arres ts made dur­
ing the program year and t he exten s i on phase, respecti ve l y , indicate t hat LOP 
and POP made substantially more arre s t s us ing covert techni ques t han the tac­
ti cal unit in previous years. 

To compare LOP and POP further, Table IV-9 presents an examination of the 
percentages of arrests resulting fro m covert techniques made f or r obbery as 
opposed to burglary. 

TABLE IV-9 


ROBBERY AS OPPOSED TO BURGLARY ARRESTS MADE BY THE 

TACTICAL UNIT USING OVERT AND COVERT TECH NIQUES* 


1972-73 
(Program Year) 

1973-74 
(Extension Phase) 

Tactical 
Unit: 
Total 

Tactical 
Un it : 
LOP 

Tact ical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other• 

Tactical 
Unit: 

T otal 

Tactical 
Unit : 

LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit : 

Other•• 

8 7 0 1 2 2 0 0 

Robbery 

Cover t ( 7.84 ) (10.29 ) ( 0 .00) ( 7 .69) ( 7.41 ) ( 9 .09) ( 0.00) ( 0.00) 

94 61 21 12 25 20 0 5 
Overt (92.16) (89 .7 1) (100.00) (92.31) (92 .59) (90.9 1) ( 0 .00) (100.00) 

21 6 15 0 24 10 6 8 

Burglary 

Covert ( 17.0 7) ( 8 .45) (33.33) ( 0 .00) (37.50) (21 .28) ( 100 .00) (72.73) 

102 65 30 7 40 37 0 3 
Overt (B2.93) (91 .55) (66 .67) (1 00.00) (62.50) (7B.72) ( 0.00) (27.2 7) 

• Incl udes regular tactical unit patrol , special assignments, and off-duty . 

Includes special assignments and off-duty. 

Comparison Test Stat istic df Significance Measure of Association 

Robbery 
--wi>- POP (Prog.) 

LOP - POP (Ex t.) 

Burglar y 
LOP - POP (Prog.) 
LOP - POP (E xt. ) 

LOP 
Rob.-Burg. (Prog.) 
Rob.·Burg. (Ex t. ) 

POP 
- Rob.·Burs. (Prog.) 

Rob.-Burg. (Ext.) 

Fisher's Ex ac t 
F isher · ~ Exact 

x 2 = 11 .502 
Fisher's Exact 

x2 = .139 
Fisher's Exact 

Fisher's Exact 
F isher 's Ex act 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

p = . 147 

p = 1.000 

.0005 < p < .001 
p = .0003 

p = .25 
p = .1851 

p = .0013 
p = 1.0000 

¢ = .162 

¢ = .000 

¢ = .315 

¢ = .543 

9 = .032 

¢ = .150 

¢ = .370 

"' = .000 
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These data indicate that POP squads were more likely to use covert tech­
niques for burglary arrests than for robbery arrests . POP squads were also 
more likely than LOP squads to use covert techniques in making burglary ar­
rests . 

In summary, POP made a greater percentage of its target arrests using co­
vert techniques than did LOP. However, both LOP and POP used more covert 
techniques than did the SPD. Both LOP and POP produced a greater percentage 
of target arrests using covert techniques than did the tactical unit in the 
year prior to the program year. 

B. Percent of Target Arrests Resulting From Officer-Initiative 

Because LOP and POP were designed to have more freedoM to employ a broad­
er range of activities than regular patrol, an important criterion of evalua­
tion was target arrests resulting from officer-initiated ~ctivities. All tar­
get arrests were catego~ized according to the conditions under which these ar­
rests were made, using the following dichotomy:23/ 

Arrests Made as a Result 
of Activities Other Than 

Officer-Initiated 
Arrests Made as a Result of 

Officer-Initiated Activities 

1. Radio Dispatches l . Car Checks 

2. Citizen-Initiated 2. Pedestrian Checks 

The hypotheses and rationales follow . 

Hypothesis IV-B2: A substantially greater percentage of the LOP 
and POP squads 1 target arrests will be made as a result of offi­
cer-initiated activities than will those made by the SPD. 

Rationale: SPD units have more assigned activities than either 
LOP or POP squads. Therefore, SPD units would be expected to 
make a smaller percentage of their target arrests as a result of 
officer-initiated activities than would the LOP or POP squads. 

The nature of LOP and POP assignments was expected to be such that these 
apprehension squads would seldom respond to calls-for-service. Both strate­
gies were expected to conduct surveillances in unmarked cars and plainclothes. 
Such surveillances would be ineffective if LOP and POP officers responded 

23Excluded from the analysis are arrests resulting from on-view, war­
rants, residence checks, and unknown arrest-related activity, because arrests 
resulting from such activities could fall into either of the categories, de­
pending on the specific circumstances involved. 
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frequently to call s- for-service. Also, because both strategies were expected
to maintain atypical appearances for police officers, both would be expected 
to be assigned to few citizens' calls-for-service; therefore, no difference was 
expected between the two Apprehension-Oriented strategies in terms of the per­
centage of target arrests resulting from officer-initiated activities. 

Table IV-10 contains the data for testing the hypothesis. 

TABLE IV-10 


TARGET ARRESTS RESULTING FROM OFFICER-INITIATED 

ACTIVITIES AND ACTIVITIES OTHER THAN OFFICER-INITIATED, 


BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 -JAN. 1974* 


1970-71 1971-72 
1972-73 

(Program Year) 
1973-74 

(Extension Ph ase) 

SPD Tactic~! 

Unit 
SPD Tactical 

Unit 
SPD 

Tactical 
Un it: 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 
LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other• • 

Tactical 

Un it: 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 
LOP 

Tact ical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other••• 

Target Arrests 
Resulting From O fficer· 
Initiated Activity 

18 

124 .32) 

57 

(76 .00) 

37 

(29.13) 

41 

(69 .49) 

40 

(31.75 ) 

119 

(84.40) 

63 

(77. 78) 

44 

(91.67) 

12 

1100.00) 

47 

(61 .84 ) 

26 

(57.78) 

1••• 

(100.00) 

20 

(66.67) 

Target Arrests 
Resulti ng from Act ivities 
Other than Officer-
Initiated 

56 

(75. 68) 

18 

(24 .00) 

90 

(70.87) 

18 

(30 .57) 

86 

(68.25) 

22 

115.60) 

18 

122.22) 

4 

I 8.331 

0 

(0.00) 

29 

(38.16) 

19 

(42.22) 

0 

{0.00) 

10 

(33.33) 

•Because data were excluded for arrests resulting from on-view, warrants, and 
residence checks, arrest totals here do not correspond to previous tables. 

••Includes regular tactic.., unit patrol, spec ial assignments. and off·duty. 
• • •Includes special assignmenrs and off-duty. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Signi ficance Measure of Association 

LOP - POP {Prog.) 

LOP - SPD 

POP- SPD 

LOP - POP (Ext.) 

x:2 - 4.1 10 

x2 =41.790 

x2 =49.980 

Fisher's Exact 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.025 <p < .05 

p <.0001 

p < .0001 

p - .5870 

(I .1 78 

¢ = .449 

¢ • .586 

¢ = . 125 

Hypothesis IV-82, that LOP and POP would make a greater percentage of 
target arrests as a re su lt of officer-initiated activities than would th e SPD, 
is supported. Wh ile LOP and POP target arrests were usually a res ult of offi ­
cer-initiative (77 .78 percent and 91.67 percent, respectively), a majority 
(68.25 percent) of the SPD target arrests resulted from activities other than 
officer-initiated. 
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The difference between LOP and POP in terms of percentage of target ar­
rests resulting from officer-initiated activities is both statistically sig­
nificant and larger than the 5 percent criterion required for a substantial 
difference. Compared to LOP, POP made 13.89 percent more of its arrests as a 
result of officer-initiated activities during the program year. During the 
extension phase, POP made so few arrests as to warrant no comparison. A more 
thorough understanding of the differences that did occur can be achieved by 
analyzing the dichotomy of arrest types in terms of its components. Table 
IV-11 presents data about target arrests effected through the four established 
categories. 

TABLE IV-11 


TARGET ARRESTS BY LOP AND POP IN THE PROGRAM YEAR RESULTING FROM 

CAR CHECKS, PEDESTRIAN CHECKS, CALLS-FOR-SERVICE, AND CITIZEN-INITIATION 


(AUG. 1972 - JULY 1973) 


The data indicate that the greatest difference between LOP and POP oc­
curred for target arrests as a result of calls-for-service . As stated in the 
rationale fo r Hypothesis IV-A2, department and evaluation staff initially an­
ticipated that the surveillances by both Apprehension-Oriented strategies
would be conducted in plainclothes and unmarked cars; however the POP offi ­
cers changed to the use of rental vehicles and unusual dress in order to main­
tain their covers and thus avoid detection by CIC subjects. Although LOP of­
ficers used unmarked cars, they often wore police un i forms on assignments. 
Therefore, it followed that LOP officers were more likely than POP officers to 
be asked to respond to calls-for-service, because the LOP officers were more 
likely to wear uniforms . 
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The evaluation staff examined tactical unit target arrests made as a result 
of officer-initiated activities from 1970-74. Table IV-12 presents these data. 

TABLE IV-12 


CHANGE IN TARGET ARRESTS PERCENTAGE OF TARGET 

ARRESTS RESULTING FROM OFFICER-INITIATED ACTIVITIES, 


BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG . 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Year 
(August 
to July) 

% Arrests Resulting 
from Officer-Initiated 

Activities: 
SPD 

Change 

from 
Previous 

Year 

% Arrests Resulting 
from Officer-Initiated 

Activities: 
Tactical Unit* 

Change 

from 
Previous 

Year 

1970-71 24.32 - 76.00 -

1971 - 72 29.13 +4.81 69.49 -6-51 

1972- 73 
Program Year 

31.75 +2.62 82.95 +13.46 

Extension** - - 58.70 -24.25 

*During the program and extension periods, includes only LOP and POP. 
**August 1, 1973, through January 31, 1974 . 

The SPD experienced an increase in percentage over the three-year period. 
There was a substantial increase in the number of arrests resulting from of­
ficer-initiated activities during the program year after controlling for the 
corresponding trend of the SPD. There was a substantial decrease of 24.25 
percent in the extension period. In comparison to the program year, however, 
because so few arrests were made in the extension phase, no generalizations
are warranted. 

In summary, compared to LOP, POP's percentage of target arrests resulting 
from officer-initiated activities was sub~tantially greater. Both LOP and POP 
produced a higher proportion of target arrests as a result of officer-initi ­
ated activities than did the SPD during the program year or the tactical unit 
in previous years. 

3. Quality of Arrests 

Another criterion chosen for evaluation was the quality of the arrests 
made by LOP, POP, and the SPD, using three indicators of arrest quality. The 
analyses of these indicators are presented below . 

A. Percentage of Target Arrests Made for Robbery 

One measure of the quality of arrests is the seriousness of the crimes 
for which target arrests are made. Target arrests were those for robbery and 
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burglary. Because robberies are more likely to involve threat of or actual 
bodily harm, robberies were considered to be the more serious offense of the 
target crimes, consistent with Sellin and Wolfgang•s offense scales designed 
to measure the seriousness of crime.24/ The best strategy, in terms of arrest 
quality, is considered to be the one-rhat results in the greatest percentage
of target arrests for robbery. 

The hypothesis and rationale are as follows: 

Hypothesis IV-A3: Both LOP and POP will produce a substantially
higher percentage of target arrests made for robbery than will 
the SPD. 

Rationale: LOP and POP would be expected to make a greater per­
centage of intercepti ons than would the SPD. Because a greater 
percentage of robberies are detectable by police patrol than are 
burglaries,25/ interceptions would be more likely f or robbery 
arrests than-for burglary arrests . Thus, LOP and POP would be 
expected to make a greater percentage of their target arrests 
for robbery than would the SPD. 

Although both strategies were to surveil suspects or locations associated 
with robbery and burglary, neither strategy could expect assignment to sus­
pects or areas that would result in a greater percentage of target arrests for 
robbery. 

Table IV-13 presents the data necessary to test the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis IV-A3, stating that both LOP and POP would produce a greater 
percentage of target arrests for robbery, is supported . Compared with the 
SPD, more than 20 percent more LOP target arrests and 5.35 percent more 
POP target arrests were made for r obbery. Although the comparison between POP 
and the SPD is not statistically significant because of the small number of 
cases, the difference between the two does meet the 5 percent cri terion for a 
substantial difference. The difference between LOP and SPD is both signifi­
cant and substantial. 

LOP made 15 percent more of their target arrests for robbery than did 
POP, a difference meeting the criteria for both significant and substantial 

24Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E. Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinguen­
~, New York : John Wiley and Sons, 1964. P. 289 . 

25J. F. Elliott, Interception Patrol, Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. 
Thomas, 1973. P. 11. Robberies are also considered more 11 deterrable, 11 which 
means that a crime is 11 likely to be stopped in the act. 11 See Cyrus Ulberg and 
Peter Bloch, 11 Experiment a 1 Design for the Beat Commander Project, 11 unpub1i shed 
manuscript. • 
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differences. This difference might be explained by the fact that, according 
to POP officers, they more often surveilled suspected burglars than suspected 
robbers during the program year . 

Table IV-14 contains the data indicating the changes in the percentage of 
target arrests made for robbery by the SPD and the tactical unit. 

TABLE IV-13 


ROBBERY AS OPPOSED TO BURGLARY ARRESTS, BY ORGANIZATIONAL 

UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Robbery 
Arrests 

Burglary 
Arrests 

Total 

1972-73 
1970-71 1971-72 (Program Year) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical 
SPD Tactical SPD Tactical SPD Unit; Un it : Unit: 

Unit Unit Total LOP POP 

33 89 46 52 52 123 73 25 

(19.41%) (48.37%) (23.12%) (30.77%) (27. 51%) (44.73%) (48.03%) (32 .89%) 

137 95 153 117 137 152 79 51 

(80.59) (51.63) (76.881 (69.23) (72.49) (55.27) (51.97) (67.11) 

170 184 199 169 189 275 152 76 

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 

1973-74 
(Extension Phase) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: 

Other• Total LOP POP 

25 64 3;$ 1 

(53.19%) (40.25%) (36.26%) (11.11%1 

22 95 58 8 

(46.87) (59.75) (63.74) (88.89) 

47 159 91 9 

(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.001 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other** 

30 

(50.85%) 

29 

(49.15) 

59 

(100.00) 

* Includes regular tactica l unit patrol, special assignments, and off-duty. 
•• Includes special assignments and off-duty. 

Compari son Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

LOP- POP (Prog.) 

LOP- SPD 

POP- SPD 

LOP - POP (Ext.) 

x2 = 4.734 

x 
2 

= 15.267 

x2 = 0.762 

Fisher1S Exact 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.025 <p < .05 

p < .0005 

p> .25 

p = .1211 

¢ = .1 44 

¢ = .212 

<I> = .054 

¢ = .1520 
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TABLE IV-14 

CHANGES IN PERCENT TARGET ARRESTS MADE FOR ROBBERY, 
BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 

Year 
(August 
to July) 

% 
Robbery 
Arrests: 

SPD 

Change From 
Previous Year: 

SPD 

%Robbery 
Arrests: 

Tactical Unit 
Total* 

Change From 
Previous Year: 
Tactical Unit 

Total* 

1970-71 19.41 - 48.37 -

1971-72 23.12 +3.71 30.77 -17.60 

1972-73 
Program 

27.51 +4.39 42.98 +12 .21 

Extension** - - 34.00 - 8.98 

*During program and extension periods, includes only LOP and POP. 
**August 1, 1973, through January 31, 1974. 

The SPD consistently increased its percentage of target arrests made for 
robbery over the three-year period; however, there was no consistent pattern 
for the tactical unit. Compared to the previous year, and controlling for 
the corresponding trend of the SPD, the tactical unit experienced a substantial 
increase in the percentage of target arrests made for robbery in the program 
year, largely attributable to LOP target arrests. Duri ng the extension phase, 
however, the tactical unit's percentage of target arrests made for robbery was 
less than that for the program year. 

A plausible explanation for this decline might be t hat a greater propor­

tion of LOP assignments were burglary surveillances during the extension per­

iod than in the program year. However, this speculation cannot be verified 

because most LOP assignment folders were destroyed shortl y aft er the tactical 

unit was decentralized in 1974. 


In summary, LOP made substantially more target arrests for robbery than 
did POP in both evaluation periods . Both LOP and POP made more target arrests 
for robbery than did the SPD during the program year. Compared to the pre­
vious year, the tactical unit increased substantially in its percentage of 
target arrests made for robbery during the program year. However, during the 
extension phase, the tactical unit experienced a substantial decrease in the 
percentage of target arrests for robbery, compared to the program year. 

B. Percent of Robbery Arrests Made for Armed Robbery Offenses 

To create a second measure of the seriousness of the crimes f or which 
·target arrests were made, the evaluation staff separated robbery arrests into 
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those for armed and those for strong-armed robbery. Because armed robberies 
involve the use of weapons, they are defined as more se r io us than strong-armed 
robberies, again consistent with the offense seriousness scale of Sellin and 
Wolfgang.26/ Therefore, the strategy resulting in the gr eatest percentage of 
arrests for armed robbery will be considered to be the best in terms of arrest 
quality . 

The hypothesis and rationale are as follows. 

Hypothesis IV-B3: Both LOP and POP will produce a substantially 
higher percentage of robbery arrests for armed robbery offenses 
than will the SPD. 

Rationale: Both LOP and POP strategies were to be assigned to 

persons or locations associated with 11 Serious" crime problems. 

SPD officers, on the other hand, were to be assigned to beats 

which might not have many incidents of serious crime. It could 

be expected, therefore, that LOP and POP robbery arrests would 

more often be made for the more "serious" form of robbery. 


Because both strategies were to surveil subjects or locations associated 
with robbery and burglary offenses, neither strategy could be expected to pro­
duce a greater percentage of robbery arrests for armed robbery. 

Table IV-15 presents the data to test t he hypothesis. 

The data support Hypothesis IV-Bl, that LOP and POP would make substan­
tially larger percentages of robbery arrests for armed robbery. The differ­
ence of 12.59 percent between POP and the SPD, although greater than the 5 per­
cent criterion applied for substantial differences, was not statistically sig­
nificant at the .05 level because of the small number of observations for POP. 

LOP made only a slightly larger proportion of arrests (1.7 percent) for 
armed robbery offenses than did POP during the program year. This difference 
is neither substantial nor significant. The one POP squad made too few rob­
bery arrests in the extension phase to permit comparisons. 

Table IV-16 prese nts data for the changes in percen t of armed robbery ar­
rests for the SPD and the tactical unit. 

The percentage decrease of armed robbery arrests for LOP and POP in the 
extension phase over the program year was substantial; however, because LOP 
and POP effected so few target arrests for armed robbery during the extension 
period, no generalizations can be made. 

26sellin and Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinquency. P. 289. 
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TABLE IIJ-15 

ARMED VERSUS STRONG-ARMED ROBBERY ARRESTS BY ORGANIZATIONAL 

UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


1970-71 1971-72 
1972-73 

(Program Year) 
1973-74 

(Ext e nsion Phase) 

Tactical 
Unit : 

Other * * 
SPD Tactical 

Unit 
SPD Tactical 

Unit 
SPD 

Tactical 
Unit: 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 

LOP 

Tactic al 
Unit : 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other* 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 
LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Armed 25 43 34 46 40 112 66 25 25 58 30 0 28 

Robber y*** (92.59) (79.63) (73.91) (88.46) (80.00) (93.33) (94.29) (92.59) (92.59) (93.55 ) (90.91) (0.00) (100.00) 

Strong-Armed 2 11 12 6 10 8 4 2 2 4 3 1 0 

Robbery*** (7.41) (20.37) (26.09) (11.54) 120.00) (6.67) (5 .71) (7.41) (7 .41) (6.45) (9:09) (100.00) (0.00) 

Robbery: 6 35 0 0 2 3 3 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Undetermined 
Type**** (18.18) (39.33) (0.00) (0.00) (3.85) (2.94) (2.94) (0.00) (0.00) (3.13) (0.00) (0.00) (6.67) 

* Includes regular tactical unit patrol, special ass ignments, and off-duty 
•• Includes special assignment and off-duty. 

• • • Percent armed robbery arrests and percent strong-armed robbery arrests sum to 100.00 percent in all columns. 
•••• Percent undetermined is the percent of total robbery arrests for which no distinction was available. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

LOP- POP (Prog.) 

LOP - SPD 

POP- SPD 

LOP - POP (Ext.) 

Fisher's Exact 

x2 = 5.776 

Fisher's Exact 

Fisher's Exact 

1 

1 

1 

1 

p = .3257 

.01 <p < .025 

p = .1289 

p = .1176 

¢ = .032 

¢ = .21 9 

¢ = .167 

¢ = .477 

TABLE IV-16 

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF ARMED ROBBERY ARRESTS, BY 

ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN . 1974 


%Armed I %Armed Change From 

Year Robbery Change From Robbery Arrests Previous Year: 

(August Arrests ,Previous Year: Tactical Unit: Tactical Unit 
to July) SPD SPD Total* Total* 

1970-71 92.59 - 79.63 -

1971-72 73.91 - 18.69 88.46 + 8.83 

1972-73 
Program 

80.00 + 6.09 93.81 + 5.35 

Extension** - - 88.24 - 5.57 

* During program and extension periods, includes only LOP and POP. 
* * August 1,1973, through January 31,1974. 
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•• • 

In summary, using percentage of robbery arrests for armed robbery of­
fenses as an indicator of arrest quality, evaluators found no substantial dif ­
ference between LOP and POP. However, both LOP and POP produced arrests of 
higher quality than did the SPD. Neither LOP nor POP seems to have substan­
tially altered tactical unit performance on this indicator. 

C. 	 Median Number of Prior Felony Arrests of Suspects Arrested for 
Target Crimes 27/ 

The third indicator of arrest quality was the median number of prior fel ­
ony arrests of individuals arrested for target crimes.28/ An arrested suspect
with a large number of prior felony arrests could be considered a more hard­
ened criminal than one with few or no felony arrests. Therefore, the best 
strategy will be defined as the one that made target arrests of persons with 
the largest median number of prior felony arrests. 

The 	 hypotheses and their rationales are as follows. 

Hypothesis IV-C3(1) : The median number of prior felony arrests of 
individuals arrested by POP squads for target crimes will be sub­
stantially higher than that of individuals arrested by LOP squads. 

Rationale: POP squads were to surveil CIC subjects known to have 
high prior felony arrest records. LOP squads could be expected to 
arrest a wide range of individuals--some hardened criminals, some 
first offenders . 

Hypothesis IV-C3(2): The median number of prior felony arrests of 
individuals arrested by LOP and POP for target crimes will be 
larger than that of individuals arrested by the SPD. 

Rationale: The POP squads were to surveil individuals likely to 
have been arrested previously for robbery and burglary. The LOP 
squads were to surveil areas in which serious crime problems oc­
curred. Perpetrato rs of serious crimes could be expected to have 
more extensive arrest records than the suspects arrested by regu­
lar patrol officers . Therefore, both POP and LOP could be 

27Because the data concerning prior arrests are generally skewed in a 
positive direction, medians are more appropriate than means as measures of 
central tendency. Blalock states that 11 whenever a distribution is high­
ly skewed, i.e., whenever there are considerably more extreme cases in one di­
rection than the other, the median will generally be more appropriate than the 
mean. 11 Blalock, Social Statistics. P. 70 . 

28oata in this section pertain only to prior arrests by the KCPD. 

- 87 ­

http:crimes.28


expected to arrest suspects with larger average numbers of prior 
felony arrests than the suspects arrested by the SPD. 

Tab le IV-17 presents the data necessary for the testing of these hypothe­
ses and additional i nformation on previous arrests. 

TABLE IV-17 


MEDIAN PRIOR ARRESTS OF SUSPECTS ARRESTED FOR TARGET CRIMES, 

BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Period 1970-71 1971 -72 
1972-73 

(Program Y ear) 
1973-74 

(Extension Phase) 

Unit SPD Tactical 
Unit 

SPD Tacti cal 
Unit 

SPD 
Tactical 

Unit: 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit : 
LO P 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other• 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 

LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Oth er•• 

Nu mber of Cases• •• 

Median Prior 
Felony A rrest s 

Median Prior 
T raffic Arrests 

Median Pr ior 

Ordinance Arrests 

Med ian Pr ior 
Misdemeanor Arrests 

163 

2.81 

0.00 

1.88 

0 .00 

180 

3.43 

0.68 

3.88 

0 .00 

188 

2. 17 

1.46 

2.39 

0.00 

168 

3.92 

1.10 

2.41 

0 .00 

180 

2.29 

2.08 

1.26 

0 .00 

264 

3.21 

0.60 

1.98 

0.00 

150 

3.13 

0.00 

1.96 

0.00 

74 

4 .75 

2.30 

3.50 

0.62 

4 0 

1.50 

0.00 

1.21 

0.00 

112 

2.50 

0.63 

1.40 

0.00 

6 

1.90 

0.00 

0.96 

0 .00 

9 

9 .00 

3 .50 

6.00 

1.25 

3 7 

2.80 

0.57 

2.08 

0 .00 

• Incl udes regula r tact ical u nit patr~. special assignments, and off-duty. 
•• Includes special assignments and o ff-duty. 

•• • Missing data resulted primarily from arrests of juveniles whose previous recor ds were not available. 

Comparison Test Stat ist ic dl Signiftc;mce Measure of Association 

LOP- POP IProg.) 

LOP- SPD 

POP - SPD 

LOP - POP (Ext.) 

x 2 • 3.955 

x2 • 4 .209 

x2 . 9.19 1 

Fisher's Exact 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.025 < p .-: .05 

.025 < p < .05 

.001 < p .-: .005 

p •.0000 

¢ = .133 

¢ • .113 

¢ •.190 

¢ = .379 

The data support Hypothes is IV-C3(1), that suspects arrested for target 
crimes by POP would have more extensive felony records than those arrested by
LOP. The median numbers of prior felony arrests of s uspects arrested by POP 
for target crimes were 1. 62 and 7.10 larger than the medians of those arrested 
by LOP in the program year and the extension period, respectively. Those ar­
rested by POP also tended to have more prior traffic, ordinance, and misde­
meanor arrests than those arrested by LOP in both evalu ation periods. 

The data only partially support Hypothesis IV-C3(2), that suspects ar­
rested for target crimes by LOP and POP would have more extensive felony rec­
ords than would those arrested by the SPD . POP officers arrested suspects 
with median prior felony arrests 2.46 percent greater than those arrested by
the SPD , a difference which is both substantial and significant. LOP arrested 
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suspects with median prior felony arrests only .04 greater than those arrested 
by the SPD, a difference which is statistically significant, but slightly less 
than the criterion established as a substantial difference. 

Table IV-18 contains the data for comparisons over time . 

TABLE IV-18 


CHANGES IN MEDIAN NUMBER OF PRIOR FELONY ARRESTS 

FOR INDIVIDUALS ARRESTED FOR TARGET CRIMES 


FOR THE TACTICAL UNIT AND THE SPD: 1970 - 1973 


Year 
(August 
to July) 

Median Number of 
Prior Felony Arrests 
for Target Crimes: 

SPD 

Change From 
Previous Year: 

SPD 

Median Number of 
Prior Felony Arrests 
for Target Crimes: 

Tactical Unit: Total* 

Change from 
Previous Year: 
Tactical Unit: 

Total* 

1970-1971 2.81 - 3.43 -

1971- 1972 2.17 -0.64 3.92 +0.49 

1972- 1973 
Program 2.29 +0.12 3.50 -0.42 

Extension** - - 2.35 -1.15 

*During program and extens ion periods, includes only LOP and POP. 

**August 1, 1973, through January 31, 1974. 


For no apparent reason, the tactical unit experienced a decrease during 
both evaluation periods compared to previous performance attributable to ar­
rests made by LOP. 

To provide a clearer distinction between LOP and POP, Table IV-19 pre­
sents data on the prior felony arrests of suspects arrested for robbery and 
burglary. 

Using the median as the preferred measure of central tendency, POP ar­
rested armed robbery, robbery, and burglary suspects with substantially more 
extensive felony arrest records than did LOP or SPD during the program year.
Although most of these findings were not statistically significant at the .05 
level, the differences did meet the minimum criterion of a difference of one 
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TABLE IV-19 

MEDIAN PRIOR FELONY ARRESTS OF SUSPECTS ARRESTED 
FOR ROBBERY OR BURGLARY, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT 

AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 

1972-73 1973-74 
!Program Year} (Extension Phase) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
SPD Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: 

Total LOP POP Other* Total LOP POP Other** 

Median Prior Felony 

Arrests of Suspects 2.38 2.58 2.50 3.62 1.44 2.33 1.43 ... 
3.40 

Arrested for Armed 
Robbery (N=391 (N=110} ( N=66) (N= 23} IN=21 ) (N=491 (N= 26) IN =23) 

Median Prior Felony 
Arrests of Suspects 
Arrested for Strong-
Armed Robbery 

2.25 

{N=91 

3.50 

IN=81 

8.00 

(N=41 

11.00 

{N=2} 

2.00 

(N=2) 

2.50 

IN=41 

2.00 

IN=31 

8.00 

IN=11 

... 

Median Prior Felony 
Arrests of Suspects 
Arrested for Robbery 
(Total) .... 

2.33 

IN= 50) 

2 .78 

{N=121) 

2.85 

(N=73) 

3.62 

{ N=25) 

1.44 

IN=23 1 

2.22 

IN= 58} 

1.47 

IN=291 

8.00 

IN= 1} 

3.40 

IN"•231 

Median Prior Felony 2.34 3.82 3.50 5.80 1.50 5.67 3.25 9.00 1.50 
Arrests of Suspects 
Arrested for Burglary IN=1251 (N=139) IN=74) (N=49) (N =16) (N=59) (N=37) {N=8) (N=14} 

• 	 Includes regular tactical unit patrol, specia l assignments, and off-duty. 

Includes special assignments and off·duty. 

No arrests were made. 


•• • * Some robbery arrests could not be classified as either armed or strong-armed. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

Armed Robbery 

LOP- POP {Prog.l x2 = 1. 530 1 p > .25 ¢ = .136 
LOP - SPD x2 = 0 .077 1 p > .25 ¢ = .027 
POP- SPD x2 = ~. 728 1 .10 < p < .20 ¢ = . 167 
LOP - POP (Ext.} - - -

Strong·Armed Robbery 

LOP - POP (Prog. } Fisher 's Exact 1 p = .3333 ¢ = .250 
LOP - SPO Fisher's Exact 1 p = .3427 ¢ = .283 
POP - SPD Fisher's Exact 1 p = .8182 ¢ = .043 
LOP- POP (Ext.} Fisher's Exact 1 p = .5000 ¢ = .577 

Ro bbery 

LOP- POP (Prog.l x2 = 0.483 1 p > .25 ¢ = .070 
LOP - SPD x2 = 0.435 1 p > .25 ¢ = .059 
POP - SPD l = 1.707 1 . 10 < p < .20 ¢ = .151 
LOP - POP (Ext.) Filher's Exact 1 p = .5000 ¢ = .186 

Burglary 

LOP - POP (Prog .) 
LOP- SPD 
POP - SPO 
LOP - POP {Ext.) 

l = 6, 124 
l = 4.916
l = 8.210 
r •sher' s Exact 

1 
1 
1 
1 

.01 <p< .025 

.025 < p < .05 

.001 < p < .005 
p = .3759 

¢ = .223 
¢ = .1 57 
¢ = .217 
¢ = .106 
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median prior felony arrest.29/ LOP produced arrests of subjects with substan­
tially higher median felony-arrest records for the categories of strong-armed
robbery and burglary only. 

In summary, considering the median number of prior felony arrests of in­
dividuals arrested for target crimes, the POP strategy seemed to be superior 
to LOP and the SPD . Although statistically significant, the difference be­
tween LOP and the SPD did not meet the criterion of one prior felony arrest, 
used to determine substantial differences . The Apprehension-Oriented Patrol 
strategies resulted in a slight reduction in the median number of prior felony 
arrests of suspects arrested for target crimes, as compared to the suspects 
arrested by the tactical unit in previous years. 

4. Disposition of Arrests 

The fourth criterion of evaluation was disposition of target arrests. 
Evaluators considered this criterion important because it indicates the con­
sequences of the target arrests made by each of the strategies. 

However, before proceeding with the analyses, a note of caution must be 
interjected. Results for both pretrial and posttrial disposition of target 
arrests are questionable because of a process called 11 yellow sheeting.'' Yel­
low sheeting of a suspect can occur when the suspect is arrested several times 
over a short period of time; if charges are already pending, the prosecutor 
may choose not to file charges for a given arrest that occurs before the trial 
on the pending charges. The arrest is noted for future reference and possible 
charges on the arrest. Even if the charges are filed they may be dropped 
at a future date because of pending charges. Consequently, one must ex­
ercise extreme caution in interpreting results from disposition of target 
arrests. 

The analyses of the two indicators of disposition of arrests appear be­
1ow. 

A. Percentage of Target Arrests for which Charges are Filed 

The first indicator selected was the pretrial disposition of target ar­
rests . The best strategy will be defined as the one resulting in t he largest 
percentage of target arrests for which charges are filed for target crimes. 

29According to Hans Zeisel, 11 The Significance of Insignificant Differ­
ences,~~ when data are reduced through the use of multiple categories, as is 
the case here, tests of significance should not be strictly interpreted. One 
should make decisions on theoretical grounds rather than on the basis of sig­
nificance tests. 
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The hypothesis and rationale are as follows: 

Hypothesis IV-A4: Target arrests by both LOP and POP will result 
in substantially larger percentages of target arrests resulting 
in charges filed for target crimes than will SPD target arrests. 

Rationale: Because the LOP officers were to be surveilling high 
target crime areas, they would be more likely to make intercep­
tions than the personnel of the SPD. POP officers, on the 
other hand, were to surveil suspected criminals, a strategy 
which could be expected to increase the likelihood of making
interceptions . Because interceptions provide the best forms 
of evidence, a higher percentage of charges would be expected 
to be filed against target crime offenders arrested by LOP and 
POP squads than against those arrested by SPD. 

A charge is most likely to be filed when there is conclusive evidence, 
and interceptions provide the most conclusive form of evidence. Both LOP and 
POP were expected to have a high probability of making interceptions; hence, 
target arrests made by those squads would be expected to have an equal like­
lihood of charges being filed for target crimes. 

Table IV-20 contains the data for the pretrial dispositions. 

Hypothesis IV-A4, that LOP and POP would make target arrests resulting in 
a larger percentage of charges filed as target crimes than the SPD, is not 
supported. Compared to LOP and POP, the SPD produced percentages of target 
arrests resulting in charges being filed for target crimes which were signif­
icantly and substantially greater than the percentages produced by LOP or POP . 
This reversal of expected results may have occurred because the SPD made a 
majority of its target arrests as a result of assigned activities. Thus, SPD 
officers were often making arrests for which warrants had been issued. It is 
expectable that a considerable amount of evidence would have been amassed be­
fore such a warrant would be served. LOP and POP officers, on the other hand, 
made a majority of target arrests as a result of officer-initiative. Most of 
these arrests were made because of an officer 1 S suspicions about a suspect. 
The reader shou ld exercise considerable caution in interpreting these data be­
cause car or pedestrian check arrests resulting from an officer 1 s suspicions, 
and other unassigned arrests, could be expected to produce less conclusive 
evidence than warrant arrests. 

In the program year, POP produced 5.34 percent fewer target arrests re­
sulting in charges being filed for target crimes than did LOP; this percentage 
is greater than the criterion of 5 percent for a substantial difference, al­
though it is not quite significant at the .05 level. POP made too few target
crime arrests in the extension phase to permit reliable estimates. A possible 
explanation for this difference is that suspects arrested for target crimes by
POP may have been yellow sheeted more frequently than those arrested by LOP. 
This explanation seems plausible because suspects arrested by POP had more ex­
tensive prior felony arrest records than those arrested by LOP. 
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TABLE IV -20 


PRETRIAL DISPOSITION OF ARRESTS MADE FOR TARGET CRIMES 

BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974* 


Target Cr ime 
Charges F iled 

Lesser Charges 
Fi led 

Released 

Other•••• 

1972-73 1973-74 
1970-71 1971 -72 (Program Vea r l (Exten sion Phasel 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
SPO Tactical SPD Tactical SPO Unit : Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit : Unit : 

Unit Unit Total LOP POP Other•• Total LOP POP 

68 47 54 39 70 69 43 18 8 38 24 2 

(43.87%1 (28.31%1 (29.19%1 (23 .35%1 (42.17%1 (26.64%1 (29.66%1 (24.32%1 (20.00%1 (33.93%1 (35.82%1 (22 .22% 1 

5 27 29 20 30 19 10 7 2 15 9 4 

(3.231 (16.271 (15.681 (1 1.981 (18.071 (7.341 (6.901 19.46) (5.00) (13.391 ( 13.431 (44.441 

77 81 90 94 63 129 67 37 25 54 30 2 

(49 .681 (48 .801 (48 .651 (56.291 (37.951 (49.81) (46 .211 (50.001 (62.501 (48.2 11 (44.781 (22.22 i 

5 11 12 14 3 42 25 12 5 5 4 1 
(3.231 (6.631 (6.491 (8.38) (1.811 (16.221 ( 17.24) (16.2 21 (1 2.501 (4.461 (5.971 (1 1.111 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other••• 

12 

(33.33%1 

2 

(5.56) 

22 

(61.111 

0 
(0.001 

• 	Data for pretrial dispositions were available for appro>Cimately 93 percent of all arrests made through the program year. Most of the data were missing because of arrests 
of minors whose records were not made available. However during the extension period, the tactical unit made 44, or 27.67 percent, of its arr ests of minors; there f ore, 
concl us ions concerning pre trial and posttrial dispositions of target arrests must rely primar ily on the dispositions of arrests of adults . 

•• Includes regula r tactical un it pat rol, spec ial assignments, and off-duty. 
• •• Includes special assignments and o ff-duty . 

• • •• Includes transfers and releases to oth er agencies. 

Comparison Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

LOP - POP (Prog.l 

LOP- SPD 

POP - SPD 

LOP - POP (Ext. I 

x2 = 1.093 

i =32.591 

x2 
a25.693 

x2 
• 6. 167 

3 

3 

3 

3 

p > .25 

p < .0005 

p < .005 

.OS <p < .025 

v = .07 1 

v =.324 

v =.327 

v = .285 

Table IV-21 presents the changes in percentages of arrests resulting in 
"charges filed" from 1970 to 1973 for the SPD and tactical unit. 
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TABLE IV-21 

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF CHARGES FILED FOR 
TARGET CRIMES, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT 

AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 

Year 
(August 
to July) 

SPD 
Percent 
Charges 
Filed 

SPD 
Change From 
Previous Year 

Tactical Unit* 
Percent 

Charges Filed 

Tactical Unit* 
Change From 
Previous Year 

1970- 71 

1971 - 72 

1972-73 
Program 

Extension"* 

43.87 

29. 19 

42.17 

-

-

-14.68 

+20.98 

-

28.31 

23.35 

27.85 

34.21 

-

- 4.96 

+ 4 .50 

+ 6.36 

* During program and extension periods, includes only LOP and POP. 
"* August 1, 1973, through January 31, 1974. 

The tactical unit decreased in target arrests resulting in charges filed 
for target crimes during the 1970-72 period. The tactical unit increased 4.50 
percent in the program; however, the increase was not substantial because the 
SPD increased 20.98 percent during the same period. Compared to the program 
year, LOP and POP did result in an increase of 6.36 percent on this measure; 
however, because the number of observations were so few, generalizations 
should be made with caution. 

While the proportion of target arrests for which charges were filed as 
target crimes can be viewed as a measure of arrest efficiency, the officer­
hours expended per charge filed as a target crime denotes the strategies' 
overall effectiveness in obtaining charges filed. Table IV-22 presents the 
data concerning officer-hours expended per charge filed as a target crime. 

The data indicate that from a perspective of overall effectiveness in 
obtaining charges filed, LOP is clearly superior to POP and the SPD. LOP ex­
pended only 531.86 officer-hours per charge filed as a target crime compared 
to 1052.72 officer-hours expended by POP and 5075.49 officer-hours expended by 
the SPD. Unfortunately data on officer-hours were not available for the years 
before the program year; thus evaluators could not perform trend analysis . 

In summary, LOP's target arrests resulted in a substantially greater per­
centage of charges being filed for target crimes than did POP's t arget ar­
rests. This difference, however, was not statistically significant at the .05 
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level . SPD target arrests resulted in a larger percentage of charges being 
filed for target crimes than did target arrests by either LOP or POP. How­
ever, in the assessment of overall effectiveness, LOP expended substantially
fewer officer-hours per charge filed as a target crime than either POP or 
SPD . The Apprehension-Oriented strategies seem to have had no impact on the 
overall performance of the tactical unit during the program year. 

TABLE IV-22 

OFFICER-HOURS EXPENDED PER CHARGE FILED AS A TARGET 

CRIME, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT : AUG . 1972 - JAN. 1974 


1972-73 1973 -74 
(Program Y oar) (Extension Phase) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tac tical Tactical 

SPD Unit: Unit: Unit: Un it : Unit: Unit: Unit: Un it : 
Total LOP POP Other• Total LOP POP Other•• 

Officer-Ho urs 

Ch arges filed a s 
Target Crim es 

Office r-Hou rs 
Expen ded p er Cha rges 
F iled as Target Cr ime s 

355,284 

70 

5,075. 49 

... 
69 

... 

22,870 

43 

531.86 

18,949 

18 

1,0 52.72 

... 
8 

... 

45,408 

38 

1,194.95 

23,142 

24 

964.25 

6,323 

2 

3, 161.50 

15,933 

12 

1,327 .75 

• Inc ludes r egu lar tactical unit patro l, sp ec ial assignments , and o ff-du t y . 
• • Incl ude s speci al assignment s and off-duty. 


• • • Dat a not avail able. 


B. Convict ion Rate for Target Crime Arrests 

A second indicator of di sposition of arrests was the percentage for which 
target crime charges were filed, res ulting in convictions . The bes t strategy
i s defined as the one that produces the larges t percentage of conviction s as 
opposed to dismi ssal s . 

The hypothes is and rationale are as follows . 

Hypothesis IV-B4: Compared to the SPD , both LOP and POP will pro­
duce subs tantially higher percentages of arrest s for whi ch target
crime charges are filed, resulting in convi ctions. 
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Rationale : LOP and POP squads would be expected to be more likely 
than the SPD to make interceptions, therefore producing better 
evidence in court . Also, both LOP and POP squads would be expect­
ed to have more time available to gather evidence to support the 
charges against target crime offenders because those squads would 
not have to provide the broad range of police services demanded of 
regular patrol officers . 

Although their strategies were to differ in approach, LOP and POP squads 
should have essentially the same probability of intercepting criminals in­
volved in crimes; since an interception provides the most conclusive evidence, 
there should be no difference between LOP and POP on this measure. 

Table IV-23 presents the data on conviction rates for target crimes . 

TABLE IV-23 


POSTTRIAL DISPOSITIONS FOR CHARGES FILED TARGET 

CRIMES, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT : AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


197().71 1971 ·72 
1972­ 73 

(Program Year) 
1973-74 

(Extension Phase) 

SPD 
Tactica l 

l_ln!! S PD 
Tactical 

I I nit SPD 
Tactical 

Unit: 

Total 

Tactical 
U n it: 

LOP 

Tactica l 
U n it : 

POP 

T ac t ical 
U ni t: 

Other* 

Tactical 
U nit : 

T otal 

Tactical 
Unit : 

LOP 

Tact ical 
U n it: 

POP 

Tactica l 

Unit: 
Other•• 

Convicted 

a. Found Guilty 
b. Pleade d Gu ilty 

39 

(60.00%) 

20 

(44.44%) 

2 0 

(40.82%) 

13 

(34.21 %) 

24 

(3 4.78%1 

29 

(32 .20 %) 

1 1 

(31.43%) 

5 

(31.25"01 

3 

(37.50%) 

9 

(23 .68%) 

4".. 

(1 5 .38%1 

0 

(0 .00%) 

5... 

150.00 "1,) 

Not Convicted 

a. Found No t Gu il ty 26 25 29 25 4 5 40 24 1 1 5 29 22 2 5 
b. Nolle Prosequ i 

c. Dismissed by (40.00) (55.56) (59.18) (65.79 ) (65.22) (6 7.80) (68.5 7) (68.75) (62.50) (76.3 2 ) (84 .62) (100.00) (50.00) 

J udge 

* Includes regula r tactica l u nit pa trol , s pecial assig nments, an d o ff-duty. 

• • Includes special assignm ents and o ff-dut y. 


••• Two case s e ach a re pend ing fin al d isposit io n fo r LOP a n d Tact ica l Unit: Other. 

Comparis.o n Test S t atist ic df Significanc e Measu re of Association 

LOP - POP (P rog.) x2 = 0.00 1 1 p > .25 q, - .002 

LOP - SPD x2 - 0.111 1 p > .25 ¢ = .034 

POP - SPD x2 = 0.012 1 p > .25 ¢ - .029 

LOP - POP (Ex t .) F isher 's Ex act 1 p - .7302 ¢ = .1 13 

Hypothesis IV-84, that LOP and POP would make target arre sts resulting
in a substantially higher percentage of convictions for target crimes than 
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would the SPD, is not supported. The data indicate that there were no sub­
stantial differences among LOP, POP, and SPD. Because the tactical unit ar­
rested suspects with higher median prior felony arrests, yellow sheeting 
could account for the lower than expected conviction rate. 

LOP target arrests resulting in target crime charges filed produced only 
.18 percent more convictions than did POP target arrests for which target
charges were filed. This difference is not statistically significant and 
does not meet the criterion for a substantial difference. 

Table IV-24 presents data on changes in conviction rates for target 
crimes from 1970 to 1973 for SPD and tactical unit robbery and burglary ar­
rests. 

TABLE IV-24 


CHANGES IN PERCENT CONVICTED VERSUS DISMISSED 

DISPOSITIONS FOR CHARGES FILED FOR TARGET CRIMES, 


BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Year 
(August 
to July) 

SPD 
Percent 

Convicted 

SPD 
Change From 
Previous Year 

Tactical Unit* 
Percent 

Convicted 

Tactical Unit* 
Change From 
Previous Year 

1970- 71 60.00 - 44.44 -

1971-72 40.82 -19.18 34.21 -10.23 

1972 ­ 73 
Program 

34.78 - 6.04 31 .37 - 2.84 

Extension** - - 14.29 -17.08 

• Du ri ng program and extension per iods, [ncludes o nly LOP and POP. 
* * August 1, 1973, through January 31 , 1974. 

Both the SPD and the tactical unit have consistently experienced a de­
crease in their conviction rates for charges filed for target crimes. The 
LOP and POP strategies seem to have had no substantial impact on the tactical 
unit's conviction rate during the program year as compared to the previous 
year. Data for the extension phase are incomplete and the number of cases 
for which target crime charges were filed were so few that inferences made 
from comparisons among these data must be suspect. 

Proportion of convictions obtained from charges filed as target crimes 
again is a measurement of efficiency . In order to assess the overall effec­
tiveness of the strategies in potentially removing offenders from society, 
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Table IV-25 presents data on officer-hours expended per conviction for target 
crimes. 

TABLE IV-25 


OFFICER-HOURS EXPENDED PER CONVICTION FOR TARGET 

CRIME, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


1972-73 1973-74 
(Program Year} (Extension Phase} 

Tactical TacticalTactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
SPD Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit:Unit: Unit: 

Total POPLOP Other• Other••Total LOP POP 

...... 22,870 18,949 45,408 23,142 6,323Officer-Hours 355,284 15,933 

Convictions for Targets 
as a resul t of Charg es 24 19 11 5 43 9 0 
Filed as Target Crimes 

Officer-Hours Expended ......14.720.17 2,079.09 3,789.80 5,045.50 5,785 .50 0 3,186.60per Co nvict ion 

• Includes regular tactical unit patrol, special ass ignments, and off .Out'(. 
•• Incl udes special assignments and o ff-duty . 

••• Data not avai lable. 

The data indicate that, on this measure of removal effectiveness , LOP is 
superior to both POP and the SPD. LOP expended 2079.09 officer-hours per 
conviction compared to 3789.80 expended by POP and 14,720.17 by the SPD. Al­
though there was no difference in conviction or removal efficiency among the 
three strategies, LOP appears to be superior to the other two strategies on 
this measure. However, the number of observations is small and, thus, should 
be interpreted with caution . Because officer-hour data were not available 
for years before the program year, evaluators could not analyze the effects 
of the Apprehension-Oriented strategies on the tactical unit 's performance. 

In summary, during the program year, LOP and POP produced approximately 
the same target crime conviction rates. However, these conviction rates were 
about the same as those achieved by the SPD and the tactical unit in the pre­
ceding two years. These comparisons must be interpreted cautiously because 
tactical unit target crime conviction rates have consistently been lower than 
those for the SPD; also, the target crime conviction rates for both the SPD 
and the tactical unit have been declining in recent years. However, 
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considering officer-hours expended per conviction, LOP appeared to be superi­

or to POP and the SPD although, again, the number of observations was ex­

tremely small. 


5. Information Generation 

Because the objectives of the POP strategy were redefined for the exten­
sion period from making arrests to generating information, the evaluation 
staff examined the amount of information produced as another criterion of 
evaluation. The indicator and analysis are presented below. 

A. Inputs to the CIC per Officer-year Equivalent 30/ 

The measure selected to indicate information generation was the number of 
inputs made to the CIC per officer-year equivalent. The best strategy, ac­
cording to this indicator, was defined as that which produced the most inputs 
per officer-year equivalent. 

The hypotheses and rationales follow. 

Hypothesis IV-A5(1): POP will produce substantially more inputs 
per officer-year equivalent than will LOP.1lf 

Rationale: POP squads were to surveil target subjects. What 
the target subjects do, where they go, their vehicles and asso­
ciates could be expected to result in the development of infor­
mation. These activities were expected to produce more informa­
tion than surveillances of locations, the objective of the LOP 
squads. 

Hypothesis IV-A5(2): Both LOP and POP will produce substan­

tially more inputs per officer-year equivalent than will the 

SPD. 


Rationale: A prime source of inputs could be expected to be in­
formation about CIC subjects and criminal suspects; because both 
LOP and POP were apprehension-oriented, they could be expected
to deal more often with such suspects and produce more inputs 
per officer-year equivalent than the more service-oriented SPD. 

30An officer-year equival~nt was determined on the basis of 49 weeks per 
year and 40 hours per week per officer (a total of 1960 hours per year per of­
ficer). Officer-year equivalents in Table IV-24 were obtained by dividing of­
ficer-hour figures by 1960 officer-hours per year. 

31 A substantial difference in this case is arbitrarily defined as a mini­
mum difference of one input per officer-year equivalent . 
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Table IV-26 presents the data for testing these hypotheses.~ 

TABLE IV-26 


INPUTS TO THE CRIMINAL INFORMATION CENTER PER OFFICER-YEAR 

EQUIVALENT, BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1972 -JAN . 1974 


1972-73 1973-74 
Time Period (Program Year) (Extension Phase) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
Unit SPD Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: l)nit: Unit: 

Total LOP POP Other* Total LOP** POP** Other*** 

Inputs to the CIC 179 286 92 179 15 65 38 22 5 

Officer-Year 
Equivalent 180.25 ** ** 11 .67 9 .67 **** 46.33 28.35 7.74 16.26 

Inputs to the CIC 
Per Officer-Year .99 **** 7.88 18.51 ***it 1.40 1.34 2 .84 .31 
Equiva lent 

• Based on five months for LOP and POP because neither was operational 
during December 1973 (Operation Robbery Control), and six months for 
Tactical Unit : Total and Tactical Un it: Other. 

** Includes regular tactical un it patrol, special assignments, and off-duty. 

• ** Includes special ass ignments and off-duty . 


•• ** Data unavailable. 


The data support Hypothesis IV-AS(l), that POP would produce substantial ­
ly more inputs per officer-year equivalent than would LOP. POP squads ac­
counted for 18.51 and 2.84 inputs per officer-year equivalent, compared to 
7.88 and 1.34 for LOP, during the program and extension periods, respectively. 
These differences between POP and LOP are greater than the criterion estab­
lished as being substantial. The slight difference during the extension per­
iod must be given particular emphasis because of the redefinition of POP 1 S 

32Total numbers of inputs to the CIC differ from those found in Chapter 
II. Information in this chapter was derived from CIC input forms; the infor­
mation in Chapter II (Table II-9) was obtained from CIC monthly reports. The 
discrepancy occurs because some input forms consisted of multiple inputs or 
were not codable. Multiple inputs usually occurred when several Field Inter­
view Cards were returned at one time by the same unit and were coded as one 
input. 
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objectives during the extension period. The POP squad created its own set of 
files on suspected perpetrators, to be maintained independently of the ere for 
the use of POP officers only. This information generation is therefore not in­
dicated by inputs to the ere. 

Hypothesis IV-A5(2), that LOP and POP would produce more inputs per 
officer-year equivalent than would the SPD, is supported. During the program 
year, the SPD produced less than one input per officer-year equivalent com­
pared to 7.88 and 18.51 for LOP and POP, respectively. 

Table IV-27 presents the percentage change for LOP and POP from the pro­
gram year to the extension period. 

TABLE IV-27 


PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN INPUTS PER OFFICER-YEAR 

EQUIVALENT FOR LOP AND POP: AUG. 1970 - JAN. 1974 


Period 

Inputs Per 
Officer-Year 
Equivalent: 

LOP 

Change from 
Previous 
Period: 

LOP 

%Change 
from 

Previous 
Period: LOP 

Inputs Per 
Officer-Year 
Equivalent: 

POP 

Change from 

Previous 
Period: 

POP 

%Change 
from 

Previous 
Period: POP 

Program Year 7.88 - - 18.51 - -

Extension * 1.34 - 6.54 -82.99 2.84 -15.67 -84.66 

*August 1973 through January 1974. 

Compared to the program year, both LOP and POP decreased sharply in the 
number of inputs per officer-year equivalent during the extension period. 
This decrease for LOP is possibly attributable to less emphasis being placed 
on inputs to the CIC during the extension period than during the program 
year. The decrease for POP could possibly have occurred because POP officers 
transmitted new information informally to other squads, and that the gathering 
of information for POP files was not necessarily formally transmitted to the 
CIC in the form of inputs during the extension period. 

In summary, POP produced substantially more inputs per officer-year 
equivalent during the program year and the extension period than did LOP. 
Both LOP and POP produced substantially more inputs per officer-year equiva­
lent than did the SPD during the program year. Compared to the program year, 
both apprehension-oriented strategies decreased sharply on this measure of 
performance during the extension period. 
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B. Inputs to the CIC About Assigned Target Subjects 

As discussed in Chapter II, arrests of assigned perpetrator subjects, 
while important, are not the only measure of performance concerning these sub­
jects. Generating information about such suspected perpetrators, many of whom 
changed addresses and automobiles frequently in order to elude police surveil­
lance, must also be considered important. 

Because POP squads were assigned to surveil a portion of these subjects, 
it was considered an important evaluation indicator to determine whether the 
POP squads were in fact producing information about their assigned subjects. 
The 2 x 2 experimental design and log-linear analysis used in Chapter II is 
employed to determine the effects of providing information to the two appre­
hension-oriented squads. 

The hypotheses and rationales follow. 

Hypothesis IV-B5: Providing information about target subjects to 
POP squads will produce a significant effect on the percentage of 
target subjects about whom the CIC received inputs from the POP 
squads. 

Rationale: POP squads were to maintain a loose surveillance of 
the assigned target subjects during the program year and were to 
generate information about target subjects during the extension 
phase. Their contact with their assigned group of suspected per­
petrator subjects would be expected to be such that inputs on 
these subjects should be greater in comparison to subjects about 
whom they received no information. 

LOP assignment folders included l ists and, frequently, mug s hots of sus­
pects for a given location assignment. No one took caution to ensure that 
these lists of suspects did not contain perpetrator subjects not assigned to 
the tactical unit (groups A and C of the experimental design). Because it can 
be assumed that tOP squads would more likely use information in their assign­
ment folders than the information contained in the CIC notebooks, subjects 
about whom the CIC received inputs from LOP squads could be expected to be 
more or less equally distributed among the four experimental groups (A, B, C, 
and D). 

Because minimal communications between the tactical unit and other units 
could be expected, information received by units other than the tactical unit 
shou ld be expected to produce only a marginal effect on inputs made by LOP or 
POP. 

LOP and POP operations were to be largely independent and different from 
those of other units. Therefore, providing information to LOP or POP and to 
other units should produce no significant differential effect on inputs from 
LOP or POP. 
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The data to test the hypothesis are presented in Table IV-28. Table 
IV-29 contains data on the inputs made by the LOP squad. 

TABLE IV-28 

TARGET SUBJECTS ABOUT WHOM POP MADE 
INPUTS TO THE CIC : AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 

INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE TACTICAL UNIT 

Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Yes 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

8 

19 

(29.63%) 

(70.37) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

18 

8 

(69.23%) 

(30.77) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

26 

27 

(49.06%) 

(50.94) 

Informatio n 

Provided to 
Units Other 

than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

No 

Total 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

6 

21 

14 

40 

(22.22) 

(77 .78) 

(25.93) 

(74.07) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

Inputs 

No 

Inputs 

20 

7 

38 

15 

(74.07) 

(25.93) 

(71 .70) 

(28.30) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

Inputs 

No 

Inputs 

26 

28 

52 

55 

(48.15) 

(51.85) 

(48.60) 

(51.40) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi-Square Significance Level 

Information provided to 
units other than tactical 

unit .0290 p .8649 

Information provided to 
tactical unit 20.6820 p = .0000 

Interaction Effect 1.5131 p = .4738 
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TABLE IV-29 


TARGET SUBJECTS ABOUT WHOM LOP MADE 

INPUTS TO THE CIC: AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 

INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE TACTICAL UNIT 


Information Provided to the Tactical Unit 

No Yes Total 

Yes 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

11 

16 

(40.74%) 

(59.26) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

10 

16 

(38.46%) 

(61 .54) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

21 

32 

(39 .62%) 

(60.38) 

Information 
Provided to 
Units Other 
than the 
Tactical 
Unit 

No 

Total 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

6 

21 

17 

37 

(22.22) 

(77.78) 

(31.48) 

(68 .52) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

7 

20 

17 

36 

(25.93) 

(74.07) 

(32.08) 

(67.92) 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

Inputs 

No 
Inputs 

13 

41 

34 

73 

(24.07) 

(75.93) 

(31.78) 

(68.22) 

Log Linear Model Analysis of Variance 

Source Chi-Square Significance Level 

Information provided t o 
un i t~ other than tactical 
unit 2.9395 p = .0864 

Information provided to 
tactical unit .0160 p = .8993 

Interaction Effect .1230 p = .7258 

The data support Hypothesis IV-B5, that providing information about sub­
jects to POP would produce a significant effect on the percentage of subjects
about whom POP made inputs to the CIC. The analysis in Table IV-28 indicates 
that effect was significant at the .0000 level, well below that of .05 estab­
lished for statistical significance. 

The effect is graphically depicted in Figure IV-2. 
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FIGURE IV-2 

PERCENTAGE OF TARGET SUBJECTS ABOUT WHDr~ 


POP MADE INPUTS TO THE CIC AS A FUNCTION OF 

PROVIDING INFORMATION TO THE TACTICAL UNIT 
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The figu:c indicates that POP squads made inputs about 71.7 percent of 
the target subjects about whom information was provided and about only 25.9 
percent of the subjects about whom no information was provided. 

Data analysis contained in Table IV-29 indicates that the effect of pro­
viding information to the LOP squads produced an effect significant at only 
the .8993 level, which does not meet the .05 criterion for significance. 

Providing information to units other than the tactical unit produced no 
significant effects on the percentage of target subjects about whom LOP and 
POP made inputs. These primary effects were significant at only the . 8649 
and .0864 levels for POP and LOP, respectively. The interaction effects were 
significant at only the .4738 and .7258 levels for POP and LOP, respectively. 

In summary, POP squads made significantly more inputs regarding target 
subjects about whom the POP officers had information than t hose subjects
about whom they had no information. However, providing subject information 
to LOP squads produced no significant effect on inputs to the CIC. Providing 
information to units other than the tactical unit produced no significant ef ­
fect on inputs from either POP or LOP, nor did any differential effects occur. 

6. Citizen Complaints 

Because strategies with a primary focus on making apprehensions might be 
expected to result in increased police-citizen conflict, evaluators chose 
citizen complaints against police officers as another evalua t ion criterion. 
Analysis of the complaint indicator selected is presented below. 
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A. Officer-Hours Expended per Citizen Complaint 

The measure chosen to indicate police-citizen conflict was the number of 
officer-hours expended per citizen complaint (citizen complaint rate). The 
strategy that expended the most officer-hours per citizen complaint would be 
considered the best on this measure . 

The hypotheses and rationales follow. 

Hypothesis IV-A6(1): POP squads will expend substantially fewer 
officer-hours per citizen complaint than will the LOP squads.33/ 

Rationale: POP squads were to keep target subjects under nearly 
continuous scrutiny; such persistent surveillance of a limited 
group of persons could be expected to produce abrasive contacts 
among officers and their target subjects. LOP squads, on the 
other hand, were to engage in low visibility stakeouts of high 
target crime areas and should be able to avoid many of the un­
pleasant citizen contacts expected of POP. As a result, POP 
squads would be expected to receive a higher citizen complaint 
rate (expend fewer officer-hours per complaint) than would LOP 
squads. 

Hypothesis IV-A6(2): Both LOP and POP will expend substantially
fewer officer-hours per citizen complaint than will the SPD. 

Rationale: Although their tactics were to be covert, both LOP 

and POP were specifically oriented toward the apprehension of 

criminal suspects. The apprehension of suspects would be ex­

pected to produce more conflict between officers and citizens 

than would the more service-oriented activities of the SPD. 


Table IV-30 presents the data for testing these hypotheses. 

The data in this particular instance were not amenable to any tests of 
significance. They do not support Hypothesis IV-A6(1), that POP squads would 
have a substantially higher citizen complaint rate than LOP. LOP squads ex­
pended substantially fewer officer-hours per citizen complaint than did POP 
squads in both evaluation periods. 

The data support Hypothesis IV-A6(2), that the citizen complaint rates 
of LOP and POP would be greater than that of the SPD. During the program 
year, the SPD expended 4588.1 officer-hours per citizen complaint, consider­
ably more than the 1270. 6 and 1722.6 officer-hours per complaint expended by
LOP and POP, respectively. 

33"Substantial" in this case is arbitrarily defined as a minimum differ­
ence of 160 officer-hours expended per citizen complaint, the equivalent of 
one officer-month. 
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TABLE IV-30 


OFFICER-HOURS EXPENDED PER CITIZEN COMPLAINT, 

BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


1972-73 1973-74 
(Program Year) (Extension Phase) 

Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical Tactical 
SPD Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: Unit: 

Total LOP POP Other* Total LOP POP Other** 

Citizen Complaints 

Officer-hours Expended 

Officer-hours Expended 
per Citizen Complaint 

77 

353,284 

4,588 .1 

33 

... 

... 

18 

22,870 

1,270.6 

11 

18,949 

1,722.6 

4 

... 

... 

8 

45,408 

5,676 .0 

6 

23,152 

3,858.7 

1 

6,323 

6 ,323 

1 

15,933 

15,933 

• Includes regular tactical unit patrol, spec ial assignments, and off-duty. 
• • Includes special assignments and off-duty. 

•• • Data not availab le. 

To provide further insight into the analysis of citizen complaints, 
evaluators also made comparisons among the tactical unit and the three patrol 
divisions on the basis of complaints per officer per month. Data were avail ­
able for the period from August 1, 1971, through January 31, 1974 , and are 
presented in Table IV-31. 

All three patrol divisions experienced an increase of approximately 21 
percent in citizen complaints per officer per month in the program year as 
compared to the previous year. The tactical unit produced a 192.0 percent 
increase for that same period. During the extension phase, complaints per 
officer per month lodged against LOP and POP decreased by 68.5 percent, a de­
crease larger than that experienced by any of the patrol divisions. This de­
crease for the extension phase made LOP and POP comparable to the patrol di­
visions on this measure. One possible explanation for LOP squads' having 
received more citizen complaints than POP squads is that LOP squads made more 
arrests, and thus they may have been involved in more conflict situations 
than POP squads. To provide one test of this explanation, data on target ar­
rests made per citizen complaint received are presented in Table IV-32. 
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TABLE IV-31 


CHANGES IN CITIZEN COMPLAINTS PER OFFICER PER MONTH, 

BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1971 - JAN. 1974 


Citizen Complaints Percentage Change 

Year Number of Number of per Officer Change from f rom Previous 
Citizen Complaints Officers per Month Previou s Year Year 

August 
to July 

NEPO CPO SPO TAC NEPO CPO SPO TAC• NEPO CPO SPO TAC NEPO CPO SPO TAC NEPO CPO SPO TAC 

197 1-72 

1972-73 

Exten· 
sion** 

67 

95 

51 

68 

87 

35 

50 

77 

19 

13 

29 

7 

183 

211 

213 

222 

235 

223 

175 

220 

220 

43 

33 

50 

.030 

.038 

.040 

.026 

.031 

.026 

.024 

.029 

.014 

.025 

.073 

.023 

-

+.008 

+.002 

-
+.005 

- .005 

-
+.005 

- .015 

-

+.048 

-.050 

-

+26.7 

+ 5.2 

-

+19.23 

7 16.1 

-

+20 .8 

-51.7 

-

+192 .0 

- 68.5 

*During the program and e><tension periods, excludes personnel on special assignment, patrol, or off-duty. 
••August 1973 through January 1974. 

TABLE IV-32 

TARGET ARRESTS PER CITIZEN COMPLAINT, BY 
ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1971 - JAN. 1974 

1972-73 1973-74 
1971 ·12 (Program Year} (Extension Phase} 

SPD Tactical 
Unit 

SPD 
Tactical 

Unit: 
Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 

LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 
POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Other• 

Tactical 
Unit: 

Total 

Tactical 
Unit: 

LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

POP 

Tactical 
Unit: 

O t her .. 

Target Arrests 710 169 667 275 152 76 47 159 91 9 59 

Citizen Compi aints 50 13 77 33 18 11 4 8 6 1 1 

Target Arrests per 

Cit izen Complaint 14.20 13.00 8.66 8 .33 8.44 6.91 11 .75 19.88 15.17 9.00 59.00 

• 	 Includes regu lar tactical patrol, spec ial assignments, and off-duty. 

Includes special ass ignmen ts and off-duty. 

The data suggest very small differences in terms of target arrests per
citizen complaint among LOP, POP, and the SPD during the program year. The 
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1 ar·gest difference is between POP and the SPD, a difference of only 1. 75. 
Substantial decreases were observed in the program year compared to t he pre­
vious year for LOP, POP, and the SPD . Too few observations were available for 
the exten s ion period to allow meaningful comparisons. While these results in­
dicate that the target arrest-to-complaint ratio was quite similar over LO P, 
POP, and the SPD, a more adequate tes t of the relationship between arres ts 
and complaints would involve examination of all arrests, no t j us t thos e f or 
robbery and burglary. -

The data in Table IV-33 compare Part I, Part II, and total Part I and II 
per complaint for the three patrol divi sions and the Special Operations Divi­
sion, of which the tactical unit was a major part. As noted earlier, the Spe­
cial Operations Division included the canine, helicopter, and tactical units; 
unfortunate l y, data are not readily available to make these arrest-to- com­
plaint comparisons with LOP, POP, or even the tactical unit alone . Neverthe­
less, the se data may better illust rate the relationship between arrests and 
citizen complaints. 

TABLE IV-33 


PART I AND PART II ARRESTS PER CITIZEN COMPLAINT, 

BY ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT: AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


1971 - 1972 
Preprogram Year 

1972 ­ 1973 
Program Year 

1973 ­ 1974 
Extension Period 

Part I Part II Total Part I Part II T otal Part I Par t II Total 

Special Operations 

Arrests 
Citizen Complaints 
Arrests/Com pia i nt 

* 
' 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* . 
* 

313 
44 

7.12 

1,372 
44 
31 . 18 

1,685 
44 
38 .29 

322 
12 
26.83 

1.423 
12 

118.58 

1,745 
12 

145.42 

Northeast Patrol 

Arrests 
Citizen Complaints 
Arrests/Com pia int 

4,009 
67 
59.84 

7.446 
67 

11 1.1 3 

11.455 
67 

170 .97 

3,268 
95 
34.40 

5,953 
95 
62.66 

9 ,221 
95 
9 7.06 

1,63 1 
51 
31.98 

2,978 
5 1 
58.3 9 

4,609 
5 1 
90.37 

Central Pat rol 

Arrests 
Citizen Complaints 
Arrests/Complaint 

4,012 
68 
59.00 

9,026 
68 

132.7 4 

13,038 
68 

191.74 

4,00 0 
87 
45.98 

1, 159 
87 

128. 26 

15, 159 
87 

174 .24 

1,853 
35 
52.94 

5,343 
35 

152.66 

7, 196 
35 

205.60 

South Patro l 

A rrests 
Citizen Complaints 
Arrests/Complaint 

2,799 
50 
55.98 

4,496 
50 
89.92 

7,295 
50 

145.90 

2,737 
77 
35. 55 

4,847 
77 
62.95 

7,584 
77 
98.49 

1,535 
19 
80.79 

2,670 
19 

140 .53 

4,205 
19 

221.32 

* 	 From August 1, 1971, through December 31, 1972, of preprogram year the Special Operations Divisio n included t he 
traffic un it. Because it was impossible t o det ermine precisely the n umber of Part I and Part II arrest s by officers of 
t he traffic unit, t hese data have been o mitted as not comparable. 
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During the program year, the Special Operations Division had by far the 
smallest number of arrests per citizen complaint in comparison with the three 
patrol divisions. In terms of Part I arrests, the Special Operations officers 
had approximately five times as small an arrest-to-complaint ratio as officers 
in the NEPD or SPD; CPO officers had an even larger arrest-to-complaint ratio 
than the other two divisions. In terms of Part II arrests during the program 
year, Special Operations Division officers had approximately half as many ar­
rests-to-complaints as did patrol officers. 

For the extension period, the Special Operations Division improved con­
siderably on this measure. In terms of both Part I and Part II arrests, Spe­
cial Operations officers had an arrest-to-complaint ratio almost four times 
larger in the extension phase than in the program year. Nevertheless, for 
Part I arrests in the extension period, Special Operations Division officers 
retained a lower arrest-to-complaint ratio than the officers in any of the 
three patrol divisions; for Part II arrests, the NEPD•s officers had a lower 
arrest-to-complaint ratio than the Special Operations Division. 

These data indicate no clear relationship between arrests and frequency 
of citizen complaints. Indeed, there is considerable variation in this ratio 
both between Part I and Part II arrests as well as over time for the same di­
vision. 

To examine further the relationship between arrests and complaints, 
Table IV-34 presents data on the number of complainants arrested within one 
week before the filing of a complaint. These data were considered important 
because a citizen filing a complaint within a week of being arrested might be 
considered to be seeking retribution against the arresting officer. 

In the program year only 22.7 percent of the complainants were arrested 
within one week before filing a complaint. In the extension period 80 percent 
of the complainants had been recently arrested; however, the small number of 
complainants in this period make any inferences suspect. For complainants ar­
rested one week before the filing of a complaint, all but two were arrested 
within one day of the filing of the complaint. Only one complainant had been 
arrested for a felony within one week of filing a complaint . These data seem 
to indicate that there was very little association between making arrests and 
receiving complaints. Thus, the dramatic increase in citizen complaint rates 
for the tactical unit during the program year cannot be accounted for by an 
increase in arrests. 

In order to discern the type of individual who filed citizen complaints 
against the tactical unit officers, evaluators gathered information about the 
average number of prior felony arrests of complaints. This information was 
considered important because complainants could have been individuals compar­
able to those arrested for target crimes by LOP or POP, or similar to the CIC 
subjects in terms of arrest records. 

Table IV-35 presents the data. 
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TABLE IV-34 


NUMBER OF COMPLAINANTS ARRESTED ONE 

WEEK PRIOR TO FILING A COMPLAINT* 


AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


Number of Complainants 

Program Year Extension Phase 

For Robbery 
or Burglary 

0 
(0.00%) 

0 
(0.00%) 

For other 
Felony 

1 
(4.55) 

0 
(0.00) 

Arrested 
at least 
one week 
prior to 
filing a 
complaint 

For 
Misdemeanor 

For Ordinance 
or Traffic 

0 
(0.00) 

4 
(18.18) 

0 
(0.00) 

4 
(80.00) 

For all Crimes 
Combined 

5 
(22.73) 

4 
(80.00) 

Not arrested at least one 
week prior to filing a 
co mplaint 

17 
(77.27) 

1 
(20.00) 

Total 
22 * 

(100.00) 

5* 

(100.00) 

* Data were not available for seven complainants in t he 
program year and two in the extension phase. 

Comparison* Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

Prog.- Ext. Fisher's Exact 1 p = .0296 ¢ = .472 

* Test of significance computed for those arrested for all crimes combined as opposed to those 
not arrested at least one week prior to f iling a complaint. 
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TABLE IV-35 


PRIOR ARRESTS OF INDIVIDUALS WHO FILED 

COMPLAINTS AGAINST LOP AND POP OFFICERS 


Prior Prior Prior Prior 

Traffic Ordinance Misdemeanor Felony 

Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests 

Co mpla ina nts* Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median 

Program 

Year 
22 1.09 0.67 1.18 0 .23 0 .27 0.15 0 .54 0.35 

Extension 5 2.20 1.00 3 .00 3 .50 0 .60 1.20 1.20 1.00 

• Data were not available for seven complainants in the program yea r and t wo in the extension phase. 

Comparison Test Statistic* df Significance Measure of Association 

Prog. - Ext. 

Traffic 

Ordinance 

Misdemeanor 
Felony 

Fisher's Exact 

Fisher's Exact 

F isher's Exact 

F isher's Exact 

1 
1 
1 
1 

p 

p 

p 

p 

= 

= 

= 

= 

.5377 

.0009 

.4467 
'1031 

¢> 
¢> 
¢ 

¢> 

= 

= 

= 

= 

.078 

.269 

. 113 

.234 

Median test . Medians were the preferred comparative stat istic because the distributions were 

hogh ly posit ive ly skewed. 


These numbers of prior arrests are considerably lower than those of the 
CIC target subjects, which seems to indicate that complainants are not neces­
sarily convicted criminals. It also should be noted that none of the 27 per­
sons who filed a complaint against a LOP or POP officer was a member of the 
group of 107 CIC perpetrator suspects. The small number of complainants in 
the extension phase requires that any comparison with this period must be 
made with caution. 

To permit further comparisons among complaints filed against LOP and POP, 
Table IV-36 presents data concerning the types of complaints each strategy
received. 

During the program year, POP squads received a somewhat greater percen­
tage of their citizen complaints as a result of alleged excessive force than 
did LOP squads . There were too few complaints filed during the extension 
phase to allow reliable comparisons . 

Table IV-37 presents data on the disposition of the complaints filed 
against officers in LOP and POP squads . 
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TABLE IV-36 


CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AGAINST TACTICAL UNIT 

OFFICERS BY TYPE OF COMPLAINT: 


AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 


Complaint 
Types 

Program Year Extension Phase* 

Tactical 
Unit: Total 

Tactical 
Unit: LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: POP 

Tactical 
Unit: Other 

Tactical 
Unit: Total 

Tactical 
Unit: LOP 

Tactical 
Unit: POP 

Tactical 
Unit: Other 

Excessive 
Force 

18 
(54.54%) 

8 
(44.44%) 

8 
(72.42%) 

2 
(50.00%) 

3 

(37.50%) 
3 

(50.00%) 
0 

(0.00%) 
0 

(0.00%) 

Abuse of 
Authority 

5 
(15. 15) 

4 
(22.22) 

1 
(9.091 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
(12.50) 

1 
(16.67 ) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

Ethnic 
Slurs 

1 
(3.03) 

1 
(5.55) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
(12.50) 

1 
( 16.67 1 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

Missing 
Property 

2 
(6.06) 

2**** 

(11 .11 ) 
0 

(0.00) 
0 

(0.00) 
0 

(0.00) 
0 

(0.001 
0 

(0.00) 
0 

(0.00) 

Harassment 
by Officers 

1 
(3.03) 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
(9.09) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

Improper 
Operational 
Procedures 

6 
(18.18) 

3*** • 

(16.66) 
1 

(9.09) 
2 

(50.00) 
2 

(25.00) 
1 

( 16.67) 
1 

(100.00) 
0 

(0.00) 

Officer's 
Conduct 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
(12.50) 

0 
(0.00) 

0 
(0.00) 

1 
( 100.001 

Total 
33 

(99.991 

18 
(99.991 

11 
(99.99) 

4 

(100.001 
8 

(1 00.001 

6 
(100.00) 

1 
( 100.00) 

1 
(100.001 

* 	 August 1973 - January 1974. 
Tactical Unit: Other in program year. 
Inc ludes special assignments and off·duty. 
One of these complaints occurred in July 1973. During th is month no officers were assigned to POP. 

Comparison* Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

LOP - POP (Prog.) 

LOP - POP (Ext.) 

x2 = 2.208 

Fisher 's Exact 

1 

1 

.10 < p < .20 

p = .5714 

t/> = .276 

t/> = .354 

• Test of significance computed as the basis of excessive force versus all other types of complaints combined. 

- 113 ­



TABLE IV-37 

DISPOSITION OF CITIZEN COMPLAINTS 
AGAINST LOP AND POP 

AUG. 1972 - JAN. 1974 

Program Year Extension Phase 

Letter of 1 0 
Reprimand (3.45) (0.00) 

Disposition of Instructions 3 1 
Substantiated (10.34) (14.29)and Counseling
Complaints 

Suspension 1 0 
without Pay (3.45) (0.00) 

Total 5 1 
Substantiated Complaints (17.24) (14.29) 

Unsubstantiated 24 6 
Complaints (82.76) (85.71) 

Total 29 7 
Complaints (100.00) (100.00) 

Comparison* Test Statistic df Significance Measure of Association 

Prog.- Ext. Fisher's Exact 1 p = .6706 ¢ = .031 

* 	Test of significance for total substantiated complaints as opposed to 
unsubstantiated complaints. 

Most complaints, in both evaluation periods, were not substantiated by
the Office of Citizen Complaints. This substantiation rate is approximately
equal to that for all citizen complaints against all officers during this 
time period.34/ Of the five citizen complaints that were substantiated in 
the program year, three complaints, one for missing property and two for 
abuse of authority, were filed against LOP officers. Two substantiated 
complaints, one for excessive force, and one for abuse of authority, were 
filed against POP officers. In the extension phase, the one substantiated 
complaint, for excessive force, occurred as a result of a LOP assignment. 

34During the period from August 1969 through December 1974, only 19.85 
percent of the citizen complaints filed against members of the entire Kansas 
City Police Department were substantiated. 
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In summary, although evaluators could compute no tests of significance, 
LOP had higher citizen complaint rates than POP in both evaluation periods. 
Both LOP and POP had higher citizen complaint r ates than the SPD during the 
program year. For the tactical unit during the program year, citizen com­
plaints per officer per month increased dramatically compared to previous 
years but dropped during the extension phase. The increase during the pro ­
gram year and the decrease during the extension period were greater for the 
tactical unit than those experienced by any of the t hree patrol divisions. 
No consistent evidence was found to support the conte ntion that the increase 
in complaints for the tactical unit was attributable to an increase in the 
number of a r res t s made by that unit . 

B. Officers' Attitudes Toward Apprehens ion -Oriented Patrol 

Four items about LOP and POP were included in the Human Resou rce Develop­
ment ques tionna i re wh i ch was di stributed to officers of the t hree patrol di ­
visions of the Kansas City, Missouri, Pol i ce Department in December 1974 . 
Although not a formal criterion of evaluation, the patrol officers' and ser­
geants' familiarity with and subjective evaluation of the Apprehens ion-Ori ­
ented Patrol program is of interest. Table IV-38 presents the responses to 
the four items. 

TABLE IV-38 

RESPONSES TO THE HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAI RE 
CONCERNING FAMILIARITY WITH AND VALUE OF LOP AND POP 

Ques t ion 

Familiarity with 
Tactical Unit's Apprehension· 
Oriented Patrol Projects 

1 

Very 
Famil iar 

2 

Moderatdy 
Fam il iar 

Response Categories 

3 4 

Slightly Shghtl·r 
Fame lear Unfttmel1ar 

5 

Moderately 
Unfam•har 

6 

Ver , 
Unfamellar 

Total 

Means 
and 

Standard 
Deviat ions 

1. How familiar are you 
with t he Tactical Unit's 
Location-Oriented Patrol? 

31 
(8.99) 

28 
(8 .12) 

67 
( 19.42 ) 

45 
(13.041 

52 
(15.07) 

122 

(35.35) 
345 
1100.001 

x 
S.d. 

- 4 .232 
1.687 

2. How fami lia r are you w i th 
the Tactica l Unit's 
Perpetrator -Oriented Pat rol> 

34 
(9.861 

27 
(7. 83 1 

59 
( 17 10) 

55 
(15.941 

54 

( 15651 
116 
(33 62 1 

345 
(100.001 

x = 4 .206 
S.d. • 1.685 

Value of Tactical Unit's 
Apprehension-Orient ed 
Patrol Programs 

1 

Very 
Po sitive 

2 

Moder ately 
Positive 

3 

Sl ightly 
Posetive 

4 

Sl ightly 
Negat ive 

5 

Moderately 
Negative 

6 

Ver y 
NegativP 

To tal 

Means 
and 

Standard 
Deviat ions 

1. How would you rate the 
value of the Tactical Unit's 

Location-Or iented Patrol ?• 

31 
(21.23) 

37 
(25.34) 

57 
(39.04) 

7 
(4.80) 

3 
(2.06) 

11 
(7.53) 

146 
(100.00) 

x = 2 .637 
S.d. • 1.339 

2. How would you rate th e 
value of the Tactical Uni t 's 
Perpetrator-Oriented 
Patrol?•• 

4 2 

(28.19) 

34 

(22 .82) 

52 

(34 .90) 

7 
(4 .70) 

4 

(2.68) 
10 
(6.71) 

149 

(100.00) 

x • 2.51 0 

S.d . = 1.37 4 

• Of the 32 6 police officers responding to this question, 180 stated that t hey could not ra te the value of Location-Orien ted Patrol. 


· · of the 324 police off icers responding to this question, 175 stated that they could no t rate the value o f Perpetra tor-Orien ted Patrol. 
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The results indicate that slightly more than one-third (36.53 percent 
for LOP and 34.79 percent for POP) of the responding officers were to some 
degree familiar with either of the strategies. Also, almost one-third stated 
that they were "very unfamiliar" with either LOP or POP. 

When asked to rate the value of LOP and POP, more than half of the 
responding officers stated they could not. Of those officers who did rate 
the value of the strategies, more than 85 percent of the officers rated the 
value of the two strategies as positive. 

SUMMARY 

The preceding analysis indicates that the two Apprehension-Oriented Pa­
trol strategies produced rather different results. Unfortunately, many com­
parisons between LOP and POP during the extension period were not justified 
because of POP•s limited number of arrests. As a re~ult, only the program 
year was useful for comparisons, except for inputs per officer-year equiva­
1ent. 

Compared to POP, LOP yielded a substantially higher target crime appre­
hension rate; however, no substantial difference in interception rates was 
observed between the two strategies. LOP•s target crime arrests were more 
likely than PoP•s to be made for robbery than for burglary; however, no sub­
stantial difference was found between LOP and POP in terms of the percentage 
of robbery arrests made for armed robbery. LOP•s target crime arrests 
were more likely to result in charges filed as target crimes than POP•s, and 
LOP expended fewer officer-hours per conviction than POP. There was no sub­
stantial difference between LOP and POP in terms of their conviction rates 
for target crimes; however, LOP expended fewer officer-hours per conviction 
for target crimes than POP. 

POP squads, on the other hand, made substantially more target arrests 
resulting from officer-initiative and covert techniques than LOP. POP of­
ficers also arrested suspects for target crimes with substantially more ex­
tensive felony arrest records than the records of suspects arrested by LOP 
officers . POP squads produced substantially more inputs to the CIC per offi­
cer-year equivalent than LOP squads. POP resulted in a significantly greater 
percentage of target subjects, about whom they made inputs to the CIC, who 
were assigned to tactical unit surveil lance as opposed to those who were not 
assigned to the tactical unit; however, LOP produced inputs concerning essen ­
tially the same percentage of target subjects regardless of whether those 
subjects were assigned to tactical unit surveillance. Compared to LOP squads, 
POP squads received substantially fewer citizen complaints per officer-hour; 
however, this finding is tempered by the fact that when target arrests per 
citizen complaint were considered, there was little difference between the 
two Apprehension-Oriented strategies. 

When compared to LOP and POP, the SPD, a regular patrol division whose 
officers must spend a substantial amount of their time on other than 
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apprehension-oriented tasks, produced a substantially lower apprehension rate . 
There was, however, little difference among the three strategies in terms of 
the percentage of target arrests made as interceptions. The SPD made sub­
stantially lower percentages of target arrests as a result of officer-initia­
tive or the use of covert techniques than either LOP or POP. LOP and POP of­
ficers also made a substantially greater percentage of target crime arrests 
for robbery and a substantially greater percentage of robbery arrests for 
armed robbery than the SPD officers. Although POP arrested suspects with 
more extensive felony records than the SPD did, no substantial difference be­
tween LOP and the SPD was discernible on this measure . The SPD produced a 
substantially greater percentage of target arrests for which charges were 
filed as target offenses than did either LOP or POP; however, both LOP and 
POP expended fewer officer-hours per charge filed as a target crime than the 
SPD. There was little difference among the three in terms of conviction 
rates for target crimes although both LOP and POP expended fewer officer­
hours per conviction for target crimes than the SPD . Compared to LOP and POP, 
the SPD made substantially fewer inputs to the CIC per officer-year equivalent.
The SPD received fewer citizen complaints per officer-hour than either of the 
apprehension -oriented strategies ; however, when evaluators used arrests per 
citizen complaint, they obtained inconclusive results. 

In all cases except three, where comparisons are possible, the perfor­
mance of the tactical unit increased in the program year compared to previous 
years. Compared to tactical unit performance in previous years, LOP and POP 
combined produced increases in the interception rate, the percentage of ar­
rests resulting from covert activities and officer-initiative, the percentage 
of target crime arrests made for robbery, target crime arrests resulting in 
target crime charges filed, and the percentage of robbery arrests made for 
armed robbery. However, t he only cases in which these increases differed sub­
stantially (greater than 5 percent) from corresponding SPD trends were on the 
measures of officer-initiative, target crime arrests made for robbery, and 
target crime arrests resulting in target crime charges filed . Compared to 
the SPD, LOP and POP resulted in substantially greater increases in the per­
centage of target crime arrests made for robbery and in the percentage of tar­
get arrests resulting from officer-initiative. However, compared to LOP and 
POP combined, the SPD produced a greater percentage increase of target ar­
rests resulting in charge s filed as target crimes. Because officer-hour data 
were not availab l e for previous years, no changes over time for target crime 
apprehension rates could be obtained; because the CIC was nonex i stent before 
the program year, inputs per officer-year equivalent comparisons could be made 
only between program and extension periods . 

During the program year, the three areas in which LOP and POP reduced 
tactical performance compared to previous years were median number of prior 
arrests of suspects arrested for target crimes , target crime conviction rate, 
and citizen complaint rate. The citizen complaint rate was the only measure 
on which these decreases were substantially different from corresponding SPD 
trends . In all patrol divisions citizen complaints per officer per month in­
creased at a rate that was substantially less than that for LOP and POP com­
bined. 
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Compared to the program year, LOP and POP experienced substantial de­
creases in the extension period in terms of the apprehension rate, the per­
centage of target crime arrests made for robbery, the percentage of robbery 
arrests made for armed robbery, the median number of prior felony arrests of 
suspects arrested for target crimes, and the number of inputs to the CIC per
officer-year equivalent~ 

Compared to the program year, the tactical unit made substantial improve­
ments in performance in the extension year in terms of the percentage of ar­
rests for which charges were filed and the citizen complaint rate. No sub­
stantial changes were observed in the interception rate or the percentage of 
arrests resulting from the use of covert techniques. 

Thus, controlling for corresponding trends for the SPD, the impact of 
LOP and POP on tactical unit performance seems negligible during the program 
year compared to previous years on the measures for which data were availab l e; 
however, on several measures of effectiveness using officer-hours as an in­
dicator, no comparisons over time could be made. There was an overall decline 
in performance of the two strategies in the extension period compared to the 
program year. 
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Previous chapters have presented results of the evaluation of the Crim­
inal Information Center and the two Apprehension-Oriented Patrol strategies.
Below is a summary of the results of those programs. Following the summary, 
a brief set of conclusions about the value of the programs is presented. 

SUMMARY 

Criminal Information Center 

An examination of the data on CIC target subjects arrested by all units 
combined for all crimes combined revealed that providing information to non­
tactical units significantly increased the probability of arrest for those 
subjects. No significan~ effect on arrests resulted from providing CIC in­
formation to the tactical unit. This finding might be attributable to the 
fact that, even before the program year began, tactical unit officers were 
informed about many of the CIC subjects assigned to all four experimental 
groups. No significant interaction effect existed between the effect of pro­
viding information to the tactical unit and the effect of providing informa­
tion to other units. No significant interaction effects were found in any of 
the later analyses. 

To explain these differences, evaluators performed further analyses on 
various subsets of arrest data. They found that the n1ost important result of 
providing CIC information to nontactical units was an increased probability
that those units would arrest target subjects for crimes other than robbery 
or burglary. This increased probability of arrest for target crimes was also 
reflected in an increased likelihood of target subject arrests by all units 
combined for nontarget crimes. Providing information had no effect on the 
arrest rate for robbery and burglary probably because such arrests comprise 
a minority of total arrests. 

Providing tactical unit personnel with CIC information produced no ef­
fect on the arrest rate of all units combined for all crimes combined. 
Again, failure to produce an effect may stem from the tactical unit's having 
known the CIC subjects before the program year. 

Providing information about target subjects to units other than the tac­
tical unit produced no significant effect on the percentage of target subjects 
about whom these units or the tactical unit made inputs to the CIC. This re­
sult might be explained by the fact that many of the CIC subjects were 
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associates, thus increasing the likelihood that inputs about unassigned sub­
jects might result from surveillance of assigned subjects. However, provid­
ing information to the tactical unit did produce a significant positive ef­
fect on the percentage of target subjects about whom the tactical unit it­
self made inputs, although there was no effect on inputs made by other units. 
No significant interaction effects were detected. 

The contributions to and requests from the Criminal Information Center 
generally increased during the program year among all patrol divisions and 
the tactical unit. Both requests and inputs leveled off during the extension 
phase, with requests outnumbering inputs. The NEPD made more inputs to and 
requests of the ere than the other patrol divisions, largely because of the 
activities of the patrol technicians of that division. Nonetheless, the tac­
tical unit used the CIC most frequently, particularly as measured by inputs
and requests per officer . 

User surveys indicated a high level of satisfaction with the information 
received from the center but only moderate usefulness of that information as 
an aid in making arrests. 

Apprehension-Oriented Patrol 

With regard to apprehension effectiveness, which is considered a more im­
portant· criterion of evaluation, LOP expended fewer officer-hours per target
crime arrest than POP; but each strategy resulted in about the same percent of 
target arrests made as interceptions. Any criterion chosen to evaluate ar­
rests of assigned CIC subjects resulted in so few observations that evalua­
tors could not make comparisons between LOP and POP . As would be expected,
LOP and POP produced higher apprehension rates than the SPD, which must also 
perform police service functions; however, few differences were observed 
among the three strategies in terms of the percentage of target arrests made 
as interceptions. When controlling for the corresponding trend over time for 
the SPD, LOP and POP did not produce substantial impact on tactical unit 
performance in terms of the percentage of target arrests made as intercep­
tions during the program year. Compared to the program year, the apprehension 
rates of both LOP and POP declined during the extension period, while no 
change occurred in the interception rate. 

POP made a substantially larger percentage of target arrests resulting
from the use of covert techniques and from officer-initiative than did LOP. 
Compared to the SPD, both Apprehension-Oriented strategies made larger per­
centages of arrests resulting from covert techniques and officer-initiated 
activities. The tactical unit experienced substantial increases from pre­
vious years on both measures during the program year. Compared to the pro­
gram year, however, no change occurred in the extension period in the percen­
tage of target arrests resulting from covert activities; a substantial reduc­
tion occurred in the percent of target arrests resulting from officer-ini­
tiated activities during the extension period. 
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Analyses of the three measures of arrest quality produced varied results. 
Compared to POP, LOP made a substantially larger percentage of target arrests 
for robbery, made about the same percentage of robbery arrests for armed rob­
bery, and made target arrests of subjects with substantially fewer prior 
felony arrests. POP was substantially better than the SPD on all three meas­
ures; however, LOP, although substantially better on two measures, was not 
substantially different in terms of median prior felony arrests of suspects 
arrested for target crimes. Controlling for the trends experienced by the 
SPD over time, LOP and POP produced a substantial increase only in the per­
centage of target arrests made for robbery in the program year compared to 
previous years . During the extension period, LOP experienced substantial de­
creases on all three measures compared to the program year; POP experienced
substantial decreases on two measures but a substantial increase in median 
number of prior felony arrests of subjects arrested for target crimes. 

Results pertaining to the two indicators of disposition of target ar­
rests, which were considered more important criteria, also varied. LOP tar­
get arrests were more likely to result in charges filed as target crimes than 
those made by POP; however, there was no substantial difference between the 
two strategies in terms of their conviction rates. However, LOP appeared to 
be superior to POP with regard to officer-hours expended per charge filed as 
a target crime and officer-hours expended per conviction for a target crime. 
Compared to the SPD, LOP and POP both produced a substantially smaller per­
centage of target arrests resulting in charges filed as target crimes; how­
ever, all three strategies produced essentially the same target crime convic­
tion rates. Controlling for corresponding trends of the SPD, LOP :and POP 
produced no notable impact on the performance of the tactical unit on these 
two measures in the program year, compared to previous years. Compared to 
the program year, LOP increased substantially in the percentage of target ar­
rests resulting in charges filed as target crimes in the extension phase. Too 
few data concerning convictions were available to draw reliable conclusions 
for the change in the extension period , however . 

POP produced substantially more inputs to the CIC per officer-year equiv­
alent than did LOP. POP also resulted in a substantially higher percentage 
of target subjects, about whom the CIC received inputs, who were assigned sub­
jects as opposed to unassigned subjects; however, LOP produced the same per­
centage of target subjects about whom they made inputs to the CIC, regardless
of who received information about the subjects. Both LOP and POP produced 
more inputs to the CIC per officer-year equivalent than did the SPD. Compared 
to the program year, both LOP and POP experienced a substantial reduction in 
inputs to CIC per officer-year equivalent in the extension period. 

Concerning officer-citizen conflicts, which was considered a more impor­
tant indicator, LOP produced more citizen complaints than POP. The POP offi­
cers expended substantially more officer-hours per complaint than did LOP. 
However, the SPD expended the most officer-hours per citizen complaint of the 
three strategies. When compared to previous years, LOP and POP produced a 
substantial increase in the citizen complaint rate in the program year; how­
ever, a corresponding decrease was noted in the extension period. Examination 
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of several types of data reveals no support for the contention that the in­
crease in citizen complaints was a result of an increase in arrests, al­
though more proactive techniques such as car checks and pedestrian checks 
are suspected of producing more complaints than less proactive techniques 
such as officer calls-for-service. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Providing information to patrol units about suspected perpetrators seems 
to have potential value. The evidence compiled from the Kansas City exper­
ience indicates that distributing information about a limited number of sus­
pects increases the likelihood of their being arrested. 

In comparing the two Apprehension-Oriented strategies against the evalu­
ation criteria, the results are varied. The Location-Oriented strategy was 
superior on three of the four important criteria of evaluation. These were 
officer-hours expended per target arrest, officer-hours expended per charge 
filed as a target crime, and officer-hours expended per conviction for target 
crimes. LOP was also superior to POP on a less important measure, the per­
centage of target arrests made for armed robbery. The POP strategy 1~as super­
ior in t~e percentage of target crime arrests resulting from officer-initiated 
activities and undercover operations, the median number of prior felony ar­
rests of suspects arrested for target crimes, and inputs to the CIC, which 
were considered less important measures. POP was superior to LOP in receiving 
fewer citizen complaints, which was considered one of four more important
evaluation critieria. No substantial differences between the two strategies
existed in the rate of intercepting suspects committing target crimes, the 
number of robbery arrests made for armed robbery, or the conviction rates for 
target crimes. 

While these results varied, when considering the overall program focus on 
arresting s uspects for robbery and burglary, and removing these suspects from 
circulation through convictions, LOP appeared to be superior. This technique 
produced more target crime arrests, with a greater percentage of these arrests 
made for the more serious crime of robbery, and a greater percentage of ar­
rests resulting in charges being filed for target crimes. LOP and POP seemed 
to have produced only a negligible impact on the performance of the tactical 
unit during the program year on the measures for which data were available; 
however, because officer-hour data were not available for years prior to the 
program year, no comparisons over time could be made on several important
effectiveness criteria. During the extension period the overall performance 
of the tactical unit declined compared to previous periods. 

Not surprisingly, the Apprehension-Oriented strategies were superior to 
the SPD's performance in the number of target crime arrests per officer-hour 
expended, the rate of intercepting suspects in the act of committing target
crimes, the percentage of arrests resulting from officer-initiated activities 
and undercover operations, the percentage of target crime arrests made for 
robbery, the prior felony arrest record of suspects arrested for target 
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crimes, and the number of inputs provided to the CIC. The SPO was superior
in the percentage of target arrests for which charges were filed for target 
crimes, and receiving fewer citizen complaints; however, with regard to of­
ficer-hours expended per charge filed as a target crime, LOP and POP were 
superior to the SPD. There was no substantial difference between the Appre­
hension-Oriented strategies and the SPD in terms of the conviction rate for 
target crimes; however, LOP and POP were superior to the SPD in terms of of­
ficer-hours expended per conviction for a target crime. 

Overall, the Apprehension-Oriented strategies were more effective than 
the SPD in the criteria addressing the goal of arresting suspects for robbery 
and burglary and the conviction of these suspects for target crimes. 

In conclusion, LOP appears to be superior on most of the more important
criteria, although its proactive nature did result in its officers receiving
citizen complaints at a higher rate than traditional patrol strategies. 

The final decision concerning the worth of adopting an Apprehension-Ori­
ented strategy such as LOP rests with those police administrators who must 
consider the distribution of scarce resources. Special i zed pol ice units such 
as a tactical unit usually need additional equipment (such as rental cars, 
cover apartments, special detection devices, etc.) which are added expenses
compared to regular patrol . Office~s to staff the tactical unit divert 
usually scarce manpower from other functions. From a purely apprehension­
oriented perspective, these proactive units do effect more arrests and con­
victions per officer-hour than regular patrol; however, issues as to the use 
and/or extent of use of tactical strategies such as LOP are still generally 
matters of subjective judgment of a community 1 s needs and its focus toward 
crime. 
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APPENDIX: Explanation of Original Location-Oriented Patrol 
Evaluation Plan and Factors Requiring an Alternative Plan 

The original evaluation plan for LOP called for the establishment of 
control and experimental areas. The SPD was excluded from consideration to 
avoid confounding the preventive patrol experiment being conducted there. As 
a result, thirty-two beats in the Northeast and Central Patrol Divisions were 
selected and matched on the following criteria: 

1 ) Frequency of robberies 

2) Frequency of burglaries 

3) Percentage of nonwhite population 

4) Income 1eve1 s of the citizens 

5) Number of occupied housing units 

6) Number of retail and other employers 

These beats were then divided into eight groups of four matched beats 
each, and one beat from each of the four was randomly chosen as the control 
beat. Thus, the beats were divided into eight control and 24 experimental 
areas . LOP operations were to be conducted only in experimental areas and 
were not to infringe on control areas. At the end of the LOP project, the 
control and experimental areas would be compared. 

To maintain the experimental conditions, it was necessary that the con­
trol beats not be entered by LOP squads; however, during the evaluation per­
iod, all control beats were violated by LOP at least once. The extent of the 
violation was such that in two of the eight matched sets of beats, LOP squads 
spent proportionately more time in the control beat than in any of the experi­
mental beats. Of the 22,879 officer-hours expended by LOP squads during the 
program year, 9509 (44.6 percent) were assigned outside the experimental areas. 
Because of these factors, the original experimenta l design had to be abandoned 
and alternative evaluation procedures and criteria formulated. 
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